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Abstract  

This paper examines market implications of a housing assistance policy offering subsidies to buyers of 

new homes priced up to $600,000 in Sydney. We find this policy causes a large degree of sales bunching 

just below $600,000, over 8 times the counterfactual density. Policy affected homes are associated with 

50% shorter time-on-market, 25% smaller area size, and especially an overpricing of $3,000, offsetting 

up to 56% of received benefit. Overpricing is aggravated by opportunistic developers that strategically 

shift their focus to policy eligible homes. This study sheds light on the effectiveness and externalities of 

housing subsidies to improve homeownership. 
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1. Introduction 

Housing affordability is an acute issue for policy makers worldwide. The past decade has seen a 

substantial increase in housing prices and a reduction in housing affordability around Australia1 (Hall 

and Thomas, 2016). To promote homeownership and new home development, the Australian government 

offered assistance schemes to home buyers who meet certain criteria. However, after several waves of 

assistance policies in recent decades, ironically the housing market has become even more unaffordable, 

especially for first home buyers and lower/middle income groups. In 2021, Sydney was ranked as the 

third most unaffordable housing market worldwide (Demographia, 2021).  

Public opinion on these housing assistance schemes is mixed. Some surmise that these grants 

may actually contribute to rising housing prices, rather than improving affordability.2 It is argued that 

although these grants do assist in getting homebuyers onto the first step in the property market, they are 

inflationary and actually push up property prices.3 These concerns reverberate in recent times with 

various COVID-19 housing stimulus packages, offered by the Australian and other nationôs governments, 

to alleviate the negative economic impact from COVID-19. As this program aims at reducing those 

housing stock under construction and stimulating the real estate industry4, social welfare and affordable 

housing advocates suggest that such grants are ineffective in promoting housing affordability during a 

crisis.5  

In this study, we investigate the housing market implications of government subsidies by 

exploiting a regulatory policy that offers stamp duty concessions for eligible new home buyers. We focus 

                                                      
1 Source: Australia Bureau of Statistics in various years.  
2 Australian Bureau of Statistics data shows that since the grant was introduced in July 2000, the average house price in 

Western Australia increased from $125,000 to $425,000 in July 2010.  
3  Source: Calls for First Home Owner Grant to be scrapped, from The Sydney Morning Herald. Link: 

https://www.smh.com.au/business/companies/calls-for-first-home-owner-grant-to-be-scrapped-20110909-1k1yl.html  
4 Source: Housing plan including cash grants on the radar to kickstart construction, from The Sydney Morning Herald. Link: 

https://www.smh.com.au/politics/federal/housing-plan-including-cash-grants-on-the-radar-to-kickstart-construction-

20200526-p54wkr.html 
5 Source: Australian Government announces Homebuilder stimulus program. Link: https://www.ahuri.edu.au/news-and-

media/covid-19/australian-government-announces-homebuilder-stimulus-program  

https://www.smh.com.au/business/companies/calls-for-first-home-owner-grant-to-be-scrapped-20110909-1k1yl.html
https://www.smh.com.au/politics/federal/housing-plan-including-cash-grants-on-the-radar-to-kickstart-construction-20200526-p54wkr.html
https://www.smh.com.au/politics/federal/housing-plan-including-cash-grants-on-the-radar-to-kickstart-construction-20200526-p54wkr.html
https://www.ahuri.edu.au/news-and-media/covid-19/australian-government-announces-homebuilder-stimulus-program
https://www.ahuri.edu.au/news-and-media/covid-19/australian-government-announces-homebuilder-stimulus-program
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on the Home Builders Bonus Policy (hereafter, HBB) from 1 July 2010 to 30 June 2012 (see Appendix 

1 for a detailed description of the benefit provided in the HBB policy). Buyers of new residential 

properties during the HBB period enjoy stamp duty exemptions for prices below $600,000; whereas for 

prices above $600,000, no concession is offered, and buyers are required to pay full stamp duty amounts. 

This creates a threshold at $600,000 whereby a $1 increase of home price could result in an extra stamp 

duty payment of $22,490.6 Besides the jump in stamp duty payment at the threshold price, another 

noteworthy feature of the HBB is that this policy is widely available to any new home buyers, including 

property investors who already have a primary residence. Hence, we expect the HBB policy to have a 

broad and significant influence on the housing market given its availability with no limits on applicantsô 

income or assets. As long as a new home is purchased at a price below $600,000, the HBB policy 

stipulates that stamp duty is completely waived for óoff-the-planô7 new homes, and it is reduced by 25% 

for completed new homes. 

Using a difference-in-differences (DID) approach, we offer a clean identification of the policy 

impact by analyzing home sales before or after the HBB policy at above or below the policy threshold 

price. This DID strategy is in line with other studies exploiting exogenous policy shock or policy-induced 

discontinuity (DeFusco et al, 2020; Agarwal et al, 2017). We examine several aspects of the policy 

impacts, including housing price formation in terms of price density distribution and price level of policy 

affected homes, time-on-market, and supplier side analysis in terms of housing quality and opportunistic 

developers. Our analysis delineates the impact of housing subsidies on housing market dynamics, and 

also enables us to assess the extent to which the housing subsidies could address housing affordability. 

                                                      
6 Based on the progressive stamp duty rates shown in Internet Appendix Table IA1, a recipient of the HBB stamp duty 

exemption for buying a new home priced at $600,000 could save up to $22,490. The amount of stamp duty is calculated as 

the transaction price times the corresponding tax rate, with different tax schedules in different price brackets. Note that as the 

purchase price crosses a tax bracket threshold, a higher tax rate applies to the entire amount and not just the portion that falls 

above the threshold as in standard graduated schedules. Hence to avoid paying higher stamp duty tax, home buyers would 

naturally prefer to stay at the lower level of tax schedule.  
7 Off-the-plan means when the home is sold before it has been built. It is also known as forward sales, presale, or sale at the 

pre-construction stage. 
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Employing a rich dataset of housing transaction records in the Sydney metropolitan area from 

June 2008 to June 2012 (i.e., [-2, +2] years window around the HBB effective date), we first show that 

for the market segment of new homes, the distribution of housing prices has a large and acute bunching 

at just below the threshold of $600,000 and a discernable hole slightly above it, while no such bunching 

is observed for old home sample in the same period. To further quantify the bunching effect, we compare 

the actual and counterfactual price distributions using the old (i.e., pre-existing, second-hand) home sales 

as a counterfactual. As the housing assistance is provided only for new homes, the sales of pre-existing 

homes serve as a natural control group. We show that for new homes during the policy period, the 

percentage of exact bunching at $600k is 4.67%, seven-fold of the exact-bunching density of 0.68% for 

old home sales . For the ±$20,000 neighborhoods, the percentage of new home sales in the price range 

of ($580k, $600k) is 9.61%, or over three times that of the old home sales in the same period. Our sales 

distribution regression analysis also offers consistent evidence that during the HBB period, policy-

eligible new homes priced exactly at $600k experience 7.5% higher sales volume. Similarly, for the 

±$20k neighborhoods around the threshold, we observe significantly 1.1% higher new home sales on the 

LHS but not on the RHS. This result implies that the HBB policy has a substantial influence on 

purchasing decisions, causing homebuyers to choose homes priced within the HBB-eligible range 

Besides using old home sales as counterfactual, we also conduct additional bunching analysis 

following the method in Best and Kleven (2018). We formulate a counterfactual price distribution by 

estimating a frequency polynomial based on the actual price volume distribution during the policy period 

but with the parts around the cutoff price omitted. Our result reveals that for neighborhoods just below 

the threshold price, the sales volume rises by 1,039, or 8.39 times the average counterfactual sales volume. 

On the contrary, for neighborhoods just above the threshold, sales volume drops by 337, or 2.72 times 
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the average counterfactual transaction volume. This lopsided bunching of -5.67 represents a significant 

distortion of market price distribution8.  

To offer a thorough understanding of the bunching mass, we investigate two potential sources: 1) 

existing buyers in the higher-end market may move down from above the threshold price to below; and 

2) new buyers who did not have housing purchase plan before the policy are attracted by the subsidy to 

enter the market. We assess the density imbalance below and above the threshold and show that about 

one-third of the bunching mass just below the threshold is from homebuyers moving down from above 

to below the threshold. Further, using regressions comparing price density around the threshold price 

Pre- and Post-HBB, we obtain consistent findings that the sales volume above the price threshold drops 

by 0.11% while the volume below increases by 1.1% in the ±$10,000 neighborhoods. That is, the sales 

volume above the threshold does not drop as much as the increase in sales below, which implies that a 

sizable portion of sales bunching also consists of newcomers attracted by the HBB policy to enter the 

market, not just from buyers moving to just below the threshold from above. 

Next, we examine HBBôs impact on price distortions around the policy threshold. Comparing 

sales prices of eligible new homes with old homes not affected by the HBB, we find that policy-eligible 

new homes are priced $3,158 higher just below the threshold than old homes in the HBB period, using a 

hedonic regression approach controlling for property features, location, and time fixed effects. Relative 

to the amount of subsidy received, this price inflation reduces up to 56%9 of the amount of subsidy 

received, depending on the amount of subsidy for which the homebuyer is eligible. We further conduct 

a triple-difference regression analysis by comparing the prices of homes bought before and after the HBB 

policy around the threshold prices for new and old homes, and find that new homes below the threshold 

are overpriced by about $3,889. Using subsamples comprising below or above threshold transactions 

                                                      
8 The measure of bunching just below the threshold is b=8.39 and the measure of hole just above is m=2.72. The lopsided 

bunching is computed as -5.67, obtained from m-b. The bunching estimate b is much larger than Best and Klevenôs (2018) 

equivalent bunching measure which ranges from 0.36 to 0.63 for UK homes eligible for a stamp duty holiday 
9 See section 4.1 for calculation details of the offset percentage. 
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only, we find the overpricing ranges from $1,074 to $5,832, depending on price windows. Furthermore, 

we use alternative specifications with price premiums derived from the residual part of a hedonic model, 

and find a qualitatively similar extent of housing price inflation just below the threshold price in the HBB 

period.  

Apart from price inflation, we also examine policy impact on time-on-market and housing quality 

(in terms of area size) of policy-affected homes. As new homes below the threshold price face 

substantially higher demand, we expect these homes would sell faster with a shorter time-on-market.  We 

find that the time-on-market of policy affected new homes decreases by over 50%. Further, these homes 

are smaller by about 120 square meters, or about a quarter of the average land area size during the policy 

period and just below the threshold, suggesting that policy-affected homes are not only more expensive 

but also smaller in area size. 

From the supply side, we test whether the surge in demand for policy eligible homes have an 

unintended externality of causing certain developers to shift their sales focus substantially and 

concentrate their efforts on selling just homes below policy threshold price to satisfy such demand. As 

policy eligible off-the-plan new homes are easier to sell in terms of higher price and shorter time-on-

market, unscrupulous and opportunistic developers may be attracted to enter the housing market to sell 

higher priced and lower-quality homes. We identify an opportunistic developer as one that has over 50% 

of sales concentrated in policy eligible homes between $550,000 to $600,000 in the post-HBB period, 

but less than 25% in the Pre-HBB period. We then analyze the sales volume in different price brackets 

and find that the opportunistic developers sell 1.436% more in new sales (as a percentage of total new 

home sales) in the price bin at the threshold price, compared with other developers.  In terms of sales 

price, we show that opportunistic developers charge $7,000 to $9,000 more than other developers for just 

below threshold homes, consistent with the hypothesis that they are exploiting the increased demand for 

below threshold homes under the HBB policy. Note that since the savings obtained from the policy range 
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from $5,623 to $22,490, this result implies that the overpricing by opportunistic developers offsets a 

sizable proportion of between 31% and 124% from the subsidies. Our results also imply that a large 

portion of the policy subsidies are actually gained by opportunistic developers at the expense of 

homebuyers who are the targeted beneficiary of the subsidy policy. 

 Lastly, we explore whether housing benefits induce a potential wealth effect; that is, whether the 

HBB housing subsidies lead to more conspicuous consumption of durable goods for subsidy recipients 

(e.g. Agarwal et al., 2007; Mian and Sufi, 2012; Parker et al., 2013; Kaplan and Violante, 2014). 

Specifically, we use the purchase of new cars to proxy for conspicuous consumption of durable goods. 

It is likely that home buyers will spend the savings from the subsidy rather than save it. For example, 

Parker et al. (2013) find households spent a majority of the economic stimulus payments of 2008 on 

durable goods, primarily new vehicles. We also find that neighborhoods that receive more housing 

subsidies have more new car registrations, consistent with the notion of a wealth effect brought on by the 

housing benefits.  

Our paper makes several important contributions. First, our paper adds to the literature on 

bunching and policy response (Saez, 2010; Bajari et al., 2011; Kopczuk and Munroe, 2015; Slemrod et 

al, 2017; Agarwal et al., 2020; DeFusco et al, 2020). Bunching is a popular approach to studying 

distribution frequency discontinuity-related issues in microeconomics. For example, Bajari et al. (2011) 

study the healthcare insurance industry and find that hospitals submit significantly larger bills when the 

reimbursement rate is higher. Saez (2010) exploits the bunching at kink points of the tax system to 

estimate the elasticity of earnings with respect to taxes. Our study focuses on the policy impact on 

housing price distribution, documenting acute bunching at the desirable side of the policy threshold. 

Further, besides the volume response, we extend the bunching analysis in Best and Kleven (2018) by 

examining the price effect of the grant thresholds and document a strong overpricing. To our knowledge, 

this is the first study to provide large sample evidence on several important aspects of the housing market, 
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including sales volume bunching, price distortion in the housing market. We further enrich the analysis 

further by investigating housing market liquidity and supply side effects by documenting a reduction of 

time-on-market, smaller home size, and strategic behaviors of opportunistic developers. 

Second, existing studies on the effect of housing assistance policies mainly use aggregate 

statistics and lack strong inference. With our comprehensive transaction level database, we are able to 

identify the exact shift in price preference before and after the relevant housing assistance policy in 

different housing segments. The data also allow us to compare and contrast the price effect on homes 

that were eligible for policy aid (the treated sample) and those that were ineligible due to being just above 

the cut-off (the control sample), which enable to offer more clear evidence and robust identification of 

the policy impact. 

Third, we provide welfare implications for one of the largest housing affordability initiatives by 

the Australian government in recent times by examining the effectiveness of housing assistance policies 

as a viable method for improving housing affordability and boosting homeownership. We find evidence 

that after the introduction of assistance policies, the homes slightly below the threshold prices are priced 

higher and are also smaller in area size. This implies that the benefit from the assistance policies is priced 

into the purchase price, and so part of the home buyer benefit is reaped by the sellers/developers. Further, 

we find a wealth effect from housing assistance using durable goods consumption. Households that 

receive this kind of housing assistance benefit spend more on new luxury car brands. 

Overall, our study sheds light on the effectiveness and externalities of housing stimulus in the 

form of subsidies to improve housing affordability. As urban housing markets throughout the world face 

increasing challenges regarding housing affordability, similar to Australia, our study also offers general 

implications for policymakers in other markets. For example, in response to the homeownership 

aspirations of the community, the housing regulation authorities in countries such as Hong Kong and 

Canada have introduced various subsidized homeownership schemes over the past few decades, such as 
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the Home Ownership Scheme in Hong Kong and new housing rebate scheme in Canada. Thus, the 

findings in this study could be used to inform relevant assistance policies for housing markets in other 

countries.  

This paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 describes the institutional background of the housing 

assistance policies that we study. Section 3 reports the data and method. Section 4 reports the main 

analysis and empirical results, and Section 5 reports additional tests. Section 6 concludes. 

 

2. Institutional Background on Housing Assistance Policies 

Although metropolises worldwide are concerned with housing market bubbles and house 

affordability, there is a dearth of effective policies to address these important issues. Governments 

typically employ two main approaches to tackle housing affordability. The first is usually to provide 

public housing for lower income households at below-market price, as in Hong Kong and Singapore. 

The second is to offer financial assistance to certain groups of home buyers. For example, the First Home 

Owner Grant New Homes scheme in New South Wales (NSW), Australia provided a $15,000 rebate for 

home purchases below $650,000 from 2012 to 2014. There are numerous assistance schemes in various 

countries; however, despite the widespread introduction of such schemes, there has been a noticeable 

global decline in homeownership over the last several decades among the younger cohort (Battellino, 

2009). It is thus important to understand why policies do not achieve the intended result, and be careful 

about the potential market distortion effect of any public policy. 

In this study, we examine the HBB housing assistance policy in Sydney, Australia, introduced by 

the NSW government on 1 July 2010 and ended on 30 June 2012. This policy offered a stamp duty 

exemption to home buyers purchasing new homes priced up to $600,000: it represented a saving of up 

to $22,490. For new dwellings being built there was a 25% cut in stamp duty or up to $5,623 in savings.10  

                                                      
10 These figures represent the actual stamp duty savings and are given in Box 4.1 in the Financial Year 2010-2011 Budget 

Statement Budget Paper No. 2 of the NSW Government. The maximum savings of $22,490 represents the usual amount of 
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Specifically, during the HBB policy period between July 2010 and June 2012, for new homes bought at 

$600,000 (the policy threshold), buyers were eligible for a 25% stamp duty exemption for completed 

new homes or full stamp duty exemption for off-the-plan new homes. Unlike other assistance policies, 

there were no other eligibility requirements such as low income or existing property ownership. If the 

off-the-plan property was instead purchased at a price just above the threshold, say $600,001 (i.e., $1 

above the threshold), the buyer would be subject to the full stamp duty tax of $22,490. The stamp duty 

benefit in other price ranges did not experience such sudden jumps, and hence we expect the price pattern 

to display a much smoother variation across those ranges.  

While there were other housing policies from the government throughout the past two decades in 

Sydney, we choose to focus on the HBB policy for the following reasons. First, there are clear price 

threshold in the policy, which enables us to test the policy effects on the distribution of price and volume 

by comparing the two sides at just above and below the threshold. The second reason is that HBB is only 

applicable to new homes, which enables us to compare and contrast the price distribution with old/pre-

existing homes during the policy period. Third, it does not overlap with other subsidy policies, which 

may otherwise complicate the interpretation of each specific policy.11 In the period prior to the HBB (the 

Pre-HBB policy period), first home buyers of any home (including both new and old) could receive cash 

grants regardless of the home price and additional stamp duty reductions for any home priced up to 

$600,000.12 These same incentives also continued into the HBB (the Post-HBB policy) period. As these 

policies occur Pre- and Post-HBB, we are able to isolate the sole effect of HBB using a difference-in-

differences approach. 

                                                      
stamp duty paid without the policy for a home priced at $600,000. The usual stamp duty at $600,000 is $8,990 plus $4.50 for 

every $100 above $300,000 or 8,990 + (600,000-300,000)/100*4.50 = $22,490. 25% of $22,490 is (roughly) $5,623. The 

complete stamp schedule is outlined in Internet Appendix Table IA1 from the NSW Office of State Revenue website: 

http://www.osr.nsw.gov.au/taxes/transfer-land   
11 It is worth noting that while we have made efforts to design our study periods to isolate the effects of each assistance policy 

separately, to avoid potentially confounding effects from other policies, the periods we study also include other assistance 

policies. The complete details of these other policies are listed in Appendix 1. 
12 Below $500,000 there is complete stamp duty waiver (saving $17,990). For home prices between $500,000 and $600,000, 

stamp duty is $0.2249 for every dollar above $500,000. 

http://www.osr.nsw.gov.au/taxes/transfer-land
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There are two perspectives regarding the effectiveness of these housing schemes.13 One stream 

of research shows that housing subsidies have a positive, stabilizing effect on the housing market, and 

that they serve as an effective means to enhance housing affordability (Besley et al, 2014; Lee and Reed, 

2014). On the other hand, it is argued that government subsidies to home buyers are capitalized into the 

housing market, causing an overall higher level of housing prices.14 For instance, Blight, Field and 

Henriquez (2012) (2012), Randolph, Pinnegar and Tice (2013), and Kupke and Rossini (2014) find that 

housing assistance schemes are associated with higher home prices and increased buying activity. 

However, all these studies do not study whether the effect was causal nor measure how much of the 

house price increase was due to the grant rather than other factors. 

To offer external validity, we compare the HBB policy in this study with other housing policies 

in Australia and those in the rest of the world in Internet Appendix Table IA2. A key feature of the HBB 

policy is that it imposed a price cap on the eligibility of subsidies. This kind of threshold is also commonly 

seen in other housing policies both in Australia (for example, the Victoria Land Transfer Duty Waiver 

ñBig Housing Buildò policy) and other regions (such as Hong Kong and Canada), as shown in Table 

IA2.15  

Another important attribute of the HBB policy is that it applies to all buyers of new off-the-plan 

homes: its primary purpose was to clear housing stock and to stimulate the real estate and construction 

industries, rather than making housing more affordable. This is different from the other grants in 

Australia and other countries that are applicable only to first-time home buyers or buyers from lower 

                                                      
13 There is also a larger stream of literature on the effects of housing assistance on the well-being of recipients. See for example 

Jacob (2004) on Section 8 housing vouchers and their effect on student achievements, and Chetty et al. (2016) on the effect 

of the óMoving to Opportunityô experiment on the long-term outcomes of children. 
14 Similar to subsidy capitalization effect, Dachis et al. (2012) find Torontoôs 1.1% land transfer tax cause a declining in 

housing prices equal to the tax.  
15 For example, in August 2020, the Hong Kong Monetary Authority initiated a housing policy that imposes a price cap of 

HK$10 million if the home buyers want to borrow up to 60% loan-to-value ratio (LTV), with the maximum LTV dropping to 

50% if over the cap. Similarly, in Canada, the maximum LTV drops from 95% to 80% at a threshold price of $1 million, 

creating an increase of $150,000 in the down payment requirement for homes at the threshold. In New York and London, so-

called ñmansion taxesò have been imposed on purchases of all homes valued over $1 million (USD) (since 1989) and over 

$1.5M (GBP) (since 2014), respectively. 
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income groups. As Dalton (2012) notes, Australian HBB grants were unique in that they did not target 

particular income or population groups. Enticed by the subsidy, financially savvy investors are likely to 

obtain the grant and buy eligible homes below the threshold price, thus crowding out financially 

constrained first home buyers.  

To sum up, this study offers important implications for policymakers around the world in 

designing housing policies. Specifically, a policy inference we can draw from it is that effective policies 

to alleviate housing affordability need to specify eligibility (such as income or wealth limit) and target 

group (such as first-time home buyer). Policies that offer the widespread availability regardless of income 

may cause undesirable distortions to both price and volume. Without these, we would expect a similar 

crowding-out effect in housing markets elsewhere.  

 

3. Data and Method 

3.1 Sample Construction and Summary Statistics 

Our empirical analysis uses a comprehensive data sample of housing transaction records for the 

Sydney Metropolitan Area from June 2008 to June 2012 from Australian Property Monitors. The list of 

variables includes transaction date and price, comprehensive property and location characteristics, and 

buyer and seller identities. This data is ideally suited for the analysis because the complete price pattern 

contains valuable information about the exact bunching location at the price threshold. We further 

augment this data with CoreLogic Scorecard data (provided by the Securities Industry Research Centre 

of Asia-Pacific (SIRCA)) and data on first home owner grants from the NSW governmentôs Office of 

State Revenue. The CoreLogic Scorecard data contains monthly snapshots by suburb of property 

turnover and total housing stock while the First Home Owner Grant data16 provides the monthly number 

of applications and dollar amounts of first homeowner cash rebates and stamp duty reductions at the 

                                                      
16 Unfortunately, we do not have statistics on the HBB policy that apply to all home buyers. 
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suburb level. We obtain from Dungey, Wells and Thompson (2011) the detailed dates and eligibility 

criteria of housing assistance policies for the Pre-HBB period. We also check the Australian federal and 

NSW state governmentsô respective websites for cash grant policies for the Pre-HBB period. 

Additionally, we examine NSW government budget papers to obtain information on NSW assistance 

schemes such as the HBB. 

Figure 1 illustrates the housing market trend in Sydney during this period.17 As seen in Figure 1 

Panel A, the housing price indexes for both Australia and Sydney are increasing throughout the Pre-HBB 

period and fall slightly in the Post-HBB period. Panel B presents the standardized monthly transaction 

volume, which peaks in December 2009 and is otherwise stable throughout our sample period at between 

0.9 and 1.1 of transactions in June 2008.  

[--- INSERT FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE ---] 

Table 1 Panel A reports summary statistics for our main data set of individual housing sales. The 

total number of sales is 311,220 (263,626 with full housing characteristics). The mean sales price of all 

homes sold is $656,240. New homes account for 7% of all homes sales. Opportunistic developers, 

defined as a developer with 50 percent or more of their new home sales during the Post-HBB period 

being just below the HBB threshold price of between $550,000 to $600,000 (inclusive) and during the 

Pre-HBB period sell less than 25 percent of their sales are between $550,000 to $600,000 (inclusive), 

make up 7% of all new home sales. We also observe 13% of homes are sold via auctions. The average 

home has 2.86 bedrooms, 1.59 bathrooms, 71% have parking and 51% of sales are houses. 

In Table 1 Panel B we look at the mode, mean, and median sales prices for new and old (pre-

existing, second-hand) homes by policy period and by whether their prices are above or below the 

$600,000 threshold. Note that in the Post-HBB period, the mode of sale of new homes is $600,000, 

consistent with the threshold for the stamp duty exemption for the HBB. For old homes, the modes are 

                                                      
17 Please note that as this figure is based on monthly statistics, the gap between the pre-HBB period and post-HBB period 

from 9 June 2010 to 30 June 2010 does not appear. 
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both $500,000 for the Pre- and Post- periods. The mean price for old homes is much higher than the 

median due to the right-tail influence of high-priced units (e.g. over $2 million) skewing the mean. The 

mean price for new homes is lower than that for old ones, as there are fewer new homes in the very high 

price range. We further look at the subsample of homes priced up to the policy threshold, and find the 

mode is $600,000 for new homes Post-HBB, consistent with the large bunching induced by the HBB 

policy.  

[--- INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE ---] 

To illustrate price distribution and locations of these policy-affected homes, Figure 2 presents 

two heat maps of the mean sales price and the mean transaction volumes for them (i.e., new home sales 

less than $600,000 during the HBB period) across suburbs (neighborhoods). We can see these policy-

affected homes span the entire city and their densities vary according to suburb. In Figure 2 Panel A, we 

see that the more expensive new homes are concentrated in Inner Sydney and particularly in the Eastern 

Suburbs, Mosman/Cremorne areas. Cheaper home sales occur more in the southwest and northwest from 

Inner Sydney. In terms of transaction volumes in Figure 2 Panel B, there is a reasonably uniform 

distribution across neighborhoods with notable concentrations in Canterbury Bankstown and the Lower 

North Shore.  

[--- INSERT FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE ---] 

 

3.2 Bunching of Housing Prices around Threshold Price during the HBB Policy Period 

In this section, we examine the effect of the HBB policy on transaction volume around the 

threshold price of $600,000 during the policy period. Empirically, the distribution of these variables tends 

to present a discontinuity or bunching effect around the threshold point. The housing subsidy policy is 

essentially a discontinuous function of the housing prices with certain eligibility criteria. Home buyers 

make their housing decision to ensure that they are on the desirable side of the policy threshold. At the 

threshold, individuals are subject to large changes in outcomes as a result of small changes in certain 
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choice variables. For example, Agarwal et al. (2020) examine the bunching of the appraisal price and 

find that 42% of appraisals are at or near the contract value, while only 7.5% are below. It is well 

exploited in the literature that piecewise linear income tax schedules result in discontinuities and 

bunching in the density of earnings (Saez, 2010; Kleven and Waseem, 2013; Kleven et al., 2014; DeFusco 

et al., 2020). Imperfectly enforced price controls, such as the minimum wage, generate a similar pattern 

in wage distribution (Meyer and Wise, 1983; Doyle, 2007).  

To exploit the policy setting, we utilize a bunching model (Best and Kleven, 2018; Han et al., 

2021) to estimate the causal effect of the housing subsidy on price distribution. To gain an overview of 

price distribution, we plot the histograms of transaction prices for new and old home sales in our policy 

periods in Figure 3. We find that prices bunch at the threshold levels for policy-affected homes (new 

homes) rather than being smoothly distributed. Panels A and B of Figure 3 present the histograms for the 

Pre-HBB policy period for new and old home sales, respectively. We do not find any discernible 

bunching in either graph. New homes have a spike in distribution at $350,000 while for old homes it is 

reasonably smooth. Figure 3 Panels C and D show histograms during the HBB policy for new and old 

home sales, respectively. We observe clear bunching at just below $600,000, but much fewer sales just 

above $600,000 in the histogram for new home sales in Panel C, due to the stamp duty exemption on 

new home sales. In contrast, old home sales have a smooth distribution as shown in Panel D, as they are 

not eligible for this policy.  

[--- INSERT FIGURE 3 ABOUT HERE ---] 

 

3.3 Difference on Volume Distribution and Sale Price between New and Old Homes  

As the policy targets new home sales, we could potentially use the price distribution and level of 

old home sales during the same period as a counterfactual distribution of new home sales without the 

policy, and the difference would be regarded as policy effect on volume distribution. We expect that in 
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response to the HBB policy, sales prices and transaction volumes just below the threshold price will be 

higher than those just above; and we expect these effects would show up only in new homes.  

For old homes to be a valid counterfactual, the parallel trend assumption must hold, where sales 

volume between old and new homes pre- HBB policy should display a similar pattern. In Figure 4 we 

plot the monthly sales volume of old and new homes across all sales prices (Panel A), below or equal 

$600,000 (Panel B), and above $600,000 (Panel C). We observe parallel trends across all panels in the 

before the HBB policy between old and new homes, hence satisfying the parallel trend assumption. 

[--- INSERT FIGURE 4 ABOUT HERE ---] 

Table 2 Panel A tests the mean differences in the distribution of housing sale prices, based on the 

sales volume in various price bins. Overall, we find that sales volume density of new homes is much 

higher to the left of the threshold than to the right, compared to old homes. The first row presents the 

proportion of sales at exactly the threshold price of $600,000 for new and old homes. We find 4.67% of 

new home sales sell exactly at the threshold price of $600,000, which is more than five times the exact-

bunching percentage (0.68%) for old homes. The difference of 3.99% is economically and statistically 

significant.  

[--- INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE ---] 

Besides exact bunching at the policy threshold price of $600,000, we also look at bunching in a 

close neighborhood, using a ±$20,000 window around the threshold price. For new home sales, we find 

the sales density is 9.61% just below the threshold and 1.08 percent just above, indicating there is an 

imbalance of 8.53% (Below ï Above). In contrast, the counterfactual old homes in the ±$20,000 price 

window have an imbalance of only 0.34% with the threshold below having slightly higher mass than the 

above (2.69% Below vs. 2.35 percent Above). When taking the difference of new and old home 

imbalances (Below ï Above measure for New ï Old column), the difference is 8.19%, statistically 

significant at the 1% level. Next, we further enlarge the price window from ±$20,000 to ±$50,000. Using 

a ±$50,000 price range, the new and old home imbalances between below and above $600,000 is 12.30%, 
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statistically significant at the 1% level. This sizable imbalance shows again that the new home sales 

volumes are heavily skewed to below the threshold in comparison with old homes which have a density 

difference below and above of just 1%. 

Besides sales volume analysis, we also examine sales price using a difference-in-difference 

approach. Turning to housing price differences results in Table 2 Panel B, we find the price differences 

between new and old are statistically different. For example, for the sample of new home sales, the prices 

of new homes sold below the threshold in the (P-$50k, P) window is $579.19k, compared with the 

average price of $632.63k in the (P, P+50k) window above the threshold. On the other hand, for old 

homes, the price imbalance (Below ï Above around the threshold price of $600k) is -$55.44k, with the 

difference between new and old homes being $2.01k (the below-above imbalance of -$53.43k for new 

homes minus the below-above imbalance of -$55.44k for old homes), is statistically significant. This 

difference-in-difference test result implies that the prices of new homes are on average $2,010 more 

expensive due to the policy, after accounting for price imbalance in old homes. We obtain consistent 

results using the ±$20,000 price range, showing price inflation in new homes is $2,510 in response to the 

HBB policy.18 

 

4. Empirical Analysis 

4.1 Bunching Estimation on The Impact of the HBB Policy on Sales Volume Distribution  

In this section, we estimate the excess bunching due to thresholds by creating a counterfactual 

distribution had there not been a threshold. We follow Best and Kleven (2018) and fi t a flexible 

polynomial regression and excluding a region around the threshold, which is widely used in the literature 

(e.g. Kopczuk and Munroe, 2015; Best and Kleven, 2018; Han et al. , 2021) and also enable us to compare 

                                                      
18 In Internet Appendix Table IA3, we use new home sales in the Pre-HBB period as the control group instead and find similar 

results. In Panel A, we find higher price distribution with similar differences in magnitudes for just below and at the threshold. 

For just above the threshold, we find within +/- 1% differences in price distribution. In Panel B for sales prices, we also find 

statistically higher prices above and below the threshold for the Post-HBB period compared with the control period. The 

Below ï Above difference although positive is not statistically significant.  
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the extent of bunching in this study to other papers on bunching effects. Sales transactions are grouped 

into AUD$5,000 price bins with prices from $150,000 to $1,200,000. We use the following regression 

to estimate the counterfactual distribution around a threshold at price ὺӶ:  

ὧ ‍ ᾀ –Ὅ
ὺӶᾀ

ὶ
‭ᴓ ‎ὍὭ Ὧ

ᶰ

Ὡ --(1) 

 

Where ci is the number of transactions in price bin i, and zi is the distance between price bin i and 

the price bin at threshold ὺӶ. q is the polynomial order, set at 5. The second term in equation 1 includes 

fixed effects for prices that are multiples of round numbers in set R, where R = {10,000; 25,000; 50,000}, 

ᴓ is the set of natural numbers, and I{.} denotes the dummy function. The third term excludes a region 

(ὺ , ὺ ) around the threshold that is being distorted by bunching responses to the threshold.  

We determine the lower threshold bin Ὤ  as when the slope between bins first changes direction 

when moving to below the threshold. The upper threshold bin Ὤ  is determined when the slope between 

bins changes direction after the first time the slope becomes positive as we move away to above the 

threshold. ei is an error term. The estimate of the counterfactual distribution is defined as ὧǶ from the 

equation omitting the contribution of the dummies in the excluded range. We estimate excess bunching 

as the difference between the observed and counterfactual bin counts within the region (ὺ , ὺ ) that falls 

below the threshold as ὄ В ὧ ὧ  and the missing mass above the threshold as ὓ

В ὧ ὧ .  

Figure 5 Panel A presents the bunching estimation result with bootstrap standard errors in 

parentheses, where Figure 5 Panel B reports the observed and constructed counterfactual price 

distributions around a threshold price of $600,000.19 We find that during the HBB policy period, 

                                                      
19 We report the coefficient estimates of the bin regressions in Internet Appendix Table IA4. We show that the first and second 

polynomial effects (bindist_1 and bindist_2) are negative, and the remaining polynomial effects are positive. We also observe 

high bin frequency for $10,000 and $50,000 bins.  
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bunching estimator b (unstandardized) is estimated to be 1,039.36, which implies there are about 1,039 

more home sale transactions just below the threshold price, compared with the counterfactual distribution 

without the policy. Similarly, the missing mass estimator m (unstandardized) is estimated as 123.89, 

implying that there are about 124 fewer home sales at prices just above the threshold, compared with the 

counterfactual case. The observed bunching mass and missing mass around the policy threshold price 

suggest that the HBB policy has a strong distortionary effect on the sales price distribution. 

Further, as the increased sales b on the lower side is much greater than the missing sales m on the 

upper side (i.e., b (1,039.36) >m (123.89)), this imbalance implies that the observed bunching just below 

the threshold comes not only from sales above the threshold moving down in price, but also from new 

buyers entering the housing market. Attracted by the housing assistance from the HBB policy, those who 

had not planned to buy a home come to the housing market to take advantage of the savings. This finding 

is crucial as it clearly delineates the two distinct sources from which the bunching mass is formed, 

including existing demand in the higher end of the housing market, as well as policy-induced demand 

from new entrants. 

Besides looking at the raw numbers, we also analyze the standardized measures of b and m, for 

ease of comparison with the magnitude in other studies. The standardizing denominator is 123.89 sales, 

which is the average counterfactual bin size in the omitted region (denoted as dotted vertical lines in 

Figure 5 Panel B).  We find the excess mass b below the threshold price is 8.39 times the size of the 

average counterfactual density across bins within the omitted region. The bootstrap standard error of the 

estimate is 0.20, making it statistically significant at the 1% level. The missing mass m in the region 

above the threshold price is estimated to be 2.72, statistically significant at the 1% level, implying that 

the sales volume in the price range above the threshold is 2.72 times lower than the counterfactual density 

without the policy. 
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[--- INSERT FIGURE 5 ABOUT HERE---] 

Overall, the price distribution pattern shows very strong bunching around the threshold price of 

$600,000. The parameter estimates are also comparable with other studies that use this method. For 

example, Best and Kleven (2018) estimate the value of b to be between 1.64 and 1.85 and the value of m 

to be between 2.21 and 2.27 for stamp duty thresholds in the UK. In another related study, Leung et al. 

(2015) investigate stamp duty threshold changes in the Hong Kong housing market and find b of between 

0.171 and 0.892 and m of between -0.273 and -0.408. 

 

4.2 Policy Effect on Sales Distribution using Prior Periods as Counterfactual 

In the previous section, we find strong distortions in sales volume and price of homes affected by 

the policy, using old homes as the counterfactual group. In this section, we further test the impact of the 

HBB policy by employing an alternative counterfactual method. Specifically, we use sales in the prior 

period as the counterfactual when the assistance policy was absent. We start by using the same frequency 

bins for new homes as we did to create our bunching estimates in Figure 5. Transactions are grouped into 

$5,000 price bins from $200,000 to $1,200,00020. We use the following regression to estimate the 

counterfactual distribution around a threshold price ὺӶ:  

ὧ

ὔὩύὛὥὰὩί
ρzππ ὦ ὦὖέίὸὌὄὄὝzὬὶὩίὬέὰὨὦὖέίὸὌὄὄᶻ ὢȟὣ ὦὖέίὸὌὄὄᶻὣȟὢ  

ὦ ὢȟὣ ὦὝὬὶὩίὬέὰὨὦ ὣȟὢ ὦὖέίὸὌὄὄВ ‍ ᾀ В –Ὅ ‭ᴓᶰ Ὡ     ---(2) 

Where cit is the number of new home sales in price bin j for period t (Pre- or Post-HBB), and 

ὔὩύὛὥὰὩί is the total new home sales in period t. ὖέίὸὌὄὄ is a dummy of 1 if the sale occurs in the 

HBB policy period from 1 July 2010 to 30 June 2012. [ -X, -Y] is a dummy indicating whether the 

transaction price is greater than the policy threshold price minus X and lower than or equal to the 

                                                      
20 We have also tried other price bin sizes including AUD$1k, AUD$2k, and AUD$10k, and obtained qualitatively similar 

results. 



20 

 

threshold price minus Y. [Y, X] is a dummy indicating whether the transaction price is greater than the 

threshold price plus Y and less than or equal to the threshold price plus X. X and Y take value of $10,000, 

20,000 or 50,000. Threshold is a dummy of 1 if the bin includes the threshold price, 0 otherwise. zi is the 

distance between price bin i and the price bin at threshold ○. q is the polynomial order, set at 5. The last 

term includes fixed effects for prices that are multiples of round numbers in set R, where R={10,000; 

25,000; 50,000}, ᴓ is the set of natural numbers, and I{.} denotes the dummy function. 

Table 3 reports our estimation results of the sales price distribution. We employ a difference-in-

difference approach comparing two periods (Pre-HBB versus Post-HBB) with price ranges above and 

below the threshold price. Accordingly, the regression sample includes 402 observations, composed of 

201 price bins with a width of $5,000 between $200,000 and $1,200,000 inclusive. Column 1 shows the 

estimation result on sales volume in the post period compared with pre period, for homes sold exactly at 

the $600,000 threshold price as well as those in price bins within ± $10k of the threshold price. Column 

2 further includes the ± $20k dummies and column 3 adds the set of ± $50k dummies.  

[--- INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE ---] 

The regression result in Table 3 Column 1 shows that the coefficient of PostHBB*Threshold is 

positive and significant at 7.518, implying that sales volume for new homes priced at exactly $600k 

increase by 7.518% after the onset of the HBB policy. As the sales volume in the $600k bin in the Pre-

HBB period is only 1.49%, this represents a six-fold increase in volume, consistent with the large and 

acute bunching at the threshold price in Table 2 Panel A. The interaction term PostHBB*[ -10k, 0] in 

Column 1 is 1.10 and statistically significant, suggesting that there is 1.10% more new home sold in the 

($590k, $600k] price range after the HBB policy was introduced, compared with the Pre-HBB period, 

again consistent with the results in Table 2 Panel A and Figure 5 Panel B. The coefficient for 

PostHBB*[0,10k] is -0.112 (statistically significant at 10% level), implying homes in the price range 

[$600k, $610k] have 0.112% fewer sales after the policy. Compared with volume increase below the 
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threshold, this result also shows the HBB policy reduces new home sales above the threshold by a less 

extent than it increases sales below the threshold.  

In Table 3 Column 2 we find positive and statistically significant coefficients for 

PostHBB*Threshold (7.528), PostHBB*[ -10k, 0] (1.11), and PostHBB*[ -20k, -10k] (0.855), again 

implying a bunching effect where HBB policy increases sales for homes priced below and exactly at the 

policy threshold price. Going from the [ -20k,-10k] bin to the threshold, we observe the bunching effect 

is more pronounced when the sale price is closer to the threshold price. We also find statistically 

significant coefficients for PostHBB*[0, 10k] (-0.102), implying that the HBB policy reduces new home 

sales in the [0, 10k] range above the threshold by 0.102%. Note that the reduction in sales in [0, 10k 

range is much smaller than the increase of 1.11% in the [ -10k, 0] range. In the price ranges further up, 

we find the coefficient on PostHBB*[10k, 20k] (0.072) becomes positive, implying HBBôs effect on 

reducing the volume above the threshold price only holds in the close neighborhood of [0, 10k] range, 

and does not extend beyond it. 

In Column 3, we look at the ±50k range, and find the coefficients on PostHBB*[ -50k,-20k] (0.698) 

is positive and significant, implying the sales volume increases by about 0.7% Post-HBB. The 

coefficients on PostHBB*Threshold (7.557), PostHBB*[ -10k, 0] (1.139), and PostHBB*[ -20k, -10k] 

(0.885) go in the same direction and are of similar magnitude to the results in prior columns. Also the 

result reveals that the bunching effect becomes less pronounced the further the price is away from the 

threshold.  

Overall, these results suggest that the HBB causes a significantly higher volume of new home 

sales in price ranges below the threshold, and a relatively small drop in volume of homes priced just 

above the threshold. The results imply that the majority of the sales bunching at below the threshold price 

are new buyers attracted to the market by the HBB policy, in addition to those sales that were to occur 

above the threshold being moved down to below the threshold to receive the subsidy. This finding is 
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consistent with the result in Table 2 and offers important implications for buyer group composition. We 

next look at the impact on price distortion induced by the policy given the price pressure appears to 

mostly come from new home sales at below the threshold, rather than only from above. 

 

4.3 Policy Effect on Time-on-Market  

 As an alternative measure of sales liquidity, we use time-on-market (e.g. Cheng et al., 

2008; Haurin et al., 2010) to test whether new homes just below the threshold in the Post-HBB period 

sell faster. We run the following triple difference-in-difference regression: 

Ὕὕὓ ὦ ὦὄὩὰέύzὖέίὸὌὄὄzὔὩύ ὦὄὩὰέύzὔὩύ ὦὄὩὰέύ
ὖzέίὸὌὄὄὦὖέίὸὌὄὄzὔὩύ ὦὄὩὰέύὦὖέίὸὌὄὄ
ὦὔὩύ  ὢ ‘ ά ‐  

--(3) 

 

where TOMist is the time on market of sold home i in suburb s in date t, calculated as the sales date less 

the first advertised date of the home. For new homes, we use the first sales date in the block or estate as 

the first advertised date (removing the first sold home in the block/estate). To enter the sample, both the 

first advertised date and sales date must be in the Pre- or Post-HBB period. PostHBB is a dummy of 1 if 

the sale is in the Post-HBB period and ὄὩὰέύ is a dummy for sales price less than or equal to the 

threshold price. 

 Table 4 reports of coefficient estimate for time-on-market for different price ranges around the 

threshold of ± $10k, $20k and $50k around the threshold in Columns 1, 2 and 3, respectively. The 

negative and statistically significant coefficient for PostHBB*Below*New in column 2 and 3 suggests a 

reduction of between 94 days and 125 days in sales for Post-HBB new home sales just below the 

threshold. Given a mean time-on-market of new homes of 213 days, this represents up to 59% reduction 

of sales time due to the policy. For column 1 with a price range of ± $10k of the threshold, the coefficient 

represents about a halving of sales time due to the policy, although not statistically significant. 
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[---INSERT TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE---] 

 

4.4 Difference-in-differences Tests using Below vs. Above and Old vs. New Homes 

In this section we run the following multivariate regression to test the different between new and 

old homes around the threshold:  

ὖὶὭὧὩὯὦ ὦὔὩύ ὦὄὩὰέύὦὄὩὰέύzὔὩύ  ὢ ‘ ά ‐  --(4) 

Where ὔὩύ is a dummy denoting a new home sale, and ὄὩὰέύ is a dummy for sales price 

less than or equal to the threshold price. The other variable definitions follow that of equation 1. Our 

coefficient of interest is b3, which we expect to be positive and statistically significant if new homes just 

below the threshold sell for higher prices than pre-existing old homes due to the policy incentives.  

Table 5 reports the results using the Post-HBB (Panel A) and Pre-HBB (Panel B) policy windows. 

In the Post-HBB policy window, we find a positive and statistically significant effect for Below*New of 

$1,718, $2,250 and $3,158 for the ±$10k, ±$20k and ±$50k window, respectively. The result suggests 

that the HBB policy threshold causes overpricing of homes just below the threshold. The effect is 

economically significant and represents a minimum 14% up to 56% of the savings in stamp duty of 

$22,490 for the ±$50k window.21 Using the sample in the Pre-HBB window (Panel B), we find no effect 

around the $600,000 threshold with Below*New being statistically insignificant for all price windows 

that we use. This suggests that controlling for housing characteristics explicitly removes any price effect 

from our univariate analysis.  

[--- INSERT TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE ---] 

 

                                                      
21 For off-the-plan new homes, buyers receive a stamp duty concession of $22,490, and hence the percentage of offset is 

$3,158/$22,490=14%. For new homes under construction, they receive a concession of $5,623 (25% of 22,490), and hence 

the percentage of offset is $3158/$5,623=56%. See Internet Appendix Table IA1ôs stamp duty schedule to calculate 

300,000*4.5/100+8,990=22,490, assuming a house price of $600,000. 
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4.5 Triple Interaction Regression including Pre-HBB and Post-HBB Policy Periods 

As a more robust method of looking at price effects just below the threshold, we further compare 

across periods with and without the HBB policy using a triple interaction (e.g. below versus above the 

threshold, pre-existing old versus new, and pre versus during policy). In order to apply the difference-in-

differences approach with respect to the period, we need to ensure the economic fundamentals do not 

have a confounding effect with the policy during the Post-HBB period. We plot and compare several key 

economic fundamental variables in Internet Appendix Table IA5 and show there is no sudden change in 

key economic indicators22 in the Post-HBB policy period. 

 We use the following regression specification for the triple interaction analysis: 

ὖὶὭὧὩὯὦ ὦὄὩὰέύzὖέίὸὌὄὄzὔὩύ ὦὄὩὰέύzὔὩύ

ὦὄὩὰέύzὖέίὸὌὄὄὦὖέίὸὌὄὄzὔὩύ ὦὄὩὰέύ

ὦὖέίὸὌὄὄὦὔὩύ  ὢ ‘ ά ‐  

--(5) 

The coefficient of interest is Below*PostHBB*New being positive and statistically significant. 

The control period is the Pre-HBB period. 

Table 6 Panel A reports our results in three columns using ±$10k, ±$20k and ±$50k windows 

around the $600k threshold, respectively. We find Below*PostHBB*New is positive and statistically 

significant, with a value of 3.889 for the ±$50k window only. This result implies that the policy increases 

the sale price of new homes just below the threshold by $3,889 (or approximately 0.67% assuming an 

average home price of $575k) relative to new homes just above the threshold, accounting for housing 

market trends using old homes sales.  

[---INSERT TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE---] 

In Panel B we use price windows either above or below the threshold to discern whether the 

pricing difference is due to overpricing of sales below the threshold, underpricing above the threshold or 

                                                      
22 We include four economic fundamental variables in the plots, including GDP growth rate, population of overseas migration, 

inflation rate, and unemployment rate. The data is from the Australian Bureau of Statistics. 
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a combination of both. We find statistically significant overpricing for sales below the threshold relative 

to the Pre-HBB period. The estimates of overpricing for the -10k (column 1), -20k (column 3) and -50k 

(column 5) windows are $1,074, $2,839 and $5,832, respectively. For price windows above the threshold, 

we do not find significant results. Overall, our findings imply strong overpricing of new home sales for 

prices just below the threshold due to the HBB policy. 

Panel C further investigates policy effect in price windows way below the threshold. We use four 

windows from -400k to -300k of threshold (column 1) to -100k to -50k of threshold (column 4). We find 

no effect in all these price ranges further below the threshold. This implies the price pressure effect of 

the policy only occurs for homes just below the threshold. 

 

4.6 Price Premium Differences between Below vs. Above and across Policy Periods 

An alternative approach to estimating the under/overvaluation of sales prices surrounding the 

threshold is to examine price premiums (or discounts) using the residuals from a hedonic regression. We 

estimate the price premium of a home as the difference between the sales price and the predicted sales 

price (multiplied by 100 for visual purposes), using the following hedonic model across the full sample 

of Sydney homes from Jan. 2000 to June 2019: 

 

ÌÎ ὖὶὭὧὩὦ ὦὔὩύ  ὢ ‘ ά Ὡ  --(6) 

 

where New indicates whether a property is a new home, ὢ  is a set of control variables for 

property characteristics (number of bedrooms, number of bathrooms, whether the home has parking, 

property type fixed effects, and land area size), ‘  are suburb fixed effectsȟά  are year/quarter fixed 

effects, and Ὡ  is an error term. We apply the same policy sample periods as in previous results.  

Table 7 Panel A reports the coefficient estimates of the hedonic housing price model we use to 

generate predicted prices, while Panel B presents average price premiums for various price range groups 

and sample periods. The hedonic model coefficients show transaction prices are higher for homes with 
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more bedrooms, bathrooms, parking and for new homes. In Table 7 Panel B, for new home sales at 

exactly the $600,000 threshold, we find an average premium of 3.85% above the predicted price from 

the hedonic model in the Post-HBB period, which is statistically significant. The premium in the Post-

HBB period is higher but not statistically different from the Pre-HBB period (value of 3.09 in the ñPost 

minus Preò column).  

[--- INSERT TABLE 7 ABOUT HERE ---] 

When we compare a price range of $20,000 above or below the $600,000 threshold, we find an 

average premium of 1.86% for $20,000 to the lower side of the Post-HBB period (statistically significant 

at the 1% level), suggesting homes below the threshold are inflated by 1.86%, which poses a sharp 

contrast to the (insignificant) -2.12% underpricing for the +$20,000 neighborhood. The Below ï Above 

difference is 3.97% (statistically significant at the 10% level), implying homes just below $600,000 are 

overpriced by 3.97% or about $23,423 (590,000*3.97%) than those just above the threshold.   

In the third set of results using a wider band of ±$50,000, we find similar results to those using 

the ±$20,000 band. For the Post-HBB period, homes just below the threshold price are 1.51% overpriced 

(1% statistically significant) and -2.71% underpriced just above the threshold (also 1% statistically 

significant) for a Below ï Above difference of 4.22%, statistically significant at 1%. For Post minus Pre, 

the average premium is positive and statistically significant at the 10% level for Below and Below ï 

Above of 1.50 and 2.83, respectively. This indicates the HBB largely results in overpricing new homes 

just below the threshold. We note that for the Pre-HBB window across all price ranges there are no 

statistically significant premiums or differences. Overall, the results using price premiums are consistent 

with the prior difference-in-differences and triple-difference results.  
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5. Additional Analysis 

5.1 Policy Effect on Home Size 

In the previous sections, we investigate the effect of housing assistance policies on transaction 

volume and transaction prices just below the threshold and find supportive evidence that the policies 

have a distortionary effect on both volume and price. In this section, we investigate whether there is an 

adverse effect on housing quality, specifically on the size of homes sold around the threshold price. 

We employ the following regression to study the effect on home size: 

ὌέάὩὛὭᾀὩὦ ὦὖέίὸὌὄὄzὔὩύ ὦὖέίὸὌὄὄὦὔὩύ ὢ ‘

ά ‐  

--(7) 

 

Where ὌέάὩὛὭᾀὩ is the land area size in square meters of a house for sale i in suburb s at time 

t. We expect developers to build and sell smaller new homes during the HBB period with the $600k price 

threshold to benefit from the HBB policy.  

Table 8 Panel A uses the Pre-HBB and Post-HBB period with a $600k threshold and finds new 

homes are between 113 to 159 square meters smaller than pre-existing old homes in the Post-HBB period 

than in the Pre-HBB period (statistically significant at the 10% level for ±$10k, 5% level for ±$20k and 

±$50k). This reduction is both economically meaningful and statistically significant as the typical two-

bedroom apartment in Sydney is about 100 square meters or smaller. Given the average area size of new 

homes during the Pre-HBB period is 410 square meters as shown in Table 1 Panel B, the reduction is 

about a quarter of the average home size. 

[--- INSERT TABLE 8 ABOUT HERE ---] 

In Panel B, we conduct a falsification test to examine whether parallel trends exist using a Pre-

treatment sample from two years earlier. The regression result shows that PostHBB*New is statistically 

insignificant, indicating no Pre-trend in area size for new homes before the policy. Further, we plot yearly 

average and median land area size of new houses sold between 2006 and 2014 in Appendix Figure IA6. 
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We find that for new houses the median land area size is reasonably stable prior to 2010. From 2010 to 

2012 (roughly during the HBB period), area size declined; and it went up after 2012. For pre-existing old 

house sales (Panel B), the median is also quite stable throughout the period we examine. Overall, we 

confirm the median land area size of new and old houses sold Pre-HBB is reasonably stable over the 

sample period. Our evidence therefore suggests that the HBB policy exerted a significant effect on home 

size, causing houses sold around the threshold to be smaller in size. 

 

5.2 Opportunistic  Developers 

Thus far we have shown the price and liquidity effects of the policy largely center around homes 

sold just below the threshold and not above or further below it. We further investigate whether the policy 

causes developers to concentrate their efforts on selling homes just below the threshold. Such efforts may 

have consequences, in particular with unscrupulous opportunistic developers coming in to sell highly 

priced (quality-adjusted homes) due to the known demand. 23  To test this hypothesis, we proxy 

opportunistic developers with the variable OpDev with a value of 1 if 50 percent or more of a developerôs 

new home sales during the Post-HBB period are just below the HBB threshold price of between $550,000 

to $600,000 (inclusive) and during the Pre-HBB period less than 25 percent of their sales are between 

$550,000 to $600,000 (inclusive), zero otherwise. We then test for volume and price effects of such 

developers.  

Table 9 Panel A reports summary statistics of new sales counts of OpDev and other developers 

in the Pre- and Post-HBB periods and across various price ranges around the threshold. We find that in 

the Pre-HBB policy period, opportunistic developers sell only 168 homes (1.86% out of the market 

                                                      
23 Similar opportunistic overpricing behavior from the supply side is also documented in other contexts. For example, Ridley 

and Lee (2020) examine the drug price setting behavior in the medical industry and show that Medicare reimbursement based 

on past prices of the drug could motivate manufacturers to set higher launch prices. The rationale is that health care providers 

receive higher reimbursement from Medicare if past prices were higher. This evidence is also consistent with the 2018 claim 

from Medicareôs administrator that it ñcreates a perverse incentive for manufacturers to set higher prices.ò. 



29 

 

volume of 9,041 units for new home sales), within which only 11 units (or 0.12% are in the [$550K, 

$600K] price range) just below the threshold. This result indicates these developers had a very small 

presence in the new home market prior to the HBB.  

After the HBB policy was introduced, the sales volume of opportunistic developers increased 

substantially, selling a total of 1,441 homes (11.16% out of the market volume of 12,907 for new home 

sales), increased from 168 units in the pre-policy period. And a majority (1,219 out of 1,441) of their 

sales volume in the post-period comes from sales of policy affected homes with prices below the $600K 

threshold. This evidence suggests that in response to the policies, these profit-maximizing opportunistic 

developers adjust their sales strategies to focus on the market segment of the policy affected homes below 

the threshold price.  

In particular, if we zoom in to the sales volume in the [550K, 600K] range, the sales volume of 

opportunistic developers increased about 86 times from 11 units in pre-HBB period to 948 units after 

HBB; similarly, their market share grew by about 60 times from 0.12% to 7.34%. In terms of market 

share of these opportunistic developers within the [550K, 600K] price range, they sell 948 units (or one 

third of the total sales of 2,709), comparing with only 11 units (or 1.57% of a total sales of 700) before 

the policy. These results further imply these opportunistic developers are incentivized to concentrate 

sales just below the threshold.  

[--- INSERT TABLE 9 ABOUT HERE ---] 

We then analyze the sales volume of OpDev in different price brackets for Pre- and Post-HBB. 

In Table 9 Panel B, we run the following sales volume regression for the Post-HBB period: 

ὧ
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Where cit is the number of new home sales in price bin i for period t (Post-HBB period), and 

ὝέὸὥὰὛͅὥὰὩί is the total new home sales in period t. This regression specification is similar to the sales 

volume regression in Section 4.2 except we separately apply to Pre- and Post-HBB sample periods and 

include the ὕὴὈὩὺ interaction. We find that the OpDev sell less than other developers at the lower end 

of the housing market, as seen from the negative and statistically significant coefficients on Below 

*OpDev for both the Pre- and Post-HBB periods. Threshold *OpDev is negative in the Pre-HBB period 

but positive and statistically significant in the Post-HBB period which implies OpDev sell more homes 

just below the threshold than other developers Post-HBB only. Specifically, the coefficient for Threshold 

*OpDev is 1.436, based on the ±$10k window, which implies that the opportunistic developers sell 1.436% 

more in new sales (as a percentage of total new home sales) in the price bin at the threshold price, 

compared with other developers. Given the average bin size is about 2.657% (from the Post-HBB 

intercept coefficient), this represents an over 50% increase in opportunistic developersô sales volume just 

below the threshold. 

In order to test for a pricing effect due to opportunistic developers, we run the following 

regression with interactions for OpDev:    

ὖὶὭὧὩὯὦ ὦὄὩὰέύzὕὴὈὩὺὦὄὩὰέύzὔὩύ ὦὕὴὈὩὺ

ὦὄὩὰέύὦὔὩύ  ὢ ‘ ά ‐  

--(9) 

 

Table 9 Panel C reports our results for the Post-HBB period around the $600k threshold. 

Below*OpDev is positive and statistically significant for all price ranges except for the ±$10k window. 

The price estimates range between $7,000 to $9,000 more than other developers, controlling for housing 

characteristics. Given the amount of subsidy ranges from $5,623 to $22,490, the price premium charged 

by opportunistic developers essentially offsets the policy subsidy by a sizable proportion of between 31% 

and 124%. The results imply that opportunistic developers charge more than other developers for just 
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below threshold homes consistent with the hypothesis that they are exploiting the increased demand for 

below threshold homes due to the HBB policy. 

 

5.3 Falsification Tests using Alternative Threshold Prices 

To establish causality and to show the HBB policy does not result in any bunching around those 

non-policy threshold prices, we conduct a falsification test by replacing the $600k threshold with a 

randomly generated number between $200k and $1,200k (where the bulk of the new home distribution 

is). Specifically, we run one thousand simulations randomizing threshold prices within the price range 

and assign random fake ónewô home sales as if the sale would be eligible for grants below the fake policy 

threshold price, and not eligible if above it. To assign fake new home sales, for all sales falling within 

each $5,000 price bin, we randomly assign sales as new homes based on the number of actual new home 

sales in the bin. Thus, the distribution of fake new home sales matches that of actual new home sales. 

We then redo the regression in Table 5 and calculate average coefficients and t-stats from the 300 

simulations.   

[--- INSERT TABLE 10 ABOUT HERE ---] 

Table 10 reports our results for the Post-HBB period across different price windows around the 

price threshold (±$10k, ±$20k, and ±$50k windows). The main coefficient of interest is 

Fake_Below*Fake_New (Fake new home concession/grant recipients just below the fake price 

threshold), which is close to zero and statistically insignificant in all windows. For example, the largest 

coefficient in absolute term is 0.174 for the ±$50k price range (statistically insignificant). Given the 

median new home sales price is $570,000 during this period (Table 1 Panel B), the price distortion of 

$174 in real term equates to an economically insignificant 0.03% of the median housing price. The 

falsification tests confirm that the results in Table 5 are not due to chance as there is no result when 

randomizing both the policy threshold prices and the assignment of subsidy eligible homes. 
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5.4 Impact of Housing Assistance Benefit on Durable Goods Consumption  

In this section, we investigate whether housing grants awarded in a postcode (zip code) have a 

positive impact on durable goods consumption. Our hypothesis is that the housing benefits received from 

the government would lead to a wealth effect for the households that receive them and possibly boost 

consumption, particularly on durable goods. Specifically, we use the purchase of new cars as a proxy for 

durable goods consumption, which is commonly used in prior literature. For example, in their study of 

the 2008 economic stimulus package, Parker et al. (2013) find that the 2008 economic stimulus payments 

were largely used to purchase new vehicles. Mian and Sufi (2012) find fiscal stimulus from the ñcash for 

clunkersò program boosts consumption on new cars. Agarwal et al. (2007) find recipients of federal 

income tax rebates tend to increase their spending. Note that our analysis differs from the above studies 

as stamp duty concessions represent a form of savings to the homebuyer and are not a direct cash handout. 

That is to say, although the stamp duty concession recipients have enjoyed savings from this grant, they 

may not have the spare liquidity to make further purchases. It is therefore unclear whether the grant 

would induce recipients to spend as observed in Agarwal et al. (2007), Parker et al. (2013) or Main and 

Sufi (2012).  

 

5.4.1 Durable Goods Consumption using New Car Sales 

To test our hypothesis empirically, we collect the data on car registration information at the 

postcode level each year from the Australian Bureau of Statistics Motor Vehicle Census. The Census 

counts the number of motor vehicle registrations in each postcode area and also provides detailed 

summary disclosures of the brand and year of manufacture, amongst other information. We match this 

data with the monthly first homeowner grant data from the NSW Office of State Revenue to form the 

relevant sample in this section.  

Our regression specification is as follows:   
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(NewCarsp,t/TotalRegp,t)*100 =b0 + ὦВ ίόὦί Ὠώȟ Ễ  ίόὦί Ὠώȟ    

+ b4Avgtaxincomep,t-1 + b5Pop2011p,t   + ה +   FE(year) + ep,t 

--(10) 

 

                              

We define ὔὩύὅὥὶίȟ as the total number of new passenger car registrations as of January of 

year t for postcode p. We use all new car registrations, new car registrations of the most popular brands 

(these are Ford, Holden, Honda, Hyundai, Kia, Mazda, Mitsubishi, Nissan, Subaru, Toyota, and 

Volkswagen), and new car registrations of luxury brands (these are Audi, Aston Martin, Bentley, BMW, 

Ferrari, Jaguar, Lamborghini, Lexus, Maserati, Mercedes Benz, Porsche, Range Rover, Rolls Royce, and 

Tesla). We flag a registration as a new car registration if the manufacture year of the car is within the 

two years prior to the car registration census date. For example, for cars that were registered in January 

2018, we identify new cars as those that were manufactured between January 2016 and Dec 2017. 

ὝέὸὥὰὙὩὫȟ is defined as the total number of registered passenger cars in that postcode area p as of 

January of year t, which is used as a scaling factor to measure the percentage of new car sales in that 

specific postcode. ίόὦίὭὨώȟ  is either total first home buyer cash grants or stamp duty concessions 

(SDC) given in the prior k financial year (financial years run from July one year to June the next). This 

is measured as the total number of applications or the dollar value (in thousands of dollars) of these two 

types of subsidies combined.  

We use a rolling window sum of housing grants from the previous year to the third previous 

financial year. For example, for car registrations in 2018, we use financial years from 2015 to 2017 as 

the grant periods. This time lag ensures that home buyers have received the grant from the government 

and so are able to use it towards purchasing a new car, which would be captured in the 2018 Car 

Registrations Census. ὃὺὫὍὲὧέάὩȟ  is the average taxable income in the postcode in the previous 

financial year. ὖέὴςπρρ is the population of the postcode area collected from the Australian Bureau of 

Statistics 2011 Census. d(ὝέὴὖέίὸὧέὨὩ) is a dummy of 1 if the postcode is the kth (k=1,2,é, 10) largest 

in population based on the 2011 Census, 0 otherwise. FE(year) are year fixed effects. 
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Table 11 reports the summary statistics of key variables used in the analysis at the postcode/year 

level in Panel A and regression estimation results in Panels B, C and D. Panel A shows that the average 

number of car registrations per suburb/year is 10,127. The average new car percentage of total 

registrations is 14.74%, with 10.65% being new popular brand cars and 2.45% being new luxury brand 

cars. The average number of previous year grants awarded in each suburb/year is 143.51 and the dollar 

amount is $1,409.50. For previous year stamp duty concessions, the average number is 117.06 and the 

average dollar amount (savings) is $1,423.28. The average taxable income in our sample is $71,221.23 

and the average population in a postcode based on the 2011 Census is 17,535.80. 

[--- INSERT TABLE 11 ABOUT HERE ---] 

 

5.4.2 Impact of Housing Subsidy on Car Consumptions: Instrumental Variable Approach  

We then conduct regression analysis on the impact of housing subsidy on durable goods 

consumption as proxied by new car sales. As both a neighborhoodôs car consumption and housing grants 

received by its residents could be determined by latent factors, using OLS estimation may suffer from 

potential endogeneity concern. For example, developers may choose certain neighborhoods they perceive 

as having promising growth potential for new housing developments. And these time trends in income 

and the desirability of the up-and-coming neighborhood may drive the car purchase trends.  

To address this potential endogeneity concern, we employ the 2SLS estimation approach, and 

instrument ίόὦίὭὨώȟ  with a Bartik share measure (Bartik, 1991; Goldsmith-Pinkham, 2020) 

calculated as below: 

 ὄȟ   ίόὦίὭὨώȟ ȾВ ίόὦίὭὨώȟ В ίόὦίὭὨώȟ ίόὦίὭὨώȟ   --(11) 

 

where ίόὦίὭὨώȟ  is the amount of the subsidy in 2009 and ὴ denotes the postcodes in NSW. 

The Bartik measure addresses endogeneity concerns by predicting grants using historical shares of grants 

for each zip code interacted with the statewide total number of grants. These predicted grants are 
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correlated with the amounts awarded each year in each postcode but uncorrelated with yearly new car 

registrations at the postcode level. 

Table 11 Panels B, C, and D report instrumental variable estimation results using all, popular 

brand, and luxury brand new cars, respectively. We find that coefficients on the subsidy are largely 

positive regardless of car type, and it is statistically significant for luxury car brands in Panel D.24 

Specifically, the coefficient on ὔόάὦὩὶ έὪ ὊὌὄ Ὣὶὥὲὸί ᴂπππ is 0.408 in column (1) for luxury-brand 

new car registrations in Panel D, which implies that the proportion of new car registrations in total car 

registrations increases by 0.408% if the number of FHB grants increase by 1,000 in the past three years 

for a postcode. Based on the average number of car registrations in a year of 10,128 and the average grant 

value of $9,822, the increase in luxury cars bought is about a quarter of the average grant value, assuming 

a luxury car price of $60,000 based on the governmentôs luxury car tax cutoff price during this period.25  

In Panel D Column (4), the coefficient for ὛὈὅ Αᴂὓ ὰ is 0.039, implying that if a neighborhood 

receives $1 million stamp duty concession in the past three years, it will result in 0.039% more new 

luxury car registrations in that year, or 23.7% savings spent on luxury cars consumptions26, consistent in 

magnitude with the result on grant numbers.  Overall, we document evidence that housing assistance 

grants influence conspicuous consumption through new car purchases.  

 

                                                      
24 We report OLS estimates in Appendix Table IA7 and find qualitatively similar results. 
25 The average amount of housing grant is $9,821.62, estimated based on the statistics from Table 11 Panel A, by dividing the 

mean FHB grant dollar amount in a postcode $1,409,500 by the mean number of FHB grants 143.51 ($1,409,500/143.51= 

$9,821.62). The luxury car cutoff price of $60,000 is obtained from the Australia Taxation Office Website 

https://www.ato.gov.au/rates/luxury-car-tax-rate-and-thresholds/. The average number of car registrations in a year 10,128 is 

from Table 11 Panel A. We can calculate that about 41.32 (=0.408%*10,128) extra new luxury brand car purchase for every 

1,000 new grants in a postcode per year. The proportion of grant value spent on buying luxury cars is estimated from 

41.32*60,000/(9,821.62*1,000)=25.24%.  
26 Based on the coefficient of 0.039%, and average number of car registration of 10,128, the number of new car registrations 

is 0.039%*10,128=3.95, or $236,995.2 assuming a luxury car price of $60,000. The proportion of stamp duty concessions 

spent on cars is then calculated as 236,999/1,000,000= 23.7%. 

https://www.ato.gov.au/rates/luxury-car-tax-rate-and-thresholds/
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6. Conclusion 

This paper examines the impact of a housing assistance policy with a threshold price on housing 

market outcomes, using comprehensive housing transaction data from the Australian housing market. 

Investigating the HBB policy in Sydney, which offered stamp duty tax savings to all new home buyers 

during July 2010 and June 2012, we find large and acute price bunching slightly below the threshold 

price, over eight times a counterfactual sales volume estimated based on the bunching estimation 

technique in Best and Kleven (2018). Meanwhile, we also observe missing mass on the upper side of the 

threshold price, although to a much lesser extent than on the lower side. The imbalance implies that about 

one-third of the bunching mass is from buyers moving down from above, while the rest consists of new 

market entrants attracted by the policy.  

Besides the distortion of price density distribution, we also pin down the policyôs impact on time-

on-market (selling speed) and price level inflation. We show that the policy affected homes sell at a much 

faster speed, with over 50% reduction of selling time, consistent with the surge in demand for policy 

affected homes induced by the HBB policy.  

More importantly, the demand surge for homes priced below the policy threshold price also drives 

up prices in that specific market segment and leads to an overpricing of $3,000 based on our difference-

in-difference analysis, where old homes serve as the counterfactual group. This price inflation translates 

to up to 56% of the received benefit from the HBB grants, which offsets the benefit considerably. We 

further find that opportunistic developers that strategically shift their focus to sell policy-eligible new 

homes also contribute to a sizeable proportion of the observed overpricing. 

We further analyze the policy impact on housing quality in terms of area size, and find that the 

area size of homes around the threshold in the HBB period is smaller than that in the prior period, 

suggesting that the assistance policy also distorts housing quality. Finally, we find evidence that areas 
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with many housing assistance recipients also have higher durable good consumptions in terms of new 

car purchases, consistent with a wealth effect brought on by the grants.  

Overall, our study document unique evidence on the effectiveness and externalities of housing 

subsidies with threshold price to improve housing affordability. Urban housing markets throughout the 

world face increasing challenges in balancing the need to stimulate housing construction post crisis and 

managing housing affordability for social wellbeing. Although our study is based on the Australian 

housing market, the findings could be generalizable to offer useful inference for the effectiveness of 

public policies in other housing markets. 
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Appendix 1: Details of the HBB Policy and other Housing Assistance Policies around the HBB 

Policy Period 

Policy Period Benefit Eligible Benefit 

Pre-

HBB 

8 June 2008 ï  

8 June 2010 

Stamp Duty 

Reduction 

 

First Home Buyers (regardless New or Pre-existing/Old Homes): 

Stamp duty reductions are offered to eligible first home buyers if their 

homes are priced below $600,000. Stamp duty is completely waived if 

home price is below $500,000. 

 

All Other Buyers:  None 

 

  Cash Rebate  

 

First Home New Home Buyers: Various cash bonuses27 from both 

state and federal governments; amounts range from $10,000 to $35,000 

depending on time period.  

 

First Home Old Home Buyers: Various cash bonuses from both state 

and federal governments; amounts range from $3,500 to $21,000 

depending on time period.  

 

All Other Buyers: None 

 

 

Post-

HBB 

1 July 2010 ï  

30 June 2012 

Stamp Duty 

Reduction 

 

First Home New Home Buyers: Same as Pre-period. 

 

First Home Old Home Buyers: Same as Pre-period until 31 Dec 

2011. No stamp duty reduction thereafter. 

 

All New Home Buyers (HOME BUILDERS BONUS): Buyers of 

new dwellings priced up to $600,000 will receive a 25% reduction in 

normal duties, worth up to $5,623, if building has already started. 

Alternatively, buyers purchasing óoff-the-planô ï before construction is 

underway ï will pay zero stamp duty, saving up to $22,490.  

  Cash Rebate 

 

First Home New Home Buyers: $3,000 from the NSW state 

government with no cap, and $7,000 from the federal government with 

a cap of $750,000 (up to 31 Dec 2010) or $835,000 (from 1 Jan 2011 

to 30 June 2012). 

 

First Home Old Home Buyers: $7,000 from the federal government 

with a cap of $750,000 (up to 31 Dec 2010) or $835,000 (from 1 Jan 

2011 to 30 June 2012). 

 

All Other Buyers: None 

    

  

                                                      
27 Specifically, the amount of the cash rebate from the Federal government is: $7,000 (no price cap) from 8 June 2008 to 30 

June 2008; $21,000 (no price cap) from 1 July 2008 to 30 Jul 2009; and $7,000 ($750,000 price cap) from 1 Jan. 2010 to 8 

June 2010. In addition, the amount of the cash rebate from the NSW state government is: $14,000 (no price cap) from 8 June 

2008 to 30 Sep. 2009; and $7,000 (no price cap) from 1 Oct. 2009 to 31 Dec. 2009. On top of the above, the amount of the 

cash rebate from the NSW New Home Buyers First Home Owner Supplement is $3,000 (no price cap) from 11 Nov. 2008 to 

8 June 2010. 
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Figure 1: Housing Market Trend 

Panel A shows the aggregated housing price index in Australiaôs eight capital cities (green line) and that of Sydney (gold line). 

The index starts at the nominal value of 100 in June 2008. The average price of property transactions in Sydney during the 

period June 2008 to June 2012 was AUD 604,200 and the average price in the eight capital cities during our data period was 

AUD 520,100. Panel B shows the monthly total number of property transactions relative to the number that took place in July 

2009 in Sydney (gold line) and Australiaôs eight capital cities (green line). Price and volume data are from Corelogic. The 

average monthly number of property transactions in Sydney during the period June 2008 to June 2012 was 93,178 while the 

average monthly number of property transactions in this period in all eight capital cities was 302,510.  

Panel A: Housing Price Index 

 

Panel B: Standardized Transaction Volume 
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Figure 2: Heat Maps of Mean Housing Prices and Sales Frequency of New Home Sales during the 

HBB Policy across Sydney Suburbs 

The figures report the mean property prices and sales frequency of new property sales in the Post-HBB period across Sydney 

suburbs. Panels A and B report mean property prices and sales frequency Post-Home Builders Bonus (HBB) policy, 

respectively. The HBB policy is from 1 July 2010 to 30 June 2012. 

Panel A: Mean Sales Prices of New Homes less than $600,000 in the Post-HBB period  

 

Panel B: Sales Frequency of New Homes less than $600,000 in the Post-HBB period  

  

 

 



 

 

Figure 3: Histogram of New and Old Home Prices Pre- and Post-HBB 

The figure shows the distribution of new and old home sales price Pre- (8 June 2008 to 8 June 2010) and Post- (1 July 2010 

to 30 June 2012) the Home Builders Bonus (HBB) policy. The distributions are truncated for sales prices between $200,000 

and $1,200,000. Panels A and B report for the Pre-HBB period new and old homes, respectively. Panels C and D report for 

the Post-HBB period new and old homes, respectively. 

 
Panel A: Pre-HBB Period, New Homes 

 
Panel B: Pre-HBB Period, Old Homes 

 
Panel C: Post-HBB Period, New Homes 

 
Panel D: Post-HBB Period, Old Homes 
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Figure 4: New vs. Old Home Sales Volumes Above and Below Threshold Price 

Panel A reports new versus old home sales quarterly rolling average volume during our sample period. Panel B reports old 

vs. new for sales prices below or to equal $600,000. Panel C reports old vs. new for sales prices above $600,000. 

 

Panel A: New vs. Old Homes Sales Volume (all sales prices) 

 

Panel B: New vs. Old Homes Sales Volume (below or equal $600,000 sales price) 

 

Panel C: New vs. Old Homes Sales Volume (above $600,000 sales price) 
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