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RCLCO (Robert Charles Lesser & Co., LLC) 
 
RCLCO (Robert Charles Lesser & Co.) provides end-to-end solutions to clients in the real estate industry. 
As the leading independent real estate advisory firm, we help real estate companies, financial institutions, 
corporations, institutional investors, and public-sector entities make sound decisions about development, 
management, investment, design, and corporate strategy issues.  Our foremost goal is to add value to 
our clients’ activities.  We constantly refine our concepts and methods in order to identify the best means 
for gaining a competitive advantage.  We have extensive experience in virtually every type of real estate 
product.  
 
Our advice is market driven, analytically based, practical, and financially sound.  We pride ourselves on 
being environmentally conscious and socially responsible.  
 
Assignments are handled with integrity, accuracy, and objectivity—by a high-performance team 
composed of some of the best minds in the industry, all dedicated to adding value to your decision-
making process. 
 
 
 
 
 



Taking Shared Equity to Scale: An Innovative Method to Grow and Preserve Affordable Homeownership 

NeighborWorks® Training Institute Symposium • December 2007 Page 2 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
 
 

1. Executive Summary, pages 3-40 
 
2.  Appendix, pages  41-137 

 
a. Exhibit 1. MSA Selection Matrix, page 43 
b. Exhibit 2. Survey Instrument, pages 45-58 
c. Exhibit 3. Shared Equity Scenarios, page 60 
d. Exhibit 4. Results – Crosstabbed by Geography, 

pages 62-133 
e. Exhibit 5. Results – Crosstabbed by Interest, 

pages 135-166 
f. Exhibit 6. Demand Analysis Summary, page 168 
g. Exhibit 7. Age By Income Charts, page 170-175 



Taking Shared Equity to Scale: An Innovative Method to Grow and Preserve Affordable Homeownership  
  

NeighborWorks® Training Institute Symposium • December 2007  

 
This page left blank. 

 



Taking Shared Equity to Scale: An Innovative Method to Grow and Preserve Affordable Homeownership 

NeighborWorks® Training Institute Symposium • December 2007 Page 3 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Demand and Forecast for Shared Equity 

The demand pool for shared equity housing with perpetual affordability may be conservatively estimated 
at approximately 61,060 units annually within the largest 20 metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) of the 
United States.  This represents annual potential demand greater than 10% of the estimated total existing 
stock of housing that involves shared equity.  It is unknown what percentage of the existing stock 
preserves affordability in perpetuity, but it is likely that this additional demand may represent far more 
than 10% of this existing occupied stock.   
 
Over the next five years, demand for permanently affordable shared equity housing emanating from the 
20 largest MSAs alone could total approximately 297,455 units.  The exact geographic nature of this 
demand is likely to vary significantly with local market conditions, specifically: prevailing conditions of 
housing affordability, job growth, conditions of undersupply vis-à-vis demand at price points attainable to 
those most interested in shared equity products, and broader economic conditions that affect inflation and 
home price appreciation.  Notably the estimates above are conservative in nature, because the 
geographical scope of the analysis conducted spanned only 20 of the largest MSAs in the United States.  
If extrapolated beyond these MSAs to include the nation as a whole, it is conceivable that this demand 
estimate would rise considerably. 

Chart 1. Demand Summary and Forecast by Metropolitan Area (2007 and 2012) 
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The estimate and forecast are based on recent consumer research into the potential consumer 
preference for shared equity housing conducted in the fall of 2007.  This consumer research probed 
deeply into a subset of the general U.S. demographic that might potentially desire or be good candidates 
to benefit from shared equity housing, or the “target market audience” for shared equity housing.  The 
resultant consumer research revealed that, on average, 14.8% of the target market audience for shared 
equity housing would be strongly inclined to purchase a home using shared equity.  The research went 
further to uncover an even greater potential preference for shared equity than evidenced by the raw 
response data.  When offered a variety of differing financial implications for a home purchase, including 
down payments, monthly payments, and equity cash-out at time of sale, only approximately 20% of 
respondents ultimately preferred the scenario without shared equity.  While this does not mean that the 
market for shared equity is 80% of the target market audience, it does suggest that actual preferences for 
these products may in fact be higher, not lower, than is evidenced by survey response data.  In short, the 
demand estimate above may in fact be quite conservative. 
 

Chart 2.  Shared Equity Preference by Geography  
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The survey data provided compelling evidence that many within the target market audience would be 
willing to trade away appreciation and/or home equity in exchange for the opportunity to get onto the 
homeownership ladder.  In fact, 42.6% of those surveyed indicated they somewhat agreed (35.6%) or 
strongly agreed (7.7%) that they would purchase a home even if they did not receive the full value of the 
appreciation over time.  Over 80% of respondents indicated favorability toward receiving some sort of 
assistance in purchasing a home, and among them 4.4% strongly agreed and 39.6% somewhat agreed 
that they would pursue this assistance, even if this meant not getting all of the appreciation when it came 
time to sell their home.  A similar proportion of respondents indicated that they would pursue this 
assistance even if it meant forsaking their tax breaks that accrue to homeowners, not getting the type of 
home they want, or not getting the location they prefer.   
 
The survey revealed that the “education gap” with regard to shared equity housing is a significant barrier 
to its acceptance, and that bridging this education gap could have a significant impact on acceptance and 
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demand for shared equity housing.  After receiving a tutorial on the concept and potential workings of 
shared equity housing, 70.8% of those surveyed were somewhat (56%) or very (14.8%) interested in 
purchasing a home under a shared equity scenario, as compared with only 3.5% before the tutorial.  
Finally, the survey data indicates that, when faced with the financial implications of a hypothetical shared 
equity purchase—including down payments, sales price and cash-out when the homeowner sold, 
purchase price, and monthly payments—a large majority of respondents indicated a willingness to trade 
away equity in exchange for more favorable purchase terms. 
 

TABLE 1.  Buyer Preference Summary 
 

”I would be interested in purchasing a home today with 
some level of assistance in order to put me on the path 

toward purchasing a home on my own in the future, even if 
this meant…” 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

“…that I was not able to deduct the mortgage interest from my annual 
income taxes.” 39.0% 7.9% 

“…not getting all of the appreciation (increase in resale value) when it 
came time to sell the home.” 39.6% 4.4% 

“…not getting the type of home I would ideally prefer.” 39.8% 7.3% 

“…not getting a home in the location I would ideally prefer.” 28.5% 4.9% 

 
 

Implications for the Development Community 

RCLCO’s analysis shows that there is a market opportunity for the private development community to 
harness this largely unmet potential demand for shared equity housing.  According to RCLCO’s analysis, 
approximately 47% of the total demand for shared equity housing—a total of approximately 141,588 units 
—falls within a range of equity-sharing scenarios that, assuming a modicum of public assistance, could 
provide rates of return that are comparable to traditional rates of developer profit.  Private sector players 
that already find a market opportunity to take advantage of assistance measures, such as density 
bonuses or entitlement covenants, may be similarly incentivized to produce shared equity housing and 
meet desirable investment return rates. 
 
RCLCO also finds an opportunity for the not-for-profit and public sectors to address segments of the 
remaining 53% of potential demand for shared equity housing that indicate a preference for very large 
amounts of equity sharing (as indicated by preferences for equity-sharing levels of 40% or higher). 
Depending upon local market conditions, the public sector may be able to play a role in providing greater 
levels of subsidy and helping to meet this potential demand.  Other entities, such as not-for-profits and 
even employers, that face an increasing amount of pressure in helping employees locate housing, may 
also have a vested interest in providing the necessary subsidy for the 53% of demand that prefers an 
equity-sharing scenario for which the private sector may find prohibitive. 
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Implications for Affordable Housing Advocates 

Shared equity is not a commonly understood housing type.  Even within shared equity, there are a variety 
of provision methods that may be confusing or unfamiliar at best to those who might be within the target 
market audience for these products.  RCLCO’s analysis suggests that consumer education is critical in 
expanding the demand pool for shared equity.  During the course of this study, preference for shared 
equity increased by approximately 400% after a brief tutorial explaining the concept, opportunities, and 
constraints.  When respondents were given numerous hypothetical financial scenarios from which to 
choose, and actually had the opportunity to see in dollar terms the potential benefits of shared equity, its 
favorability ratings increased even higher. 
 
Clearly, consumer and industry education become critical prerogatives for advocates of permanently 
affordable homeownership using shared equity.  The nature and scope of this education can and should 
be widespread and involve support from the federal, state, and local government, as well as from 
nonprofit affordable housing advocates and housing developers.  The opportunity herein is to seize upon 
the existing market opportunity and to actually expand the size of the potential demand pool by educating 
the target market audience about shared equity.  RCLCO’s analysis suggests that exposure to accurate 
and trustworthy information about its opportunities and constraints increases its overall appeal within the 
target market audience. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Taking Shared Equity to Scale: An Innovative Method to Grow and Preserve Affordable Homeownership 

NeighborWorks® Training Institute Symposium • December 2007 Page 7 

BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES 
Background 

Community Solutions Group (the client and an affiliate of NCB Capital Impact) and NeighborWorks 
America® are convening a symposium on December 12, 2007, in Portland, Oregon, in conjunction with 
the NeighborWorks 2007 Training Institute.  The symposium will focus on the potential realities and 
nature of a shared housing sector in the United States.  The goal of the symposium is to engage 
stakeholders involved with this sector in a serious discourse and debate regarding the future of the 
sector, opportunities for growth, strategies for achieving “scale” within the United States housing 
development infrastructure, and the potential implications to the public policy and real estate development 
realms. 

 
As background for this symposium, the client required a greater understanding of the nature of the 
consumer market for housing that employs a shared equity development paradigm, including depth of 
market, target market audience characteristics, and economic rationales for seeking a shared equity 
housing product.  In the spring of 2007, Community Solutions Group, an affiliate of NCB Capital Impact, 
retained RCLCO, formerly Robert Charles Lesser & Co., LLC, to conduct a market analysis to quantify 
the potential market depth for such products within a select group of metropolitan regions within the 
continental United States.  A desired outcome of this exercise was the extrapolation of this market 
demand estimate to understand the potential depth of demand within 20 of the largest MSAs within the 
United States. 
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Assignment Objective 

The key objectives of this engagement were to: 
 

• Understand the consumer preference motivations for seeking out a product of this nature, 
especially vis-à-vis traditional product, and better characterize any unmet consumer demand for 
this product type; and 

 
• Quantify and qualify the nature and depth of the demand for this type of product on a larger— 

perhaps nationwide—level by extrapolating this demand for the largest 20 MSAs in the United 
States. 
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CRITICAL ASSUMPTIONS 

The conclusions and recommendations presented in this report are based on our analysis of the 
information available to us from our own sources and from the client as of the date of this report.  We 
assume that the information is correct, complete, and reliable. 
 
Our conclusions and recommendations are based on certain assumptions about the future performance 
of the global, national, and/or local economy and real estate market, and on other factors similarly outside 
either our control or that of the client.  We analyzed trends and the information available to us in drawing 
conclusions and making the appropriate recommendations.  However, given the fluid and dynamic nature 
of the economy and real estate markets, it is critical to monitor the economy and markets continuously 
and to revisit the aforementioned conclusions and recommendations periodically to ensure that they 
stand the test of time. 
 
We assume that, in the future, the economy and real estate markets will grow at a stable and moderate 
rate.  However, history tells us that stable and moderate growth patterns are not predictable over 
extended periods of time.  Indeed, we find that the economy is cyclical and that the real estate markets 
are typically highly sensitive to business cycles.  Our analysis does not necessarily take into account the 
potential impact of major economic "shocks" on the national and/or local economy and does not 
necessarily account for the potential benefits from a major "boom."  Similarly, the analysis does not 
necessarily reflect the residual impact on the real estate market and the competitive environment of such 
a shock or boom.  The future is always difficult to predict, particularly given changing consumer and 
market psychology.  Therefore, we recommend the close monitoring of the economy and the 
marketplace.  The analysis and investment economics should be “stress tested” to ensure that potential 
fluctuations in the economy and real estate market conditions will not cause failure. 
 
In addition, we assume that economic, employment, and household growth will occur more or less in 
accordance with current expectations, along with other forecasts of trends and demographic and 
economic patterns.  Along these lines, we are not taking into account any major shifts in the level of 
consumer confidence; in the cost of development and construction; in tax laws (i.e., property and income 
tax rates, deductibility of mortgage interest, and so forth); or in the availability and/or cost of capital and 
mortgage financing for real estate developers, owners, and buyers.  Should any of the above change, this 
analysis should probably be updated, with the conclusions and recommendations summarized herein 
reviewed accordingly (and possibly revised). 
 
We also assume that competitive projects will be developed as planned (active and future) and that a 
reasonable stream of supply offerings will satisfy real estate demand.  Finally, we assume that major 
public works projects occur and are completed as planned. 
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Methodology 

Overview 

The task of estimating the market demand for shared equity housing within the 20 largest MSAs is one 
that required original consumer preference testing.  There are few standard demographic, economic, or 
psychographic criteria on which to base assumptions of demand.  Moreover, while there exist numerous 
examples of shared equity housing types, their geographic distribution and significant variety with regard 
to product type, method of equity sharing, target market audience, and other critical factors make 
extrapolation from “comps” problematic from the standpoint of analytical rigor and general applicability.  
Similarly, while there are some data on existing shared equity housing, there are no historical data 
tracking the annual number of shared equity units delivered, and therefore no way in which to build 
forecasts.  Finally, while there are some existing data sources on which to base any estimates of 
consumer preferences for shared equity, these data sources suffer from the aforementioned problems in 
defining shared equity; address altogether different product types; or address the issue of shared equity 
mortgages, but not consumer preferences for new housing developed under shared equity scenarios. 

 
The necessary underpinning of this demand estimate, then, was the cultivation of data necessary to 
understand range of consumer attitudes and potential preferences for products created with shared 
equity.  In order to create such a dataset, which does not currently exist, RCLCO formulated a consumer 
research agenda to gauge consumer attitudes toward shared equity.  The consumer research agenda 
involved designing a web-based survey instrument, obtaining a statistically valid set of completed survey 
responses from an appropriate geography, and ensuring that the deployment strategy for the survey 
instrument yielded complete responses from a sample group that most closely represents the likely target 
market audience for shared equity housing. 

MSA Selection Process 

It was the expressed purpose of the surveying to gather data from a representative sampling of MSAs 
such that suitable extrapolation to national trends might be possible.  Also, it was critical to ensure that 
enough responses were gathered such as to provide sample data at the 95% confidence level at 
approximately a 5% confidence interval, requiring at least 375 complete responses from any MSA 
targeted. 
 
RCLCO conducted comparisons of potential MSAs with regard to a variety of qualifying characteristics in 
order to arrive at a recommendation for MSAs to be included within the consumer research effort.  
According to the analyses, RCLCO recommended the following MSAs for targeting within the consumer 
research and demand modeling engagement: Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana, CA, MSA; 
Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV, MSA; and Chicago-Naperville-Joliet, IL-IN-WI, MSA.  
Because affordability is inextricably linked to local market conditions, this MSA-based methodological 
approach was executed in order to obtain the highest quality and most relevant data, and then to 
generate extrapolations of this data to other markets based on a variety of measurable factors. 
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RCLCO believed that there were several factors that suggested that the above MSAs would yield optimal 
results for the current efforts. 

 
1. Affordability: The MSAs above, as shown in the accompanying Exhibit 6, all have Housing 

Opportunity Indices of less than 50.  This means that less than half of the homes in the market are 
affordable to families earning the median income as reported by HUD.  In the case of Washington, 
D.C., that number is one in four, and in Los Angeles, it is a dramatic two percent.  The affordability 
issues facing potential buyers in these markets are critical to ensuring that the sample population 
views the tradeoff scenarios in the survey instrument with both concern and interest, and that the 
sample population does indeed face a general market scenario that makes shared equity likely as a 
necessary tool for homeownership. 

 
2. Market Stability: Given the current housing market environment, it was important that the sample 

population be in a market that has moved beyond the immediate aftermath of bubble-burst and 
shows at least some signs of stabilization.  Chicago, while it is certainly no stranger to housing 
affordability issues and foreclosure problems, has historically been insulated from macroeconomic 
housing market shocks, while Los Angeles and Washington, D.C., had begun to show signs of 
recovery and stabilization even as early as 1Q 2007.  All markets, however, were affected by 
additional factors in the subprime mortgage market and media coverage thereof by the middle of 3Q 
2007. 

 
3. Geographical Dispersion: By choosing one East Coast, one West Coast, and one Midwest market, 

the data would lend itself to broad applicability and acceptance by the target audience for the 
analysis. 

 
4. Applicability of Data: This point pertains largely to the exclusion of New York.  Because New York is 

fundamentally different from other markets and rentership is not only more prevalent but in many 
cases expected, RCLCO believed that data from this market might not be as applicable as the study 
would demand. 

 
5. Expected Deliverables: For many of the populations within the MSAs, a sample size of 375 would 

ensure a 95% confidence level and a 5% confidence interval.   
 

The confidence interval is the plus-or-minus figure usually reported in newspaper or television opinion 
poll results.  For example, if one used a confidence interval of four, and 47% percent of the sample 
picks an answer, one could be "sure" that—if one had asked the question of the entire relevant 
population—between 43% (47% minus 4%) and 51% (47% plus 4%) would have picked that answer.   
 
The confidence level indicates how sure one can be in one’s results.  It is expressed as a percentage 
and represents how often the true percentage of the population that would pick an answer lies within 
the confidence interval.  The 95% confidence level means one can be 95% certain; the 99% 
confidence level means you can be 99% certain.  Most researchers use the 95% confidence level.   
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Because the anticipated deliverables (complete surveys) in certain markets were very low—largely 
based on the tenure and income constraints that RCLCO anticipated for the deployment of the 
survey—the MSAs were chosen to take into account their provision of an adequate sample size to 
provide statistically robust results. 

 

Target Market Audience Identification 

Shared equity housing is not for everyone.  As such, it was important in this research to avoid testing the 
preferences of the public at large, but rather to deeply probe attitudes toward and potential preferences 
for shared equity among a subset of the American demographic that might benefit from such a means to 
homeownership.  This subset could be defined by a variety of factors.  Attitudes surrounding housing 
affordability and desirability are directly related to a variety of personal finance issues, and affordable 
homeownership advocates often use area median income (AMI) thresholds as proxies for personal 
financial situations.  All of these factors vary based upon metropolitan area, household size, income, 
employment status, and a host of other factors.   
 
Meanwhile, it was the prerogative of the client to focus the research around the potential demand for 
shared equity housing from the renter population; the purpose of this slant was to truly understand the 
potential impact of potential consumer demand upon increasing overall homeownership, not just lateral 
moves from existing homeowners.  Finally, householders could prefer to move to another metropolitan 
area or leave their geography altogether in search of affordability rather than pursue an alternative means 
to homeownership in their current environs.   
 
The survey screened its potential respondent pool based upon the above criteria in order to cultivate a 
respondent pool whose preferences, interests, motivations, and constraints would most closely 
approximate those of the national audience at large that might be interested in shared equity housing.  
For the purposes of this analysis, this subset of the market at large is referred to as the “target market 
audience” for shared equity. 
 
This research cultivated a respondent pool consisting of a statistically robust target market audience 
sampling in three MSAs as follows.  The survey instrument was deployed to existing renters with incomes 
between 60% and 150% of AMI in three MSAs.  Within these parameters, a variety of screens were 
implemented to exclude responses from those without motivations for homeownership, those who might 
move to different metropolitan areas to find affordable housing, those who were not heads or co-heads of 
households, and other factors.  A subsequent set of screening questions, shown in the Appendix, 
excluded the following respondents: 
 

• Those who received the survey but who have since moved,  
• Those whose age differed from the data in the respondent profile,  
• Those for whom purchasing a home was not important or only somewhat important,  
• Non-heads or co-heads of households,  
• Those whose income and household sizes did not correspond to the targeted 60% to 150% AMI 

spread in each of the metropolitan areas,  
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• Those not interested in purchasing a home, 
• Those for whom purchasing a home within the next three years was not a strong priority, and 
• Those for whom moving to another metropolitan area in search of home affordability was a 

potential option.   
 

 
Defining Shared Equity 

The models created around the country that define this “shared equity” approach vary; limited equity 
cooperatives, community land trusts, deed-restricted homes, and shared appreciation mortgages are the 
most common.  In addition to enabling long-term affordability, these models could be designed to address 
rising housing costs—such as insurance, heating fuel, and maintenance—by approaching them on a 
“shared” basis that provides economies of scale.  Many are also incorporating the “shared equity” 
component within mixed-use and mixed-income communities. 
 
For the purposes of this study, the team agreed to define shared equity broadly rather than narrowly.  
Instead of attempting to dissect potential differences in preference and demand for limited equity 
cooperatives versus community land trusts, etc., this demand analysis sought to quantify the size of the 
“convincible” market within the study areas.  In other words, the study sought to determine the size of the 
demand pool that might be interested in trading off some portion of equity in a potential home purchase 
and sale in exchange for the affordability benefits and opportunity to climb the homeownership ladder that 
shared equity entails.   
 
One important aspect of the type of structures that this study examined is that shared equity, according to 
this study, implied some sort of resale restriction in order to preserve affordability.  Within the survey 
instrument, respondents were both informed in writing about the reasons for and implications of 
preserving affordability through resale restrictions or appreciation caps, etc., and shown potential 
purchase scenarios that indicated sales prices when the homeowner sells the house and implied equity 
cash-out at time of sale under a range of shared equity scenarios with resale restrictions. 

 

Survey Instrument  

The survey instrument itself was designed to serve four functions.  First and foremost, its ultimate goal 
was to establish a baseline of consumer preferences for shared equity housing.  Its second function was 
to serve as an educational tool to bring respondents to a level of understanding regarding shared equity 
before being asked to opine on their preferences.  Third, it needed to provide the analysis with detailed 
information regarding target market audience demographics suitable for demand modeling.  Finally, it 
needed to guide the respondent through a series of tradeoffs so that true preferences for various factors, 
including shared equity, could be discerned within a context of their comparative importance to the 
respondent. 
 
RCLCO drafted a survey instrument and distributed it to the client first and team of consultants second for 
review, commentary, and input.  RCLCO also conferred with and shared the survey instrument with Dr. 
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Arthur Caplin of NYU, who had conducted the most recent relevant consumer research on this topic, to 
verify parameters and get general feedback.  Finally, the survey instrument was sent to a third-party 
vendor in order to execute deployment. 

 
The sample partner that RCLCO uses when conducting consumer research engagements has a strong 
capacity to garner quality data utilizing their online panel.  This panel is recruited using a closed 
enrollment approach as opposed to an open enrollment approach, allowing control of their panel 
membership.  This particular vendor maintains an extensive pool of approximately 3.6 million online 
respondents.  Unlike standard panels, their panel is screened thoroughly to exclude individuals who show 
signs of poor respondent integrity through the thorough enrollment process.  Their unmatched member 
screening allows them to support research among low-incidence and hard-to-reach audiences, and their 
industry-leading quality control metrics lend to their outstanding reputation as a quality leader in the 
online space. 

 
Tradeoff Scenarios  

One common critique of survey response data is that respondents’ data may not reflect actual decision-
making as accurately as data analysts would desire.  This potential dilemma is particularly pronounced 
with regard to testing preferences for shared equity, as potential respondents would be asked to indicate 
preferences toward a range of issues surrounding homeownership—including the appeal of a relatively 
new concept—that are inextricably linked to a host of other issues related to individual financial positions 
and competing desires.  In this case, preferences for shared equity alone might not be as telling as 
preferences for shared equity when other considerations—such as down payment amounts, purchase 
prices, and an estimate of monthly payments and equity recapture when the home is sold—are taken into 
account and weighed against the option of shared equity. 

 
To address this issue, the survey incorporated a unique technology developed by Sawtooth Software 
called Maximum Difference Scaling (Max Diff).  Similar to a conjoint analysis, Max Diff is an antidote to 
standard rating scales or importance scales.  Respondents find standard importance scales very easy, 
but they do tend to deliver results that indicate everything as being "quite important," making the data not 
especially actionable.  Max Diff, on the other hand, forces respondents to make choices between options 
whilst still, at the end of the day, delivering rankings showing the relative importance of the items being 
rated.  This technology, when incorporated into a survey, guides respondents through a series of tradeoff 
scenarios that ultimately force respondents to progressively narrow their preferences based upon relative 
preferences to other factors.   
 
The survey instrument used this technology twice in the course of the survey.  First, this method was 
used to evaluate the importance and unimportance of a variety of motivating factors for homeownership—
including the importance of capturing increased equity—against one another.  The purpose of this 
process was to understand the relative importance of a host of benefits that accrue to homeowners and 
determine the extent to which increased equity and other financial benefits are truly important or 
unimportant in the context of the greater benefits of homeownership.   
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The second use was to dig deeper into the mindsets of consumers beyond a simple reaction to a 
preference question.  It was the working hypothesis of RCLCO that respondents’ initial reaction to the 
concept of shared equity itself would be less useful than their reaction to a variety of scenarios in which 
the amount of equity varied in proportion to variations in purchase price, sale price, down payment 
amounts, monthly payments, and total home value.   
 
RCLCO created a hypothetical equity-sharing scenario that involved the following parameters: a home 
with a purchase price equal to the median home price in that particular MSA; a range of home subsidies 
from 20% to 85%; allowable home appreciation adjusted downward from market appreciation by the 
amount of subsidy (i.e., the higher the subsidy the lower the appreciation); prevailing mortgage rates as 
of 3Q 2007; a 30-year mortgage and a unit sale in year eight; average insurance rates; and an equity-
sharing formula that split equity proportionate to the level of subsidy.  This hypothetical equity-sharing 
scenario was created for testing purposes only; it was designed to give survey respondents potential 
financial scenarios to react to when asked about their willingness to trade off a portion of the equity in 
their homes (when it comes time to sell) in exchange for more favorable purchase and payment terms.   
 
From this model, RCLCO modeled a variety of potential home purchase scenarios where affordability 
was preserved beyond initial occupancy by restricting the allowable appreciation on the homes.  The 
allowable appreciation was inversely related to the amount of subsidy provided in the home, using market 
appreciation as the ceiling and income appreciation as the floor.  Respondents were shown the financial 
terms of 15 scenarios that differed in the amount of subsidy (and therefore payment terms and amount of 
equity build-up) and asked to select a subset of these scenarios as their “preferred” options.  From this 
subset, respondents were asked to progressively select subsets of increasingly preferred options until 
they arrived at their single, “most preferred” option. 
 
The impact of the above technique with regard to this survey is twofold.  First, it allows comparison of 
unvarnished response data pertaining to general preferences about the shared equity concept alone with 
response data in reaction to the impact shared equity may have upon the multiple financial aspects of 
homeownership, such as impact upon home price, monthly payment, down payment, etc., in concert.  
Second, it allows for analysis of the preferred options to determine what patterns, if any, emerge 
regarding expressed willingness to trade away equity in exchange for more favorable purchasing and 
payment terms.  It should be noted that the results of this technique are illustrative but not prescriptive in 
nature; they allow the policy maker and developer to understand that there is a large segment of the 
target market audience that would be willing to trade away equity in exchange   

 

Deployment 

The survey instrument was initially deployed in a “soft launch” on Friday, September 21, 2007.  After 
several hundred complete responses were obtained and analyzed, the “full launch” was initiated on 
September 24, 2007.  The survey was deployed only to renters between the ages of 25 and 45 within the 
metropolitan areas targeted.  A subsequent set of screening questions, shown in the Appendix, excluded 
the following respondents: 
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• Those who received the survey but who have since moved,  
• Those whose age differed from the data in the respondent profile,  
• Those for whom purchasing a home was not important or only somewhat important,  
• Non-heads or co-heads of households,  
• Those whose income and household sizes did not correspond to the targeted 60% to 150% AMI 

spread in each of the metropolitan areas,  
• Those for whom purchasing a home within the next three years was not a strong priority, and 
• Those for whom moving to another area in search of home affordability was a potential option.   

 
In all, the survey was received by almost 10,000 potential respondents and yielded 1,101 complete 
responses, equally distributed among the three markets and targeted to yield a sample size that provided 
a 95% confidence level and a confidence interval of 5% from each market.  A tabulation of the survey 
deployment and screening results is given below.   
 

Table 2: Survey Response Status Summary 
 

Test Responses # of 
Responses 

% of 
Responses

Incomplete/Abandon 402 4.1% 
Complete 1,101 11.2% 
Quota Full 43 0.4% 
Term 1 @cqS1 - Invalid market area 762 7.8% 
Term 2 @cqS2 - Not head or co-head of household 370 3.8% 
Term 3 @cqS3 - Invalid age 55 0.6% 
Term 4 @cqS4 - Invalid home purchase interest 4,696 47.8% 
Term 5 @cqS6 - Invalid household income by market 1,434 14.6% 
Term 6 @cqS7 - Invalid not interested in home purchase 21 0.2% 
Term 7 @cqS8 - Home purchase not important 165 1.7% 
Term 8 @cqS9 - Would purchase home in another region 770 7.8% 

Total 9,819 100.0% 
 
Responses were collected until October 4, 2007.  RCLCO was patient during the collection period to 
ensure the accuracy and applicability of the data, and did not alter its rigorous screens or spread in order 
to speed the responses.  From the perspective of the survey analyst, the rigorous screens had the effect 
of removing potential respondents whose decision-making criteria differed from the ideal survey 
respondent.  It may have also had the effect of removing from the respondent pool those whose opinions 
about the housing market may have been sullied by concurrent news and media surrounding the 
subprime mortgage industry (discussed below).  The resultant respondent pool—1,101 in all—constitutes 
a representative sample of the most likely candidates to desire and benefit from shared equity.  
Moreover, because of the number of complete and valid responses in each market, the resultant data can 
be qualified as a statistically valid representation of the similar population at large at a 95% confidence 
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level and 5% confidence interval.   For the purposes of this report, both the respondent pool and the 
population it represents may be referred to as the “target market audience.” 
 
One caveat with regard to the sampling and survey deployment bears mention.  The summer of 2007 
was witness to one of the most widely reported housing market problems in recent memory.  The 
slowdown in the overall housing market nationwide combined with the implosion of the subprime lending 
market featured prominently in the news media both locally and nationally.  Even in markets with high 
barriers to homeownership, such as the ones selected for the surveying, knowledge of the housing 
market slowdown had become common knowledge. 
 
The timing of the survey deployment was delayed numerous times—each time by several weeks—in 
order to ensure that it did not coincide with releases of the National Association of Realtors quarterly 
reports or significant news blasts about the subprime mortgage market.  A small window emerged during 
the end of September that represented the best time within the study parameters to deploy the survey 
and mitigate some of the psychological impact of the media coverage of the housing market.  This timing 
was immediately after four consecutive days during which the topic of housing market woes did not 
appear above the fold on USA Today.  That being said, it is important to view the resultant data within this 
lens, as there may be respondents who would have otherwise entertained the prospect of an unusual 
path to homeownership who may have been less receptive to the idea given the amount of news 
coverage regarding unsavory lending practices during the timeframe.  In other words, the actual 
preference for shared equity may be even higher than the survey data indicates.  Additionally, the 
restrictive screening may have excluded some potential respondents who ordinarily might prefer shared 
equity but, in the context of the contemporaneous news cycle, did not qualify as candidates to complete 
the survey. 

 
Analysis 

Upon receipt of the completed response data on October 4, 2007, RCLCO began a deep dive into the 
data to analyze the range of responses, uncover consumer preferences toward housing affordability and 
shared equity, and determine the appropriate baseline proportions from which to estimate potential 
demand.  The analysis continued to include the building of a demand model that would estimate the 
potential demand pool in each of the surveyed metropolitan markets for shared equity.  This demand 
pool, conceptually “the convincible market,” would serve as the market demand estimate for the surveyed 
markets.  The demand methodology would be extrapolated to the largest 20 MSAs in the United States, 
primarily by varying the baseline proportion of the population that would be “very interested” in shared 
equity, based upon different levels of housing affordability and a variety of other demographic and 
economic factors. 
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 SUMMARY OF RESPONSE DATA 
Barriers to Homeownership 

Survey respondents indicated lack of affordable housing in an area they wish to live as the most 
significant reason why they have not already purchased a home, with 60.3% of respondents indicating as 
such.  Almost an identical percentage, 58.7%, indicated that they lack the resources to afford a down 
payment; this hurdle has kept them out of the home buying market.  As the concept of “affordability” is a 
broad one, 24.7% indicated an inability to afford a home that is large enough for their needs, and 21.7% 
of respondents indicated that they lack the income necessary to qualify for an appropriate mortgage. 
 
Critically, less than 10% of respondents indicated a lack of knowledge about the home buying process as 
a reason why they have not already purchased, and only 5.4% indicated that they are uncomfortable with 
the mortgage application process (almost 60% of respondents classify themselves as either “very 
familiar” or “somewhat familiar” with the home-purchasing process, and 29.5% of respondents have 
actually been in the market for a home before).  Finally, only 8.1% felt as if their employment status was 
uncertain enough to pose a problem to their home buying aspirations. 
 
Among the almost one-third of respondents who had been in the market for a home before, 
approximately one-fifth were unable to afford the home that met their needs, and 8% qualified for a 
mortgage but not one large enough to purchase the home they desired.  Only 2.2% were actually turned 
down for a mortgage due to income reasons.  Almost one-third of respondents who had been in the 
market for a home before—less than 10% of the overall respondents—did purchase homes that met their 
needs, indicating that some that fall into the AMI restrictions in these tight housing markets are able to 
satisfy their need for housing.  The fact that these respondents are now renters, however, is suggestive of 
the potential longevity of their ownership tenures. 
 
Based on the above, issues of affordability dominate the mindset of those who are on the homeownership 
sidelines.  The survey respondents’ attitudes are a function of their financial positions in markets with 
affordability constraints, and can be extrapolated to similarly situated renters in other impacted markets.  
However, affordability can mean a variety of things to different people.  For some, affordability is an 
absolute barrier, while for others it is relative and directly related to other factors such as neighborhood, 
product type, and other intangibles.  For this reason, the surveying probed deeper to uncover the aspects 
of “affordability” by revealing and dissecting the primary motivations for home purchasing. 

 

Motivations for Purchase 

The survey instrument engaged respondents in a series of tradeoff scenarios regarding their purchase 
motivations.  The results of this methodology allow comparison of the “very important” and “most 
important” reasons to purchase a home.  Below is a chart comparing the indicated “very important” 
reasons (those reasons that were among the top three) versus “most important” reason (at which 
respondents arrived after forgoing other reasons for purchase).   
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Chart 3. Respondent Motivations to Purchase a Home 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Critically, the results show that perceived financial and stability benefits of homeownership are 
paramount, trumping a variety of other potential motivations to purchase a home.  In fact, while issues of 
access to public transportation, proximity to work and/or retail/entertainment amenities, and the desire to 
accommodate a variety of family-oriented impulses are often considered powerful motivating concerns, 
these concerns do not compare with the ability to “pay into an investment” or to achieve “control and 
stability of homeownership” in terms of importance to the target market audience.  Notably, the ability to 
build equity and to deduct mortgage interest and applicable taxes are third and fourth, respectively, in 
terms of “very important” motivations to purchase a new home.   
 
However, while market-rate buyers often see “financial benefits” as a net positive, especially in terms of 
the ability to build equity in their real estate asset, the target market audience surveyed may view the 
financial benefits of homeownership primarily as a means to avoid a loss, in this case the loss of rental 
payments.  The difference between equity gain and loss of income to rent payment is nuanced, to be 
sure, but is an important distinction to draw.  Some may equate the financial benefits of homeownership 
largely with the assumption that their real estate asset will in fact produce money over time, much like a 
mutual fund or bank account.  Others may be disgruntled at the fact that they are “throwing away money 
in rent” and instead want to ensure that their monthly payments are not entirely “lost” to them, even if they 
do not recognize the appreciation of their asset.  In fact, the percentage of respondents that placed 
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importance on ownership as a means to prevent a loss (lost rental payments) outweighs the percentage 
that placed importance on ownership as a means to achieving a gain (increased equity)—by a more than 
two-to-one ratio. 
 
The above response analysis is focused on the response data surrounding “very important” as opposed 
to “most important” factor.  When forced to choose a single “most important” reason for purchasing a 
home, the respondents indicated a few interesting details that differ from the “very important” response 
data.  Approximately 55.8% of respondents viewed the ability to “stop renting and pay into an investment” 
as the most important reason for a home purchase, while 7.4% of respondents prioritized equity build-up 
and 4.5% chose the ability to gain certain tax deductions.  Remarkably, both of these financial 
motivations are still secondary to the “control and stability of homeownership,” which commanded 12.5% 
of this category.  Very few respondents chose other factors, such as safety, proximity to 
transportation/work, etc., as their most important reason. 

Unimportant Factors 

RCLCO tested the same 18 factors to gauge the extent to which they were unimportant to the target 
market audience.  Interestingly, the non-financial benefits of homeownership rank highly as less important 
reasons for home purchasing.  Changes in household size were the least important factors for between 
27.8% and 41.3% of respondents, the “American Dream” of homeownership was less important to 
approximately one in five respondents, and proximities to work and transportation were less important to 
almost one third of respondents.  These factors—which, increasingly, are critically important among 
buyers of market-rate housing—may in fact be considered luxuries for renters waiting on the sidelines 
and unable to get on the homeownership ladder, let alone choose its placement. 

Chart 4. Least Important Motivations to Purchase a Home 
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Overall, the least important factor for all respondents was “the ability to accommodate a smaller 
household,” with 17.5% percent of respondents indicating that this was their least important factor.  
However, the ability to live in a better school district was least important to 13.6% of respondents, 
proximity to public transportation was least important to 10.2% of respondents, and the “American 
Dream” was least important to approximately 9.8% of respondents.  Other factors that ranked highly as 
“least important” included “the status and pride of homeownership” (4.9%) and the ability to “live closer to 
work” (4.7%). 

 
Attitudes toward Financial Benefits 

As mentioned above, the financial and stability benefits related directly to homeownership are the most 
important factors driving the desire to purchase homes.  But there are many financial benefits that can 
accrue to homeowners—including equity appreciation—and there is some variation amongst respondents 
regarding the importance of these different financial benefits to their home purchase decision. 
 
Among all respondents, over 70% believe that owning an appreciating asset is important to their home 
purchase decision.  However, only 47.5% indicate that gaining an increasing equity stake in their asset 
was “very important” to them.  Similarly, only 37.10% indicate that they find it very important that they 
have an opportunity to sell their home when its resale value has increased, and only 22.2% of 
respondents indicate that their decision to purchase is directly related to whether or not the home 
appreciates over time, and if so, by how much.   
 
In contrast, over 40% of respondents indicate that recognizing the tax breaks associated with 
homeownership—primarily in the form of tax deductions on property taxes and qualified mortgage interest 
—are very important to them in becoming homeowners.  Similarly, 27.8% of respondents “strongly agree” 
that deducting mortgage interest and applicable property taxes from their income taxes are important in 
their home purchase decision. 
 
Some respondents find the intangibles of homeownership—“simply owning a home”—more important 
than the financial aspects of homeownership.  In fact, when asked about the importance of owning alone 
versus the benefits of tax deductions and the opportunity to sell it for a higher amount if it appreciates, the 
percentages of respondents that strongly valued the ownership over the financial implications were 27% 
and 24.6%, respectively.  Finally, when the option of tax deductions is eliminated, 16.1% of respondents 
strongly agree that they would still purchase a home. 
 
Importantly, there is evidence that a sizeable proportion of the target market audience is receptive to 
some sort of assistance in order to get them on the path to homeownership.  Among all respondents, 
33.2% strongly agreed and 49.5% somewhat agreed that they would be interested in purchasing a home 
today with some sort of assistance if it would put them on the path to purchasing a home on their own in 
the future.  This affinity for assistance in climbing the homeownership ladder is encouraging for advocates 
of homeownership assistance, as it suggests that perceptions of stigma associated with assistance may 
be confined to fewer than 25% of the target market audience. 
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Critically, there is a pool of respondents that values ownership alone above the ability to extract value 
from the sale of the asset after a period of residency and equity appreciation.  When asked if they would 
purchase a home even if they did not receive the full value of the appreciation over time, 7.7% of 
respondents strongly agreed that they would still purchase, and 35.6% of respondents somewhat agreed 
that they would still do so.  Over 80% of these respondents indicated favorability toward some sort of 
assistance, and among them, 4.4% strongly agreed and 39.6% somewhat agreed that they would pursue 
this assistance, even if this meant not getting all of the appreciation when it came time to sell their home.  
A similar proportion of respondents indicated that they would pursue this assistance even if it meant 
forsaking their tax breaks that accrue to homeowners, not getting the type of home they want, or not 
getting the location they prefer.   
 
It should be strongly noted that the concept of not gaining full appreciation is, for many, a foreign concept, 
and the questions above were posed to respondents before the educational portion of the survey was 
completed.  To interpret the above, the results would indicate that approximately 3.5% of the target 
market audience today is in the market for a home, desires some sort of assistance in purchasing that 
home, and is willing to forgo the benefits of recognizing the full equity appreciation in their assets in order 
to recognize the opportunity of homeownership.  However, as shown in the subsequent section, when 
educated about the true opportunities and constraints associated with shared equity, the percentage of 
respondents who are strongly interested in purchasing a home using shared equity exceeds the 3.5% 
level above by 400%. 
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ATTITUDES TOWARD SHARED EQUITY 

The homeownership process is often unfamiliar territory for those on the sidelines.  Only 13.1% of 
respondents characterize themselves as “very familiar” with the home buying process, while only 
approximately one-third have been in the market for a home before.  Within this lens, the concept of 
shared equity is, for many, a brand new concept and one about which there are few well-formed opinions.  
As such, the survey instrument sought to educate respondents about the meaning, benefits, and 
constraints of shared equity in an attempt to first inform the respondents and then gauge their potential 
interest.  Respondents were given a brief tutorial on the concept and then asked to correctly answer three 
basic questions about shared equity in order to complete the survey.  Again, only completed surveys 
were included in the tabulation and analysis of results. 
 
As stated in the previous section, before being educated about shared equity, approximately 3.5% of all 
respondents indicated a willingness to give up a share of their equity in exchange for assistance with 
purchasing a home.  After completing the tutorial on shared equity, this preference changed dramatically.  
Among all respondents, an average of 14.8% indicated that they were “very interested” in purchasing a 
home under a shared equity scenario; RCLCO believes that this proportion may represent “the 
convincible” segment of the target market audience.  This figure was slightly higher in Los Angeles 
(21.0%) and lower in Chicago and Washington, D.C. (11.1% and 11.5%, respectively).  This relates 
strongly with overall housing affordability in these markets, as Los Angeles has a Housing Opportunity 
Index of two—meaning that only 2% of all homes are affordable to those earning the area median 
income—while Washington, D.C., and Chicago are both rated as much more affordable according to this 
NAHB metric.  Importantly, over 50% of respondents (56% to be exact) were somewhat interested in 
purchasing a home using shared equity, as compared with approximately 28% before the tutorial; 
RCLCO believes that this may represent the “potentially convincible.” 
 
There are several implications with regard to the above.  First, there is a proportion of the target market 
audience that is receptive to the concept of shared equity and is in fact interested in exploring purchase 
options using shared equity; they are cognizant of the benefits of such a program, and the data indicate 
that, to them, these benefits outweigh the constraints.  Second, the potential acceptance of such a 
program increases markedly with even a modicum of education regarding the concept.  Even within a 
somewhat skeptical audience—original favorability of somewhere around 3.5%—closing the “education 
gap” increases the favorability by more than 400%.  Third, the potential appeal of shared equity appears 
to be related to the degree of housing affordability in local markets, and the appeal of such programs may 
ultimately vary amongst different metropolitan areas.  And finally, the response data indicate a curiosity 
amongst a large proportion of the target market audience—more than 50% of those surveyed—that 
represents an opportunity to bring more potential consumers from the ranks of the “potentially 
convincible” to the “convincible.” 
 
The reasons for potential appeal and dislike are varied, and of course are directly related to the 
individuals’ comfort level with the concept of giving up a portion of the equity in their homes, the 
importance of this equity to them and their financial plans, and how this compares with their desire to get 
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on the path to homeownership.  Respondents were asked to explain the reasons for their preferences; a 
sample of these reasons is given below (they have not been edited, and may contain irregularities in 
grammar, punctuation, or content). 

TABLE 3: Negative Reactions to Shared Equity 
I can afford a home myself, so I don't need to take this avenue.  
Also, although helpful in the short-term, doesn't seem wise in the 
long run.  Makes me think this would be a cycle of keeping 
someone in a share-equity rut. 

I do not believe in any "creative financing" and I feel that if the 
home buyers assistance program is not a non-profit, you are 
opening yourself up to a lot of possible issues down the road. 

I do not like the idea of someone else being so involved in the 
equity and future sale of my house.  I find the idea of shared 
equity very disconcerting because how will I know that the 
institution helping me is really helping me instead of looking after 
their own interests?  Based on the description, I do not believe 
that shared equity is in my best interest. 

'Very suspicious of companies that claim to be looking out for 
the interest of consumers. Kind of a 'sounds too good to be true' 
thing. Would suspect that the company would get a bigger 
chunk of the equity than the consumer, or there would be some 
fine print which would favor the company over the consumer. 

I do not want to share my home with a third party. I don't like the restrictions involved. 

I don't want restrictions placed on how much I can sell 
something that I own. If I am unable to afford a home, then I will 
not buy one. I feel that with the shared equity program, it would 
not truly be my own home and that's not what I want. 

I would imagine that when it comes time to retire, my home 
equity would represent the bulk of my assets. If I am unable to 
recoup the entire value of my equity, I would need to make 
arrangements to ensure that I am able to make up for that short 
fall. My preference would be to walk away with the entire value 
of my home. 

It sounds like a scam to me! 
 

I shouldn't let impatience now have such an impact on my future 
finances 

One of the greatest benefits of home ownership is the fact that it 
is an investment that will appreciate over time.  I would prefer to 
continue renting for the convenience if I were not gaining full 
equity in my home.  Also, i think a program like this would be a 
huge disincentive for occupants to make major improvements or 
renovations or even engage in routine upkeep.  I would also be 
very wary of the restrictions that would be put on me when I 
chose to sell the home.  If the housing market were to spiral 
down, and FMVs of homes actually depreciated rather than 
appreciated I would be concerned with the restrictions / 
penalties that may be placed on me if I were to choose to move. 

I do not like the idea that we would not be able to use the full 
amount of appreciation to use for the purchase of our next 
home.  This shared-equity program could be available in a 
certain neighborhood where we live now, but what if we need or 
want to move to another area in the region or the country where 
this shared-equity program is not used?  We might have to 
downgrade to a smaller home or lower-quality neighborhood.  
After years of building up equity, we'd want to upgrade, not 
downgrade, our living situation. 

 
TABLE 4: Positive Reactions to Shared Equity 

'"Home" means setting roots down and making an investment in 
a property that could appreciate (and be sold) at a future date.  If 
I were to make and share a profit (in a shared equity situation), it 
could be a win/win for all parties.  I would need to feel that the 
entity investing with me was really looking out for my best 
interests though. 

Because it allows me to own a home without losing all of the 
benefits that come with home ownership.  In fact I get 99% of 
the benefits and the loss that is taken will in time actually serve 
as a help to someone who is in my shoes as well. 

Anything that would allow me to break into the LA housing 
market would be great. 

Because the current housing market makes it almost impossible 
for someone in my situation to purchase a home. 

Because this would allow me to purchase a home that I can 
afford, potentially gain some equity (not all), deduct the 
mortgage interest fully on my taxes, and potential buy another 
home in the future without restrictions, while giving another low-
income person the option of homeownership when I sale. 

My dream is to own a single family house, but the monthly 
payments and down payment I cannot afford.  It is more 
important for me just to be able to buy, and afford the monthly 
payments of the home than how much equity I will get in the 
end.  If a program that offers assistance to make my dream a 
reality, then I am all for it just to get started. 

I would be very interested in this because unless the prices 
come down, homes are not affordable.  This is a great concept!! 

it sounds it makes home ownership much more possible for the 
non-rich.  Some home is better than none. 

Because that could help me get that nicer house instead of the 
average one being 1st time. 
 

Everything comes with a price nothing is truly free. Living in my 
own home would make me feel better about raising my young 
child. 

I am going to be settling down in the next 5 years, and am in the 
process of cleaning up my credit rating. Money is tight, but I 
want to have something to show for all the hard work I have 
done, and want a stable home base for when I get married and 
have kids. Renting is too iffy. 

'I live in a metro area with high home prices.  I will not live in my 
first home forever and am not very concerned about earning a 
huge profit when I sell. This program sounds like an excellent 
way to own a home that might not otherwise be possible. 
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For advocates of shared equity housing, these data are encouraging.  They suggest that, in certain 
markets with housing affordability issues, there exists a subset of the target market audience—on 
average at least 14.8% based on existing survey data—that would be strongly interested in purchasing a 
home using shared equity.  Based upon these figures alone, RCLCO estimates that this may represent 
an annual demand pool of approximately 15,000 in the metropolitan areas surveyed and 60,000 within 
the 20 largest MSAs in the United States.  The demand analysis will be discussed in further detail in a 
subsequent section. 
 
While the number above is encouraging, indeed, there is reason to believe that it actually underestimates 
the true favorability rate with respect to shared equity.  The reason for this is that, when faced with actual 
payment terms—including down payments, monthly payments, purchase prices, home values, and equity 
cash-outs—individuals are likely to make decisions that differ from their indicated preference or 
favorability for a new means to homeownership.   
 
To probe this aspect in greater detail, and to understand more about the actual decision-making that 
homebuyers face, the survey instrument was designed to take respondents through a series of 
hypothetical payment terms for a median-priced home within their metropolitan market.  A range of 15 
scenarios, each with slight variations in down payment, purchase prices, average monthly payments, 
equity cash-outs at end of occupancy, and average home price that represent a variety of equity-sharing 
scenarios, were presented to respondents.  These scenarios were constructed by RCLCO as described 
on pages 11 and 12.  Many of these scenarios would involve trading away some or most of the equity in 
the home in exchange for more favorable purchasing and payment terms.  Respondents were asked to 
progressively select “more preferred” options and eliminate less-preferred ones, then select from among 
their preferred options again and again, until they were left with only one scenario: their most-preferred 
scenario. 
 
The results of these repeated tradeoff scenarios paint an even more promising picture for the potential 
appeal of shared equity.  When faced with these home purchase scenarios, the percentages of 
respondents that indicated a preference for not trading away any equity (a traditional home purchase 
scenario) were only 14.9%, 23%, and 24.3% in Los Angeles, Washington, D.C., and Chicago, 
respectively.  In other words, the vast majority of respondents actually chose an equity-sharing scenario 
as their most-preferred option.  The affinity levels in the data track approximately the relative housing 
affordability in these metropolitan areas.  also In short, this means that in each metropolitan area, the vast 
majority of respondents, when faced with the actual facts and figures related to a shared equity purchase, 
chose shared equity.   
 
The variations among the most-preferred options show some variation in the level of equity actually 
preferred by respondents when that equity cash-out is compared with potential down payments and 
monthly payments.  In this modeling, the distribution of preference peaks at a level of 45% subsidy on 
average, with Los Angeles showing twin peaks at 35% and 45%; Washington, D.C., showing a peak at 
40%; and Chicago showing a peak at 45%.  It should be noted that these values are illustrative in nature 
and are designed to give the researcher a sense of the degree to which respondents indicated a 
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willingness to trade away equity in exchange for more favorable payment terms.  The policy-maker and 
affordable housing advocate are cautioned against reading the hypothetical RCLCO equity-sharing model 
as policy recommendation.   
 

Chart 5. Distribution of Amount of Equity Respondents Were Willing to Trade Away 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In each metropolitan area, then, survey data indicate a greater willingness to forgo equity cash-out at end 
of term when faced with the actual prospects of lower monthly payments and a lower overall purchase 
price.  In fact, these data further corroborate the previous assertion that a greater amount of information 
about shared equity is positively correlated with its overall desirability amongst the target market 
audience.  The extent of this preference shift, largely driven by actual financial scenarios as opposed to 
blanket assumptions or raw reactions, presents the temptation to extrapolate to the entire target market 
audience and to other metropolitan areas.  Analytical rigor would resist this temptation.  But the fact 
remains that—when given options to choose financial scenarios involving less equity at the end of term in 
exchange for lower down payments, monthly payments, and purchase price—only 20% of respondents 
indicated that the standard terms were their “most preferred” option.  Clearly, there is room to capitalize 
on the vast majority of the target market audience that is amenable to trading equity in exchange for 
affordable homeownership. 
 
The counterpoint to the evidence above resides only in the fact that a significant proportion of 
respondents who did indicate a preference for a reduction in equity in exchange for lower payment terms 
indicated that their most-preferred scenario was one that required a significant subsidy.  While their 
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willingness to tradeoff almost all of their equity for favorable payment terms is compelling evidence that 
the homeownership ladder trumps the financial motivations of equity recapture for most of the target 
market audience, it does bring into question the levels of subsidy required to meet this target market 
audience’s preferred desires and the development feasibility therein.  An examination of the spread of 
optimal preferences suggests that approximately 13.3% of respondents preferred to trade away only 20% 
to 30%, of their equity, a level that RCLCO estimates may yield profitable rates of return assuming a 
modicum of public sector assistance.  Ultimately, then, there bears some discussion of the amount to 
which public, private, or nonprofit entities may be able to meet the preferred expectations of the many 
within the target market audience (above and beyond the 14.8%) who prefer different shared equity 
scenarios, a portion of whom prefer to be served by significant equity sharing and therefore additional 
subsidy. 
  



Taking Shared Equity to Scale: An Innovative Method to Grow and Preserve Affordable Homeownership 

NeighborWorks® Training Institute Symposium • December 2007 Page 28 

CHARACTERISTICS OF SHARED EQUITY BUYERS  
As mentioned in the previous section, in each metropolitan area survey there were data indicating a 
greater willingness to forgo equity cash-out at end of term when faced with the actual prospects of lower 
monthly payments and a lower overall purchase price.  In fact, these data further corroborate the previous 
assertion that a greater amount of information about shared equity is actually positively correlated with its 
overall desirability amongst the target market audience. 
 
Of particular interest to this study, however, are the specific characteristics of those who represent the 
“convincible” market for shared equity housing.  Specifically, this section describes in detail their broad 
demographic characteristics, product type preferences, preferred locations, motivating factors, and other 
pertinent information that allow those interested in this market segment to appropriately identify, target, 
and market toward their desires and demand. 
 

Demographic Characteristics 
The survey data reveal a growing preference for shared equity as the age of the respondent increases.  
The survey data show that 11% of those 25 to 29 years of age, 13% of those 30 to 34 years of age, 19% 
of those 35 to 39 years of age, and 23% of those 40 to 45 years of age are strongly interested in shared 
equity housing.  Overall, demand for these products is driven primarily by larger households: 
approximately 21% of all households with five or more persons and 20% of three- and four-person 
households indicate a strong preference for shared equity.  In comparison, only 13% of one- and two- 
person households indicate a preference for shared equity.  This suggests that the target market for 
shared equity products trends slightly older and consists primarily of families of three persons or more— 
ideal demographics for slightly larger units.  When respondents were asked to describe their household, 
those who indicated “single with children in the home” showed the highest preference for shared equity, 
at 28%.  The responses to shared equity preference, in descending order, were:  
 

• “Couple without children in the home now, and not planning to have” and “couple with children in 
the home” - 18%;  

• “Single adult, living alone” - 14%;  
• “Single adults/roommates with no children in the home” - 11%; and  
• “Couple without children in the home now, but planning to have” - 9%.   

 
This supports the previous analysis by age and household type, with older and larger households 
indicating a higher preference for shared equity.   
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Chart 6. Percent Indicating Strong Preference for Shared Equity by Age 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The target market audience as a whole did not place tremendous value on proximity to employment, but 
the survey data suggest that the demand pool is somewhat different.  50% of the target market desire 
housing in closer proximity to their place of employment, while only 40% feel no motivation to be closer to 
work.  However, within the demand pool, the preference for housing within close proximity to employment 
is 55%.  The implications for the development community are not unimportant.  Within Los Angeles, the 
average commuting distance and time for all respondents was 13 miles and 26 minutes.  In Washington, 
these values were 11 miles and 29 minutes, and in Chicago they were 11 miles and 30 minutes.  Overall, 
17% of all respondents who wish to live closer to work indicated a strong preference for shared equity 
housing, suggesting an opportunity for developers to target infill locations near employment cores for 
future projects of this nature.   
 
Income distributions for those interested in these products have an inverse relationship, for as household 
income increases, interest in shared equity decreases.  Surprisingly enough, the dropoff in interest only 
ranges from 17% for the lowest incomes to 8% for the highest incomes, highlighting that upper-income 
households still show interest in shared equity home options.  

 
Chart 7. Percent Strong Preference for Shared Equity by Household Income 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
As a whole, the demand pool is largely familiar with the home buying process in general, with 59.6% 
indicating that they are somewhat or very familiar with the home buying process.  Only 17.2% indicated a 
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marked unfamiliarity with the home buying process, indicating that those in the development sphere will 
be dealing with a fairly savvy population of buyers when marketing these products.  However, roughly two 
thirds of the market has not been in the market for a home before, suggesting that the developers of 
these products will be marketing to a group trying to surmount the many challenges of first-time 
homeownership. 
 

Chart 8. Strong Preference for Shared Equity by Familiarity with Home Buying Process 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Motivating Factors 

In order to determine the top buyer motivations for home purchase, a series of questions were asked to 
probe important factors driving the decision to purchase.  These questions asked about issues ranging 
from living close to friends and family to the ability to deduct applicable mortgage interest and property 
tax from income taxes.  When analyzed against the background of those who indicated a strong interest 
in shared equity, the top motivating factors were: the ability to deduct mortgage interest and property tax, 
to live in a safer area, to own a home for retirement, to improve credit history, to live closer to work, and to 
live closer to shops/restaurants/entertainment.  Shared equity buyers place high importance on living in 
diverse and vibrant parts of town near employment, and financial benefits of home ownership weigh 
heavily on their priority list.  The factors that weighed the least or not at all for those interested in shared 
equity were: to live closer to transportation, to live in a community where people are like me, to 
accommodate a smaller household, to accommodate a growing household, and to live in a better school 
district.  
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TABLE 5. Most Important Home Purchase Motivations Among Potential Shared Equity Buyers 

 
Ability to deduct mortgage interest and property taxes from  24.5% 
To live in a safe/safer area 21.7% 
To have own home for retirement/fixed income 21.4% 
To improve my credit history/credit rating 20.0% 
To live closer to work 20.0% 
To live closer to shops/restaurants/entertainment 20.0% 
To realize the “American Dream” of home ownership 19.0% 
To live near friends or family 15.4% 
To build up equity that I can reinvest after the sale 14.6% 
To have the control and stability of homeownership 14.5% 
To stop renting and start paying into an investment 14.3% 
To avoid rental increases/changes in lease 10.5% 
The status and pride of home ownership 9.1% 
To live in a better school district 6.3% 
To accommodate a growing household 5.1% 
To accommodate a smaller household 0.0% 
To live in a community with other individuals who are like me 0.0% 
To live closer to transportation 0.0% 

 
 
Notably, the concept of equity is not wholly irrelevant to the buyers interested in shared equity.  In 
particular, 80.4% of respondents interested in shared equity believe that owning an asset that appreciates 
is very important, and just over half (56.4%) believe that seeing increased equity with monthly payments 
is important to them.  However, the tax implications are stronger motivating factors for this group: 33.7% 
strongly agree that, in their decision to purchase a home, deducting mortgage interest and property taxes 
from their income tax would be very important; this compares to only 28.8% that strongly agree that their 
decision is based upon the appreciation of their homes.  And within this pool, 38% believe that ownership 
alone is more important than the ability to obtain all of the equity from the sale of the home.  Importantly, 
96.9% of this target pool is interested in seeking some sort of assistance in order to achieve 
homeownership.  But more importantly, among those who prefer shared equity, the importance of the 
other financial benefits of homeownership—specifically tax deductions—take primacy. 
 

Preferred Product Types 
Analysis indicates that there is not a specific product type that shared equity buyers prefer.   Most product 
types, including single-family detached and custom homes, are preferred by approximately 15% of those 
in the demand pool.  The only significant outlier is the attached duplex/triplex, for which the demand pool 
only indicated a 5% preference.  
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Chart 9. Strong Preference for Shared Equity by Product Preference 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Preferred Shared Equity Scenario 
Among those within the demand pool, an interesting pattern of how much equity respondents could part 
with emerged.  The distribution of willingness to trade equity away among the variety of shared equity 
peaks at an equity share of 45%, meaning that the bulk of respondents interested in purchasing a home 
using shared equity indicated a willingness to trade off about half of the equity in their home in exchange 
for the benefits of shared equity.  As shown in the chart below, some of those who indicated a strong 
preference for shared equity ultimately preferred a traditionally financed product without shared equity 
(between 6% and 10%), while there is a similar spike in the percentage of respondents who indicated a 
willingness to trade away nearly all their equity (80% or more). 

Chart 10. Distribution of Amount of Equity Respondents Were Willing to Trade Away 
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As noted above, these distributions are based on hypothetical equity-sharing scenarios constructed by 
RCLCO and should not be construed as policy recommendations.  Their purpose was to illustrate the 
extent to which the target market audience might be willing to trade away equity in exchange for the 
benefits of shared equity, and the distribution of most-preferred shared equity scenarios is interesting but 
not prescriptive from the perspective of those concerned with meeting expressed preferences.  However, 
it should be noted that when the “top three”/“highly preferred” preferences are examined, the distribution 
of preferences is spread much more evenly, with approximately half of the preference falling below 40% 
shares and half falling above this level.  This means that, among the demand pool, many indicate a 
potential preference for equity sharing at almost every level. 
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DEMAND ANALYSIS 
Based upon the consumer research exercise detailed above, RCLCO constructed a demand model to 
estimate the potential demand pool for shared equity housing within the metropolitan areas surveyed.  
This model was then expanded upon to estimate potential demand emanating from the largest 20 MSAs, 
and both demand components were augmented with data to arrive at forecasts of total growth in demand 
over a 10-year horizon and by geography.  The demand analysis summary is detailed in the Appendix 
and summarized in this section. 
 
Importantly, for the purposes of this analysis, the demand pool was defined as the “convincible” market 
segment that may be interested in the broad definition of shared equity that includes permanent 
affordability.  Some within this pool may be amenable to land trusts, others may prefer deed-restricted 
housing, and still others may be interested in limited-equity cooperatives.  Importantly, some within this 
“convincible” demand pool may be potential demand that is not actualized, either because of product 
type, location, shared equity structure, or other types of mismatches.  It is extremely difficult if not 
impossible to estimate with any degree of accuracy the extent to which this “convincible market,” or 
“potential demand,” is able to be transformed into actual demand by delivering products that meet the 
location, product type, price points, and other aspects demanded by individual purchasers.  However, it 
does represent a baseline figure that suggests that there is in fact a deep and broad demand for shared 
equity housing that demands attention from the development community. 
 
As shown in Exhibit 6, the demand analysis suggests that there is a potential demand for 15,903 shared 
equity housing units in 2007.  The bulk of this demand emanates from the Los Angeles MSA (almost 
7,700 units), not only because of its larger number of overall households, but also because demand for 
shared equity housing is related to overall housing affordability, and—according to the NAHB—Los 
Angeles has more pronounced housing affordability constraints than both Chicago and Washington, D.C. 
Washington, D.C., and Chicago each exhibit demand for a similar number of units in 2007: 3,920 and 
4,346 units, respectively.  Overall, in the three markets surveyed, the demand pool represents a sizable 
and strong market opportunity for one or more developers to pursue, assuming excellent execution and 
more detailed local market research to confirm appropriate locations, price positioning, appropriate 
product types, and local supply-demand conditions vis-à-vis proposed product offerings. 
 
Extrapolating this demand estimate to the largest 20 MSAs involved further demographic extractions and 
calculations, as well as an application of the consumer preference data to new metropolitan areas.  
RCLCO constructed a sensitivity analysis of the consumer preference data obtained from the survey to 
allow for adjustments to other metropolitan areas depending on local market conditions, such as housing 
affordability, distribution of households across age and income cohorts, and broader underlying economic 
conditions.  This analysis resulted in a range of preference benchmarks for shared equity housing that 
were selectively applied in the demand modeling.  Based on RCLCO’s experience with these product 
types in different metropolitan markets, the consumer preferences for shared equity can be correlated 
with the NAHB Housing Opportunity Index (HOI)—the lower the HOI number, the greater the preference 
for shared equity.  However, local area preferences are likely asymptotic around the relatively high 
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acceptance rate in Los Angeles, which has an HOI of two and a consumer preference of approximately 
20%, and the lower acceptance rate of Chicago, which has an HOI of 47 and an acceptance rate of 
11.1%.  RCLCO’s demand model suggests that the preference for shared equity may be as high as 20% 
in markets with very low HOI and as low as 8% in markets that are relatively much more affordable.   
 

TABLE 6. HOI Relationship to Shared Equity Preference, as Used in Demand Analysis  
 

HOI 
Shared equity 

Preference 

1-5 20.0% 

5-10 16.0% 

10-25 11.5% 

25-50 10.5% 

50+ 8.0% 
 
The results of the demand modeling suggest demand for an additional 45,157 units of shared equity 
housing in the largest 20 MSAs not included in the survey.  Similar to the surveyed metropolitan areas, 
this demand is concentrated either in MSAs with larger absolute numbers of households or in MSAs with 
particularly pronounced housing affordability constraints, or both.  For example, while the New York MSA 
contributes almost 12,000 demanded units to this demand pool, San Diego, San Francisco, and Miami, 
each of which have HOI numbers of 10 or below, collectively contribute approximately 10,647 units of 
demand to the demand pool.  The total potential demand in 2007 emanating from the largest 20 MSAs, 
then, is approximately 61,060 units.  The distribution of demand by metropolitan area is shown below: 
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Claritas, Inc. provides well-accepted household growth forecasts by age and income within the United 
States.  Overall household growth patterns nationwide today forecast net household losses among the 
25- to 45-year age cohorts over the next five years, for the bulk of household depth in the United States is 
concentrated in the Baby Boomers and Echo Boomers.  The latter will just be coming on-line and forming 
households toward the end of the five-year horizon of the Claritas forecasting period.  However, they will 
be driving household demand in the five- to 10-year horizon within the target age cohorts for this study. 

TABLE 7. Population Projections by Generation Category   
 

Generation Born 2007 Age 
2007 % of 

Nation 
2007 # of 
People 

Eisenhowers Before 1946 61+ 16% 48M 

Baby Boomers 1946-1964 43-61 26% 78M 

Generation X 1965-1980 27-42 21% 63M 

Echo Boomers/Gen Y 1981-1999 7-26 28% 84M 

Post Echo/Gen Z After 2000 0-6 9% 27M 

Source: Claritas, Inc., RCLCO 

 
RCLCO examined and analyzed the household growth patterns and forecasts within the metropolitan 
areas targeted within this study.  Based on the projected household growth by age and income, potential 
changes in underlying economic conditions, and assuming that relative housing affordability (between 
geographies) remains constant, RCLCO was able to determine the extent to which annual demand for 
shared equity housing might vary over the next five years.  By 2012, RCLCO estimates that annual 
demand for shared equity housing may be 57,922 units annually, a slight drop-off from the 61,060 
estimate for 2007.  Absolute growth in households in the Southwest, primarily San Diego and Phoenix, 
help offset general household loss in the other metropolitan areas during this time period and within these 
age cohorts.  There are few data sources that offer reliable forecasts of household growth by age and by 
income beyond five years.  However, as the Echo Boom comes on-line, RCLCO anticipates that 
household distribution within target market audience age cohorts could return to and exceed 2007 levels 
in the five- to 10-year horizon.  The distribution of this demand by geography is given below. 
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TABLE 8. Annual Demand Summary by Metropolitan Area (2007 and 2012) 
 

MSA 2007 Demand 2012 Demand 

Washington, D.C.  3,920 3,707 

Chicago 4,346 4,066

Los Angeles 7,637 7,303

New York 11,924 10,786

Philadelphia 1,498 1,392

Dallas 3,082 3,046

Miami 4,213 4,010

Houston 2,302 2,254

Detroit 1,121 1,021

Boston 1,783 1,575

Atlanta 2,325 2,284

San Francisco 3,081 2,781

Riverside 2,103 2,213

Phoenix 2,223 2,355

Seattle 2,250 2,129

Minneapolis 962 911

San Diego 3,354 3,356

St. Louis 807 764

Baltimore 1,600 1,495

Pittsburg 530 476

TOTAL 61,060 57,922

 
 
Given annual demand within the 15,000- to 16,000-units-per-year range in the surveyed markets alone, 
then, RCLCO estimates total demand over the next five years of approximately 77,445 units.  Within the 
largest 20 MSAs in the nation, there is a projected annual average demand of 57,922 each year, and a 
total of 297,455 over five years.  Again, this number may be conservative because of the timing of 
sampling vis-à-vis housing market news in the U.S., as well as the fact that this study does not attempt to 
extrapolate its results to the entire United States.  Arguably, the true potential demand could be much 
higher than 297,455 units.  However, even this figure represents a tremendous market opportunity for 
interested parties to serve an underserved market with potentially significant pent-up demand in multiple 
markets throughout the country.  For advocates of shared equity housing, it represents an opportunity to 
increase the current occupied stock of shared equity housing by almost 20% over five years within a 
product type that preserves affordability in perpetuity. 
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ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The consumer research and analysis above suggest that there is in fact a strong market opportunity for 
the development of housing using shared equity.  The data from the metropolitan markets surveyed 
indicate that at least 14.5% on average would be strongly interested in purchasing a home using shared 
equity.  Furthermore, in the context of actually seeing the financial benefits of shared equity, the vast 
majority of the target market audience views it favorably and is willing to trade away their equity in 
exchange for greater affordability.  For advocates of shared equity housing, this confirms a longstanding 
hypothesis—that, to a sizeable subset of the target market audience, the benefits of homeownership via 
shared equity may trump the motivation to cash-out from appreciation and equity gains for a significant 
proportion of the target market audience. 
 
When put together, the size of the demand pool, the readily convincible market segment among the 
target market audience, is as large as 61,060 units today and almost 300,000 units over a five-year 
horizon.  The exact relationship between this potential demand and actual demand will depend largely 
upon the ability of the public, private, and nonprofit sectors to seize upon this market opportunity and 
bring out of the ground appropriately positioned product types to cater to this unmet demand, as well as 
prevailing supply conditions, both at the local level.  Ultimately, however, this estimate does indicate that 
there is substantial existing demand for this type of product in the marketplace, and that meeting this 
unmet and arguably pent-up demand could portend the significant expansion of this segment of the 
residential development industry. 
 
As mentioned above, however, among those who indicate a willingness to purchase a home using shared 
equity, there is a significant variation in the extent to which individuals indicate a willingness to trade away 
equity.  Some respondents indicated a most-preferred scenario of trading away only 20% to 30% of their 
equity, while others indicated that a much steeper equity share—as high as 80%—is their most-preferred 
option.  The impact of these preferences upon the feasibility of delivering housing units to these potential 
buyers is significant.  In situations with more limited equity sharing, the likely financial arrangements are 
such that the private sector may in fact have an economic case for catering to this demand segment via 
public-private partnerships.  In the case of much steeper equity-sharing arrangements, the private sector 
may not find the opportunity market feasible, but public sector entities may find it a role to play.  In the 
middle sphere, where neither the public sector nor private sector find roles to play, private employers in 
search of ways to improve their connection to their labor force and remain competitive may find an 
opportunity to engage in shared equity housing development. 
 
The private sector opportunity to provide shared equity depends largely upon local market conditions and 
the nexus between profits on traditionally built product vis-à-vis shared equity product.  For example, in 
Los Angeles, the private sector has a strong market opportunity to partner with the public sector and cater 
to those with preferences in the 20% to 25% range.  At this level of equity split and assuming some level 
of public assistance (perhaps in the guise of entitlements or density bonuses), according to RCLCO’s 
analysis, the developer profit from the shared equity project can either equal or exceed the developer 
profit available from a standard development project and no shared equity.  As shown in Exhibit 7, when 
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assuming that the developer receives a 20% or 25% share of the equity at the end of year eight, that 
affordability restrictions are keeping the home appreciation constrained, and that an average developer 
profit is 12.5%, the net present value of the equity plus the developer profit yields total developer profit—
approximately $67,500 in the 20% scenario and $65,800 in the 25% scenario.  The important caveats 
here are that that the initial subsidy is not insignificant and that approximately $15,000 and $17,000, 
respectively and in net present value (at 15%) of the developer profits in these scenarios arrive only in 
year eight.  
 
In Washington, D.C., and Chicago, current market conditions suggest that equity-sharing arrangements in 
the 20% to 30% range may not yield developer profitability that exceeds market profitability, even with 
significant initial subsidy.  In Washington, D.C., for example, a 20% equity-sharing arrangement indicates 
a decrease in developer profit by approximately $5,500 per unit.  In Chicago, a similar arrangement 
suggests a lower developer profit by approximately $4,000 per unit.  Even with significant initial subsidy, 
these profits might not exceed market rates of developer profit.   
 
The implication of these estimations is manifold.  First, the extent to which the private development 
community can work with the public sector to meet the demand for shared equity housing will depend not 
only on on engineering public-private partnership to provide the initial subsidy in conjunction, but also on 
local housing market conditions and their intersection with depth of consumer demand at equity-sharing 
levels that generate market-rate developer profit in net present value terms.  Second, in certain markets, 
the private sector will need some additional assistance in closing the gap between the market profit and 
the shared equity profit.  RCLCO estimates that in Chicago and Washington, D.C., this additional gap 
may be less than $10,000 per unit for equity-sharing arrangements up to the 35% level. 
 
According to the consumer research, the 20% and 30% equity-share threshold is most preferred by only 
3.6% of all those who are strongly interested in shared equity and by 0.7% of all within the target market 
audience in Los Angeles.  In Washington, D.C., the preference is higher—the 20% and 30% equity-share 
threshold is most preferred by 9.7% of those interested in shared equity and by 1.1% of the total target 
market audience.  In Chicago, the expressed preference for these equity-share ranges is lower than in 
Los Angeles.   
 
However, a closer look at the preferences indicates a much higher share of potential buyers within these 
equity-sharing scenarios.  According to the data, a far greater proportion of respondents—48% of those in 
Los Angeles, 57% in Washington, D.C., and 38% in Chicago—indicated that a willingness to trade away 
between 20% and 30% of their equity in their top three preferred financial scenarios.  If the private sector 
can work with the public sector to cater to those for whom a 40% or lower equity-sharing arrangement is 
among the top three preferences, they have an opportunity to reach almost one-half of the total demand 
pool for shared equity, on average.  In Los Angeles, this translates into annual demand of 3,666 units that 
the private sector can deliver; in Washington, D.C., and Chicago these figures are 2,234 units and 1,651 
units, respectively. 
 
In all of the local markets above, however, public-private partnerships will be the key to harnessing this 
market opportunity.  Under the scenarios RCLCO tested, the private sector will need some level of 
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subsidy from the public sector in order to deliver shared equity units.  This assistance must serve the role 
of offsetting the initial developer loss from subsidizing a unit sale (in the hypothetical model RCLCO 
tested, the 20% subsidy level in Los Angeles translates into approximately $100,000), and can take many 
forms, including land write-downs, density bonuses, or entitlement covenants.  Assuming that strong 
public-private partnerships can be forged, then RCLCO estimates that these partnerships have a market 
incentive to provide shared equity housing for 47.6% of the total annual demand, or 29,064 units per year 
within the largest 20 MSAs in the United States.  Over a five-year horizon, this could translate into 
approximately 141,588 shared equity housing units that could be provided largely by the private sector 
but with assistance from the public sector. 
 

Opportunity to Work with Local Government Programs 

Many local governments have programs for workforce housing, usually as a down payment assistance 
program, and in some areas offer grants for up to $20,000 to $30,000 per household.  There is also a 
growing movement of employers to assist their employees in high-cost markets to achieve 
homeownership.  These programs often are self amortizing loans, so that the longer the employee stays 
with the company, the less they owe the company for the housing loan. 
 
Examples of state and local government programs include a HERO program in New Mexico and the More 
House 4 Less program in Maryland.  In Montgomery County, Maryland, a program is in place that 
provides $5,000 for each employee, and it is matched by the State of Maryland’s program, which also 
seeks an employer match for its programs.  One of the Maryland programs that provide additional funding 
is one that qualifies that the house is in a “priority funding area”, but this program also caps the value of 
the house. These are both forgivable loan and grant programs.  The level of funding for each homeowner 
is therefore in the range of $10,000 to $15,000, exactly in the range needed to fill the gap as indicated by 
the survey.  The State of New Mexico’s HERO program is targeted at specific job categories.  
Households with a nurse, police officer, teacher, firefighter, or member of the armed services can obtain 
below-market mortgages and assistance with down payments and closing costs.  The funding for this 
program is targeted at $2 million.  
 
These examples of public sector programs suggest several things: 

- Public sector programs target certain occupations, 
-     Government agencies are beginning to expect employer participation and match the funding,  
- There are sometimes caps on the value of the houses that can be financed. 

 
From a consumer’s viewpoint, having a grant from the government or an employer, as well as the 
government guaranteeing or backing a specific shared equity product, would likely be a big plus.  Local or 
state government involvement may overcome some of the reluctance expressed by some of those 
surveyed who were not favorable to the shared equity approach. 
 



Chicago Los Angeles Washington, DC
Count 142 130 155 427
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 40.60% 32.90% 43.50% 38.80%
Count 22 41 17 80
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 6.30% 10.40% 4.80% 7.30%
Count 60 59 69 188
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 17.10% 14.90% 19.40% 17.10%
Count 26 30 20 76
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 7.40% 7.60% 5.60% 6.90%
Count 57 89 52 198
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 16.30% 22.50% 14.60% 18.00%
Count 43 46 43 132
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 12.30% 11.60% 12.10% 12.00%
Count 350 395 356 1101
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Which statement best describes your household? * In which market area do you currently live? Crosstabulation

Total

Total

Which statement best describes your 
household?

Single adult, living alone

Single with children in the home (full or part-
time)

Couple without children in the home now, 
but planning to hav

Couple without children in the home, and not
planning to hav

Couple with children in the home (full or part-
time)

Single adults/roommates with no children in 
the home

In which market area do you currently live?
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Chicago Los Angeles Washington, DC
Count 48 63 34 145
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 13.70% 15.90% 9.60% 13.20%
Count 114 121 100 335
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 32.60% 30.60% 28.10% 30.40%
Count 84 85 113 282
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 24.00% 21.50% 31.70% 25.60%
Count 55 63 60 178
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 15.70% 15.90% 16.90% 16.20%
Count 34 44 37 115
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 9.70% 11.10% 10.40% 10.40%
Count 3 5 2 10
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 0.90% 1.30% 0.60% 0.90%
Count 0 1 1 2
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 0.00% 0.30% 0.30% 0.20%
Count 6 7 7 20
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 1.70% 1.80% 2.00% 1.80%
Count 6 6 2 14
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 1.70% 1.50% 0.60% 1.30%
Count 350 395 356 1101
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

You mentioned earlier that your household 
income is approximately f('cqS6'). In the next 
two years how do you expect your income to 
change?

I expect it to remain the same with some 
increase for a slig

I expect it to increase between 3% and 5%

I expect it to increase between 5% and 10%

I expect it to increase 10% and 20%

I expect a greater than 20% increase

I expect it to decrease between 5% and 10%

Expect it to decrease 10% to 20%

I expect a greater than 20% decrease

Other (PLEASE SPECIFY CHANGE)

In which market area do you currently live?
Total

You mentioned earlier that your household income is approximately f('cqS6'). In the next two years how do you expect your income to change? * In which market area do you currently 
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Chicago Los Angeles Washington, DC
Count 278 237 261 776
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 79.40% 60.00% 73.30% 70.50%
Count 24 31 48 103
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 6.90% 7.80% 13.50% 9.40%
Count 22 56 28 106
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 6.30% 14.20% 7.90% 9.60%
Count 2 5 0 7
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 0.60% 1.30% 0.00% 0.60%
Count 1 3 2 6
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 0.30% 0.80% 0.60% 0.50%
Count 16 41 12 69
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 4.60% 10.40% 3.40% 6.30%
Count 7 22 5 34
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 2.00% 5.60% 1.40% 3.10%
Count 350 395 356 1101
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

Which best describes your ethnic identity?

Caucasian

African-American

Asian/Pacific Islander

Native American

Middle-Eastern

Hispanic

Other (PLEASE SPECIFY)

In which market area do you currently live?
Total

Which best describes your ethnic identity? * In which market area do you currently live? Crosstabulation
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Chicago Los Angeles Washington, DC
Count 51 3 42 96
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 14.6% .8% 11.8% 8.7%
Count 180 194 207 581
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 51.4% 49.1% 58.1% 52.8%
Count 104 161 92 357
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 29.7% 40.8% 25.8% 32.4%
Count 10 30 13 53
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 2.9% 7.6% 3.7% 4.8%
Count 4 7 0 11
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 1.1% 1.8% .0% 1.0%
Count 0 0 2 2
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? .0% .0% .6% .2%
Count 1 0 0 1
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? .3% .0% .0% .1%
Count 350 395 356 1101
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Total

- How many automobiles are in your 
household?

0

1

2

3

4

5

13

In which market area do you currently live?
Total

- How many automobiles are in your household? * In which market area do you currently live? Crosstabulation
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Chicago Los Angeles Washington, DC
Count 160 48 174 382
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 45.7% 12.2% 48.9% 34.7%
Count 190 347 182 719
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 54.3% 87.8% 51.1% 65.3%
Count 350 395 356 1101
% within In which market area do 
you currently live? 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Do you or does anyone in your household use 
public transportation to commute to work?

Yes

No

Total

In which market area do you currently live?
Total

Do you or does anyone in your household use public transportation to commute to work? * In which market area do you currently live? Crosstabulation
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested

Count 39 200 73 38 350
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 23.90% 32.40% 33.30% 37.30% 31.80%
Count 83 214 66 32 395
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 50.90% 34.70% 30.10% 31.40% 35.90%
Count 41 203 80 32 356
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 25.20% 32.90% 36.50% 31.40% 32.30%
Count 163 617 219 102 1101
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

In which market area do you 
currently live?

Chicago

Los Angeles

Washington, DC

QS1 In which market area do you currently live? * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? Crosstabulation
Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?

Total
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested

Count 47 235 99 40 421
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 28.80% 38.10% 45.20% 39.20% 38.20%
Count 36 161 62 29 288
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 22.10% 26.10% 28.30% 28.40% 26.20%
Count 44 136 38 19 237
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 27.00% 22.00% 17.40% 18.60% 21.50%
Count 36 84 20 14 154
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 22.10% 13.60% 9.10% 13.70% 14.00%
Count 0 1 0 0 1
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 0.00% 0.20% 0.00% 0.00% 0.10%
Count 163 617 219 102 1101
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

Which category includes your 
age?

25 – 29 years

30 - 34 years

35 – 39 years

40 – 45 years

46 – 55 years

QS3 Which category includes your age? * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? Crosstabulation

Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?
Total
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested

Count 54 232 87 38 411
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 33.10% 37.60% 39.70% 37.30% 37.30%
Count 49 206 80 43 378
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 30.10% 33.40% 36.50% 42.20% 34.30%
Count 28 88 33 10 159
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 17.20% 14.30% 15.10% 9.80% 14.40%
Count 22 60 14 6 102
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 13.50% 9.70% 6.40% 5.90% 9.30%
Count 6 20 5 4 35
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 3.70% 3.20% 2.30% 3.90% 3.20%
Count 4 11 0 1 16
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 2.50% 1.80% 0.00% 1.00% 1.50%
Count 163 617 219 102 1101
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

How many people, including 
yourself, currently live in your 
household?

One

Two

Three

Four

Five

Six or more

QS5 How many people, including yourself, currently live in your household? * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? Crosstabulation

Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?
Total
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested

Count 2 2 2 0 6
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 1.20% 0.30% 0.90% 0.00% 0.50%
Count 7 18 6 4 35
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 4.30% 2.90% 2.70% 3.90% 3.20%
Count 6 30 5 6 47
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 3.70% 4.90% 2.30% 5.90% 4.30%
Count 14 30 15 6 65
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 8.60% 4.90% 6.80% 5.90% 5.90%
Count 17 60 15 8 100
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 10.40% 9.70% 6.80% 7.80% 9.10%
Count 19 87 30 12 148
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 11.70% 14.10% 13.70% 11.80% 13.40%
Count 19 73 22 10 124
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 11.70% 11.80% 10.00% 9.80% 11.30%
Count 12 61 25 12 110
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 7.40% 9.90% 11.40% 11.80% 10.00%
Count 16 57 18 9 100
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 9.80% 9.20% 8.20% 8.80% 9.10%
Count 19 59 25 9 112
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 11.70% 9.60% 11.40% 8.80% 10.20%
Count 14 43 15 8 80
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 8.60% 7.00% 6.80% 7.80% 7.30%
Count 5 28 18 5 56
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 3.10% 4.50% 8.20% 4.90% 5.10%
Count 3 24 3 2 32
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 1.80% 3.90% 1.40% 2.00% 2.90%
Count 3 18 4 4 29
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 1.80% 2.90% 1.80% 3.90% 2.60%
Count 4 10 7 4 25
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 2.50% 1.60% 3.20% 3.90% 2.30%
Count 1 8 2 1 12
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 0.60% 1.30% 0.90% 1.00% 1.10%
Count 0 5 6 1 12
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 0.00% 0.80% 2.70% 1.00% 1.10%
Count 1 1 0 0 2
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 0.60% 0.20% 0.00% 0.00% 0.20%
Count 0 1 1 1 3
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 0.00% 0.20% 0.50% 1.00% 0.30%
Count 0 2 0 0 2
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 0.00% 0.30% 0.00% 0.00% 0.20%
Count 1 0 0 0 1
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 0.60% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.10%
Count 163 617 219 102 1101
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

$110,000 to $115,000

$115,000 to $120,000

$120,000 to $125,000

$130,000 to $135,000

$90,000 to $95,000

$95,000 to $100,000

$100,000 to $105,000

$105,000 to $110,000

$70,000 to $75,000

$75,000 to $80,000

$80,000 to $85,000

$85,000 to $90,000

Which category includes your 
total annual household 
income before taxes?

$25,000 to $30,000

$30,000 to $35,000

$35,000 to $40,000

$40,000 to $45,000

$45,000 to $50,000

$50,000 to $55,000

$55,000 to $60,000

$60,000 to $65,000

$65,000 to $70,000

QS6 Which category includes your total annual household income before taxes? * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? Crosstabulation

Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?
Total
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested
Count 84 268 95 42 489
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 54.50% 46.90% 46.30% 44.70% 47.70%
Count 55 242 75 33 405
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 35.70% 42.30% 36.60% 35.10% 39.50%
Count 15 62 35 19 131
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 9.70% 10.80% 17.10% 20.20% 12.80%
Count 154 572 205 94 1025
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

If you could afford a home 
closer to your place of 
employment, would you 
prefer to live closer to your 
work?

Yes

No

NA/ There is no desirable 
housing near my place of 
employmen

Q3 If you could afford a home closer to your place of employment, would you prefer to live closer to your work? * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 
Crosstabulation

Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?
Total
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested
Count 12 22 12 3 49
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 7.40% 3.60% 5.50% 2.90% 4.50%
Count 12 49 13 8 82
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 7.40% 7.90% 5.90% 7.80% 7.40%
Count 88 345 121 60 614
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 54.00% 55.90% 55.30% 58.80% 55.80%
Count 3 11 1 0 15
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 1.80% 1.80% 0.50% 0.00% 1.40%
Count 1 7 3 0 11
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 0.60% 1.10% 1.40% 0.00% 1.00%
Count 20 78 30 10 138
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 12.30% 12.60% 13.70% 9.80% 12.50%
Count 2 30 6 1 39
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 1.20% 4.90% 2.70% 1.00% 3.50%
Count 0 0 1 0 1
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 0.00% 0.00% 0.50% 0.00% 0.10%
Count 4 10 3 4 21
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 2.50% 1.60% 1.40% 3.90% 1.90%
Count 6 14 4 4 28
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 3.70% 2.30% 1.80% 3.90% 2.50%
Count 2 10 5 2 19
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 1.20% 1.60% 2.30% 2.00% 1.70%
Count 0 4 0 0 4
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 0.00% 0.60% 0.00% 0.00% 0.40%
Count 1 8 3 4 16
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 0.60% 1.30% 1.40% 3.90% 1.50%
Count 5 11 6 1 23
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 3.10% 1.80% 2.70% 1.00% 2.10%
Count 2 5 2 1 10
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 1.20% 0.80% 0.90% 1.00% 0.90%
Count 0 2 3 1 6
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 0.00% 0.30% 1.40% 1.00% 0.50%
Count 2 4 4 3 13
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 1.20% 0.60% 1.80% 2.90% 1.20%
Count 1 3 1 0 5
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 0.60% 0.50% 0.50% 0.00% 0.50%
Count 2 4 1 0 7
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 1.20% 0.60% 0.50% 0.00% 0.60%
Count 163 617 219 102 1101
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

To live closer to 
shops/restaurants/entertainme
nt

f('q6a_20_other')

Total

Please select the most 
important reason you would 
want to make a purchase.

Ability to deduct mortgage 
interest and property taxes 
from

To build up equity that I can 
reinvest after the sale

To live in a safe/safer area

To live closer to work

To live closer to transportation

To live near friends or family

To have own home for 
retirement/fixed income

To avoid rental 
increases/changes in lease

To live in a community with 
other individuals who are like 
m

To live in a better school 
district

To stop renting and start 
paying into an investment

To improve my credit 
history/credit rating

The status and pride of home 
ownership

To have the control and 
stability of homeownership

To accommodate a growing 
household

To accommodate a smaller 
household

To realize the American Dream 
of home ownership

Q6C1 Please select the most important reason you would want to make a purchase. * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? Crosstabulation
Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?

Total
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested
Count 96 363 138 62 659
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 58.90% 58.80% 63.00% 60.80% 59.90%
Count 8 25 15 7 55
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 4.90% 4.10% 6.80% 6.90% 5.00%
Count 16 84 17 11 128
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 9.80% 13.60% 7.80% 10.80% 11.60%
Count 18 59 18 12 107
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 11.00% 9.60% 8.20% 11.80% 9.70%
Count 21 59 24 5 109
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 12.90% 9.60% 11.00% 4.90% 9.90%
Count 1 15 1 2 19
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 0.60% 2.40% 0.50% 2.00% 1.70%
Count 3 12 6 3 24
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 1.80% 1.90% 2.70% 2.90% 2.20%
Count 163 617 219 102 1101
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

Total

And which type of home 
would you ideally desire to 
purchase?

Single-family detached home

Cottage/Patio home (one-story 
detached home with smaller 
lot

Townhome (two to three-story 
homes with its own front door 
a

Multifamily Condominium or 
Coop (one-story home in a 
multipl

Custom Home (buyer 
purchases a lot and then uses 
an architec

Attached Duplex/Triplex: two 
or three homes in a single buil

Another home type (PLEASE 
DESCRIBE)

Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?

Q10 And which type of home would you ideally desire to purchase? * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? Crosstabulation
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested
Count 26 61 33 24 144
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 16.00% 9.90% 15.10% 23.50% 13.10%
Count 71 294 100 43 508
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 43.60% 47.60% 45.70% 42.20% 46.10%
Count 38 171 54 19 282
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 23.30% 27.70% 24.70% 18.60% 25.60%
Count 28 91 32 16 167
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 17.20% 14.70% 14.60% 15.70% 15.20%
Count 163 617 219 102 1101
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

How familiar are you with the 
home-purchasing process?

Very familiar

Somewhat familiar

Somewhat unfamiliar

Very unfamiliar

Q11 How familiar are you with the home-purchasing process? * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? Crosstabulation

Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?
Total
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested
Count 53 172 64 36 325
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 32.50% 27.90% 29.20% 35.30% 29.50%
Count 110 445 155 66 776
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 67.50% 72.10% 70.80% 64.70% 70.50%
Count 163 617 219 102 1101
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Have you ever been in the 
market for a home before?

Yes

No

Total

Q12 Have you ever been in the market for a home before? * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? Crosstabulation

Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?
Total
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested
Count 10 23 9 12 54
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 6.10% 3.70% 4.10% 11.80% 4.90%
Count 13 50 25 8 96
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 8.00% 8.10% 11.40% 7.80% 8.70%
Count 58 307 107 45 517
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 35.60% 49.80% 48.90% 44.10% 47.00%
Count 82 237 78 37 434
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 50.30% 38.40% 35.60% 36.30% 39.40%
Count 163 617 219 102 1101
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

Tax Deduction on Property 
Taxes and Qualified Mortgage 
Interest

Veryunimportant

Somewhatunimportant

Somewhatimportant

Veryimportant

Q14_1 Tax Deduction on Property Taxes and Qualified Mortgage Interest * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? Crosstabulation

Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?
Total
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested
Count 9 24 12 10 55
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 5.50% 3.90% 5.50% 9.80% 5.00%
Count 4 14 5 3 26
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 2.50% 2.30% 2.30% 2.90% 2.40%
Count 19 133 58 18 228
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 11.70% 21.60% 26.50% 17.60% 20.70%
Count 131 446 144 71 792
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 80.40% 72.30% 65.80% 69.60% 71.90%
Count 163 617 219 102 1101
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

Opportunity to own an asset 
that increases in value 
(appreciates)

Veryunimportant

Somewhatunimportant

Somewhatimportant

Veryimportant

Q14_2 Opportunity to own an asset that increases in value (appreciates) * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? Crosstabulation

Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?
Total
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested
Count 3 23 11 10 47
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 1.80% 3.70% 5.00% 9.80% 4.30%
Count 15 41 25 8 89
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 9.20% 6.60% 11.40% 7.80% 8.10%
Count 53 269 87 33 442
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 32.50% 43.60% 39.70% 32.40% 40.10%
Count 92 284 96 51 523
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 56.40% 46.00% 43.80% 50.00% 47.50%
Count 163 617 219 102 1101
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

Increased equity with 
monthly payments

Veryunimportant

Somewhatunimportant

Somewhatimportant

Veryimportant

Q14_3 Increased equity with monthly payments * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? Crosstabulation

Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?
Total
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested
Count 6 25 13 11 55
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 3.70% 4.10% 5.90% 10.80% 5.00%
Count 24 112 54 24 214
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 14.70% 18.20% 24.70% 23.50% 19.40%
Count 59 275 97 38 469
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 36.20% 44.60% 44.30% 37.30% 42.60%
Count 74 205 55 29 363
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 45.40% 33.20% 25.10% 28.40% 33.00%
Count 163 617 219 102 1101
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

Impact on credit history

Veryunimportant

Somewhatunimportant

Somewhatimportant

Veryimportant

Q14_4 Impact on credit history * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? Crosstabulation

Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?
Total
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested
Count 14 36 17 12 79
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 8.60% 5.80% 7.80% 11.80% 7.20%
Count 26 101 34 19 180
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 16.00% 16.40% 15.50% 18.60% 16.30%
Count 55 244 96 38 433
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 33.70% 39.50% 43.80% 37.30% 39.30%
Count 68 236 72 33 409
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 41.70% 38.20% 32.90% 32.40% 37.10%
Count 163 617 219 102 1101
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

Opportunity to sell home 
when its resale value has 
increased

Veryunimportant

Somewhatunimportant

Somewhatimportant

Veryimportant

Q14_5 Opportunity to sell home when its resale value has increased * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? Crosstabulation

Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?
Total
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested
Count 4 15 2 3 24
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 2.50% 2.40% 0.90% 2.90% 2.20%
Count 11 98 35 17 161
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 6.70% 15.90% 16.00% 16.70% 14.60%
Count 93 349 120 48 610
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 57.10% 56.60% 54.80% 47.10% 55.40%
Count 55 155 62 34 306
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 33.70% 25.10% 28.30% 33.30% 27.80%
Count 163 617 219 102 1101
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

Deducting mortgage interest 
and property taxes from my 
income taxes is important in 
my home purchase decision

Stronglydisagree

Somewhatdisagree

Somewhatagree

Stronglyagree

Q15_1 Deducting mortgage interest and property taxes from my income taxes is important in my home purchase decision * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-
sharing? Crosstabulation

Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?
Total
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested
Count 5 13 1 2 21
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 3.10% 2.10% 0.50% 2.00% 1.90%
Count 33 131 39 16 219
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 20.20% 21.20% 17.80% 15.70% 19.90%
Count 78 358 123 58 617
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 47.90% 58.00% 56.20% 56.90% 56.00%
Count 47 115 56 26 244
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 28.80% 18.60% 25.60% 25.50% 22.20%
Count 163 617 219 102 1101
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

My decision to purchase a 
home is related to whether or 
not my home appreciates 
over time, and if so, by how 
much

Stronglydisagree

Somewhatdisagree

Somewhatagree

Stronglyagree

Q15_2 My decision to purchase a home is related to whether or not my home appreciates over time, and if so, by how much * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-
sharing? Crosstabulation

Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?
Total
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested
Count 12 29 24 8 73
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 7.40% 4.70% 11.00% 7.80% 6.60%
Count 45 178 61 26 310
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 27.60% 28.80% 27.90% 25.50% 28.20%
Count 44 243 90 44 421
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 27.00% 39.40% 41.10% 43.10% 38.20%
Count 62 167 44 24 297
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 38.00% 27.10% 20.10% 23.50% 27.00%
Count 163 617 219 102 1101
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

Simply owning a home is 
more important than the 
opportunity to deduct some 
or all of the mortgage interest 
from my income taxes

Stronglydisagree

Somewhatdisagree

Somewhatagree

Stronglyagree

Q15_3 Simply owning a home is more important than the opportunity to deduct some or all of the mortgage interest from my income taxes * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that 
involves equity-sharing? Crosstabulation

Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?
Total
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested
Count 12 42 20 6 80
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 7.40% 6.80% 9.10% 5.90% 7.30%
Count 42 170 73 31 316
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 25.80% 27.60% 33.30% 30.40% 28.70%
Count 54 250 86 44 434
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 33.10% 40.50% 39.30% 43.10% 39.40%
Count 55 155 40 21 271
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 33.70% 25.10% 18.30% 20.60% 24.60%
Count 163 617 219 102 1101
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

Simply owning a home is 
more important than just the 
opportunity to sell it for a 
higher amount if it 
appreciates over time -

Stronglydisagree

Somewhatdisagree

Somewhatagree

Stronglyagree

Q15_4 Simply owning a home is more important than just the opportunity to sell it for a higher amount if it appreciates over time - * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-
sharing? Crosstabulation

Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?
Total
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested
Count 24 77 23 18 142
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 14.70% 12.50% 10.50% 17.60% 12.90%
Count 39 198 74 35 346
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 23.90% 32.10% 33.80% 34.30% 31.40%
Count 57 254 94 31 436
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 35.00% 41.20% 42.90% 30.40% 39.60%
Count 43 88 28 18 177
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 26.40% 14.30% 12.80% 17.60% 16.10%
Count 163 617 219 102 1101
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

I would purchase a home 
even if I was not able to 
deduct the mortgage interest 
and property taxes from my 
annual income taxes

Stronglydisagree

Somewhatdisagree

Somewhatagree

Stronglyagree

Q15_5 I would purchase a home even if I was not able to deduct the mortgage interest and property taxes from my annual income taxes * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that 
involves equity-sharing? Crosstabulation

Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?
Total
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested
Count 25 96 43 27 191
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 15.30% 15.60% 19.60% 26.50% 17.30%
Count 59 244 90 40 433
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 36.20% 39.50% 41.10% 39.20% 39.30%
Count 56 233 71 32 392
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 34.40% 37.80% 32.40% 31.40% 35.60%
Count 23 44 15 3 85
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 14.10% 7.10% 6.80% 2.90% 7.70%
Count 163 617 219 102 1101
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

If homes appreciate over 
time, I would purchase even if 
I did not receive the full value 
of the difference between 
what I bought it for and its 
future value, just so that I 
could be a homeowner

Stronglydisagree

Somewhatdisagree

Somewhatagree

Stronglyagree

Q15_6 If homes appreciate over time, I would purchase even if I did not receive the full value of the difference between what I bought it for and its future value, just so that I could be a homeowner * Based on this description, how 
interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? Crosstabulation

Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?
Total
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested
Count 2 19 6 3 30
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 1.20% 3.10% 2.70% 2.90% 2.70%
Count 28 110 49 16 203
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 17.20% 17.80% 22.40% 15.70% 18.40%
Count 75 298 105 43 521
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 46.00% 48.30% 47.90% 42.20% 47.30%
Count 58 190 59 40 347
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 35.60% 30.80% 26.90% 39.20% 31.50%
Count 163 617 219 102 1101
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

Purchasing a home is 
essential to my savings, 
retirement, and investment 
plan

Stronglydisagree

Somewhatdisagree

Somewhatagree

Stronglyagree

Q15_7 Purchasing a home is essential to my savings, retirement, and investment plan * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? Crosstabulation

Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?
Total
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested
Count 0 8 5 13 26
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 0.00% 1.30% 2.30% 12.70% 2.40%
Count 5 78 56 26 165
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 3.10% 12.60% 25.60% 25.50% 15.00%
Count 54 326 124 41 545
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 33.10% 52.80% 56.60% 40.20% 49.50%
Count 104 205 34 22 365
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 63.80% 33.20% 15.50% 21.60% 33.20%
Count 163 617 219 102 1101
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

I would be interested in 
purchasing a home today 
with some level of assistance 
in order to put me on the path 
towards purchasing a home 
on my own in the future

Stronglydisagree

Somewhatdisagree

Somewhatagree

Stronglyagree

Q15_8 I would be interested in purchasing a home today with some level of assistance in order to put me on the path towards purchasing a home on my own in the future * Based on this description, how interested would you be 
in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? Crosstabulation

Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?
Total
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested
Count 18 66 38 24 146
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 11.40% 12.40% 24.10% 38.10% 16.00%
Count 41 199 53 23 316
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 25.90% 37.50% 33.50% 36.50% 34.70%
Count 71 230 60 15 376
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 44.90% 43.30% 38.00% 23.80% 41.30%
Count 28 36 7 1 72
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 17.70% 6.80% 4.40% 1.60% 7.90%
Count 158 531 158 63 910
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

That I was not able to deduct 
the mortgage interest from 
my annual income taxes

Stronglydisagree

Somewhatdisagree

Somewhatagree

Stronglyagree

Q16_1 That I was not able to deduct the mortgage interest from my annual income taxes * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? Crosstabulation
Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?

Total
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested
Count 21 74 43 24 162
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 13.30% 13.90% 27.20% 38.10% 17.80%
Count 39 217 67 25 348
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 24.70% 40.90% 42.40% 39.70% 38.20%
Count 79 221 46 14 360
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 50.00% 41.60% 29.10% 22.20% 39.60%
Count 19 19 2 0 40
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 12.00% 3.60% 1.30% 0.00% 4.40%
Count 158 531 158 63 910
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

Not getting all of the 
appreciation (increase in 
resale value) when it came 
time to sell the home

Stronglydisagree

Somewhatdisagree

Somewhatagree

Stronglyagree

Q16_2 Not getting all of the appreciation (increase in resale value) when it came time to sell the home * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? Crosstabulation

Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?
Total
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested
Count 27 86 40 27 180
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 17.10% 16.20% 25.30% 42.90% 19.80%
Count 40 195 50 17 302
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 25.30% 36.70% 31.60% 27.00% 33.20%
Count 71 215 60 16 362
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 44.90% 40.50% 38.00% 25.40% 39.80%
Count 20 35 8 3 66
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 12.70% 6.60% 5.10% 4.80% 7.30%
Count 158 531 158 63 910
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

Not getting the type of home I 
would ideally prefer

Stronglydisagree

Somewhatdisagree

Somewhatagree

Stronglyagree

Q16_3 Not getting the type of home I would ideally prefer * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? Crosstabulation

Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?
Total
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested
Count 41 133 49 27 250
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 25.90% 25.00% 31.00% 42.90% 27.50%
Count 60 214 60 22 356
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 38.00% 40.30% 38.00% 34.90% 39.10%
Count 41 163 43 12 259
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 25.90% 30.70% 27.20% 19.00% 28.50%
Count 16 21 6 2 45
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 10.10% 4.00% 3.80% 3.20% 4.90%
Count 158 531 158 63 910
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

Not getting a home in the 
location I would ideally prefer

Stronglydisagree

Somewhatdisagree

Somewhatagree

Stronglyagree

Q16_4 Not getting a home in the location I would ideally prefer * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? Crosstabulation

Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?
Total
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested
Count 60 239 90 38 427
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 36.80% 38.70% 41.10% 37.30% 38.80%
Count 22 45 7 6 80
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 13.50% 7.30% 3.20% 5.90% 7.30%
Count 16 108 47 17 188
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 9.80% 17.50% 21.50% 16.70% 17.10%
Count 14 30 20 12 76
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 8.60% 4.90% 9.10% 11.80% 6.90%
Count 36 121 26 15 198
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 22.10% 19.60% 11.90% 14.70% 18.00%
Count 15 74 29 14 132
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 9.20% 12.00% 13.20% 13.70% 12.00%
Count 163 617 219 102 1101
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

Which statement best 
describes your household?

Single adult, living alone

Single with children in the 
home (full or part-time)

Couple without children in the 
home now, but planning to hav

Couple without children in the 
home, and not planning to hav

Couple with children in the 
home (full or part-time)

Single adults/roommates with 
no children in the home

Q25 Which statement best describes your household? * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? Crosstabulation

Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?
Total
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested
Count 22 72 32 19 145
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 13.50% 11.70% 14.60% 18.60% 13.20%
Count 64 181 65 25 335
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 39.30% 29.30% 29.70% 24.50% 30.40%
Count 38 158 59 27 282
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 23.30% 25.60% 26.90% 26.50% 25.60%
Count 23 110 30 15 178
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 14.10% 17.80% 13.70% 14.70% 16.20%
Count 11 68 23 13 115
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 6.70% 11.00% 10.50% 12.70% 10.40%
Count 1 6 2 1 10
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 0.60% 1.00% 0.90% 1.00% 0.90%
Count 0 1 1 0 2
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 0.00% 0.20% 0.50% 0.00% 0.20%
Count 2 14 3 1 20
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 1.20% 2.30% 1.40% 1.00% 1.80%
Count 2 7 4 1 14
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 1.20% 1.10% 1.80% 1.00% 1.30%
Count 163 617 219 102 1101
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total

You mentioned earlier that 
your household income is 
approximately f('cqS6'). In the 
next two years how do you 
expect your income to 
change?

I expect it to remain the same 
with some increase for a slig

I expect it to increase between 
3% and 5%

I expect it to increase between 
5% and 10%

I expect it to increase 10% and 
20%

I expect a greater than 20% 
increase

I expect it to decrease between 
5% and 10%

Expect it to decrease 10% to 
20%

I expect a greater than 20% 
decrease

Other (PLEASE SPECIFY 
CHANGE)

Q26 You mentioned earlier that your household income is approximately f('cqS6'). In the next two years how do you expect your income to change? * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home 
that involves equity-sharing? Crosstabulation

Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?
Total
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Q7

Cases Col Response % Cases Col Response % Cases Col Response % Cases Col Response %

Cannot afford a home that is large 
enough 31 19.00% 160 25.90% 50 22.80% 31 30.40% 272 24.70%

Cannot afford a home that is in a safe 
area 23 14.10% 86 13.90% 29 13.20% 20 19.60% 158 14.40%

Cannot afford a home in a good 
school district 10 6.10% 23 3.70% 9 4.10% 11 10.80% 53 4.80%

Cannot afford a home close to work
19 11.70% 53 8.60% 24 11.00% 10 9.80% 106 9.60%

Cannot afford a home in an area in 
which I would want to live 106 65.00% 372 60.30% 126 57.50% 60 58.80% 664 60.30%

Do not understand home-buying 
process 13 8.00% 63 10.20% 24 11.00% 4 3.90% 104 9.40%

Poor credit history/ rating
56 34.40% 158 25.60% 36 16.40% 6 5.90% 256 23.30%

Uncomfortable with the mortgage 
application process 10 6.10% 29 4.70% 16 7.30% 4 3.90% 59 5.40%

Not sure where I want to live longer-
term 25 15.30% 177 28.70% 87 39.70% 30 29.40% 319 29.00%

Not enough income to qualify for a 
mortgage 46 28.20% 142 23.00% 30 13.70% 21 20.60% 239 21.70%

Current employment is not stable
8 4.90% 41 6.60% 29 13.20% 11 10.80% 89 8.10%

Do not have enough for a down 
payment 105 64.40% 370 60.00% 114 52.10% 57 55.90% 646 58.70%
Have good enough income and credit 
but have other financial priorities at 
this time 27 16.60% 119 19.30% 56 25.60% 28 27.50% 230 20.90%

Total 163 293.90% 617 290.60% 219 287.70% 102 287.30% 1101 290.20%

Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?

Three main reasons haven't 
purchased home

Total

Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested
Cases Col Response %
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested

Count 5 24 19 11 59
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 6.00% 11.20% 28.80% 34.40% 14.90%
Count 2 6 0 1 9
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 2.40% 2.80% 0.00% 3.10% 2.30%
Count 0 13 1 4 18
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 0.00% 6.10% 1.50% 12.50% 4.60%
Count 1 13 7 0 21
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 1.20% 6.10% 10.60% 0.00% 5.30%
Count 9 21 6 1 37
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 10.80% 9.80% 9.10% 3.10% 9.40%
Count 4 14 4 2 24
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 4.80% 6.50% 6.10% 6.30% 6.10%
Count 4 25 5 3 37
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 4.80% 11.70% 7.60% 9.40% 9.40%
Count 6 13 2 2 23
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 7.20% 6.10% 3.00% 6.30% 5.80%
Count 11 15 3 1 30
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 13.30% 7.00% 4.50% 3.10% 7.60%
Count 7 19 2 4 32
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 8.40% 8.90% 3.00% 12.50% 8.10%
Count 8 18 5 0 31
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 9.60% 8.40% 7.60% 0.00% 7.80%
Count 6 10 4 1 21
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 7.20% 4.70% 6.10% 3.10% 5.30%
Count 4 6 3 0 13
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 4.80% 2.80% 4.50% 0.00% 3.30%
Count 7 3 0 0 10
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 8.40% 1.40% 0.00% 0.00% 2.50%
Count 9 14 5 2 30
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 10.80% 6.50% 7.60% 6.30% 7.60%
Count 83 214 66 32 395
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Los Angeles Top Shared Equity Scenario * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? Crosstabulation
Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?

Total

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

Total

Los Angeles Top Shared Equity Scenario

1

2

3

4

5
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested

Count 4 32 31 15 82
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 9.80% 15.80% 38.80% 46.90% 23.00%
Count 1 8 4 0 13
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 2.40% 3.90% 5.00% 0.00% 3.70%
Count 1 9 3 1 14
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 2.40% 4.40% 3.80% 3.10% 3.90%
Count 2 16 3 2 23
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 4.90% 7.90% 3.80% 6.30% 6.50%
Count 3 13 2 0 18
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 7.30% 6.40% 2.50% 0.00% 5.10%
Count 3 21 11 2 37
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 7.30% 10.30% 13.80% 6.30% 10.40%
Count 3 21 4 3 31
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 7.30% 10.30% 5.00% 9.40% 8.70%
Count 4 12 4 1 21
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 9.80% 5.90% 5.00% 3.10% 5.90%
Count 3 13 6 3 25
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 7.30% 6.40% 7.50% 9.40% 7.00%
Count 4 20 2 1 27
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 9.80% 9.90% 2.50% 3.10% 7.60%
Count 4 15 4 1 24
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 9.80% 7.40% 5.00% 3.10% 6.70%
Count 1 6 0 0 7
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 2.40% 3.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.00%
Count 3 5 0 0 8
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 7.30% 2.50% 0.00% 0.00% 2.20%
Count 0 2 0 0 2
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 0.00% 1.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.60%
Count 5 10 6 3 24
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 12.20% 4.90% 7.50% 9.40% 6.70%
Count 41 203 80 32 356
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Washington DC Top Shared Equity Scenario * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? Crosstabulation
Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?

Total

6

7

8

Total

9

10

11

12

Washington DC Top Shared Equity Scenario

1

2

3

4

5

13

14

15
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Very interested Somewhat interested Somewhat disinterested Very disinterested

Count 4 39 25 17 85
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 10.30% 19.50% 34.20% 44.70% 24.30%
Count 0 10 3 2 15
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 0.00% 5.00% 4.10% 5.30% 4.30%
Count 0 6 4 4 14
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 0.00% 3.00% 5.50% 10.50% 4.00%
Count 3 10 2 4 19
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 7.70% 5.00% 2.70% 10.50% 5.40%
Count 2 10 2 2 16
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 5.10% 5.00% 2.70% 5.30% 4.60%
Count 3 19 3 1 26
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 7.70% 9.50% 4.10% 2.60% 7.40%
Count 5 26 7 2 40
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 12.80% 13.00% 9.60% 5.30% 11.40%
Count 3 13 9 2 27
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 7.70% 6.50% 12.30% 5.30% 7.70%
Count 6 18 3 3 30
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 15.40% 9.00% 4.10% 7.90% 8.60%
Count 4 17 4 0 25
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 10.30% 8.50% 5.50% 0.00% 7.10%
Count 3 6 0 1 10
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 7.70% 3.00% 0.00% 2.60% 2.90%
Count 2 8 0 0 10
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 5.10% 4.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.90%
Count 3 9 1 0 13
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 7.70% 4.50% 1.40% 0.00% 3.70%
Count 0 1 1 0 2
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 0.00% 0.50% 1.40% 0.00% 0.60%
Count 1 8 9 0 18
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 2.60% 4.00% 12.30% 0.00% 5.10%
Count 39 200 73 38 350
% within Based on this description, how interested would you be in 
purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Chicago Top Shared Equity Scenario * Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing? Crosstabulation
Based on this description, how interested would you be in purchasing a home that involves equity-sharing?

Total

Chicago Top Shared Equity Scenario

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

Total
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Exhibit 6

SHARED EQUITY DEMAND
WASHINGTON, LOS ANGELES, CHICAGO, AND TOP MSA

2007

MSA # OF HH
% 

QUALIFY

# OF AGE 
AND INCOME 
QUALIFIED 

HH1 AMI QUALIFIED2 TENURE3

INTEREST IN 
PURCHASING HOME IN 

THE NEXT 3 YEARS5
ANNUAL RENTER 

TURNOVER4
REMAIN IN MARKET 

AREA6
RECAPTURE OF 

MOVERS6

WOULD 
CONSIDER 
HOUSING 

ASSISTANCE8 HOI7

SHARED 
EQUITY 

PREFERENCE9
2007 

DEMAND
2012 

DEMAND

Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-
WV Metropolitan Statistical Area 2,029,059 27% 547,396 X 88.1% = 482,256 X 57.3% = 276,114 = 140,818 X 33.3% = 46,884 = 30,568 = 41,223 24 X 11.5% = 3,920 3,707

Chicago-Naperville-Joliet, IL-IN-WI 
Metropolitan Statistical Area 3,431,388 26% 905,651 X 88.6% = 802,407 X 42.8% = 343,681 X 51.0% = 175,277 X 30.7% = 53,799 X 65.2% = 35,077 + 22.7% = 47,302 X 82.7% 47 X 11.1% = 4,346 4,066

Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana, CA 
Metropolitan Statistical Area 4,301,513 23% 1,004,757 X 77.4% = 777,682 X 43.8% = 340,338 = 173,572 X 28.8% = 50,010 = 32,607 = 43,971 2 X 21.0% = 7,637 7,303

Subtotal - Surveyed Markets 2,062,345 960,133 489,668 150,693 98,252 132,496 Subtotal 15,903 15,075

New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island, 
NY-NJ-PA Metropolitan Statistical Area 6,870,593 22% 1,506,931 1,276,371 57% 724,625 369,559 22.2% 81,994 53,460 72,093 5 20.0% 11,924 10,786

Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-
MD Metropolitan Statistical Area 2,221,104 23% 520,012 440,450 38% 168,288 85,827 30.0% 25,759 16,795 22,648 61 8.0% 1,498 1,392

Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington, TX Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 2,171,092 29% 629,877 533,505 48% 257,104 131,123 40.4% 52,979 34,542 46,582 62 8.0% 3,082 3,046

Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Miami Beach, FL 
Metropolitan Statistical Area 2,079,180 23% 470,864 398,822 47% 185,542 94,626 38.3% 36,208 23,608 31,836 10 16.0% 4,213 4,010

Houston-Sugar Land-Baytown, TX Metropolita
Statistical Area 1,914,046 26% 494,180 418,570 49% 203,970 104,025 38.0% 39,577 25,804 34,798 56 8.0% 2,302 2,254

Detroit-Warren-Livonia, MI Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 1,738,130 23% 399,606 338,466 34% 115,490 58,900 32.7% 19,268 12,563 16,942 88 8.0% 1,121 1,021

Boston-Cambridge-Quincy, MA-NH 
Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,705,968 25% 425,281 360,213 46% 166,777 85,056 27.5% 23,355 15,227 20,535 29 10.5% 1,783 1,575

Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta, GA 
Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,865,741 31% 569,179 482,094 41% 195,850 99,884 40.0% 39,977 26,065 35,149 68 8.0% 2,325 2,284

San Francisco-Oakland-Fremont, CA 
Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,571,191 24% 380,312 84.7% 322,124 55% 177,659 51.0% 90,606 29.2% 26,478 65.2% 17,264 22.7% 23,281 X 82.7% 8 16.0% 3,081 2,781

Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario, CA 
Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,272,937 26% 331,816 281,048 44% 122,995 62,728 28.8% 18,073 11,784 15,891 7 16.0% 2,103 2,213

Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale, AZ Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 1,468,904 26% 382,698 324,145 40% 130,214 66,409 43.8% 29,115 18,983 25,599 28 10.5% 2,223 2,355

Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, WA Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 1,302,483 28% 359,493 304,491 46% 140,221 71,513 37.6% 26,908 17,544 23,659 23 11.5% 2,250 2,129

Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI 
Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,237,926 29% 364,653 308,861 30% 93,574 47,723 34.7% 16,537 10,782 14,540 63 8.0% 962 911

San Diego-Carlsbad-San Marcos, CA 
Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,072,228 26% 273,895 231,989 58% 133,634 68,153 33.8% 23,064 15,037 20,279 5 20.0% 3,354 3,356

St. Louis, MO-IL Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,110,162 24% 271,456 229,923 36% 81,745 41,690 33.3% 13,875 9,047 12,200 81 8.0% 807 764
Baltimore-Towson, MD Metropolitan Statistical 

Area 1,036,400 25% 254,459 215,526 57% 123,399 62,933 33.3% 20,953 13,661 18,423 44 10.5% 1,600 1,495

Pittsburgh, PA Metropolitan Statistical Area 991,033 20% 193,937 164,265 37% 60,498 30,854 29.5% 9,103 5,935 8,004 77 8.0% 530 476

Subtotal - Extrapolated Markets Subtotal 45,157 42,848

Grand Total 61,060 57,922
1Qualified households include those making between 60% and 150% AMI, with ages between 25 and 4
2Based on RCLCO survey 
3Based on percentage of renters in the MSA, 2000 US Census
42000 US Census
5Based on RCLCO survey 
6Based on RCLCO survey 
7NAHB
8Based on RCLCO survey 
9Based on RCLCO survey 
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2007 HOUSEHOLDS BY AGE AND INCOME
WASHINGTON, DC MSA

Under 25 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75 and over TOTAL
Income Range # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # %

Less than $15,000 13,355 17% 19,901 6% 20,982 5% 18,747 4% 19,976 6% 19,778 11% 22,500 16% 135,239 7%
$15,000 - $24,999 8,966 11% 16,678 5% 16,918 4% 13,984 3% 15,341 4% 15,613 9% 17,634 13% 105,134 5%
$25,000 - $34,999 11,765 15% 28,329 8% 25,028 5% 20,271 4% 19,124 5% 16,053 9% 14,576 11% 135,146 7%
$35,000 - $49,999 14,996 19% 56,269 16% 51,824 11% 41,844 9% 33,504 9% 23,543 13% 18,712 14% 240,692 12%
$50,000 - $74,999 16,474 21% 81,082 23% 90,534 20% 78,606 17% 56,265 16% 33,460 18% 22,683 17% 379,104 19%
$75,000 - $99,999 7,369 9% 58,885 17% 81,587 18% 75,303 16% 52,179 15% 23,473 13% 14,410 11% 313,206 15%

$100,000 - $124,999 3,594 4% 38,753 11% 62,594 14% 65,159 14% 43,235 12% 17,045 9% 9,922 7% 240,302 12%
$125,000 - $149,999 1,502 2% 20,087 6% 40,166 9% 50,153 11% 32,800 9% 11,131 6% 5,744 4% 161,583 8%
$150,000 - $199,999 1,060 1% 15,458 4% 35,102 8% 49,672 11% 37,795 11% 9,817 5% 5,107 4% 154,011 8%
$200,000 and above 946 1% 11,573 3% 33,680 7% 54,876 12% 45,742 13% 12,180 7% 5,645 4% 164,642 8%

TOTAL 80,027 100% 347,015 100% 458,415 100% 468,615 100% 355,961 100% 182,093 100% 136,933 100% 2,029,059 100%
Percent of Total 4% 17% 23% 23% 18% 9% 7% 100%

SOURCE: Claritas Inc.; RCLCO
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2012 HOUSEHOLDS BY AGE AND INCOME
WASHINGTON, DC MSA

Under 25 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75 and over TOTAL
Income Range # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # %

Less than $15,000 12,119 14% 16,232 5% 17,643 4% 17,855 4% 20,734 5% 22,442 9% 20,879 14% 127,904 6%
$15,000 - $24,999 7,984 9% 12,697 4% 13,261 3% 12,782 3% 15,595 4% 18,249 7% 17,529 12% 98,097 5%
$25,000 - $34,999 10,266 12% 20,120 6% 18,805 4% 17,540 3% 19,332 5% 19,109 8% 16,074 11% 121,246 6%
$35,000 - $49,999 15,943 19% 45,825 14% 40,964 10% 37,174 7% 35,553 8% 29,992 12% 19,153 13% 224,604 10%
$50,000 - $74,999 18,105 21% 73,539 22% 76,946 18% 76,530 15% 62,458 15% 42,599 17% 25,735 17% 375,912 17%
$75,000 - $99,999 9,871 12% 57,606 17% 71,781 17% 76,398 15% 59,240 14% 32,874 13% 16,642 11% 324,412 15%

$100,000 - $124,999 5,369 6% 42,407 13% 60,226 14% 68,948 14% 51,903 12% 24,637 10% 12,005 8% 265,495 12%
$125,000 - $149,999 2,672 3% 27,072 8% 44,412 10% 57,385 11% 42,058 10% 17,752 7% 8,278 5% 199,629 9%
$150,000 - $199,999 1,719 2% 20,437 6% 41,554 10% 64,492 13% 50,222 12% 17,103 7% 7,283 5% 202,810 9%
$200,000 and above 1,565 2% 16,861 5% 43,100 10% 77,829 15% 70,452 16% 21,169 9% 8,005 5% 238,981 11%

TOTAL 85,613 100% 332,796 100% 428,692 100% 506,933 100% 427,547 100% 245,926 100% 151,583 100% 2,179,090 100%
Percent of Total 4% 15% 20% 23% 20% 11% 7% 100%

SOURCE: Claritas Inc.; RCLCO
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2007 HOUSEHOLDS BY AGE AND INCOME
CHICAGO, IL MSA

Under 25 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75 and over TOTAL
Income Range # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # %

Less than $15,000 33,456 23% 50,389 9% 53,892 7% 51,009 7% 53,704 10% 49,894 15% 71,118 23% 363,462 11%
$15,000 - $24,999 20,206 14% 41,256 7% 40,652 5% 36,730 5% 37,918 7% 46,864 14% 65,154 21% 288,780 8%
$25,000 - $34,999 21,748 15% 57,525 10% 53,567 7% 47,428 6% 44,373 8% 43,699 13% 47,979 15% 316,319 9%
$35,000 - $49,999 25,357 18% 101,276 17% 100,654 14% 87,782 12% 72,305 13% 54,759 16% 47,138 15% 489,271 14%
$50,000 - $74,999 24,107 17% 136,608 24% 165,387 22% 152,610 20% 109,561 20% 59,285 18% 38,434 12% 685,992 20%
$75,000 - $99,999 9,762 7% 88,417 15% 123,797 17% 127,565 17% 80,086 14% 31,555 9% 16,928 5% 478,110 14%

$100,000 - $124,999 4,526 3% 49,644 9% 80,822 11% 92,987 12% 56,550 10% 19,081 6% 9,773 3% 313,383 9%
$125,000 - $149,999 1,765 1% 24,170 4% 45,448 6% 59,125 8% 35,859 6% 10,675 3% 5,187 2% 182,229 5%
$150,000 - $199,999 1,192 1% 16,817 3% 34,442 5% 48,211 6% 30,625 5% 8,391 2% 4,444 1% 144,122 4%
$200,000 and above 939 1% 14,963 3% 41,379 6% 56,383 7% 38,360 7% 11,455 3% 6,241 2% 169,720 5%

TOTAL 143,058 100% 581,065 100% 740,040 100% 759,830 100% 559,341 100% 335,658 100% 312,396 100% 3,431,388 100%
Percent of Total 4% 17% 22% 22% 16% 10% 9% 100%

SOURCE: Claritas Inc.; RCLCO
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2012 HOUSEHOLDS BY AGE AND INCOME
CHICAGO, IL MSA

Under 25 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75 and over TOTAL
Income Range # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # %

Less than $15,000 30,962 21% 42,267 8% 46,953 7% 47,229 6% 56,492 9% 51,911 13% 62,333 20% 338,147 10%
$15,000 - $24,999 18,742 13% 33,168 6% 34,323 5% 32,519 4% 40,035 6% 50,332 13% 60,449 19% 269,568 8%
$25,000 - $34,999 19,953 14% 45,523 8% 43,559 6% 41,377 5% 46,138 7% 48,340 12% 49,937 16% 294,827 8%
$35,000 - $49,999 25,679 18% 85,031 16% 83,716 12% 77,152 10% 77,390 12% 64,774 16% 51,321 16% 465,063 13%
$50,000 - $74,999 26,061 18% 123,044 23% 148,639 21% 146,796 19% 122,557 19% 71,684 18% 41,434 13% 680,215 19%
$75,000 - $99,999 11,807 8% 85,905 16% 118,160 17% 129,072 17% 94,541 14% 40,801 10% 18,870 6% 499,156 14%

$100,000 - $124,999 6,034 4% 53,807 10% 83,233 12% 100,207 13% 69,504 11% 25,822 6% 11,304 4% 349,911 10%
$125,000 - $149,999 2,962 2% 29,687 6% 51,922 7% 68,981 9% 47,213 7% 15,740 4% 6,638 2% 223,143 6%
$150,000 - $199,999 1,780 1% 20,787 4% 41,036 6% 61,247 8% 43,471 7% 12,798 3% 5,372 2% 186,491 5%
$200,000 and above 1,310 1% 18,221 3% 46,832 7% 70,597 9% 54,704 8% 16,351 4% 7,327 2% 215,342 6%

TOTAL 145,290 100% 537,440 100% 698,373 100% 775,177 100% 652,045 100% 398,553 100% 314,985 100% 3,521,863 100%
Percent of Total 4% 15% 20% 22% 19% 11% 9% 100%

SOURCE: Claritas Inc.; RCLCO
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2007 HOUSEHOLDS BY AGE AND INCOME
LOS ANGELES, CA MSA

Under 25 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75 and over TOTAL
Income Range # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # %

Less than $15,000 50,497 28% 86,158 12% 97,685 10% 84,741 9% 75,597 11% 67,178 17% 85,949 23% 547,805 13%
$15,000 - $24,999 29,885 16% 77,816 11% 85,910 9% 67,314 7% 53,285 8% 52,964 13% 67,022 18% 434,196 10%
$25,000 - $34,999 28,830 16% 87,026 12% 96,615 10% 74,723 8% 53,982 8% 45,859 11% 50,130 14% 437,165 10%
$35,000 - $49,999 29,576 16% 123,047 17% 145,956 15% 121,623 13% 85,154 13% 55,491 14% 48,746 13% 609,593 14%
$50,000 - $74,999 24,608 13% 143,188 20% 191,716 19% 178,782 19% 118,147 17% 65,405 16% 46,677 13% 768,523 18%
$75,000 - $99,999 9,867 5% 83,977 12% 133,232 13% 134,581 14% 87,984 13% 39,584 10% 24,388 7% 513,613 12%

$100,000 - $124,999 5,260 3% 49,248 7% 90,808 9% 97,150 10% 64,682 10% 25,809 6% 14,597 4% 347,554 8%
$125,000 - $149,999 1,953 1% 26,241 4% 55,786 6% 65,265 7% 44,604 7% 15,681 4% 8,866 2% 218,396 5%
$150,000 - $199,999 1,212 1% 18,902 3% 46,349 5% 57,383 6% 41,367 6% 12,988 3% 7,573 2% 185,774 4%
$200,000 and above 1,319 1% 18,453 3% 58,470 6% 75,132 8% 55,354 8% 18,214 5% 11,952 3% 238,894 6%

TOTAL 183,007 100% 714,056 100% 1,002,527 100% 956,694 100% 680,156 100% 399,173 100% 365,900 100% 4,301,513 100%
Percent of Total 4% 17% 23% 22% 16% 9% 9% 100%

SOURCE: Claritas Inc.; RCLCO

Exhibit 7e

Income Distribution

10%

13%
12%13%

10%

18%

24%

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

Less than
$15,000

$15,000-
$24,999

$25,000-
$49,999

$50,000-
$74,999

$75,000-
$99,999

$100,000-
$149,999

$150,000
and above

Age Distribution

4%

17%

23%
22%

16%

9% 9%

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

Under 25 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75 and
over

Page 174



 

2012 HOUSEHOLDS BY AGE AND INCOME
LOS ANGELES, CA MSA

Under 25 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75 and over TOTAL
Income Range # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # %

Less than $15,000 47,895 25% 74,475 11% 85,054 9% 82,604 8% 81,803 10% 72,138 15% 80,214 21% 524,183 12%
$15,000 - $24,999 29,265 15% 66,578 10% 73,468 8% 64,546 6% 57,151 7% 58,751 12% 66,241 17% 416,000 9%
$25,000 - $34,999 28,172 15% 75,069 11% 84,009 9% 71,450 7% 58,557 7% 53,532 11% 53,056 14% 423,845 9%
$35,000 - $49,999 32,137 17% 112,220 16% 128,411 13% 117,597 11% 94,860 12% 66,441 14% 52,956 14% 604,622 13%
$50,000 - $74,999 28,020 15% 135,031 20% 180,038 19% 182,977 18% 135,623 17% 76,686 16% 49,830 13% 788,205 17%
$75,000 - $99,999 11,835 6% 84,251 12% 128,710 13% 144,052 14% 103,191 13% 48,809 10% 27,028 7% 547,876 12%

$100,000 - $124,999 6,524 3% 53,920 8% 93,237 10% 109,302 11% 78,813 10% 33,450 7% 16,831 4% 392,077 9%
$125,000 - $149,999 3,335 2% 31,856 5% 62,561 7% 77,991 8% 57,380 7% 22,105 5% 10,698 3% 265,926 6%
$150,000 - $199,999 1,825 1% 24,285 4% 55,528 6% 75,270 7% 57,936 7% 19,478 4% 9,526 3% 243,848 5%
$200,000 and above 1,761 1% 23,073 3% 69,772 7% 99,975 10% 80,037 10% 26,098 5% 14,169 4% 314,885 7%

TOTAL 190,769 100% 680,758 100% 960,788 100% 1,025,764 100% 805,351 100% 477,488 100% 380,549 100% 4,521,467 100%
Percent of Total 4% 15% 21% 23% 18% 11% 8% 100%

SOURCE: Claritas Inc.; RCLCO
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*  *  *  *  *  
This engagement was conducted by Shyam Kannan, Vice President and Director of Research and 
Development; Elizabeth Davison, Vice President; Stephanie Siejka, Director of Consumer Research; and 
Werner Kratovil, Senior Associate.  If you have any questions regarding the conclusions and 
recommendations included herein, or wish to learn about other RCLCO advisory services, please call 
(240) 644-1307. 
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GENERAL LIMITING CONDITIONS 
Reasonable efforts have been made to ensure that the data contained in this study reflect accurate and 
timely information and are believed to be reliable.  This study is based on estimates, assumptions, and 
other information developed by RCLCO from its independent research effort, general knowledge of the 
industry, and consultations with the client and its representatives.  No responsibility is assumed for 
inaccuracies in reporting by the client, its agent, and representatives or in any other data source used in 
preparing or presenting this study.  This report is based on information that to our knowledge was current 
as of the date of this report, and RCLCO has not undertaken any update of its research effort since such 
date. 
 
Our report may contain prospective financial information, estimates, or opinions that represent our view of 
reasonable expectations at a particular time, but such information, estimates, or opinions are not offered 
as predictions or assurances that a particular level of income or profit will be achieved, that particular 
events will occur, or that a particular price will be offered or accepted.  Actual results achieved during the 
period covered by our prospective financial analysis may vary from those described in our report, and the 
variations may be material.  Therefore, no warranty or representation is made by RCLCO that any of the 
projected values or results contained in this study will be achieved. 
 
Possession of this study does not carry with it the right of publication thereof or to use the name of 
"Robert Charles Lesser & Co., LLC" or "RCLCO" in any manner without first obtaining the prior written 
consent of RCLCO.  No abstracting, excerpting, or summarization of this study may be made without first 
obtaining the prior written consent of RCLCO.  This report is not to be used in conjunction with any public 
or private offering of securities or other similar purpose where it may be relied upon to any degree by any 
person other than the client without first obtaining the prior written consent of RCLCO.  This study may 
not be used for any purpose other than that for which it is prepared or for which prior written consent has 
first been obtained from RCLCO. 
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