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INTRODUCTION 
 
FC3 is considering inclusion of affordable units within its 20-unit housing initiative, and tasked the Affordability Team 
with (1) researching strategies to achieve this, and (2) making relevant recommendations. (See flow charts on pages 7 
and 8.) Our Team was not neutral – we believe affordable housing will help FC3 achieve its goal of member diversity, 
and may help lower overall costs by attracting partners and supporters who value creating more affordable housing. No 
easy method exists to include affordable units. We recognize there are potential disadvantages as well, and include 
them. We also kept in mind potential objections as we developed our recommendations. 
 
We hope this report enables the FC3 community to reach consensus on whether or not to include affordable units, and, 
if yes, on the best strategies to achieve this goal.  
 
Information sources were local, national and international, including other cohousing communities with affordable 
units, the Cohousing Association of the US (CohoUS), and its offshoot Partnerships For Affordable Cohousing (PFAC). We 
especially appreciate the helpfulness of CohoUS Executive Director Alice Alexander; the CohoUS web site 
www.cohousing.org and networking tools; the 2010 report from its original task force, “Affordable Cohousing: 
Preliminary Report;” the Affordable Cohousing Toolkit on its web site; and PFAC Executive Director Wendy Wiesner.  
They have been tremendous sources of information.  Chris Scott Hanson of Urban Cohousing Associates also provided 
invaluable information in his 2015 article on the CohoUS website, “Creating More Affordability in Your Community: A 
Selection of Ideas.” 
 
Finally – from the CohoUS 2010 report, “…a substantial minority of communities have successfully sought varied and 
innovative ways to assist more moderate income households to be part of their communities. A number of communities 
have even used their own money, i.e., a form of re-distributive economy. It is interesting that private means are more 
common than public resources. This points to the need for more public programs to assist low- and moderate-income 
households who want to be part of cohousing communities.” 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
1. Recommendations 
 Most important 

a. Use the following as our definition of “affordable”: No household living in our affordable units will have to 
spend more than 30-35% of its monthly income on housing-related costs. 

b. Create at least 20% of our units as affordable. 
c. Seek both internal and external support, especially (but not only) from:  

 City of Rochester – donated or low-cost land, tax breaks, zoning flexibility, grants. 

 Voluntary contributions from FC3 members, as one-time gifts or loans, or a higher monthly HOA fee. 

 Individual and foundation grants or low/no-interest loans. 

 Local partner(s): Habitat for Humanity, NeighborWorks, PathStone, etc. – build and/or operate affordable 
units; screen, educate and assist those seeking affordable units. 

d. Establish an Affordability Assistance Fund, a revolving loan fund to assist lower income households with down 
payments, closing costs, HOA fees, emergencies, etc.  Seek both internal and external contributions to the fund. 

e. Design and build for overall community affordability. 

 Create a mix of unit sizes, including small units (studios or tiny homes). 

 Reduce overall construction costs through smart, limited-variety design and materials. 

 Enable those with more financial resources to spend more to individualize their units. 

 Design some units suitable for co-ownership. 
 
 Second in importance 

http://www.cohousing.org/
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f. Allow a small number of renters, e.g. using a bedroom or suite within an owner’s unit, or renting-to-own.  Have 
clear agreements with renters for full participation in the community. 

g. Set policy and actions allowing for expenditures where the majority of the community wants them but lower 
income residents can’t afford them, so that everyone can feel comfortable with such actions. 

 
 Third in importance 

h. Pursue using a theme such as aging in place or healthy community as a road into funding and partnerships. 
i. Determine whether any other public, regional, or national funding sources are worth pursuing. 
j. Establish a web-based fundraising effort that reaches potential supporters beyond our immediate community. 

 
2. Cohousing Communities with Affordable Units – What we learned from others  
The 2010 Coho US report noted that both cohousing communities themselves, and in some cases public agencies and 
governmental bodies, were catalysts for creating affordable units. Twenty four of the 79 communities responding to 
their survey had affordable units. The methods and types of resources used were highly variable, sometimes including 
both public and private means. This section of our full report briefly profiles 20 US communities and two innovative 
European examples that include affordable units.   
 
3. Potential Benefits 
 Most important 

a. Increased likelihood of diverse population: socio-economic status, age, ability, younger families, single people, 
ethnic diversity.  (Note – we do not intend to imply that diversity means only lower income.  Having affordable 
units will simply make diversity among the various descriptors above more likely.) 

b. Greater affordability for all units: Could make funding available that we wouldn’t access otherwise, e.g. as 
occurred at Cambridge Cohousing and Rocky Corner Cohousing. 

c. FC3 perceived as community asset, leading to stronger, more supportive external relationships:  The City, 
public sector in general and others in the broader community value creating more affordable housing, so would 
value us and possibly help speed up some of our processes.   

 
 Also important 

d. Lowered risk for project overall:  Construction lenders may view including affordable units as lowering overall 
project risk, e.g. as happened in Germantown (see full report section III details). 

e. Helps create a more resilient, interdependent community: Ongoing training/practice with communications and 
conflict resolution is more likely. People from diverse backgrounds may have special cultural perspectives and 
strengths, e.g. resiliency, perseverance in dealing with adversity, working together like an extended family, 
creative problem solving, etc.  They may also bring differing cultural traditions (cuisine, celebrations, history, 
etc.) that enrich the community. 

f. Retain/attract members: The majority of our members have expressed a strong desire to live in a diverse 
community. 

g. Engagement of experienced external partners: Affordability will attract partners that have experience with 
many of the start-up, funding and construction challenges and could help move us through these well. 

h. Creation of a replicable model:  High City of Rochester interest in model to be replicated. 
i. Enhanced positive impact on our surrounding community: If our members reflect the diversity of our 

immediate neighbors, it would be easier for neighbors to feel welcomed and want to engage. 
 

4. Potential challenges 
 Most important 

a. Extra work to create/maintain: Can involve ongoing collaboration with development/management/screening 
partners, ongoing training in communications/conflict resolution for the community. (However this training 
could also benefit the entire community). 
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b. Financial burden: Depending on sources of funding, could create extra financial burden on others in the 
community who might cover some of the expenses upfront and/or over time. 

c. Shared control: Could involve giving up some control to partners who might secure financing and/or residents, 
but require a say in how dollars used, who is eligible to move in. (Other communities have adapted to this, e.g. 
Rocky Corner Community, CT; Cambridge Cohousing, MA; Arboretum, WI.) 

d. External opposition: Planning bodies, neighborhood associations and/or neighbors might object to higher 
density, more affordable units or rental units in their territory.  

 
Also important 
e. Possible longer development time: Seeking partners and public funding could make the whole project take 

longer. 
f. Development of dissension, caste system: If we are not intentional about helping our more diverse population 

focus on shared values and needs instead of differences, can lead to dissension or a caste system with some 
members valued more than others (from Alan O’Hashi of Silver Sage).  

g. Resale questions: Some have expressed concerns regarding how readily future residents can be found for 
affordable units, especially small ones. 

 
5. Financial Approaches 
According to Hanson:  

 Some highly effective affordability strategies are based on interpersonal relationships, community, and trust. 

 The vast majority of cohousing projects built in North America have included a number of internal banking 
elements that enable members with some resources to assist members with more limited resources to 
participate in the community. 

The CohoUS report noted that 24 of 79 surveyed communities used private resources to help make some units 
affordable; of these 10 used only members as sources.  Ten of the 79 used public funding and five combined both public 
and private. 
 

External Sources 
a. Down payment assistance 
b. First time buyer assistance  
c. Public sector covers some development/construction costs: City, HUD Home Funds, etc. 
d. Second mortgage bank loan 
e. Co-ownership with outside partner 
f. Affordable housing entity purchases units  
g. Regional or national organizations: Self-Help Credit Union, issue-targeted and general foundations, Community 

Development Financial Institutions (CDFIs), Habitat for Humanity, National Cooperative Bank, and others. 
h. Implant/private investor model: Cohousing within larger project, investor makes some cohousing units 

affordable, rental, or rent-to-own. 
i. University Home Ownership Incentive Program of University of Rochester: Up to $9,000 available for University 

employees moving into homes in sections 4 and 6 of the city. 
j. Individual investors: Web-based tool, neighbors, nonresident owners, wealthy individuals, developer. 

 
Internal Sources 
a. Revolving loan fund with internal dollars only. 
b. Second mortgage assistance via member to member loan. 
c. Sharing units: Co-ownership with member(s), or owner living with a renter. 
d. Rental units owned by whole community, subset, or an individual. 
e. Reduced monthly condo fee subsidy. 
f. Maintenance reserves reinvestment paid back when unit resold. 
g. Budget subsidy from overall development budget. 
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h. Unit price buy-down paid back when unit resold. 
i. Re-alignment: Increase prices of market rate units to cover part of costs of affordable units. 
j. Design for overall affordability. 
k. Sweat equity in lieu of monthly fee or for lowered down payment. 
l. Investment shares model: Community as a whole is cooperative owner, residents own equity shares with 

number based on household earnings, or hold shares and rent from community. 
 
6. Potential Partners (these are the stronger candidates – full report contains others as well) 

a. Public Sources  

 City of Rochester 

 Financial Institutions 

 Federal Home Loan Bank for first time home-buyers; many local banks and federal credit unions are members 

 NYS Community Development Financial Institutions  

 National Cooperative Bank (NCB) – experienced with co-ops, just starting to fund cohousing 

 Nonprofit and Educational Institution Partners 

 Universities/Health Systems – RIT, U of R 

 Community Design Center Rochester – neighborhood charrettes, small design grants 

 Foundations 
o Rochester Area Community Foundation 
o Greater Rochester Health Foundation 
o Enterprise Community Partners 
o Wells Fargo Foundation (link with AARP in housing development) 
o Daisy Marquis Jones Foundation 
o Farash Foundation 

 Nonprofits serving specific populations of people 
o Starbridge (formerly LDA) – learning disabilities 
o East House – mental health 
o Urban League – African American, low income  
o Ibero American Action League – Latino, low income 
o DePaul –mental health or elderly 
o PathStone – low income 
o NORC Aging in Place Initiative – Naturally Occurring Retirement Communities – www.norcs.org  

 Nonprofits providing educational programs and other assistance for home buyers/owners 
o NeighborWorks® Rochester 
o Greater Rochester Housing Corporation 
o Marketview Heights Association 
o North East Area Development 
o PathStone: Housing Council, other programs 

d. Developers/Builders/Consultants 
We have about 10 names of people interested in our project. 

e. Potential Private Individual Sources 
We have names of several individuals we might approach for financial support once a site has been identified, 
and would seek other names from our members and friends. 

 
7. Design for Overall Affordability 

a. Smaller units: Studio apartments, tiny houses 
b. Rental/co-ownership: Include adjoining units, added bedroom or suites for rental income or co-ownership. 
c. Flexible Units: Include two small 1-bedroom or studio units that could be joined into one larger unit later if 

needed. 
d. Higher density vertically: To keep infrastructure expenses down.   

http://www.norcs.org/
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e. Simplicity and standardization: Limit different types of units, get economies of scale in purchasing and building. 
f. Build all at once. 
g. Efficient staffing approach: One architect and one builder; integrated design team; target who approach and say 

“This is my budget, can you do it for this?” 
h. Implant model: Buy into a larger community of standard units, have one section of it be cohousing.  
i. Type of team used: Developer-driven or consultant/nonprofit driven. 
j. Durability: Create a durable, low maintenance project to reduce long-term operating costs. This competes with 

keeping capital cost down; balance needed. 
 
8. Additional Input: A sampling 

 Wendy Wiesner:  
o So far the data looks good in terms of affordable units retaining their property value well – in fact in some 

communities without the proper safeguards they increase to market rate value over time. 
o Partner with a nonprofit on a few units to make them affordable to a specific population. 
o Build on the fact that banks and other financial institutions have community responsibilities in their charter. 
o Link our primary aims with the broader community’s: Present ourselves as a community anchor, work with 

Mayor Warren to be part of the city’s community wealth building strategy, do green building, etc. 
o Look more closely at potential advantages of becoming a cooperative. 

 EcoVillage: An appraiser valued EcoVillage property at 20% higher than other typical townhouse developments 
partly due to the sense of community that existed. 

 Ann Zabaldo, Takoma Village: Marketing is essential always – create an active Resale and Rental Team.  Their group 
has saved homeowners an average of $20,000 each on resale expenses, and has received over $30,000 in donations 
from grateful sellers to use on community needs. 

 Include in all owners’ agreements a right of first refusal for the community to buy a unit and manage the resale, to 
have more time to review buyers. 
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Affordability Process Overview 

 



8 

 

 

Affordability Strategies and Considerations 
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FULL REPORT 

 
I. Definition of Affordable 
 
Many definitions of affordable housing exist.  Our Team recommends the following as most suited to our purposes:  No 
household living in our affordable units will have to spend more than 30-35% of their monthly income on housing-
related costs. 
 
Sample figures: 

$100,000 Mortgage 
Monthly mortgage at 4% $477 
Utilities and taxes  $350 
HOA (including taxes)  $350 
Monthly Total             $1,177 
 
Annual Total   $14,129 (30% of annual income) 
Annual Income needed  $47,097 to afford $100K mortgage excluding down payment and other 

financial issues such as debt 
$200,000 Mortgage 

Monthly mortgage at 4% $955 
Utilities and taxes  $450 
HOA (including taxes)  $400 
Monthly Total             $1,805 
 
Annual Total   $21,658 (30% of annual income) 
Annual Income needed  $72,193 to afford $200K mortgage excluding down payment and other 

financial issues such as debt 
 
Median Household Income in Rochester NY is $52,878 (Source: Forbes) 
Median Home Price in Rochester NY is $127,800 (Source: Forbes) 
 

Below are other inputs regarding the definition of affordable: 
 
PFAC’s definition:  
Affordable Cohousing are homes that are part of a cohousing community and are structured and designated as: 

 income-restricted for occupancy for low- and moderate-income households, and 

 rent/price-restricted to be affordable for those households.   
 
From the CohoUS 2010 report:  
“The question of what is affordable is itself complicated and in some instances in the eye of the beholder. The U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) formally defines both low and moderate income in each area of 
the country based on a percentage of area median income (AMI). The cohousing communities receiving public resources 
explicitly use this definition -- requiring families who occupy the subsidized units to meet the public eligibility guidelines. 
The predominant income category cited by communities was below 80% of area median income. Other definitions on 
the survey included: 60%, 80-120%, 100%, 120%, and 120-150% of area median income. (Note: in areas of the country 
where cost of living is extremely high, federally defined ‘low income’ eligibility requirements could be at or exceed 100% 
AMI). Other interesting definitions found in the survey were: income below $30,000; a home purchase price of 
$195,000, or income level at 30% of housing costs (which is the basis for public housing guidelines). A few communities 
reported having home prices ‘under market rates’ or ‘affordably priced by community standards.’ We differentiate these 
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homes as being low cost homes rather than affordable for the sake of clarity in this report. Regardless of the formal 
(federally recognized) or informal (self-proclaimed) definition, the 79 surveyed communities reported a total of 181 
‘affordable’ units. Public programs subsidized 94 of these units. However, this figure is skewed by two developments 
(Elderspirit, Abington, VA and Petaluma Avenue Homes, Sebastopol, CA) with 61 of these as subsidized rental units, 
whereas cohousing has historically been described as home ownership. Subtracting these two developments leaves only 
33 units that were publicly subsidized in the other 77 communities.” 
 
From Wendy Wiesner, Executive Director of PFAC: 

 Affordable Cohousing ideally enables residents to pay no more than 30-35% of a household’s annual income on 
housing and utility payments.  

 Overall there is a sliding scale of what is meant by “affordability".  E.g. mostly with "X% of AMI". 
 Troy Gardens Cohousing: 20 of their 30 units were priced to be affordable for households for which the average 

incomes were 65% of Dane County, Wisconsin's median income.   
 The Affordability team should leave it open to a wide range of interpretations.  There are lots of ways to go after 

"affordability," and this may be one of FC3’s three biggest intertwined challenges (site, membership, cost). 
 
One approach to New York State affordability: 
https://stormrecovery.ny.gov/sites/default/files/uploads/80_percent_ami_incomes.pdf  

1 person household 80%: $37,550 
2-person 80%: $42,900 
3-person 80%: $48,250 
4-person 80%:  $53,600 
5-person 80%: $57,900 

 
Sharon Villines, “Organizing Low-Income Cohousing,” www.cohousing.org/node/3328 
“Affordable” is not a euphemism for “low income.” Affordable is usually defined as 80% of the average cost of a similar 
housing unit in the area. That could be in the millions and still be called "affordable.” 

 HUD’s definitions for Low and Very Low Income are on their web site. Basically they are 50% and 80% of the median 
family income, again in the area, and used to judge eligibility for subsidized housing. 
www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/il/fmr98/sect8.html 

 Other definitions are based on "twice the poverty level” that in 2015 is $11,770 for one person and $24,250 for a 
family of 4. (Higher in Alaska and Hawaii). http://aspe.hhs.gov/2015-poverty-guidelines  

 In contrast the eligible income in Bethany CT for affordable housing for one person are 60%=$35,040, 80% = 
$46,100, 100% = $58,380. As you see this is not close to low-income housing. The full scale is posted at 
http://rockycorner.org. 

 
II. Recommendations: See pages 2 and 3 above  
 
III. Cohousing Communities with Affordable Units – Learning from others  
The 2010 Coho US report noted that both cohousing communities themselves, and in some cases public agencies and 
governmental bodies, were catalysts for creating affordable units. Twenty four of the 79 communities responding to 
their survey had affordable units. The methods and types of resources used were highly variable, sometimes including 
both public and private means. (See section VIII as well as this section.) This section of our report briefly profiles 20 US 
communities and two innovative European examples that include affordable units.   
 
California: Sebastopol  
 
Petaluma Avenue Homes – 45 units, 2009, http://www.ahainc.org/pah/ 
Tax credit rental project with all 45 affordable units for low-income families. Developed by nonprofit housing developer. 
Challenging to set up community – city built it but didn’t have an intentional process for picking residents. Got 

https://stormrecovery.ny.gov/sites/default/files/uploads/80_percent_ami_incomes.pdf
http://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/il/fmr98/sect8.html
http://aspe.hhs.gov/2015-poverty-guidelines
http://rockycorner.org/
http://www.ahainc.org/pah/
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Caucasian, more educated, (very high income levels can qualify for affordability in CA), plus others with different 
cultural/social/economic backgrounds; hard to get things to work well together. Misunderstanding between the 
demographics and little experience in integrating them.  Facilitator hired; now a new set of people with different ideas 
about community, more functional and practical ideas that come out of mutual support as a necessity rather than a 
luxury, so all have grown from this. Is mixed culturally and socio-economically.  
 
Colorado 
 
Boulder – 4 communities 
Boulder is one of the most expensive housing markets in the country; the city has affordability built into ordinances for 
developers. In this high-rent market, residents have very different perceptions of what is “affordable,” especially when it 
comes to the community budget. Even among market-rate residents, there are varying perceptions/realities, especially 
for those on a fixed income. These communities worked through how to adapt to varying levels of economic capability, 
building community from the outset and enabling tough situations to be dealt with well. 
 
Silver Sage – senior cohousing, 6 affordable units out of 16, 2007, http://www.cohousing.org/Silver%20Sage%20Village  
The affordable homes are 800 sq. ft., worth $150,000 and limited in appreciation. The market rate are between 1,100 
and 2,300 sq. ft. and valued at $500,000 and $1,000,000 and rising. The land price was written down by the city. The 
common house is used more by the affordable homeowners because their living spaces are smaller; also by non-
residents who rent it. 
 
Wild Sage - 34 units, http://wildsagecohousing.org 
Partnered with the local Habitat for Humanity chapter on some units.  
 
Boulder Creek Community — 17 units, 13 are “more affordable” condos, retrofit 2008, 
www.bouldercreekcommunity.com 
Includes rent, rent-to-own, ownership. Urban cohousing community, founded by Greg Sherwin, who purchased 17 units 
(apartment-style condominiums) inside a 363-unit complex.  Has approximately 20 residential and non-residential 
members; those who live offsite attend events or hold seats in the core group.  Offers option to rent or, after becoming 
an established member, to own a home. More affordable ownership funded with unrealized Seller equity and capital 
input. It includes an investor- and resident-friendly and sustainable financial formula. Households can rent for a year to 
test the community, and can receive a rent discount each month they take part in a cohousing activity. Can purchase a 
unit with a 7.5% down payment.  Can receive a soft second mortgage from the investor for 25% of the purchase price, 
and a continuing community participation discount off the monthly payment. The community has a small common 
house and has access to the larger condominium development’s fitness facilities, a large recreation and entertainment 
room, swimming pool, etc. 
 
Nomad Cohousing -11 units, 1997, nomadcohousing.org 
Made seven units affordable (three low income and four moderate income). They received $75,000 from the city for the 
three low income units and charge the market rate units $20 more per month for home owner association fees. The 
city’s housing department makes those units affordable by restricting resale value.  
 
Denver 
  
Aria Cohousing Community – 2017 move-in, www.ariadenver.com 
The former Marycrest convent building will be converted into a for-sale 28-unit cohousing community at the center of 
the larger 17.5 acre Aria Denver campus, one block from Regis University and eight minutes from downtown 
Denver. Eight of the cohousing units will be affordable and buyers will be required to complete an income verification 
process through the City of Denver.   
  

http://www.cohousing.org/Silver%20Sage%20Village
http://wildsagecohousing.org/
http://www.bouldercreekcommunity.com/
http://nomadcohousing.org/
http://www.ariadenver.com/
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Aria Denver, in partnership with the university and the surrounding neighborhoods, has created the Cultivate Health 
Project to support the health and wellness of the entire 400+ unit community. Funded by the Colorado Health 
Foundation, this will create infrastructure and programming that encourages an active lifestyle, increases access to 
healthy food and offers integrated health services. The project will include a one-acre production garden, improve 
pedestrian and bicycle routes in the neighborhood, build new adult exercise zones at local parks, and bring more 
features to the surrounding neighborhoods. 
 
Aria cohousers are taking a different approach to building their community. Urban Ventures, an award-winning local real 
estate developer with a reputation for strengthening the link between human health and the built environment, is 
managing the design and building process. The process is similar to a traditional cohousing process in that the people 
involved are coming together, spending time sharing ideas and getting to know each other in advance of the convent’s 
reconstruction. It is also similar in that the cohousing group provided input during the conceptual design process and 
helped guide the design of the common spaces and the individual condominium units. The process is different in that 
the design and construction timeline will be expedited. Connecting projects with mass transit, walkability, bikability, 
physical activity and healthy food access is one focus.  
 
Connecticut: Bethany 
 
Rocky Corner Cohousing - 30 units, forming, http://rockycorner.org 
Part of the establishment of a $30 million Connecticut housing trust fund, Rocky Corner is getting $2.6 million as the first 
project to be created with it. One-third of units must meet affordability standards; it will have 13 low/moderate income 
units. This project also received pre-development funding from a loan fund, and attending to affordability is what made 
this possible.  
 
They are using a pre-selection process that brings in community elements, and includes a self-assessment questionnaire, 
“are you a match for us,” listing values, design, expectations. This proactive approach to building inclusive community is 
bringing affordable and market rate future residents together purposefully before the community is built, under the 
umbrella of shared values and an express commitment to making community together. Current cohousing “stored 
wisdom” has held that building community this way runs afoul of fair housing requirements, and this approach is being 
vetted by the local housing authority to challenge this notion. So far it does meet fair housing criteria. 
 
Keys to success include employing community resources, especially through a partnership with Neighborhood Housing 
Services, a nonprofit housing intermediary. NHS does first level interviews to determine core eligibility, then the 
community’s own committee works with those who qualify. The goal is to further familiarize and educate future 
residents about the cohousing way of life (requiring a read of Diana Leafe Christian’s book, participation with a 
community-level project, and visiting a current community). Rocky Corner also hired an affordable housing consultant, 
another key resource. 
 
Iowa: Iowa City 
 
Iowa City Cohousing/Prairie Hill – 36 units, groundbreaking expected Spring 2016, iowacitycohousing.org 
Iowa City Cohousing has been awarded grants, tax credits and zero-interest loans to build some affordable workforce 
homes and to support sustainable storm water management practices. 
 
Massachusetts 
 
Cambridge 
Cambridge Cohousing – 41 units, 1998, http://www.cambridgecohousing.org/ 
Two units created, owned, populated by the Cambridge Housing Authority. CHA bought them from the community at a 
reduced price. CHA manages the rental and income verification. It’s been challenging to integrate the affordable units 

http://rockycorner.org/
http://iowacitycohousing.org/
http://www.cambridgecohousing.org/
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into the group as a whole, but they have made progress.  Now the units do work well according to anecdotal evidence.  
This mechanism allowed CC to tap into other sources of funding, lowering the cost of capital and everyone’s units. 
 
Boston 
Jamaica Plain Cohousing, - 2005, http://www.jpcohousing.org/ 
JPC, a mixed-income, multigenerational, urban cohousing condominium on .9 acres in an artistic area of Boston, made 
affordability an express goal of their community, seeing it as not just applicable to a few specific units. Today this value 
guides seemingly unrelated community-level decisions (e.g. community-level decision to allow residents the ability to 
generate income through AirBnB--with well thought-out backstops). 14 of 30 units were initially sold to 'low and 
moderate income’ families - according to HUD guidelines on affordability.  
 
Berlin  
Sawyer Hill EcoVillage – 17 of 68 homes are for income-qualified buyers, www.sawyerhill.org 
Sawyer Hill includes two cohousing neighborhoods, Mosaic Commons (opened in 2009) and Camelot Cohousing (opened 
in 2008), developed as part of the Chapter 40B state program, designed to help address the shortage of affordable 
housing in Massachusetts by encouraging new developments to offer at least 20-25% of the homes at prices affordable 
by low- and moderate-income buyers.  40B affordable homes generally are restricted to people who meet particular 
income, savings, and homeownership requirements. Income requirements are generally linked to household size and 
are around 70% of the area median income. The affordable homes have limited ability to be resold at a higher rate. 
Some growth is allowed, but since homes can only be sold to people at 70% of median income with limited savings, 
value increases are moderate.  
 
Martha’s Vineyard 
Island Cohousing – 16 units, 2000, www.islandcohousing.org  
The homes share a 36 acre site with South Mountain Company (SMC), the design/build firm that developed Icoho (SMC 
six acres, ICoho 30 acres).  The land was zoned Agricultural Residential; under existing zoning it could have supported a 
maximum of 10 houses and no commercial activity except home occupations.  The largely friendly (some neighbors were 
not happy about the commercial aspect) state 40B comprehensive permit that supercedes local zoning enabled the 
development to achieve enhanced affordability because of additional density and sharing development costs with SMC. 
These aspects, along with private fundraising and below-market mortgages provided by two local banks, allowed Icoho 
to offer four units to families earning 70-80% of median island income.  These homebuyers were chosen by lottery and 
their houses are deed restricted to ensure long term affordability. 
 
The process of obtaining the necessary approvals took approximately nine months.  Because the town was so supportive 
of the development (which violated local zoning in eight ways), the Planning Board used it, to some degree, as a model 
when they re-wrote local zoning. 
 
New York – Ithaca 
 
Ecovillage – www.ecovillageithaca.org, three neighborhoods developed over the past 25 years  
SONG neighborhood - $20,000 per house subsidies for six houses (of 30 total), from Federal Home Loan funds partnering 
with local nonprofit housing group. 
TREE neighborhood - Four 1-bedroom and two studio apartments in the Common House building are affordable, total 
neighborhood is 40 units.   

 Wendy Weisner of PFAC and Greg Sherwin of BCC, Boulder, developed www.investingincomunity.net to help TREE 
create internally funded affordable units. (See section VIII for details.) 

 Owner-occupied units using low-interest loans and other opportunities that enable home ownership (instead of 
rental), strengthening the economic health of residents.  

 Renter Equity – one program involves rent to buy arrangements, so that five years of rental can result in equity 
moving towards ownership.  Co-op owns rental units and receives the rent; can then sell the unit to the renter.   

http://www.jpcohousing.org/
http://www.sawyerhill.org/
http://www.islandcohousing.org/
http://www.ecovillageithaca.org/
http://www.investingincomunity.net/
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 Extra costs of creating passive houses – investors provided low interest loans to families that would have been 
priced out due to the extra cost.  3% interest earned by the investors.   

 
North Carolina: Carrboro 
 
Pacifica Cohousing - 46 units, 2006, www.pacificaonline.org 
Seven units purchased by Community Home Trust, a private, nonprofit developer and steward of affordable housing in 
Orange County, NC. http://www.communityhometrust.org/index.shtml 
 
Tennessee: Nashville 
 
Germantown Cohousing - 25 units, 2015, germantowncohousing.com 
Includes three affordable units by crafting a partnership with the local housing authority. Condos range from 1BR 1BA 
flats of 659 sq. ft. to 3BR, 2BA units of 1,336 sq. ft., priced from $175K to $375K. Received $400,000 award from local 
housing fund towards the cohousing concept; that helped them secure a bank loan because it lowered the amount they 
were requesting and gave the group some credibility. Market-rate owners subsidize the affordable units. 
 
Virginia: Abingdon  
 
Elderspirit Community at Trailview - 29 units, 2006, www.elderspirit.net 
Mixed income housing comprised of 16 low-medium income rental units and 13 market-rate homes. The rental units 
were funded with multi-family HUD funds from Virginia Department of Community Development, a low interest loan 
from Virginia Housing Development Authority, and the Federal Home Loan Bank-Atlanta with an Affordable Housing 
Grant. The rental units are managed by a manager hired by the Elderspirit Development Corporation.  
 
Washington: Seattle 
 
Capitol Hill Urban Cohousing - 9 households, 2016, http://capitolhillurbancohousing.org 
In the spring of 2016, nine multigenerational families will move into a new five-story apartment building that promises 
long-term affordability in an expensive Seattle neighborhood, Capitol Hill. Households own shares in the community and 
rent units to themselves. The group had to overcome legal and financial hurdles to create something very 
unconventional.  In 2008, three members paid $975,000 for a 4,520-square-foot lot and invited others to join them.  
They decided to live together collaboratively so their children have the chance to live in a multigenerational community 
in the heart of the city with a good quality of life.  Members deposited about $30,000 each to a partnership to reserve a 
unit. If and when they leave the cohousing project, they will only receive their initial membership deposit plus a small 
amount of interest.  Capitol Hill Urban Cohousing cost a total of $5.5 million to develop. Rents are market rate initially, 
but over 10-30 years the total living expense should be moderate.  
 
Wisconsin: Madison  
 
Arboretum Cohousing – 40 units, 2008, www.arboretumcohousing.org  
Has six affordable units.  Four units were sold at discounted prices to buyers with income under 70% of the area median 
income; they must be resold as affordable units.  A duplex was constructed by Habitat for Humanity and sold to buyers with 
incomes under 60% of AMI. Financial assistance came from St. Mary’s Hospital (from whom they bought the land), with varied 

support from neighbors, the City of Madison, local nonprofits, and others.  They learned they need to work with the 
residents to help guide them, make sure they know what expectations are.  For example, the community put 
soundproofing between two up-and-down units to solve a problem of noise – a situation that most likely would have 
been a bigger problem in a market-rate setting.  Need to care enough to work through issues.   
 
Troy Gardens - 30 units, 20 affordable, 2007, http://www.greenfordable.com/troygardens/   

http://www.pacificaonline.org/
http://www.communityhometrust.org/index.shtml
http://www.elderspirit.net/
http://capitolhillurbancohousing.org/
http://www.arboretumcohousing.org/
http://www.greenfordable.com/troygardens/
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Affordable units are priced approximately $40,000 under market rate for households with average incomes at 65% of 
Dane County's median income: two-bedroom condos at $109,500, three-bedroom condos at $139,500. Used federal and 
local funding (e.g. $748,000 in HUD pass-through funding, using Community Development Block Grant and Economic 
Development Initiative dollars), and profits from 10 market-rate homes to subsidize below-market-rate units and 
purchase adjoining forever-green land as well. Financial support made it possible for the affordable homes to have the 
same green features as market-rate homes.  Madison Area Community Land Trust partnered with the Friends of Troy 
Gardens to develop.  The Troy Garden Case Study is an archive of very detailed information: 
http://greenfordable.com/clt/archive/troy-gardens-archive. 
 
England: Leeds  
 
LILAC Cohousing - 20 unit co-op 
The financial model is a ‘mutual home ownership society’ (MHOS), a new way of owning a stake in the housing market. It 
is designed to bring the bottom rung of the property ladder back within reach of households on modest incomes, and to 
remain permanently affordable. Members are the residents who live in the homes it provides. The society, not the 
individuals, obtained the mortgage, so borrowing was cheaper.  Also, the structures were built with straw bale 
technology to be highly cost-effective. 
 
Each member has a lease, which gives them the right to democratically control the housing community. Members pay 
an equity share to the co-op and retain equity in the scheme. After deductions for maintenance, insurance, etc., these 
payments pay the mortgage. The payment that leaseholders pay each month and the number of equity shares they hold 
depends on how much they earn. Monthly payments are set at around 35% of net income. 
  
As members leave, existing members can buy more equity shares, and as people’s income levels change their equity 
share commitments can also change. If someone leaves sooner than three years, they are not entitled to increases in the 
value of their equity shares. The company keeps a set percentage of any increase in equity to ensure the sustainability of 
the project.  (See the Appendix for more MOHS details.) 
 
France: Montreuil 
 
The Babayagas’ House, - 2012 http://seniorplanet.org/senior-housing-alternatives-urban-cohousing-the-babayaga-way 
A new, six-story apartment building accommodates 21 women ages 66-89, including seven living on the poverty line. The 
French government subsidized the construction, and residents pay an average of 420 euros ($4600 for a 375-square-foot 
apartment).  Most residents occupy small one-bedroom apartments; some share with roommates. Together, they live, 
eat and care for one another, with no cooks, nurses or other professional staff. Each woman performs 10 hours of 
chores per week. They pool resources for a doctor or nurse to visit monthly, and one small room currently set aside for 
guests can accommodate medical staff if needed. 
 
An 860 square ft. ground floor space is dedicated as an open university that anyone from the surrounding community 
can attend. In this intergenerational center, the Babayagas run courses, offer discussion groups, do creative writing and 
give concerts.  Other groups of seniors have started Babayaga projects in French cities, and a Toronto group is interested 
in creating their own version, which will be open to men, but most will be elderly women. “We have learned that the 
government policy promoting Aging in Place can lead to isolation and mental health deterioration,” says one of the 
Toronto organizers. “It’s also expensive for funding the safety modifications that make individual homes accessible … 
and for funding the nursing care to each person’s home….The savings to our society will be evident by avoiding mental 
health issues, by staying independent and active, and by postponing entry into nursing home care — all expected to be 
significant cost savings.” 
 
Others include: 

http://greenfordable.com/clt/archive/troy-gardens-archive
http://seniorplanet.org/senior-housing-alternatives-urban-cohousing-the-babayaga-way
http://www.english.rfi.fr/france/20130305-babayagas-house
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CA: Frogsong, Cotati; Two Acre Wood, Sebastopol; New Brighton, Aptos; Tierra Nueva, Oceano; Depot Commons, 
Morgan Hill; Home Safe, Santa Clara; Broad Street Commons, Nevada City; Doyle Street, Emeryville  
MA: Rocky Hill, Northampton 
MI: Manitou Arbor Ecovillage, Comstock 
NC: North Street Community, Durham; Cherry Gardens, Charlotte 
OR: Columbia Ecovillage, Portland 
VT: Cobb Hill, Hartland; Ten Stones and Champlain Valley, Charlotte 
WA: New Brighton, Snohomish; Rosewind, Port Townsend  
 
IV. Related Models 
 

 Pocket Neighborhoods: The Aurora Pocket Neighborhood, www.ic.org/directory/aurora-pocket-neighborhood, is 
the pilot project of New Earth Living in Ithaca, New York. Pocket Neighborhoods are similar to co-housing and small 
lot cottage development, except smaller in scale and cooperatively owned. The small scale allows for uncomplicated 
resident management and makes Pocket Neighborhoods easier to place on small urban lots within existing 
established neighborhoods, preserving and incorporating existing buildings. Buildings are constructed to inherently 
conserve energy, incorporating numerous green building technologies. 

 Cohouseholding: www.cohouseholding.org. Conscious physical design to promote sharing, space conservation--
ideally without compromising the quality of human relationships or making spaces so small that they don’t over time 
have the ability to adjust to changing needs. 

 Syracuse Commonspace, http://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2015/11/coliving/414531/ Troy Evans 
developer, top floors of CoWorks, a coworking facility. Attracting millennials and some older downsizers.  On the top 
two floors of the building, Commonspace will feature 21 microunits, each with a tiny kitchen, bathroom, bedroom, 
and living space in 300-square-feet. The micro-units surround shared common areas including a chef’s kitchen, a 
game room, and a TV room. Are hiring a “social engineer” who will facilitate group events and maintain harmony 
among roommates. 

 
V. Potential benefits of having affordable units 
  

Most important 
a. Increased likelihood of diverse population: Increased likelihood of a diverse rather than homogeneous 

population – socio-economic status, age, ability, younger families, single people, ethnic diversity.  (Note – we do 
not intend to imply that diversity means only lower income.  Having affordable units will simply make diversity 
among the various descriptors above more likely.) 

b. Greater affordability for all units: Could make funding available that we wouldn’t otherwise access, e.g. as 
occurred at Cambridge Cohousing and Rocky Corner Cohousing. 

c. FC3 perceived as community asset, leading to stronger, more supportive external relationships:  The City, 
public sector in general and others in the broader community value creating more affordable housing, so would 
value us and possibly help speed up some of our processes.  Wiesner noted that whether or not we have 
affordable units, working with the public sector is necessary for planning, zoning, approvals, etc.  Attending to 
affordability in a meaningful way offers the possibility to bring the public sector one solution for commonly-
experienced housing problems. This “olive branch” approach allows us to be perceived as (and actually become) 
a community-level asset, and to build early stage champions within the public sector. Developing these 
relationships can actually speed up the process and potentially make funding available; it builds political good 
will that makes public engagement easier. It could enable us to more easily address zoning limits, like: 

 Boulder – State laws trumped city’s local zoning restriction because they had affordable units, and enabled 
them to have higher density. 

 Rocky Corner in Connecticut faced a lot of controversy because of zoning, considerable opposition in the 
community, but was approved by the town under state statutes that allows for local zoning to be overruled 
and denser housing approved if 30% of the homes are affordable.  According to Connecticut Governor 

http://www.ic.org/directory/aurora-pocket-neighborhood
http://www.cohouseholding.org/
http://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2015/11/coliving/414531/
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Dannel P. Malloy, “Affordable housing strengthens communities, creating neighborhoods where families 
and individuals can find stability, gain employment, and build a brighter long-term future… Investing in 
quality housing and opportunities such as these can improve thousands of lives and help further 
Connecticut’s progress.” The Hour - http://www.thehour.com/news/norwalk/south-norwalk-targeted-for-
homeownership-program/article_f8cb8540-fdc9-5651-87ac-c4429660876f.html  

 
Also important 
d. Lowered risk for project overall:  In Germantown a non-profit housing developer took responsibility for creating 

three affordable units - the construction lender made this a requirement for approving the loan because of the 
lowered risk.  

e. Helps create more a resilient, interdependent community:  

 Ongoing training/practice with communications and conflict resolution skills is more likely – so the entire 
community is likely to become more skilled at and attentive to healthy communications and conflict 
resolution. 

 People from diverse backgrounds may have special cultural perspectives and strengths, e.g. resiliency, 
perseverance in dealing with adversity, working together like an extended family, creative problem solving, 
etc.  They may also bring differing cultural traditions (cuisine, celebrations, history, etc.) that enrich the 
community.   

f. Retain/attract other members: The majority of our members have expressed a strong desire to live in a diverse 
community. 

g. Engage experienced external partners: Affordability will attract partners that have experience with many of the 
start-up, funding and construction challenges and could help move us through these well. 

h. Creating a replicable model: High City of Rochester interest in a model that could be replicated in other 
neighborhoods. 

i. Enhanced positive impact on our surrounding community: If our members reflect the diversity of our 
immediate neighbors, it will be easier for neighbors to feel welcomed and want to engage, and for FC3 members 
to serve as friends, role models, and mentors where needed. 

 
VI. Potential challenges of having affordable units  

 
Most important 
a. Extra work to create/maintain: Can involve ongoing collaboration with development/management/screening 

partners, ongoing training in communications/conflict resolution for the community.  (However this training 
could also benefit the entire community.) 

b. Financial burden: Depending on sources of funding, could create extra financial burden on others in the 
community who might cover some of the expenses upfront and/or over time. 

c. Shared control: Could involve giving up some control to partners who might secure financing and/or residents, 
but require a say in how dollars used, who is eligible to move in. (Other communities have adapted to this, e.g. 
Rocky Corner Community, CT; Cambridge Cohousing, MA; Arboretum, WI.) 

d. External opposition: Planning bodies, neighborhood associations and/or neighbors might object to higher 
density, more affordable units or rental units in their territory. Noted McCamant & Durrett in Cohousing: A 
Contemporary Approach to Housing Ourselves (1988): Opposition of planning commissions and neighborhood 
associations is usually based on false assumptions about cohousing such as that it will attract unconventional 
people, adversely affect the neighborhood, and reduce property values.  Rather, “…cohousing residents tend to 
be conscientious, taxpaying citizens, active in schools and community activities.  Cohousing developments have 
helped to stabilize neighborhoods and make them more desirable.”  

 
Also important 
e. Subsidy needed to get quality affordable units: Partly due to high cost of developing the infrastructure in 

Rochester (sewage, pipes, water, electrics, addressing land’s environmental issues, etc.), and this cost continues 

http://www.thehour.com/news/norwalk/south-norwalk-targeted-for-homeownership-program/article_f8cb8540-fdc9-5651-87ac-c4429660876f.html
http://www.thehour.com/news/norwalk/south-norwalk-targeted-for-homeownership-program/article_f8cb8540-fdc9-5651-87ac-c4429660876f.html
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to rise.  Is one reason most developers are going for high density projects - townhouses, apartments, etc. that 
are concentrated with more floors – to lower the infrastructure cost per unit. 

f. Some grant funding requires nonprofit partner: And some sources require $100,000 and a proposal before a 
grant application can be submitted by a nonprofit organization. 

g. Longer development time: Seeking partners and public funding could make the whole project take longer. 
h. Development of dissension, caste system: If we are not intentional about helping our more diverse population 

focus on shared values and needs instead of differences, can lead to a caste system and/or dissension (from 
Alan O’Hashi of SilverSage).  

i. Resale questions: How readily will second and third-generation residents be found for affordable units, 
especially if we build some very small studios? 

 
VII. FINANCIAL APPROACHES – EXTERNAL, INTERNAL  
Much of this is drawn from the CohoUS report and “Creating More Affordability in Your Community: A Selection of 
Ideas,” by Chris Scott Hanson, Urban Cohousing Associates, www.urbancohousingassociates.com.  We have condensed 
and reorganized their information for our purposes, and added information from our own research.  Additionally, it is 
important to note that combining multiple approaches for one community is often feasible. 
 
Notes Hanson in his article describing strategies used successfully in one or more cohousing communities (drawing on 
his more than 25 years of experience in North America): 

 Some highly effective affordability strategies are based on interpersonal relationships, community, and trust. 

 The vast majority of cohousing projects built in North America have included a number of internal banking 
elements that enable members with some resources to assist members with more limited resources to 
participate in the community. 

 The two primary ways of purchasing a home in cohousing are: 1) an all cash purchase, or 2) a mortgage from a 
bank, usually requiring some down payment from the purchaser. The mortgage is called a “take out loan” by the 
construction lender because it takes them out, paying off their loan to build the project. 

 Needs, circumstances, pride, personal relationships, trust, liquidity, risk willingness, risk aversion, and/or time-
sensitive financial needs all determine which strategies are best for a community. 

 
For simplicity we are dividing the approaches into two categories: 
a. External = supported by individuals or groups who are not members of the cohousing community. 
b. Internal = supported by individual members of the cohousing community or by the cohousing community as a whole 
 
a. External Models 
 

1. Outside Down Payment Assistance from a public or private source 
External down payment assistance may be available for qualified buyers. Qualification is based partly on making a 
commitment to be part of the community.  
 
From Janet Meiselman of Oxford Consulting in Buffalo, an affordable housing consultant: The following three public 
grant fund sources can be layered on the same unit.  While this is complex to get, FC3’s small size would not be a 
problem.  This is definitely a possibility if we structure things properly. 

 NYS Homes and Community Renewal - HOME Program:   http://www.nyshcr.org/Funding/NYSHOME/ Up to 
$35,000 per unit loan/grant for down payment and closing costs – no repayment if remain in home 10 years; if 
leave sooner, step-down in repayment required depending on length of time.  May or may not require nonprofit 
sponsor. 

 Affordable Housing Corporation:  http://www.nyshcr.org/Agencies/AHC/   $15-$20,000 per unit available, may 
or may not require nonprofit sponsor. 

 Federal Home Loan Bank of NY for people who are first time home-buyers: 
http://www.fhlbny.com/community/housing-programs/ahp/forms,-guidelines-and-agreements.aspx  Do need 

http://www.urbancohousingassociates.com/
http://www.nyshcr.org/Funding/NYSHOME/
http://www.nyshcr.org/Agencies/AHC/
http://www.fhlbny.com/community/housing-programs/ahp/forms,-guidelines-and-agreements.aspx
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nonprofit sponsor – up to $20,000/unit subsidy available.  People might rent a residence for a year as they 
develop home ownership skills and resources.  The bank provides down-payment and other support. 

 
2. First Time Buyers Assistance  
First time buyer mortgage programs help by either reducing or eliminating the down payment requirements for 
those who qualify.  One example is the First Home Club offered by a number of credit unions and banks in 
Rochester.  Part of the Federal Home Loan Bank of New York’s Affordable Housing Program, it provides up to $7,500 
for down payment and/or closing costs through a 4-1 match with homebuyer’s savings.  To be eligible, candidates 
must be at or below 80% of the average median income in their county (for 2016 in Monroe County, $57,600 for 
one- and two-person households, $66,240 for households with three or more people). 

 
3. Public Sector covering costs (see section III above for more details on these) 

 The Babayagas’ House, Montreuil, France, is a six-story apartment building accommodating 21 women ages 66-
89, including seven living on the poverty line. The French government subsidized the construction, and residents 
pay an average of 420 euros for a 375-square-foot apartment.  

 Silver Sage Cohousing in Boulder, CO, had the land price written down by the city. 

 Nomad received $75,000 from the city for three low-income units. The housing department makes those units 
affordable by restricting the resale value.  

 
4. Second Mortgage Loans 
Some banks provide a second mortgage; generally at a much higher interest rate than the first mortgage. 
 
5. Co-ownership with Outside Partner 
Some buyers co-purchase their home with another person or household not part of the community; perhaps a 
friend or family member. Ownership is shared, and when the home is resold proceeds are also shared. 
 
6. Purchase of Units by an Affordable Housing Entity 
Some communities sell units to affordable housing entities to manage as rentals. According to Hanson this can be 
challenging to implement because agencies, church groups or affordable housing programs bring their own rules. 
They also can have a lengthy decision-making process. This arrangement can negatively affect mortgage 
qualifications and insurance underwriting for other owners, so it needs to be examined thoroughly and bought into 
by the entire community. 
 
7. Regional or national private sources 

 Local Initiative Support Corporation (LISC): LISC provides grants, loans and equity for nearly every aspect of 
development, from planning and acquisition to construction and renovation. It uses LISC Housing and an 
affiliate, the National Equity Fund. Additionally, the Community Development Trust invests in affordable housing 
around the country.  LISC offers technical assistance, data and mapping tools to community-based organizations 
working to improve the supply and condition of affordable housing in their neighborhoods.  

 Self-Help Credit Union (national charter): Provides financing for property purchase, development, and 
expansion in the following areas:  
o Commercial and mixed-use in downtowns or low-income communities 
o Preservation of natural or historic resources 
o Sustainable/Green developments 
o Affordable housing 
It offers construction, permanent, and bridge loans for real estate projects and to real estate developers 
consistent with its mission. It encourage real estate projects that help revitalize low-income areas, promote 
sustainability or create affordable housing. Financing is available to businesses, nonprofits, and women- or 
minority-owned enterprises engaged in commercial or mixed-use real estate projects, no matter the location.  
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 Issue-targeted funders: A variety of seniors-focused, cooperative, housing, sustainability and socially-focused 
nonprofits/foundations could be sources.  According to Wiesner, opportunities exist for communities with a 
clear focus and an early-adopter, pioneering spirit--"pioneering" because there aren’t many models to copy 
(yet). 

 Community Land Trusts: Three cohousing developments in the CohoUS 2010 survey had land costs reduced by 
community land trusts. Community land trusts raise funds from various sources and purchase property to 
control its development. Land trusts typically lease land, often for 99 years, to cohousing communities. A 
community land trust purchased the development rights for land that was used for housing subsidies for four 
affordable units at Cobb Hill Cohousing, Hartland, Vermont. Community land trusts enabled Ten Stones in 
Charlotte, VT and Columbia Ecovillage in Portland, Oregon to offer two affordable units. The Lincoln Land 
Institute reported that in 2005 there were more than 200 community land trusts in the United States, with a 
dozen being organized each year. CLTs are operating in forty-five states. We are not aware, however, of any land 
trusts that would be appropriate for us in the city of Rochester.  See also, in Section III above, Pacifica in North 
Carolina and Troy Gardens in Madison, Wisconsin.   

 Community Development Financial Institution (CDFI):  These non-governmental financial institutions may be 
nonprofit or for profit and make grants or loans for affordable housing. They usually serve low-income 
populations and are funded by banks, venture capital firms, foundations, and public programs. A national 
website lists over 860 CDFIs (see http://www.cdfi.org/; http://www.cdfifund.gov  and 
http://www.cdfifund.gov/docs/certification/cdfi/CDFIbyState.pdf).  

 Housing Trust Funds: Local, regional, state and national housing trust funds support affordable housing 
construction and related purposes.  They can be relatively flexible in their use, less competitive, easier to apply 
for and less onerous regarding compliance than other similar sources, noted Barb Bailey of Iowa City Cohousing, 
building Prairie Hill.  One goal for Iowa City has been economic diversity.   They partnered with the local Housing 
Trust Fund of Johnson County, and found it more fruitful than other places they have applied to for funding. 

 Habitat for Humanity: Several communities have Habitat for Humanity homes.  Owners helped construct their 
own houses and pay for them over an extended period with a low- or no- interest mortgage. The homes have 
deed restrictions if sold prior to full repayment of the mortgage, ensuring long-term affordability. Among those 
with Habitat units: 

o Rosewind Cohousing in Port Townsend, WA, two of 22 units 
o Arboretum Cohousing in Madison, Wisconsin, one duplex out of 40 units 
o Wild Sage in Denver, Colorado, four units out of 34 

 Foundation Support: Some cohousing communities, such as Island Cohousing on Martha’s Vineyard, MA, have 
received assistance from foundations to make units affordable. Two Acre Wood in Sebastopol, CA received early 
funds from Enterprise Community Partners to help with sustainability. 

 The New England Community Loan Fund: Rocky Corner got pre-development funding from this group, an 
organization that does most of its work in MA.  Could inquire about whether they would make a pre-
development loan in NY. http://www.fhlbboston.com/communitydevelopment/nef/03_04_01_eligibility.jsp  

 The Cooperative Fund of New England:  
http://cooperativefund.org/about_us/frequently_asked_questions_faqs, is a CDFI that makes loans to 
cooperatives, employee owned businesses, and community based nonprofits in New England and eastern New 
York.  Socially responsible investment loans are made by various individuals, religious organizations, 
cooperatives, banks, intermediaries and foundations.  If we choose a cooperative structure could inquire about 
funding. 

 National Cooperative Bank: www.ncb.coop, NCB provides comprehensive banking services to cooperatives and 
other member-owned organizations throughout the country. It was created to address the financial needs of an 
underserved market niche – people who join together cooperatively to meet personal, social or business needs, 
especially in low-income communities.   PFAC is in development on a cohousing loan program with them; would 
be a socially responsible fund. 
 

8. Private individual investors  

http://www.cdfifund.gov/
http://www.cdfifund.gov/docs/certification/cdfi/CDFIbyState.pdf
http://www.fhlbboston.com/communitydevelopment/nef/03_04_01_eligibility.jsp
http://cooperativefund.org/about_us/frequently_asked_questions_faqs
http://www.ncb.coop/
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 Investing In Community: Ecovillage TREE (see section III above) created externally- and internally-generated 
affordability using the tools at www.investingincommunity.net, developed in collaboration with Greg Sherwin 
and Wendy Wiesner. Includes outside individuals plus internal interpersonal loans providing funding.  Previously 
cohousing communities used a group of outside investors by creating a fund that paid strong returns, to help get 
communities through funding gaps, initial funding, etc.  Greg and Wendy are trying to create something better, 
looking more like socially responsible investment, with local and/or outside investors, 3% interest as benchmark 
(higher than a CD but reasonable).  Founded on seeing your neighbor as someone to invest in. 

 Wealthy Neighbors: Island Cohousing raised around $300,000 from neighbors who wanted to support 
affordable housing on Martha’s Vineyard, to help subsidize their four affordable units.  

 Participating Nonresident Owners: Some communities allow outside investors to purchase units as rentals. The 
goal is for purchasers to be participating nonresident owners who are engaged in the community. Isn’t clear 
what number of rentals is healthy in cohousing; Hanson suggests that four in a 16-unit community seems to 
work. Needs to be approved as a strategy by the whole community since it can negatively affect mortgage 
qualifications and insurance underwriting for other owners. 

 Developer contribution: Two communities surveyed in 2010 said the developer lowered his profit to make the 
units more affordable. 
 

9. Implant/Private investor model 
Greg Sherwin at Boulder Creek Community in Boulder, Colorado (see section III above for details) is experimenting 
as a private investor.  He purchased 17 units in an urban condominium complex of over 300 units with considerable 
amenities, offered 13 as affordable. Under this “implant” model, people interested in cohousing form a community 
within a larger complex. Interested households can rent first to see how they like the concept.  

 
10. General web-based fundraising effort 
Use a resource like GoFundMe, Indiegogo, or others to engage family, friends, and the general public.  (No examples 
of this being done for cohousing.) 
 
11. The University Home Ownership Incentive Program  
This University of Rochester program provides new homeowners in Sectors 4 and 6 of the city (primarily the 19th 
Ward and Plymouth-Exchange on the west side, Greig Square at Corn Hill, and Highland Park and the South Wedge 
on the east side) with $3,000 from the University, $3,000 from the City, and $3,000 from a participating bank/credit 
union.  There are no minimum or maximum income requirements, but the plan requires five-year occupancy and 
employment commitments from the buyer.  The program also offers home ownership education and counseling 
through NeighborWorks® Rochester. 

 
Other relevant information: 

 A mix of 20% affordable housing and 80% market rate is the “minimum” required for development funding 
support.  The 80/20 formula makes grant dollars available for developers, and for individuals based on their 
income level.  Jean Lowe of Greater Rochester Housing Corporation thinks there would be governmental funding 
available for us. 

 Seven communities in the 2010 CohoUS report had publicly subsidized affordable units: five were locally funded 
by their municipality, one secured HUD HOME funds, and one had a resident using a HUD Housing Choices 
(Section 8) voucher to rent a unit. Two communities started with more affordable units, but due to lack of 
enforcement many of these units were not resold to income-qualified families, so affordability was not 
preserved. There is a need for more public programs that enable low- and moderate-income families to afford 
homes within cohousing communities.  

 The 2010 report notes that “The vision and values of cohousing communities are often in sync with public 
housing programs so it is important for the Cohousing Association to develop alliances with these organizations 
to help them recognize the value of integrating low- and moderate-income families into multi-generational, 
mixed-income communities. And to help them effectively partner with forming communities to subsidize 
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purchase prices for prospective low- and moderate-income homebuyers. More could be done with HUD’s 
Housing Choices (Section 8) voucher program – both from a tenant-based voucher to project-based units.” 

 
b. Internal Funding (or self-funding): The source is one or more members of the cohousing community, or the 
cohousing community as a whole. Ten of the twenty-four communities providing affordable cohousing used their own 
internal, private resources to help do so. (All 24 used private funding to help in one way or another.) 
 
1. Investing in Community: See Ecovillage Ithaca Tree model, page 13 above.  

 
2. Internal Down Payment Assistance 

Loans (typically interest-free or low-interest) can be made member-to-member, or through a cooperative revolving 
loan fund holding donations from various members. The fund can be managed by an internal committee or by a 
third party administrator.  Repayments can be made over time, or when the unit is resold. 
 

3. Internal Second Mortgages 
Two options for internal second mortgages: 

 Second Mortgage loans – member to member, visible to primary mortgage lender.  

 Silent Second Mortgage loans – member to member, not visible to primary mortgage lender, allows borrower to 
appear to have larger down payment, borrow more from bank than would otherwise be available. Hanson notes 
that bank lenders disapprove of this - may need to move money to buyer’s savings account months in advanced 
to allow the money to “season.” We would need to checkout potential downsides to trying this method. 
 

4. Co-purchase Options 
Involves co-purchasing with another person or household living in the community; owners may or may not live 
together in the unit as “tenants in common.” Ownership is shared, proceeds of the unit’s sale are also shared when 
it is resold.  Several members at Sonora Cohousing in Tucson, AZ, became co-owners to assist the purchase by a less 
well-off member, establishing joint ownership of the unit. 
 

5. The Reduced Monthly Condo Fee Subsidy 
As explained by Hanson: “Banks will grant mortgages based on the following formula: your total housing costs 
(mortgage+ taxes+ insurance+ monthly condominium fees) may not exceed x% of your gross annual income. If the 
condominium fees are removed or reduced, the bank can give the home buyer a slightly higher mortgage. Over the 
years, the total mortgage costs will remain the same, but because of inflation costs, the homeowner's income will 
usually rise, so that gradually, the homeowner can afford to pay the condominium fees. The removal of $150 in 
condo fees will allow the buyer to qualify for something like $20-30K more mortgage, often enough to allow a young 
family to buy that extra bedroom they need. If structured correctly, the cost to each of the non-subsidized 
households is only a few dollars each month in the initial year and may be reduced to zero in five to 10 years.  
Members may apply for a temporary removal of the monthly Coho (or Condominium) fees in order to qualify for a 
higher mortgage. Starting from the initial granting of the subsidy, the Coho fees will gradually rise, e.g.: a) in five 
annual steps of 1/5 of the regular fees. After five years the member pays regular dues, or… b) in accordance with 
member's ability to pay, if member provides income documentation.” 
 

6. Maintenance Reserve Reinvestment 
Also from Hanson, “All home owners associations need to establish a maintenance reserve fund to prepare for the 
cost of maintenance and repairs in the future - roofs, hot water heaters, etc. Hopefully you won’t need that money 
for 10 or 15 years since you chose to build a high quality, durable building. The reserve fund comes from an initial 
contribution by first buyers followed by monthly additional contributions. This fund, which can run as much as 
several hundred thousand dollars, is normally invested in bonds, or other safe interest bearing securities. 
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Some of this money (NOT ALL OF IT) can be re-invested in your own community. By establishing a relatively large 
reserve fund up front: 1) internal subsidies (investments) are possible, and 2) lower monthly contributions to the 
reserve fund, lowering home owners’ dues. Some communities will invest a portion of this fund in its own members, 
through a buy- down subsidy. Your community can buy a portion of a unit (or, buy down the price of a unit) for a 
qualified member. Then, the member can repay this subsidy when his/her income allows, or when the unit is sold. 
 
Since the units will be resold at market price the value of the original subsidy/investment rises with the value of the 
property. When the investment is returned, the community can either re-use this money to subsidize other qualified 
households, or simply repay the reserve fund. The finance committee will have to determine whether to co-own the 
subsidized units, or simply subsidize them and the decision will need to be balanced with the prudence of tying up 
the resources from the reserve fund, evaluating long term liquidity needs.” 
 

7. Budget subsidy 
Money from the overall development budget can be used to subsidize affordable units.  Rocky Hill Cohousing, 
Northampton, MA, used $5,000 from its overall budget to establish an “affordability fund.” 
 

8. Unit Price Buy Down 
From Hanson, “Members may apply for a reduced price on their unit, financed by a buy-down subsidy provided by 
the rest of the membership. The price reduction will be determined by need according to certain criteria, including 
household size, and size of desired unit. At any time, a member can contribute an amount equal to initial portion of 
market price subsidized and thus buy themselves out of the obligation to return the subsidy upon sale of the unit. 
Otherwise, the member will return an amount equal to initial portion of market price subsidized proportional to the 
present market value of unit upon sale of the unit.” 
 

9. Re-alignment 
The price on market-rate units can be increased in order to lower the cost of affordable units. The CohoUS report 
noted that this approach was used by: 

 Champlain Valley Cohousing in Charlotte, VT for two affordable units. 

 Mosaic and Camelot Cohousing in Berlin, MA, to subsidize affordability for 17 units out of 68.  

 Silver Sage Cohousing in Boulder, CO, arranged for the cost of the common house to be borne only by the 
market rate units.  

 Nomad Cohousing in Boulder charges the market rate units $20 more per month for home owner 
association fees to help make seven of the eleven units affordable (three low income and four moderate 
income). 

 
10. Raise funds voluntarily among members 

The CohoUS report identified seven communities doing this before move-in to assist purchase by more moderate-
income households. For example: 

 Rocky Hill Cohousing - half a dozen families pledged around $20,000 for its affordability fund, $10,000 to 
$500 each. Three loans helped households purchase units. No interest was charged. One bridge loan was 
repaid almost immediately. A second loan was repaid when the unit was sold, four years after move-in. The 
third loan was still outstanding in 2010 and would be repaid at point of sale.   

 Jamaica Plain Cohousing, Boston MA, accepted loans and gifts to their affordability assistance fund. 
Moderate-income purchasers could choose between a fixed second mortgage loan or have the loan due 
when the unit resold. 

 Oak Creek Commons in Paso Robles, CA used “equity sharing” for one unit. When it is sold, the funds will be 
returned to a “community fund” to help others. 

 
11. Design for Affordability (see section IX as well) 
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Design the entire project as affordably as possible, using simplicity and standardization to limit capital costs, as well 
as durability and low maintenance to limit operating expenses.  There can be tension between the two goals of 
lower operating costs and higher costs for durability – some middle ground is necessary between the two. 
  

12. Shared Units 
This can include shared ownership, or an owner renting to a housemate.  Design elements like two master suites can 
facilitate this.  Typically kitchens and living rooms are shared. 
 

13. Rental Unit 
This can involve units owned by the community and set aside to be rented, or all or part of units owned by 
individuals within the community and rented to others. 
 
Notes Hanson, “Some prospective members can't afford to purchase. You can greatly expand economic diversity in 
your community by allowing for one or two rental units. Note that this can negatively affect mortgage qualifications 
and insurance underwriting.  Some communities own a rental unit together as a community. This has to go in the 
original budget, and must be accounted for in the original unit pricing. If you're building 25 units and one is going to 
be a rental, the price of the 24 units that are for sale must be slightly higher, approximately 4% higher. As a 
community you will own that 25th unit, and you will have rental income from it. 
 
In some groups a subset of the membership, usually five or six households, come together, pooling their money to 
purchase a rental unit as a group. They act much like an investment club, managing their assets and receiving rental 
income. This needs to be approved as a strategy by the whole community since it can negatively affect mortgage 
qualifications and insurance underwriting for other owners.” 
 
The CohoUS report described units built with small adjoining apartments or a room whose rental income allows the 
owner to afford the mortgage on their home: 

 Sharingwood Cohousing, Snohomish, WA, 27 units with basement rentals that enable households to afford 
their mortgage payments. 

 Rosewind Cohousing, Port Townsend, WA, uses “mother-in-law” apartments as a source of rental income.  

 Manitou Arbor Ecovillage, Comstock, MI, 12 of 28 units with an additional room that could be rented to 
offset living costs. 

 
14. Sweat Equity  

The CohoUS report identified two communities allowing “sweat equity.” For example, New Brighton Cohousing in 
Aptos, CA. allowed in-kind or volunteer labor in lieu of monthly member fees during the forming stage, lowering the 
initial down payment.  

 
15. Mutual Home Ownership Scheme (MOHS) http://www.lilac.coop/about-lilac/faqs.html#MHOS 

LILAC Leeds’ MHOS model, http://www.lilac.coop/concept/affordable.html, is designed to bring the bottom rung of 
the property ladder within reach of households on modest incomes in areas where they are priced out of the 
housing market, and to remain affordable for future generations. Members of the society are the residents who live 
in its homes. The society obtains the mortgage, so borrowing is cheaper.  Each member’s lease provides the right to 
democratically control their housing community. Members pay an equity share to the co-operative and retain equity 
in it. After deductions for maintenance, insurance, etc., these payments pay the mortgage. The size of leaseholders’ 
monthly payments and the number of equity shares they hold depends on how much they earn. Monthly payments 
are set at around 35% of net income. 
  
As members leave, existing members can buy more equity shares, and as people’s income levels change their equity 
share commitments can also change. If someone leaves sooner than three years they will not be entitled to 

http://www.lilac.coop/about-lilac/faqs.html#MHOS
http://www.lilac.coop/concept/affordable.html
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increases in the value of their equity shares. The company keeps a set percentage of any increase in equity to ensure 
the sustainability of the project.  (See Appendix for details.) 

 
VIII. POTENTIAL PARTNERS/SOURCES OF HELP 

 
a. Potential Public Sources  

1. HUD a major source for affordable housing, for those at 60-80% of median income – needs research to 
determine if any actually available now.  Tax credits sometimes available (but not likely for projects of our size if 
we do it as a stand-alone effort).  Some indicate there is very little federal funding for housing now. 

2. City of Rochester - City Councilwoman Elaine Spaull as a champion, Carol Wheeler is Director of Housing. 
3. New York State Housing Trust Fund – grants and loans through local municipalities and nonprofits – cut back in 

money this year but were three grants in Congresswoman Slaughter’s district.  Housing trust fund mission: to 
create decent affordable housing for persons of low-income by providing loans and grants for the rehabilitation 
of existing housing or the construction of new housing under the Low-Income Housing Trust Fund Program. This 
mission has reinforced by adding many State and Federal programs to HTFC's portfolio. 

4. Shared Equity program –
http://www.homesthatlast.org/http://archive.burlingtonfreepress.com/article/20130328/BUSINESS08/3032800
09/Shared-equity-program-helps-bridge-financial-gap-homebuyers  is a Vermont state program for first-time 
homebuyers – collaboration with local banks, and Vermont Housing Finance Assoc. Provides mortgage money 
for moving in. Anything similar in NYS? 

5. Section VIII support theoretically might be available for rental units, but the Rochester Housing Authority has a 
years-long backlog of requests. 

6. EPA grant related to sustainability features – Ecovillage Ithaca got a significant EPA grant a few years ago, didn't 
get it when applied again more recently. Why did this happen?  It is an important sleuthing project needing to 
be completed before anyone goes through another labor-intensive grant-writing effort with the EPA.  
 

b. Financial Institutions and CDFIs 
1. National Cooperative Bank (NCB) –experienced with co-ops, just starting to fund cohousing, six-eight cohousing 

groups in contact with them and PFAC working with them. 
2. Federal Home Loan Bank for first time home-buyers.  Generally people will rent a residence for a year as they 

develop home ownership skills and resources.  The bank provides down-payment and other support.  This 
approach requires working through/with a nonprofit organization.  Local members of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank include: Advantage Federal Credit Union (FCU), ESL, Fairport Savings, Family First of NY FCU, Genesee Co-
op FCU, Pittsford FCU, Canandaigua National Bank, Summit FCU, The Upstate National Bank, Ukrainian FCU, and 
Visions FCU. 

3. Community Development Financial Institutions in NYS and the subgroup, Community Development Credit 
Unions.   

 ESL Federal Credit Union–do not currently have a private mortgage program as of January 2016, do have 
construction lending program, and may be able to work with us in the future as their program services 
expand. 

 Other credit unions in our immediate area, including: Genesee, Vision, Advantage FCUs.   

 Other CDFIs in Rochester include the Greater Rochester Housing Partnership, NeighborWorks, PathStone. 

 NYS State CDFI Fund - modeled after the Federal one and the first state one in the country.  As of February 2, 
2016 – still stalled.  In January 2016, the NYS CDFI Coalition was supposed to meet with state legislators 
(including Rich Funke) to get it funded in 2016 with $15 million.  Among goals for the money is revitalizing 
downtowns in upstate NY and affordable housing.   

 
c. Potential Nonprofit and Educational Institution Partners 

1. Universities/Health Care Systems – RIT, U of R/Strong – Could focus on environmental/sustainability areas, 
healthy aging, etc.  Subsidies for employees who live in the city. Partner with university to incorporate younger 

http://www.nyshcr.org/Programs/HousingTrustFund/
http://www.homesthatlast.org/
http://www.homesthatlast.org/
http://archive.burlingtonfreepress.com/article/20130328/BUSINESS08/303280009/Shared-equity-program-helps-bridge-financial-gap-homebuyers
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people - students and/or faculty.  Example of Denver/Aria, http://www.ariacohousing.com/, (see section III 
above), a partnership of Rose Communities (NY) and Urban Ventures (Denver), Regis University nearby. Working 
to include university and affordable workforce housing. Check with local universities– may have a parcel. Chuck 
Durrett’s current newsletter highlights a vision of senior cohousing with a university component. Explore with 
the U of R even if they can't sell us a parcel – perhaps a grant or subsidy arrangement? 

2. Community Wealth Building Initiative/Network – Wiesner noted that cooperatives and cohousing are a 
powerful intersection; exploring this further is important because Rochester is a nationwide standout in the co-
op world. May already be working with our local CDFI (PathStone).  The Democracy Collaborative, part of the 
network, www.democracycollaborative.org is now involved with the City of Rochester to establish worker 
cooperatives in three neighborhoods here. Mayor Warren was a speaker at the CWBI national workshop. 

3. Community Design Center of Rochester – publicity, neighborhood charrettes, $2,500-$15,000 planning and 
design grants for site planning and cost estimates. 

4. Foundations 

 Rochester Area Community Foundation - not a strong focus on housing but is focus on seniors and on 
poverty.  Can hook into seniors, and home ownership is a time-honored way of building wealth. They could 
be a source of connection between FC3 and potential individual investors.  

 Greater Rochester Health Foundation 

 Enterprise Community Partners: Creates opportunity for low- and moderate-income people through 
affordable housing in diverse, thriving communities. Brings together the people and resources to create 
affordable housing in strong neighborhoods. Within Enterprise are entities that lend funds, finance 
development and manage and build affordable housing. In Rochester: 
http://www.enterprisecommunity.com/solutions-and-innovations/green-communities/about-us.  

 AARP Foundation – follow up to Future of Housing Summit – www.aarp.org/futureofhousing  

 Wells Fargo Foundation (link with AARP in housing development, are in Upstate NY) 

 Wolk Foundation: interest in health and aging 

 Farash Foundation: interest in health and aging 

 Daisy Marquis Jones Foundation 
5. Specialized Nonprofits serving target populations – regarding ethnicity, economic status, disabilities, etc.  

 Starbridge (formerly LDA) – learning disabilities 

 East House – mental health 

 Urban League –Kathy Wood or Carolyn Vitale, African American, low income  

 Ibero American Action League – Latino, low income 

 DePaul (Cheri Reed) –mental health or elderly 

 NORC Aging in Place Initiative – Naturally Occurring Retirement Communities – www.norcs.org  
6. Homebuyer Assistance Nonprofits providing educational programs and other assistance for home 

buyers/owners, e.g. a nonprofit partner like Rocky Corner Neighborhood Housing Services that may already 
have land and crucial development capability and resources.  Have the partner handle the affordable units, or 
the whole project.  

 NeighborWorks® Rochester – help with closing costs, grant or loan via First Niagara, fee-based information 
sessions on how to purchase, maintain, budget, and insure a house. 

 Greater Rochester Housing Corporation – Jean Lowe 

 Marketview Heights - training/education programs 

 North East Area Development- although technically specific to neighborhood, the organization is broadly 
important as an active Community Development Corporation that supports access to healthy food and 
transportation, two areas that have a nice overlap with cohousing. 

 Housing Council at PathStone is one of New York State’s largest HUD-approved comprehensive housing 
counseling agencies. Nonprofit, provides landlord education, foreclosure prevention, pre-purchase 
counseling, emergency housing services and fair housing education. 

7. Other Nonprofits 

http://www.ariacohousing.com/
http://www.democracycollaborative.org/
http://www.enterprisecommunity.com/solutions-and-innovations/green-communities/about-us
http://www.aarp.org/futureofhousing
http://www.norcs.org/
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 Community Preservation Corporation, http://communityp.com, Miriam Zinter, 939-7602, nonprofit 
affordable housing and community revitalization company, mortgage lender, central business is addressing 
the acute gap in the market for lending products tailored to the needs of small multifamily building owners. 
Believes housing is central to transforming underserved neighborhoods into thriving and vibrant 
communities. Provides innovative capital solutions, fresh thinking, and a collaborative approach to 
challenges that owners and developers of multifamily housing face. 

 Greentopia/Green Vision 

 Business Alliance for Local Living Economies (BALLE), https://bealocalist.org/, BALLE (pronounced bolly) was 
founded in 2001 to nurture and curate the emergence of a new economy – one that will gradually displace 
our current economy with a system that supports the health, prosperity, and happiness for all people and 
regenerates the vital ecosystems upon which our economy depends. BALLE works to identify and connect 
pioneering leaders, spread solutions, and attract investment toward local economies.  It provides a national 
forum for visionary local economy leaders and funders to connect, build their capacity, and innovate.  BALLE 
hosts a Local Economy Investment Circle, the Community Foundation Circle, and the nation’s only 
Fellowship program dedicated to cultivating the emergence of a new economy. By connecting leaders, 
spreading solutions, and attracting investment toward local economies, BALLE advances the Localist 
Movement to create real prosperity for all. It envisions a global system of human-scale, interconnected local 
economies that function in harmony with local ecosystems to meet the basic needs of all people, support 
just and democratic societies, and foster joyful community life.  Ecovillage is a member of Local First Ithaca. 
Local First Rochester is forming.  Buffalo First, founded in 2006, champions buying local, as well as 
“entrepreneurial activity that is in harmony with the natural environment, and entrepreneurial activity that 
creates positive social impact for the people in our communities.”  
 

d. Banks/Developers/Builders/Consultants we have been in contact with or learned about who might help us 
include: 

 Canandaigua National Bank 

 Key Bank, James Barger, 238-4121, James_R_Barger@kaybank.com  

 Monica McCullough, Rochester development consultant, specializing in affordability 

 Janet Meiselman, Buffalo development consultant, specializing in affordability 

 Ann Zabaldo, Cohousing Collaborative in DC 

 Edgemere Development – John Oster and Stephanie Benson, specializing in affordability 

 Mike Spann – Atlas Contractors in Rochester, specializing in affordable and quality construction 

 Partnership for Affordable Cohousing 

 PLAN Architects  - passive housing in Rochester 

 Paul Minor (architect) not to do the project, but we can contact him as needed e.g. re zoning 

 Cameron Sformo, loyalninedevelopment@gmail.com, local builder interested in pocket neighborhoods 

 Home Leasing – Nelson Leenhouts and Kim Russell 
 

e. Potential Private Individual sources 
We have names of several individuals we might approach for financial support once a site has been identified, and 
will seek other names from our members and friends. 

 
IX. Design for Overall Affordability 
 

a. Smaller units  

 Smaller units make projects affordable to more people when they understand the availability of the Common 
House for their use a well. Locating the small units near the Common House enhances convenience for their 
owners. 

http://communityp.com/
https://bealocalist.org/
https://bealocalist.org/balle-local-economy-fellowship
https://bealocalist.org/connecting-leaders
https://bealocalist.org/spreading-solutions
https://bealocalist.org/attracting-investment
mailto:James_R_Barger@kaybank.com
mailto:loyalninedevelopment@gmail.com
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 We would need assurances from lending institutions that they would support a small size unit. There are few, if 
any, precedents in the Rochester area for ownership of 500 sq. ft. units so the question of resale/investment 
(and by implication bank approval) needs to be addressed. 

 If the small unit size is being recommended to decrease the cost of purchase, we need to be careful that this is 
really the case. In many instances, the cost per sq. ft. does not change due to a small unit. So, the question 
becomes would someone pay $200 and something per sq. ft. for the 500 sq. ft. unit when a similar unit could be 
gotten for $35 a sq. ft., e.g. for a tiny house. 

 Smaller unit design can still be attractive.  See the Not So Big House series of books and DVDs, 
http://notsobighouse.com/, available in the public library. 

b. Tiny Houses  

 Rochester City Zoning says there are no special regulations for Tiny Houses. Same design standards as any single 
family house, depending on lot size.  From Irene Allen - if you envision mixing tiny houses with other forms, and 
throwing in a Common House, that makes things much more complex zoning-wise.  Rochester's zoning is not 
conducive to mixing forms in one parcel. 

 Wiesner indicates that younger people find tiny houses very appealing – millennials.  Also for seniors.  Good in 
theory but not sure how will work practically – e.g. with a visitor, or if need a caregiver.  Don’t really know yet 
how it would work – is it trendy now, or will it be durable?  Too soon to have solid data on it. These small units 
are so new, we don’t yet know what happens over time with them.  

 www.rosschapin.com has small house design ideas.  
c. Overall affordability 

 Implant model: Buy into a larger community of standard units, have one section of it be cohousing. If needed, 
create Common House out of several apartments. See Boulder Creek Community in Boulder, Colorado (page 
11). 

 Rent and rent-to-own: Boulder Creek Community (page 11) includes both. 

 Adjoining units or added bedroom for rental Income: Homes with small adjoining rental apartments or an extra 
room for rent enable the owner to afford their mortgage. Sharingwood Cohousing in Snohomish, Washington, 
has 27 units with such rentals. Rosewind Cohousing in Port Townsend, WA includes rental “mother-in-law” 
apartments. In Manitou Arbor Ecovillage in Comstock, MI, 12 of their 28 units added a potential rental room. 

 Flexible Units: Build units with more flexibility, e.g. two small 1-bedroom or studio units, configured so that they 
could be joined into one larger unit later if needed.  Inventive design may be part of the answer. 

 Shared housing: From Ann Zabaldo of Takoma Village Cohousing: Build “suites” for people (bedroom, bathroom, 
sitting room or ante room) while sharing the kitchen, living room and other amenities. Most easily done when 
building new. One household might only qualify for a $250.000 mortgage, but two might qualify for $500,000. 
  This law firm and website is helpful on shared ownership: www.andysirkin.com.  If you are concerned about 
diversity of income, household size, etc. and choose to try shared ownership, marketing is essential. 

 Higher density vertically: Expensive infrastructure is required before building, e.g. sewage, water pipes, 
electronics, and addressing potential environmental issues such as lead.  This cost has increased significantly 
over the years and is one reason more townhouses, apartments, etc. are concentrated with more floors. 

 All units affordable: A few communities in the CohoUS report said all their units were “affordable” because the 
cohousing community consciously built smaller and less expensive homes than are typical for new housing 
developments in the U.S. 

 Simplicity and standardization, economies of scale: Limit the number of different types of buildings and designs 
to take advantage of economies of scale in purchasing materials and in overall construction costs. 

 Build all at once 

 Efficient staffing approach 
o Use 1 architect and 1 builder 
o Use integrated design team – all working together – electrician, construction manager, architect, etc. 
o Target who you ask to do the work and say “This is my budget, can you do it for this?”   

 Type of team used: 

http://notsobighouse.com/
http://www.rosschapin.com/
http://www.andysirkin.com/
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o Developer-driven = less risk, higher cost, built faster, live in sooner.   
o Nonprofit build, design team method: owners take all risk, costs less, need good construction manager, 

construction of housing (not including shared spaces) at ~$100/sq. foot. 

 Create a durable, low maintenance project to reduce long-term operating costs. This competes with keeping 
capital cost down and a balance has to be achieved. 

 
X. Additional Information 
 
Wendy Wiesner 
a. Rochester has effective nonprofits and neighborhood groups that are already playing a key role in the community, 

and would be likely to support a project like yours.  
b. Because Rochester already has a strong employee and community-owned business sector, both individuals and local 

institutions are familiar with the general premise behind, and ethos of cohousing.  Rochester and its community 
stakeholders have seen this grassroots way of developing and managing a project actually work and have good 
reason to support the development of cohousing. 

c. View ourselves as a community anchor, get the message and alliances right/on point to open up opportunities. 
d. Establish the particular focus and set of community values, commitments and actions that will resonate with the 

larger Rochester community and contribute something tangible to it.  At this point it will be possible to identify the 
right local resources and persuade them, making adjustments where necessary to find common ground.  

e. Look at partnering with a nonprofit developer on a few units to make them affordable for a certain population, a 
specific one that it or another nonprofit wants to serve (vets, single parents, aging in place…).  In this case, PFAC 
might serve as the non-profit developer; it depends upon the business model of the developer. 

f. Especially important: Use early assessment tools, and engage folks in community.  Rocky Corner with best process – 
brilliant. Used NHS to do income qualification. Renting Partnerships an enduring model where deeply affordable 
community with serious intentionality has been very carefully, smartly executed. Troy Gardens another one. 

g. Create a team rather than working with one person: 

 Find a local affordable housing consultant (PFAC can help – one person consultant – eg Christine Westfall in 
PFAC slides, Craig Nelson in Petaluma, Ann Zabaldo in DC - nationally recognized on aging in place) 

 Look at nonprofit housing developer (could be community development financial organization, housing support 
entities – like Neighborhood Housing Services).  Find right organization and get them to help us determine what 
needs to be done.  Really valuable to use them.  They see selves as affordable housing pros, not cohousing pros.  
They know how to go after competitive funds.  The local folks can help us go for a grant early on for 
predevelopment help.  

 PFAC  
h. Banks and other financial institutions have community responsibilities built into their charter – we can take 

advantage of enabling that.  Our purpose is to enhance the community, same for them. How do these community 
banks meet these community requirements--i.e. CRA? Internally, by placing capital with the local CDFI, another 
entity? What is the bank’s commitment to support and finance community development more broadly?  How can 
we collaborate on creating a community asset?  What affordable home ownership programs do they offer – do they 
focus there, do they work with a partner?  Would they be willing to work with our folks?  And how about market 
rate mortgages? 

i. Means-testing potential residents to ensure they qualify seems fraught with issues. What are dos and don’ts, best 
approaches?  Partner with nonprofit that does this, teaching them to do it in a cohousing way that meets fair market 
requirements. The non-profit should already understand quite well. 

j. When speaking with folks, put general benefits first, cohousing aspect second.  
k. Work with Mayor Warren – develop this as part of a community wealth building strategy. 
l. Information on retaining property value with affordable units, how it has worked out elsewhere. 

 None had affordable units diminish their value.  Hold value well – have pockets of data, not national.  But so far 
stats look good.   
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 Need to have committed individual who cares about and is deeply committed in making the affordable aspects 
work – leads to good reputation, a place where people want to live.   

m. From Troy Gardens - For those who engage with social justice/responsibility, Nonviolent Communications, 
sustainability, permaculture etc., the opportunity to execute the concepts in a very real way can be extraordinarily 
rewarding while contributing to the health of the overall community. 

n. Retaining property value overall in cohousing:  Lee Bartholomew was engaged by Katie McCamant to do a study in 
California – that showed cohousing community financial value overall held better during and recovered better after 
the 2008 housing crisis than comparable housing.  Massachusetts getting some similar data too – Wendy working on 
getting public access to the data.  

o. Want to get FHA recognition for cohousing – to help get other institutions to recognize it and make financing and 
insuring projects easier.   

p. Learning to work together well 

 Arboretum Cohousing – learned how to work together over time due to challenges in developing a pet policy, 
and this helped as they then worked on the affordability issues related to including cultural differences. 

 Cincinnatti – http://www.rentingpartnerships.org/ Very successful, Cornerstone Corporation for Shared Equity is 
developer and manager of building, all affordable.  Built the sense of community with monthly meetings taking 
place two years in advance of move in –now share values even if have economic and cultural differences – has 
turned entire neighborhood around it into highly desirable.  Got clear on what their objectives were and how 
they would do it – e.g. lowering crime, neighborhood watch, truly looking out for one another, etc. Building a 
second community now. Makes the case that affordability and community can go together and make a really big 
difference in some challenging situations--concrete proof for the public sector that if community can work in the 
most difficult of circumstances, it can/should logically work well where circumstances/population make it much 
easier-i.e. Flower City.  http://ohiohome.org/research/documents/CornerstoneEvaluation-FinalReport.pdf  

q. At this time, in NYS, some of the most promising approaches for affordability based on lessons learned: 

 Housing Trust Fund criteria –see if we meet them (no one else in our state has explored). Success already in 
Connecticut.  

 Community Development Block Grants – review.  Look at state and local funds. 

 Look at results of Community Wealth Building Meeting.  Municipal connections valuable.   

 TREE – ask what they might have done before the fact if they had a crystal ball to see cost overruns in advance, 
and how thinking about affordability early could have made for even stronger community and provided 
resources/guidelines for making decision-making easier. 

 Check about Rochester Housing Authority – start conversation with them. 

 Investigate the use of co-op financing, what advantages that might bring – don’t worry about bank ideas about 
co-op.  Could bring another set of opportunities.  Connect with co-op people at Community Wealth. Might be 
advantages to us being a co-op.  Talk with Wendy more about this. 

 What aims or objectives have been built into FC3 that could meet broader community needs in Rochester?  It 
could be a green building model that helps to create capacity, know-how and jobs; it could be providing 
affordable housing for artists, thus strengthening the creative sector of the Rochester economy.  It could be the 
social or community goals that make Flower City a demonstrably better kind of housing than traditional 
alternatives (cohousing clearly fits this bill, but the more specific, the better).  Or it could be the neighborhood in 
which you locate that has a qualified zip code for something special. 

 
Diana Christian, from Creating a Life Together (2003) 
Be as active and public as possible about intended activities (e.g. invite neighbors to an open house); participate in 
neighborhood picnics and volleyball games. 
 
Ecovillage Ithaca 
While EcoVillage at Ithaca was planned primarily as middle-class housing, they have always strived for some economic 
diversity and reasonably priced homes, with mixed success. Standardized design and construction (used in FROG, and 
planned for TREE) help to keep prices lower, and provide better economies of scale than the more customized design 

http://www.rentingpartnerships.org/
http://ohiohome.org/research/documents/CornerstoneEvaluation-FinalReport.pdf
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and building approach taken in SONG. However, the addition of a Common House and other common amenities, 
including a pond, woodshop, and other community infrastructure easily add both value and cost to the project. One 
appraiser said that she appraised EVI property at 20% higher than other typical townhouse developments, partly due to 
the sense of community that existed. 
 

     FROG     SONG   TREE  
House size  900-1,650 sq. feet  

(one BR – 4 BR plus 
study)  

750- 2,500 sq. ft.  
(one BR – 5 BR)  

452 - 1,440sq. ft.  
(Studio – 4 BR)  

Approx. Cost in 2011  $150,000-$270,000  $200,000-$350,000  $80,000-$235,000  
 
Exploring partnership with PFAC, to see if PFAC can purchase 5 units for rentals and rent-to-own. The partnership 
includes a local affordable housing agency and a local credit union bringing their expertise. With the current severe 
economic downturn, many people are interested in renting rather than owning. However, it has been hard to find 
investors through PFAC for TREE, since there are relatively few units available. Building apartments in the Common 
House is also somewhat less expensive than building homes, and offers some very small units (two studios at 452 square 
feet, and six one-bedroom units at 736 square feet.) 
 
Patricia Lautner, Jamaica Plain Cohousing  
Think early about affordability in the context of possibly being a carefully considered community-level value--one that 
may apply to residents other than those in expressly affordable units. Affordability was accomplished by: 

 no customizations of units 

 lower grade finishes (high grade finishes in the common house though) 

 a mix of unit types   

 leaving some projects unfinished to be completed later, e.g. adding solar panels  

 An internal affordability assistance fund (AAF) provided soft-second mortgages to four qualifying households. AAF  
was funded by private member donations and also a $50,000 line item in the development budget. Borrowers had 
the choice of not paying back until they sold their units - agreeing to pay interest and a percentage of the gain. Two 
of the four have paid back in full. All original investors have been paid back and now the community owns and 
operates the fund. Today the AAF program includes no-document loans for any reason ($1,000 cap - effective to 
help with the quick need that often plagues the low income homeowner). 

There have been challenges related to low income folks sometimes preventing the community from spending; they have 
developed some processes to deal with this. 
 
Ann Zabaldo, Takoma Village 
It’s all about MARKETING.  And marketing is about educating and informing people about opportunities.  A robust, 
ongoing marketing program is important for all cohousing communities who wish to retain the unique characteristics of 
cohousing.  More so if you are offering something more innovative for buyers.  We have this great way of living but who 
knows about it?  That’s our job!  Takoma Village has a very active Resale and Rental Pod, helps owners sell or rent their 
homes.  Well maintained mailing list, offer tours and Open Houses when there are sales - a lot of time, energy and effort 
put into resales. Has paid off in the quality of people entering the community.  Twelve resales in the last three years 
have resulted in contributions to the community from grateful sellers of more than $30,000; went into reserves and 
helped finance a solar installation.  Have saved sellers an average of $20,000 per household because no real estate 
agents were involved.    
 
Alan O’Hashi, Silver Sage 

 Have serious, frank discussions about why you personally - as opposed to philosophically - want affordable housing. 
Get strong commitments about willingness to pay more money out of pocket to level the field for those who cannot 
otherwise afford to live there.  
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 Partner with others rather than tackle affordable housing on your own. If you subsidize building costs that doesn't 
lower monthly HOA costs 

 The affordable homes are 800 sq. ft. and worth $150,000, limited in appreciation. Market rate are between 1,100 
and 2,300 sq. ft. and valued at $500,000 to $1,000,000 and rising. Market rate owners have a bigger desire to 
protect their interests by jacking up reserves and buying more/pricey amenities. 

 Build homes so they are all affordable to people/families of similar means. (At Silver Sage over the years an informal 
caste system arose.) 

 Build all homes of similar size so the homeowner fees are more equally distributed.  

 Build enough homes to spread around the fees - the sweet spot is around 32. 

 Have standard agreements and use a clear process to review people wanting to buy in later. 

 Include in the owners’ agreement a time limit when the community could buy the unit itself and then have more 
time to review buyers. 

 
Sharon Villines, “Organizing Low-Income Cohousing,” www.cohousing.org/node/3328 
“Low income” should be understood as the aim from the beginning or construction plans will drift out of the income 
range. It’s easier to build or renovate for higher income levels so the drift is attractive and has to be countered. Some 
communities have managed to include affordable units and the rest of the community is market rate. The community 
then continues to subsidize those units in one way or another.  
 
 
Stone Curves Cohousing Community Kat Jimenez <katlinx@gmail.com 
At Stone Curves Cohousing Community in Tucson, we have a wonderful, active wait list with many people who want to 
get into our community (as renters and buyers). The problem is (if there really could be a problem with having more 
demand than homes available) that we have a dearth of families and Millennials on our wait list.  To generalize, 
Millennials have a reputation for wanting smaller carbon footprint, shared resources and community involvement- 
perfect candidates for cohousing! But how to reach that demographic? 
 
Nelson Leenhouts, Home Leasing, February 2016 conversation about how to create 4 affordable units 

 His company changing type to a public benefits company – with social purposes as well as financial – we might find 
something valuable in that idea. 

 Likes idea of creating a revolving loan fund 

 U of R Social Entrepreneurship Class – related to forming socially motivated companies where investors accept 
lower-than-usual rate of return – check into any valuable links with them. 

 State provides tax credits, but not likely for us with only 4 units affordable – even questionable for him on his own 
project with 20 units. 

 Become part of a larger project – 20 units is too small – could take one section of a larger project as cohousing. 

 We could form a nonprofit, get donations to subsidize the units.  Maybe the city and others would help.  Could get a 
lower tax rate and other benefits. 

 Problem with going for public dollars – very expensive and time consuming effort to apply for on our own. 

 Identify some very wealthy people to help underwrite 
 
Resale of Affordable Units – from CohoUS Report 
What happens to units that are initially purchased as affordable by households meeting certain income guidelines? In 
most cases, these units must remain affordable. So, when they are sold, they must be sold to another person/family 
who meets the same income guidelines for affordability. The price must also remain reduced, which limits the amount 
of profit for the seller. These units are usually “deed restricted,” meaning that the restrictions on resale are legally 
contained in the property deed. Deed restrictions are very important to maintain affordability. Communities that work 
hard to keep initial pricing below market housing costs but do not attach deed restrictions that restrict sale prices 
generally lose their affordability at resale when sellers sell at whatever “the market will bear.” In most cases the public 

mailto:katlinx@gmail.com
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program under which the original affordability was established continues to govern the future allowable resale price and 
purchaser income limits. A typical case is Mosaic Commons Cohousing in Berlin, MA: “The affordable homes have limited 
ability to be resold at a higher rate. There is an amount of growth allowed, but since the home can only be sold to 
someone who is at 80% of median income with limited savings, any value increases will be moderate.” In Boulder Creek 
Cohousing, CO, the deed provides that when the unit is sold, any “profit” is divided as follows: 1/3 to the investor 
providing the second mortgage, 1/3 to the seller, and 1/3 to reduce the cost to the next purchaser. Another example is 
Tierra Nueva Cohousing in Oceana, CA: ”When a family with a subsidy sells a unit they return the subsidy plus a 
percentage of any profit to the community. That money is then available to subsidize the next family in that unit, or if 
there is no qualifying family to buy the unit, it is saved for application to the next opportunity to subsidize a unit.” 
 
From a New York Funders Alliance Meeting in April 2016 

 Kansas City: A Community for All Ages – could we say “FC3: a community for all ages” and use this for marketing 
purposes. 

 Place-based funding is big in the foundation world right now. 

 Most funders don’t focus on aging and won’t consider it alone, but if put into a creatively designed context that 
benefits the larger community, will consider it.  Include it in activities that make the community better for all. 

 Federal government has walked away from supporting housing. 
 
XI. Thanks to and names of the various sources (and apologies to any we inadvertently omitted) 
Thanks to and names of sources 
People 
Alan O’Hashi, Silver Sage Cohousing 
Alex Castro, PathStone 
Amy Damico - Continuum of Care Coordinator 
Ann Zabaldo, Cohousing Collaborative  
Carol Wheeler and Elizabeth Murphy, City of Rochester 
Dyann Brown, Flower City Cohousing Community 
Elaine Spaull, Rochester City Council 
Greg Rosenberg, Troy Gardens, Madison Area Community Land Trust 
Janet Meiselman, Oxford Consulting 
Jean Carroll and Carrie Michel-Wynne, YWCA 
Jean Lowe, Greater Rochester Housing Partnership 
Joni Monro and Roger Brown, Community Design Center of Rochester 
Malik Evans and Casey Saucke, ESL Federal Credit Union– 
Mark Greisberger, Providence 
Mike Spann, Atlas Contractors 
Monica McCullough, McCullough Development 
Nelson Leenhouts and Kim Russell, Home Leasing  
Richard Rosen, Tempro, Mark IV 
Roger Brandt, Providence and Cornerstone 
Wendy Wiesner, Partnerships for Affordable Cohousing 
 
Print/Digital 

 “Affordability at Jamaica Plain Cohousing,” by Patricia Lautner, 2015 

 “Creating More Affordability in Your Community: A Selection of Ideas,” by Chris Scott Hanson, Urban Cohousing 
Associates, Inc., 2015,  www.cohousing.org/node/2977 

 “Diversifying cohousing: The retrofit model,” Sanguinetti, A., 2015, Journal of Architectural and Planning 
Research. 

 “EcoVillage at Ithaca:  Principles, Best Practices & Lessons Learned,” by Liz Walker, 2012 

 “Not So Big House” series of books and DVDs, http://notsobighouse.com/ 

http://www.cohousing.org/node/2977
http://notsobighouse.com/
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 Affordable Cohousing Toolkit, www.cohousing.org/affordable_toolkit   

 Affordable Cohousing: Preliminary Results, from survey of 79 coho communities, 2010, 
www.cohousing.org/sites/default/files/attachments/Report%20on%20Affordable%20Cohousing%20Survey%20
FINAL.pdf 

 Cohousing Research Network, research arm of CohoUS, 
http://www.cohousingresearchnetwork.org/bibliography/ 

 “Affordable Cohousing: Challenges and Opportunities for Supportive Relational Networks in Mixed-Income 
Housing,” Jerome L. Garciano, Journal of Affordable Housing & Community Development Law, Vol. 20, No. 2 
(Winter 2011), pp. 169-192, http://www.jstor.org/stable/41429168?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents  

 PFAC affordable cohousing slide show, 2015, https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B25C-
WSzcYPub3B6cThuSVFMRkE/view 

 The affordability list-serve of Coho US, at www.cohousing.org 

 The Fellowship for Intentional Community web site and directory, at www.ic.org 

http://www.cohousing.org/affordable_toolkit
http://www.cohousing.org/sites/default/files/attachments/Report%20on%20Affordable%20Cohousing%20Survey%20FINAL.pdf
http://www.cohousing.org/sites/default/files/attachments/Report%20on%20Affordable%20Cohousing%20Survey%20FINAL.pdf
http://www.cohousingresearchnetwork.org/bibliography/
http://www.jstor.org/stable/41429168?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents
https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B25C-WSzcYPub3B6cThuSVFMRkE/view
https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B25C-WSzcYPub3B6cThuSVFMRkE/view
http://www.cohousing.org/
http://www.ic.org/
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XII. Appendix  
 
1. What is an MHOS (Mutual Home Ownership Scheme)? 

  

Instead of residents owning an individual property, the homes and land are owned by a Mutual Home 

Ownership Society (MHOS). 

The MHOS is registered as a co-operative controlled by its members. Its members are the residents who live in 

the homes it provides. Each member or group of members has  lease which gives the right to occupy a specified 

house or flat owned by the MHOS. 

  

Members of the MHOS have been involved in the build and design of their homes, and democratically control 

the housing community in which they live. 

  

The cost of building the homes owned by the MHOS, has been financed by a mortgage loan from Triodos, the 

charity bank. 

  

Under the terms of their lease, each member makes monthly payments to the MHOS which pays the interest and 

capital to the bank, and covers a deduction for management, maintenance, insurance and service costs (such as 

cleaning, lighting of common parts, and grounds maintenance) 

  

The cost of buying the land and building the homes owned by the MHOS and financed by the mortgage is 

divided into EQUITY SHARES. Each equity share, which has a face value of £1,000 on the date on which it is 

issued, is owned by a member and financed by the payments members make each month. 

  

The number of shares owned by each member depends on what they can afford and the build cost of their home. 

The more they earn the more equity shares they can afford to finance. 

As their income rises they can buy more equity shares. 

If their income falls, rather than lose their home, they can sell equity shares if there is a willing buyer or, in 

specified circumstances such as loss of employment or disability, convert to a standard rental tenancy. 

To ensure sustainability of the project the value of the equity shares owned by a household must not differ more 

then + or – 10% of the build cost. 

If affordable payments (set at around 35% of net income) are above the amount required to finance equity 

shares of the value of the build cost + 10% the remainder will go into the contingency and future fund called the 

Lilac Equity Fund. Contributions to the LEF are capped at 1.5% of the total share allocation. 

  

The MHOS is controlled by its members who live in the homes it owns. They elect the Board of Directors 

which controls the day to day management of the MHOS within the remit set by members in general meeting. 

If a member moves out and sell their shares before they have lived in the MHOS for three years they will only 

be able to sell them at their original value (or a lower value if their value, calculated in accordance with the 

valuation formula, has fallen). 

  

For members who leave after three years the value of the equity shares will principally be driven by references 

to increases (or decreases) in national average earnings. Exiting members will get the value of their original 

shares plus interest at 75% of the increase (or decrease) in average income. The MHOS retains the other 25% of 

the increase (or decrease) to fund the replacement of kitchens, solar panels etc as and when required.  

  

Like any other person taking on a loan and repayment obligation the MHOS will need to carry out a credit 

check and personal financial assessment to ensure that potential members are able to repay the mortgage debt 
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servicing obligations they are taking on. The MHOS also requires members to have advice from an independent 

financial advisor to ensure that they understand the financial obligations and risks they are taking on. 

  

The initial lease is granted for a fixed term of 20 years. This gives members a legal interest in their home and 

the equity shares they own that can be registered with the Land Registry. Longer leases are not possible as a 

longer fixed term lease would mean members would be able to buy the home and the land it is built on outright 

(this is called leasehold enfranchisement). That would mean that it will go into the open market and not be 

affordable for future generations. This would defeat a key purpose of setting up this MHOS scheme which, as 

well as giving members an affordable investment in the housing market, is to ensure that the homes in it remain 

affordable for future generations. 

  

The lease gives members the right to remain in their homes after the initial 20 year term for as long as they want 

to do so. The right of occupation granted by the lease is legally secure under the terms of the lease contract and 

cannot be ended other than through a breach of the lease by the member or by a failure of your Mutual Home 

Ownership Society to meet its obligations to pay its mortgage. Ultimately, if the Mutual Home Ownership 

Society fails to meet its financial obligations there is a risk that members may lose their home. 

  

The finances of the MHOS are structured to maintain reserves to avoid any risk of repayment default. A 

financial intermediary, the Co-operative Housing Finance Society Ltd (CHFS), will provide the bank and any 

other long term investors with a 12 month interest guarantee as security against default. CHFS has been in 

operation since 1997 and has a track record of monitoring default risk. 

  

Members can move between properties in the scheme as they become available and as their housing needs 

change as long as all the equity shares can be financed by incoming members. 

  

Under the terms of the lease members are responsible for all internal and non structural repairs including any 

heating appliances, kitchens, bathrooms and other services inside your home The MHOS will be responsible for 

structural repairs and for the maintenance of the exterior of the houses. 

  

Members will need to pay a minimum deposit equal to 10% of the equity shares they can afford to finance 

through their monthly payments. It is important that members make a positive personal financial commitment to 

become a part of the MHOS. 

  

It is affordable because: 

 • ‘rental’ charges are geared to 35% of net household income 

 • members secure a ‘foothold’ on the housing ladder at lower household incomes 

 • members can buy more shares as their income rises 

 • transaction costs on buying into and leaving are reduced because homes are not bought and sold 

 • the linkage - to average earnings - helps reduce risk and retain affordability 

 • it remains affordable from one generation of occupants to the next 

  

It is sustainable because: 

 • the housing remains permanently affordable for the benefit of the local community 

 • the benefits are recycled from one generation of occupants to the next 

 • it is easier to finance environmentally sustainable housing 

 • it encourages active citizenship and community engagement on multiple levels 
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2. Wissahickon Village Cohousing (Philly) Rental Policy 

http://wvcohousing.blogspot.com/2014/10/rental-policy.html]    

 

Intent 
The goal of the WVC rental policy is to build community, promote income diversity, preserve the ability to 

obtain mortgages, and create involved, long-term residents. All units must be owned by current WVC members. 

 

Definitions 
Resident Owner: A unit owner who lives on the premises. 

Associate Resident: A person who rents for more than 60 days from an owner. Associate Residents have the 

same responsibilities and privileges as Resident Owners in terms of full participation in the community, 

including all work and committee requirements. Associate Residents participate in all community decisions and 

take part in final votes or consensus, with the exception of financial decisions that pertain solely to property 

owners. 

Nonresident owner: A unit owner who does not live on the premises. 

Guest: A person who rents or stays in the community for 60 days or less by informal arrangement. Guests are 

encouraged to participate in community activities. 

 

Associate Resident policy 
For the good of the community, there will be a limitation of 4 units (or 20%, whichever is larger) occupied by 

Associate Residents. The unit owner should notify WVC that a rental is planned and put any lease on file with 

WVC. (In extraordinary circumstances, this policy may be revisited.) 

 

Before the unit owner agrees to a rental, the prospective Associate Resident must attend an informal 

informational meeting with two WVC members where Associate Resident responsibilities can be discussed. In 

addition, the prospective Associate Resident is expected to attend at least two meetings or events to interact 

with community members and learn more about how the community operates. Like other members of WVC, 

Associate Residents will be expected to participate in the community and to understand WVC's participatory 

decision-making process. If there is any concern that the prospective Associate Resident will not be able to 

fulfill these commitments, WVC members are encouraged to raise their concerns with the owner and to 

document the nature of these concerns in WVC minutes. 

 

Owners must have Associate Residents sign a lease and a copy of the community living guidelines to be kept on 

file with WVC. If an Associate Resident fails to live up to the community living guidelines, this could 

negatively affect community approval for the extension of a first year lease. 

 

Nonresident ownership 
Nonresident ownership is not encouraged, but if it does occur, such an owner is required to have a member who 

lives at WVC manage the rental property. On-site management provides Associate Residents with information 

and support. It also provides WVC with a channel for dealing with any issues that arise involving Associate 

Residents. The unit owner retains the responsibility to see that all community policies are followed, including 

ensuring that all community-related fees are paid on schedule. 

 

Waiting list for prospective Associate Residents 
As a convenience to owners, WVC will keep a waiting list for future Associate Residents. The order will be by 

date of approval, by the process outlined under “Associate Resident policy”. 

 

http://wvcohousing.blogspot.com/2014/10/rental-policy.html
http://wvcohousing.blogspot.com/2014/10/rental-policy.html
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Length of rental 
A first-time renter must have a rental agreement of no more than one year. An extension of the lease must be 

submitted to the community for approval and the results conveyed to the renter 60 days before the end of the 

lease. 

 

Subsequent rental arrangements may extend for any length of time. The extension of the lease may NOT be 

turned down if the tenant is fully participating in the cohousing community and following the community living 

guidelines. The extension may be a lease to own contract. 

 

If Associate Residents are not fully participating or following the community living guidelines, leases will be 

extended from month to month until they can be repl 

 

(draft approved 10/17/2014) 

Posted 19th October 2014 by Wissahickon Village 

*** 

 
3. Aging and Cohousing 

 

From: Ann Zabaldo <zabaldo@earthlink.net> 

Subject: Will You Still Need Me ... When I'm 94? 
Date: March 11, 2016 at 1:05:06 PM EST 

 

Editor's Rather Long Note:  In the beginning of April, Mid Atlantic Cohousing will launch the first ever 

Collaboratory* on "Aging in Community."   The Participatory Action Research** project led by aging in 

community expert, Janice Blanchard founder of Aging Better Together,  will follow 12 cohousing communities. 

 Six of the communities will participate in a year long collaboratory, a new model for assisting communities to 

custom-craft aging care plans that build on the strengths and address the needs of their aging members.  During 

the same time period, Aging Better Together and MAC will gather information from six additional cohousing 

communities that are each 

following their own path around aging in community.   

 

*A collaboratory is an inclusive learning environment where action learning and action research meet.  The 

collaboratory's primary aim is to foster 

collective creativity to address complex issues.   

 

**"Participatory research attempts to break down the distinction between 

the researchers and the researched."  (Gaventa 1988:19) 

 

The following Aging in Community Values, Beliefs and Assumptions 

form the basis for this year long inquiry.  Compiled by Blanchard, McCarthy, Thomas and Stambolian (2011) 

and then published in a paper by Janice Blanchard "Reweaving the Social Fabric" 

in Aging in Community (2013) 

 

This will be the first of a series of posts that will follow the work of Janice Blanchard and the Aging in 

Community Collaboratory.  Stay tuned! 

https://plus.google.com/114310056145142556746
mailto:zabaldo@earthlink.net
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Table 1. Aging-In-Community Beliefs, Values, and Assumptions 
The following beliefs are integral to creating aging-in-community projects: 

    1    Aging is a normal part of life; it is not a problem. 

    2    Most people prefer and benefit from living in intergenerational neighborhoods (senior housing can 

be part of the larger neighborhood). 

    3    Good neighbors balance independence and interdependence. 

    4    Being good neighbors enhances the feeling of belonging to a community. 

    5    Everyone in a community has something to give and benefits from receiving from others. Good 

neighbors value reciprocity because giving and receiving strengthens social ties and provides meaning and 

purpose. 

    6    Informal relationships over time build trust, connectedness, and social capital which, like financial 

capital, can be intentionally earned, stored, and expended to meet our needs. 

    7    Most of the help people need can be provided by good neighbors, friends, and family. 

    8    Not everyone works full time away from home; therefore, help is often available when needed, 

especially when planned in advance. 

    9    The opportunity to get to know and help others can be enhanced with periodic community get-

togethers where information and resources can be shared and planning can occur. 

    10    There is leadership and a core group who are willing to take action to support neighbors aging in 

their homes and staying connected to their communities. 

    11    Providing a broad range of care options as well as senior-friendly services (e.g., plumbing and 

electrical) can be enhanced by partnering with organizations within the larger community. 

    12    Each community (and individual) will have to address the threshold of the level of care that they 

are willing and able to provide to neighbors with physical, mental or cognitive impairment. 

(Blanchard, McCarthy, Thomas, and Stambolian, 2011. Unpublished manuscript.  Later published 

in Aging in Community, 2013) 

 

Janice Blanchard, MSPH, is President of Aging Better, Together and editor of the recently published 

book, Aging in Community (2013). For the past 25 years Blanchard has worked in academic, government 

and non-profit organizations to promote a positive culture of aging and to shift the paradigm from aging in 

place, to aging in community. She has been a chief social architect with numerous aging initiatives, 

including strategic plans such as the Age Matters Initiative for City and County of Denver 

and Silverprint for the State of Colorado. Her professional practice is rooted in her personal experience – 

Blanchard has been a caregiver for the length of her career in Gerontology for her grandmother, mother, 

and for the past 8 years, her father and stepmother. 

janicecsa@comcast.net 

*** 

 
4. Mosaic Sliding Scale – original 
Sliding Scale (Original Decision) 

The central idea of this agreement is that once a budget figure has been agreed on by the group, households can decide 
what their contribution to the group's costs will be. The decision will be supported by anonymous information that will 
help a household determine where on the economic spectrum it is located. If this process does not produce enough 
contributions, it can either be repeated or the budget can be rethought. 

Step 1 
The group decides on a target figure (for monthly dues, consultants' fees, annual budget, etc.) 

mailto:janicecsa@comcast.net
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Step 2 
A committee receives anonymously an annual income figure from each household (e.g. the Adjusted Gross Income from 
last year's tax return). 

Step 3 
The committee computes first the average contribution needed from all households to cover the target figure. Then a 
proposed sliding scale from 75% to 125% is computed. This sliding scale is published together with an anonymous graph 
depicting the economic variation among the households. The committee might indicate which contribution level roughly 
corresponds to which income level. Example: 

Target figure  $100,000 

Average contribution needed  $4,000 (from 25 households) 

Sliding scale: $3,000 (75%) — $4,000 (100%) — $5,000 (125%) 

Income distribution: 4 households  < $50,000 / year 

11 households $50,000 – $75,000 

7 households  $75,000 – $100,000 

3 households > $100,000 

Step 4 
Each household decides on their own at which point on the sliding scale of contributions they want to be located for the 
budget period. In this decision, they can be guided by seeing how their income compares to other households. They can 
also consider whether they expect to make more or less money in the coming year. Further, they can freely decide to 
contribute as much as they feel comfortable with, in support of the less wealthy members of the community. The 
households indicate to the committee (still anonymously?) how much they will contribute. 

Step 5 
The committee determines whether there are enough contributions to reach the target figure. If yes, the committee 
passes on the good news. Households firm up their commitment in some way and the process is over. If no, the 
committee passes on the bad news. First, households are asked to reconsider whether they might be able to contribute 
more. So, step 4 is repeated. If it still fails, the committee lets the group know that the budgeted figure will have to be 
reduced.  

 

Mosaic Siding Scale current 
Sliding Scale 

This process describes how households decide what their contribution to the cohousing group's costs will be.  

It does not apply to condo fees, but is used for the cohousing group monthly fees. It can also be used for other expenses 
if appropriate.  

Step 1 
The group will come to consensus on a cohousing budget. 

Step 2 
The trustees will compute the average contribution needed from owner occupied households to cover the agreed 
budget. 
For example: An average bid of $70 per household will fully fund this year's budget. 
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Step 3 
Each household decides on their monthly pledge level to the cohousing budget, with the minimum allowed pledge being 
5% of the average bid required to fully fund the budget.  

In this decision, households can be guided by how much they use community resources, and approximating how their 
income compares to other households. They can also consider whether they expect to make more or less money in the 
coming year. Further, they can freely decide to contribute as much as they feel comfortable with, in support of the less 
wealthy members of the community. The households indicate to the budget team of the trustees how much they will 
contribute.  

Step 4 
The trustees determine whether total pledges fully fund the budget.  

If yes, the trustees pass on the good news, and households are given the new monthly numbers. Pledge totals above 
that needed to fully fund the .budget will be brought to the community to decided on which, if any, additional items 
should be moved into the budget  

If no, the trustees pass on the bad news. Households are informed of the gap and asked to reconsider pledge levels. 
(Step 3 is repeated.) If this fails, we move on to step 5  

Step 5 
The trustees may regroup and propose for consensus a reduced budget to match the maximum contribution offers. 

*** 

 
5. Anchor Institution role 

 

Community Wealth Building Initiative: www.democracycollaborative.org website report on how “anchor 

institutions” are looking to lower costs and improve health by addressing social conditions.  Some quotes: 

 

“Healthcare’s role in creating healthy communities through increasing access to quality care, research, and 

grantmaking is being complemented by a higher impact approach; hospitals and integrated health systems are 

increasingly stepping outside of their walls to address the social, economic, and environmental conditions that 

contribute to poor health outcomes, shortened lives, and higher costs in the first place.  

 

“They are doing so for several reasons: by addressing these social determinants of health through their business 

and non-clinical practices (for example, through purchasing, hiring, and investments), hospitals and health 

systems can produce increased measurably beneficial impacts on population and community health. By 

adopting this “anchor mission,” they can also prevent unnecessary demand on the healthcare system. This in 

turn can contribute to lower costs and make care more affordable for all, especially those truly in need. Simply 

put, this approach can improve a health system’s quality and cost effectiveness while simultaneously 

significantly benefiting society.” 
 

http://www.democracycollaborative.org/
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“Some call this new approach to health “the anchor mission,” meaning that a hospital not only provides 

charitable and philanthropic support for the community, but begins to re-orient its institutional business 

practices to benefit the place in which it is based. “ 

 

“As this recognition has taken hold, health systems around the country are beginning to strengthen and go 

beyond their “community benefit” strategies, to reorient many of their non-clinical practices and assets—supply 

chain procurement policies, hiring and workforce development practices, investment portfolio, and more—to 

impact community conditions. In effect, the leading health organizations are moving along a progression from: 

1) doing good things for the community; to 2) intentionally addressing social determinants of health and 

measuring and reporting on the impact they are having in addressing community challenges; to 3) recognizing 

that their institutions must be accountable for all of their impacts on community health, and leveraging all of 

their assets to ensure the well-being of the community in which they are based.” 

 

Examples: 

“Dignity Health, the fifth largest health system in the nation (serving California, Arizona and Nevada), has 

created a $100 million loan fund to develop affordable housing, provide job training, assist neighborhood 

revitalization, offer needed medical services, and build wealth in underserved communities. 

The Mayo Clinic in Rochester, Minnesota has helped finance the state’s largest community-based assisted-

housing program, including the construction of more than 875 units of housing. ” 
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“Some call this new approach to health “the anchor mission,” meaning that a hospital not only provides 

charitable and philanthropic support for the community, but begins to re-orient its institutional business 

practices to benefit the place in which it is based. “ 

 

(Impact of the ACA:) 

Amidst the hue and cry surrounding the implementation of the Affordable Care Act (ACA or “Obamacare”), 

many Americans have missed some of the most important and far-reaching aspects of the law that will have the 

greatest impact on population community health status and affordability. But healthcare professionals are 

keenly aware of the implications. One of these is the requirement that nonprofit hospitals regularly assess the 

social, economic, environmental, and health challenges facing their community and commit themselves to 

address them in order to help produce a healthier population. The law’s broader focus on prevention and 

moving healthcare provision from “volume to value” has helped initiate new conversations and incentives 

stemming from the recognition that healthcare interventions themselves only play a small part in creating 

healthy people and communities. 

 

Beginning with tax year 2013, tax-exempt hospitals across the country (nationally, about 60 percent of all 

hospitals are non-profit, another 20 percent are owned by local and state government, and 20 percent are for-

profit) are required to file a “community health needs assessment” with the IRS. ACA regulations include 

additional requirements to prioritize community health needs through a comprehensive review of local health 

data and the gathering of local community input. Following this initial assessment, each nonprofit hospital is 

required to prepare an “implementation strategy” that shows how the hospital will use its community benefit or 

charitable resources and the assets of the local communities to address the prioritized health needs. 

 

This recent requirement and standardization of community benefit reporting has generated considerable interest 

and enthusiasm for fully leveraging these charitable investments for the greatest public health impact. This 

attention is rightly deserved and has created an important conversation about how to begin to redefine the 

responsibilities of health systems in and to their communities.  
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6. NeighborWorks Rochester Revolving Loan Fund Policy - excerpts 

 

A. General Purpose 

The Revolving Loan Fund shall be used to a) establish improved physical standards in featured neighborhoods 

by lending to all property owners, defined by NeighborWorks® Rochester rehab standards and resident 

definitions of “house proud”; b) reinforce and increase owner-occupancy in designated feature neighborhoods; 

c) provide opportunity for homeownership and repair city wide for all property owners when circumstances 

preclude the use of conventional lending sources. Its’ primary purpose is to preserve and enhance the structural 

quality, livability and the value of the service area’s housing. 

1. This Loan Fund will complement, not compete, with conventional lending by servicing only those residents 

who cannot qualify for conventional loans. It is also a leveraging tool to be used in combination with 

conventional funds when private lenders alone cannot fully address a borrower’s needs. 

2. NeighborWorks® Rochester employs the Full Cycle Lending Approach in its Homebuyer programs. Fully 

Cycle Lending consists of a Pre-purchase education and counseling, Flexible Lending products with access to 

secondary market sales, property services and post purchase counseling, including early delinquency 

intervention, and creating healthy neighborhoods. 

Eligible Borrowers: 

Income Eligibility: Income Eligibility will be determined according to the requirements established by the 

sources of the specific funds to be used for applicant’s loan. 

In order to encourage revitalization activity and economic integration within the designated feature 

neighborhoods, no maximum income limits will be applicable to lending activities within these areas, as long as 

the source of funds allows for that. 

In order to support affordable housing for individuals and families, for Citywide loans, NeighborWorks® 

Rochester will lend to people at 80% or below AMI and/or to people who are deemed unbankable due to being 

non-credit worthy and/or due to having a loan-to-value that exceeds 100%. 

Ownership: Loans will be made to both owner-occupants and landlord/investors that meet underwriting and 

program criteria. 

Focus: Loans are available to service area property owners who are unable to obtain conventional financing 

from financial institutions or who can use Revolving Loan Funds in tandem with maximum conventional 

financing for the full amount of necessary rehabilitation. It is not the intention of NeighborWorks® Rochester to 

compete with banks but to complement and/or provide financing to achieve the revitalization outcomes 

established for each neighborhood. 

D. Eligible Properties 

1. Location: Properties located within the service area of NeighborWorks® Rochester, with emphasis on 

targeted areas, as defined by the Corporation’s By- Laws. 

2. Size of Properties: The properties typically will be one to four family residences. Properties with more than 

four units will be considered on a case-by-case basis subject to availability of funding and visual impact in 

support of revitalization outcomes within a feature neighborhood. Mixed-use properties, inclusive of 

commercial space, will be considered on a case by case basis. 
 


