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Introduction 

 

This report explores barriers to homeownership faced by potential lower-income buyers in Ivy 

City/Trinidad and Historic Anacostia, as well as challenges local developers of affordable housing report 

in creating a supply of affordable homes for purchase in these neighborhoods.1 This report also scans 

the current tools and programs available in the District to overcome these barriers and offers a number 

of suggestions for additional policy options to consider in developing a long-term strategy for helping 

motivated lower-income families in the target neighborhoods access safe and sustainable 

homeownership. 

 

Much of the information in this report was gained through interviews with stakeholders, including study 

area residents, Advisory Neighborhood Commission members, developers and other housing providers. 

Their insights were extremely valuable and helped to inform our analysis of how the barriers to 

affordable homeownership in Ivy City / Trinidad and Historic Anacostia might be overcome. This report 

also depends on the work of other consultants in the project, and especially the staff of the DC 

Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD), who provided data and many additional 

insights for the report. 

 

The report begins with a general overview of barriers to affordable homeownership. We then explore 

the specific barriers that residents and developers face in the target neighborhoods. Next, we provide an 

overview of the relevant affordable homeownership programs currently available in the District and 

examine the extent to which their designs are well suited to address the homeownership barriers in Ivy 

City / Trinidad and Historic Anacostia.2 Finally, we provide a number of recommendations for additional 

tailored strategies to consider for helping residents and housing providers overcome the barriers to 

affordable homeownership in the target neighborhoods. 

 

 

Barriers to Affordable, Sustainable Homeownership for Lower-Income Households 

 

General Overview of Barriers to Homeownership 

 

In this section, we provide an overview of common barriers to affordable, sustainable homeownership. 

The description of these barriers helps to provide a context for the examination of the homeownership 

challenges specific to Ivy City / Trinidad and Historic Anacostia in the subsequent sections. 

 

                                                           
1
 This report starts from the assumption that the District is interested in promoting homeownership in the target 

neighborhoods and asks how it might best be supported.   An important but conceptually distinct question is how 

to balance efforts to promote rental housing and homeownership in these neighborhoods.  That larger policy 

question is beyond the scope of this memo.   

 
2
 Due to limitations in scope and resources, this report does not attempt to evaluate or assess the District of 

Columbia’s implementation of its various homeownership programs. 
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Income barriers 

 

Often the most prevalent barrier to homeownership is income. Low-income families (or even moderate-

income families in high-cost markets like Washington, DC) simply do not make enough money to afford 

a monthly mortgage payment and the other costs associated with homeownership.  Nationwide, an 

annual income of $49,000 is needed to purchase a median-priced home, while in the Washington, DC 

metro area, a $73,000 salary is required.3 Non-housing costs can also affect a family’s ability to afford 

homeownership; including costs for childcare, employment training, healthcare, education. 

 

Wealth barriers 

 

Lower-income families often do not have sufficient savings to cover a down payment or closing costs. 

Lack of wealth can also be a common barrier for moderate-income families; some families have 

sufficient income to cover the monthly costs of homeownership, but not the savings to cover a down 

payment, closing costs, etc.  Using national averages, the Center for Responsible Lending estimates it 

would take 18 to 21 years for workers such as police officers, teachers, and fire fighters, to save for a 10 

percent down payment (plus 5 percent closing costs) to purchase a typical home.4 

  

Credit barriers 

 

Credit barriers tend to affect both low-income families at the household level and low-income/high-

poverty neighborhoods at the community level. Even as banks have raised credit standards, numerous 

families struggle to maintain good credit due to unemployment, prior overextension of credit, past 

foreclosures or evictions and other credit impairments.  Even financially responsible low-income 

households might lack a credit history, making it harder for them to get mortgage loans. Furthermore, 

2009 HMDA data showed that minority households were more likely to be turned down for mortgage 

credit than white households, even after controlling for other factors.5  

 

At the community level, low-income and high-poverty neighborhoods might lack banking and credit 

institutions and other types of supports more available in higher-income neighborhoods. An Associated 

Press study of FDIC data on the locations of bank branches added between 2004 and 2008 found that 

only 1 in 10 were sited in inner-city or minority neighborhoods.6 

 

Supply Barriers 

 

Another major barrier that often exists in high-cost markets like Washington, DC, is a lack of supply of 

homes for sale that are affordable to low- and moderate-income households.  Data from the 2009 

American Community Survey for the Washington, DC MSA indicate that more than half of low-income 

and over two-thirds of very-low income homeowners are spending at least 30 percent of their income 

                                                           
3
 Center for Housing Policy. 2011. Paycheck to Paycheck. http://www.nhc.org/chp/p2p/ 

4
 Center for Responsible Lending.  http://www.responsiblelending.org/mortgage-lending/policy-

legislation/regulators/qrm-saving-years-for-a-huge-down-payment.html 
5
 Center for Responsible Lending. September 2010. “A National Tragedy: HMDA Data Highlight Homeownership 

Setbacks for African Americans and Latinos”.  
6
 CBS News. “Bank Branches Boom, but not for Minorities”. 17 August 2009. 

http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2009/08/17/business/main5246561.shtml  (original AP article has disappeared.) 
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on housing.7 In fact, 40 and 20 percent of low- and moderate-income homeowners, respectively, are 

spending more than 50 percent of their incomes on shelter.8  While it is certainly possible that some 

families choose to spend such high shares of their income to access better quality housing, the most 

likely explanation for the high cost burdens experienced by low- and moderate-income homeowners is 

an insufficient supply of affordable homes.   

 

Information Deficit Barriers 

 

When a family does not know how to navigate the home buying process, the process can seem daunting 

and the family may be susceptible to predatory lending and offers of unsustainable mortgages. In some 

cases, residents of lower-income neighborhoods predominantly composed of renters do not have the 

educational resources available for potential homebuyers, both for the buying process and general 

financial literacy. Communities cannot overlook the importance of bridging information deficits for 

potential low-income buyers and should make sure to allocate sufficient resources for education and 

outreach along with purchase assistance. 

 

While funding for housing counseling has been recently reduced at the federal level, many local 

communities and private organizations continue to provide counseling services as a primary form of 

homeownership education. In the District of Columbia, the Housing Services Grant Program provides 

funding for seven counseling offices throughout the city. 

 

Specific Barriers to Homeownership in Ivy City / Trinidad and Historic Anacostia 

 

In this section, we move from the general theoretical barriers to homeownership to the specific barriers 

to homeownership that study area residents currently face. These are challenges articulated by the 

residents themselves, as well as by housing providers who specialize in preparing low-income families 

for homeownership opportunities. In addition, we examine the barriers that developers specifically face 

in these neighborhoods that affect the supply of affordable for-sale homes. 

 

The Center for Housing Policy conducted a number of stakeholder interviews with residents, Advisory 

Neighborhood Commission members for the neighborhoods, local developers and relevant District 

officials. These interviews provided deeper insight into the barriers and home purchase issues that we 

could not have gauged through the data. Many of the insights provided in this section were gained 

through these interviews.   

 

Our analysis also references and relies on market data provided by Zimmerman/Volk Associates and 

socioeconomic / demographic data provided by the District government. More information on our 

sources is available at the end of this document. 

 

Economic Constraints 

 

Economic and housing market conditions in Ivy City/Trinidad and Historic Anacostia pose a unique set of 

barriers to affordable homeownership for residents. Incomes in the study areas are very low relative to 

the DC metro area, with median incomes around 40 percent of area median income (AMI) for the 

                                                           
7
 Data are from the U.S. Census Bureau's American Community Survey. Some information is extracted directly from 

ACS tables. Other data are Center for Housing Policy tabulations of the Public-Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) files. 
8
 Ibid. 
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greater DC region.9  At this income range, even with financial support, attaining sustainable 

homeownership is often very difficult.  Lack of employment was mentioned by several participants in 

the Ivy City / Trinidad focus group as an obstacle to homeownership.  In addition, many residents have 

hourly wage jobs with varying hours week to week, making their income from month to month 

uncertain. 

 

Additional Costs and Complexities of Homeownership 

 

The majority of study area residents – some 60 percent – are renters.10 Entering homeownership for the 

first time can be a very complex process for households that have been renting all their lives, adding 

logistical challenges to the financial challenges.  Signing an annual or monthly lease is much simpler than 

finding a home for sale, making an offer on that home, qualifying for financing and then securing 

financing in a timely manner in order to close on the property.  There are also the ongoing costs and 

complexities of homeownership. Renters look to their landlords to take care of almost all maintenance 

issues. As new homeowners, these households would be responsible – both technically and financially – 

for all needed repairs. Especially for lower-income households, a “big ticket item” like a leaking roof or 

failing heating / cooling system could put substantial strain on an already-tight household budget.  The 

high cost of repairing homes that experience problems was highlighted as a barrier by participants in the 

Ivy City / Trinidad focus group. 

 

Lack of Knowledge about Homebuyer Assistance Programs and Purchase Process 

 

Another major challenge among potential buyers within the study areas is the lack of knowledge of 

affordable homeownership programs and opportunities. This came up again and again in stakeholder 

meetings and interviews, with participants in a focus group in Historic Anacostia specifically 

recommending that homeownership education and maintenance training be required for residents with 

Section 8 housing vouchers. Residents in the study areas are interested in and often qualified for 

homeownership, but do not know what programs or affordable homes are available to them. They are 

also often daunted by the prospect of homeownership, given both its additional financial risks and the 

relatively greater complexity of purchasing and maintaining a home, compared to renting. 

 

Access to First Mortgage Financing
11

 

 

On one hand, the decline of subprime lending has been a benefit to the study areas, minimizing resident 

exposure to unsustainable mortgages. In 2007, homeowners in Historic Anacostia and Ivy City/Trinidad 

received high-cost loans12 at more than twice the rate of the residents in the District as a whole (5.0 

percent and 4.8 percent in Historic Anacostia and Ivy City/Trinidad, respectively, compared to 2.2 

percent District-wide).13 By 2009, these high-cost lending rates in both areas, similar to the District as a 

whole, declined to negligible levels given tighter lending requirements and erosion of the subprime 

                                                           
9
 Zimmerman/Volk 2011. 

10
 Ibid. 

11
 Much of the information for this section was distilled from NCRC’s December 2010 report Access to Mortgage 

Financing in Deanwood, Historic Anacostia and Ivy City/Trinidad – Washington, DC: Summary of Initial Findings. 
12

 “High-cost” loans are generally assumed to be a proxy for subprime loans. According to the aforementioned 

NCRC report, a loan is basically considered “high-cost” for 2007 and most of 2009 if the Annual Percentage Rate 

(APR) of the loan is at least three percentage points greater than rates on Treasury securities of comparable 

maturity. See the lending analysis report for more details. 
13

 NCRC December 2010, p 5.  
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mortgage market.14  

 

However, the tightening of lending standards that has accompanied the slow economic recovery has 

made it more difficult for households in these neighborhoods to access prime rate mortgages.  Prime 

lending rates in Historic Anacostia and Ivy City/Trinidad, previously comparable to rates across the 

District, dropped drastically. Prime lending rates in the District remained almost unchanged (a slight 

decline from 14.0 percent in 2007 to 13.8 percent in 2009) while those rates plunged in Ivy City/Trinidad 

(from 16.4 percent to 8.0 percent) and especially in Historic Anacostia (from 14.0 percent to 3.0 

percent).15  

 

FHA lending increased substantially between 2007 and 2009, partially filling the gap left by the 

implosions of the subprime mortgage market. In 2009, FHA lending was disproportionately higher in the 

study areas than in the rest of the District – constituting 56 percent of all loans in Historic Anacostia and 

41 percent of all loans in Ivy City/Trinidad, compared to just 21 percent of loans District-wide.16  

 

Despite filling in some of the gap left by the decline of subprime and prime lending in the study areas 

from 2007, FHA lending was not necessarily an ideal substitute for conventional lending to lower-income 

families due to its cost generally being higher. Upfront and annual insurance premiums, along with 

higher processing fees on average made the interest rate on FHA loans 29 basis points (0.29 percent) 

higher than that for the average conventional loan.17 Since FHA loans might be the only option for many 

lower-income households looking to buy a home in these neighborhoods, this higher cost of borrowing 

could pose an additional barrier. 

 

High Costs for New Construction and Rehab
18

 

 

While housing prices in Ivy City, Trinidad and Historic Anacostia are lower than in other parts of the 

District, the cost of acquisition and development in these communities is still substantial. Many of the 

properties that developers acquire need substantial, “gut” rehabilitation or complete demolition and 

new construction. To add to the high cost of rehabilitation or new construction, most of the properties 

acquired in these neighborhoods are scattered site parcels – they are individual attached or detached 

single-family homes or vacant parcels that are too small to do large-scale multi-unit development on. 

This prevents economies of scale and increases per-unit development costs. 

 

The end result is a relatively high per-unit subsidy need for homes that are selling at low price points 

affordable to very low-income families. One developer estimated that the total costs of developing a 

project of single-family homes in the target area in 2010/11 – including hard construction costs, 

marketing, supervision, homeownership education, carrying costs, etc. – were approximately $285,000 

per unit.  With homes selling in the $150,000 to $175,000 range, the result is a very large subsidy need 

per unit.  Subsidy amounts needed for multi-unit condominium projects are smaller given their smaller 

size and the economies of scale that can be employed. The developers currently building and rehabbing 

                                                           
14

 NCRC 2010, p 6.  
15

 NCRC 2010, pp 5-6. 
16

 NCRC 2010, p9. 
17

 Fourth quarter of 2008; Immergluck, Dan. From Minor to Major Player: The Geography of FHA Lending During 

the U.S. Mortgage Crisis. Georgia Tech. Dec. 2009. 
18

 Based on interviews with affordable housing developers. A full list of interviews is at the end of this document. 
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affordable homes in Ivy City estimated most condominium units needed a relatively lower per-unit 

subsidy amounts – around $50,000.  

 

In addition to relatively large subsidy amounts, developers often need multiple financing sources, adding 

to the complexity of the affordable development process. For example one project for one of the non-

profit developers involved HOME funds, general unified funds from DHCD, and a construction loan from 

LISC. Other projects described included a similar amount of sources and often involved unique 

foundation or other charitable sources that might not be consistently available for future projects. 

 
 

Overview of Existing DC Affordable Homeownership Programs 

 

The District government and nonprofit organizations in the area provide an array of programs to support 

low-income families who are trying to purchase an affordable home in the District. These entities also 

provide programs that facilitate the acquisition, construction and rehabilitation of homes so they can be 

made available to lower-income families across the District. 

 

In this section we review relevant affordable homeownership programs that are available in the District, 

looking at how these programs currently serve the District, with a focus on the study areas. We also 

examine some potential ways in which the programs could be improved or better applied in order to 

more effectively provide affordable homeownership opportunities for households in Ivy City / Trinidad 

and Historic Anacostia. 

 

The chart below summarizes the available programs and shows the income groups they target.  We 

provide an overview and assessment of pros and cons of each program in the text following this 

overview chart. 

 

Income Group Select Targeted Programs 

  

    80% AMI and 

below 

• Pre-purchase education & support 

• Section 8 Homeownership 

• DC Inclusionary Zoning Program 

• Shared equity homeownership (City First Homes, deed-

restricted housing, shared appreciation loans) 

• DC Habitat 

• HPAP E 

• FHA lending 

• DC Bond Program 

    80%-120% AMI • City First Homes 

• DC Bond Program 

• FHA lending 

• Recycled down payment assistance 
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DC government programs 

 

Home Purchase Assistance Program19 

 

DC’s Home Purchase Assistance Program (HPAP) is the District’s most substantial homebuyer assistance 

program. It provides gap financing and closing cost assistance for low-income District residents (those 

households making 80 percent or less of AMI) as well as gap financing and closing cost assistance for 

moderate income residents (80-110 percent of AMI). The program, administered by DC’s Department of 

Housing and Community Development (DHCD), provides purchase assistance in the form of a deferred-

payment, no interest loan amortized over 40 years, but with no payment due in the first five years in the 

basic version.  The maximum loan amount available is $44,000 (which includes $4,000 of closing cost 

assistance), with the actual amount adjusted depending on the applicant’s income. 

 

Starting in fiscal year 2006, DHCD increased the maximum loan amount to $77,000 (which includes 

$7,000 of closing cost assistance), but returned to the original $44,000 maximum in fiscal year 2009. 

However, residents in neighborhoods targeted by NSP2 funds – which include Ivy City / Trinidad and 

Historic Anacostia – are eligible for the higher maximum amount under the “Enhanced” version of HPAP, 

known as HPAP E. 

 

In general, HPAP has served as a powerful tool to help low-income homebuyers in the District safely 

afford homeownership. Over the past decade, the majority of HPAP funds have generally gone to 

support low-income homebuyers on an annual basis. It has been a vital source of subsidy (up to 

$77,000) for residents who would otherwise not be able to safely afford a home. 

 

The table below provides additional information on the relevant features of the program, along with 

pros and cons: 

  

                                                           
19

 This program description was reviewed by Janice Blassingame and Najuma Thorpe of DHCD 7 October 2011. 

Home Purchase Assistance Program (HPAP) / HPAP-Enhancement (HPAP E) - DHCD 

Program Features 
 

• Up to $40,000 for home purchase assistance; up to $70,000 for HPAP E, which can apply to target 

neighborhoods, including Ivy City/Trinidad and Historic Anacostia 

• Up to an additional $4,000 ($7,000 for HPAP E) available for closing cost assistance 

• Deferred payment (5 years for traditional HPAP), no-interest loan 

• Loan amortizes over 40 years, starting in year 6 (for HPAP E amortizes immediately over 40 years 

with graduated payment schedule for first 5 years) 
 

Pros Cons 
 

• Money is repaid and can be used for future 

home buyers 

• Substantial assistance relative to many other 

home purchase assistance programs 

• Relatively low matching requirement from 

buyer (minimum is $500) 

 

• Money loses buying power over long term – 

no interest or appreciation sharing to help 

keep up with increasing prices in the future 

• Once loan repayment starts (after five years), 

might be a cost burden to low-income families 

who have to make payments on their first 

mortgage simultaneously; contrast with a 
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DC Bond Program20 

 

The DC Bond Program, offered by the District of Columbia Housing Finance Agency (DCHFA), utilizes tax-

exempt bonds to offer low-cost loans to homebuyers in the District. The loans supported by the 

program are originated and serviced by private lenders and, as of the time of publication, carry an 

interest  rate of 4.5 percent on a 30-year fixed-rate mortgage. Some of the mortgages have no income 

restrictions, but most are restricted to households making no more than about 120 percent of AMI. 

 

Borrowers that purchase homes through the DC Bond Program are eligible for $10,000 in down payment 

assistance, which may be used alone or in conjunction with HPAP for a larger down payment amount.   

According to DCHFA, approximately 92 percent of homeowners purchasing through the DC Bond 

program are eligible for HPAP but only about half of purchasers actually utilize HPAP.  This gap has 

prompted DCHFA and DHCD to discuss opportunities for joint marketing to improve the coordination 

and combined use of these two programs for eligible borrowers.   

 

 

DC Bond Program – DCHFA 

Program Features 
 

• Below-market interest rate loans (currently 4.50%) with 30-year term 

• Currently paired with $10,000 of down payment assistance 
 

Pros Cons 
 

• Low fixed interest rate 

• Pairing with home purchase assistance 

addresses wealth barrier along with income 

barrier 

• Can be combined with HPAP for a larger down 

payment 

• Higher income limits allow assistance for 

moderate-income families who do not qualify 

for other programs. 

 

 

• More DC Bond purchasers qualify for HPAP 

than actually receive it, suggesting there may 

be opportunities to improve the coordination 

and combined use of these two programs to 

provide a deeper level of assistance to lower-

income borrowers. 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
20

 This program description reflects input provided by Carisa Stanley, Director of Single-Family Programs for the 

District of Columbia Housing Finance Agency, October 24, 2011. 

silent second mortgage in which no payments 

are due until resale 

• Moderate-income buyers qualify for only a 

limited amount of subsidy, which might be 

insufficient on its own depending on 

neighborhood and type of development 
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Inclusionary Zoning Affordable Housing Program21 

 

The District government created the Inclusionary Zoning Affordable Housing Program in 2006, but the 

program underwent several revisions before it was officially implemented in December 2009. Generally, 

the program mandates that new unsubsidized development of 10 units or more, or a substantial 

development for which a new addition will increase the gross floor area of the entire development by 50 

percent or more, must set aside a portion of the floor area for units affordable to households with 

incomes at or below 50 percent of AMI or at or below 80 percent of AMI.  Depending on the Zone in 

which the property is located and depending on whether the proposed development utilizes steel or 

concrete frame structure, 8% or 10% of the gross floor area or 50% or 75% of the bonus density must be 

set aside for Inclusionary Units. These set-aside units must be affordable for the life of development. 

The affordable units have restrictions that set the maximum resale price according to changes in AMI 

and capital costs and must be resold to eligible households. 

 

The program applies to units both for-rent and for-sale. It establishes maximum rents and sale prices, 

and also ensures that renters and homeowners do not spend more than 38 percent or 41 percent, 

respectively, of their household income on the units. 

 

The program has just begun to apply to new developments in the District, but some units (e.g., those in 

certain geographical areas or with prior approvals) are exempt. The creation of affordable units through 

the Inclusionary Zoning program is driven mainly by for-profit developers of market-rate condos. 

Therefore, its application in the study areas will depend on how many large (10-plus unit) market-rate 

projects (or significant expansions of existing developments) materialize in coming areas. 

 

 

Inclusionary Zoning Affordable Housing Program – DC Office of Planning/Office of Zoning 

Program Features 
 

• New unsubsidized development of 10 units or more, or a substantial development for which a new 

addition will increase the gross floor area of the entire development by 50 percent or more, must 

set aside a portion of the floor area for units affordable to households with incomes at or below 50 

percent of AMI or at or below 80 percent of AMI.  (See main text and accompanying footnote for 

additional details on affordability set-aside). 

• Units to remain affordable for the life of development 

• Resale formula tied to changes in AMI and capital costs. 
 

Pros Cons 
 

• Can potentially produce a substantial number 

of affordable units  -- particularly in strong 

housing markets during a period of economic 

growth --driven mainly by private for-profit 

developers who tend to build in larger scale 

• Essentially provides permanent affordability 

• Requires little or no cost to local government 

 

• Production hinges entirely on private 

development in the area at a scale sufficient to 

invoke the ordinance.  Private for-profit 

developers might be less likely to develop in 

lower-income, developing neighborhoods   

 

                                                           
21

 This program description was reviewed by Gilles Stucker, Laxmi Nagaraj and Najuma Thorpe of DHCD 7 October 

2011. 
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Housing Services Grant Program – Counseling by Community-Based Organizations 

 

The Housing Services Grant Program managed by the Department of Housing and Community 

Development funds community-based organizations to provide housing counseling and education across 

the District. The three main goals of the programs are to promote the Districts’ housing programs, 

provide foreclosure counseling and promote sustainable homeownership and preservation.  

 

The grants currently fund counselors at seven offices in the District, including one in Anacostia and one 

near (but not in) Trinidad/Ivy City. While the funding from the grants is not the only source of support 

these offices receive, the $3.4 million provided by the city is a significant funding source. One condition 

of the grant is that 51 percent of clients must be low- or moderate-income households – that is, have 

incomes below 80 percent of the AMI. Program managers estimate that more than 15,000 households 

are served by the funded counselors each year in all of their programs.22 Of those, 400 to 500 end up 

becoming new homeowners. 23 

 

 

Housing Services Grant Program – Counseling by Community Based Organizations – DC Office 

of Housing and Community Development 

Program Features 
 

• Funded organizations provide housing counselors in seven offices in the District 

• Targets LMI households in particular with the requirement that 51 percent of clients served by the 

grant be at 80 percent AMI or below 

• Promotes District housing programs as well as general homeownership education; foreclosure 

counseling is also a major service 
 

Pros Cons 
 

• Helps LMI households navigate the 

homeownership process 

• Funded sites are accessible to various 

communities, including Historic Anacostia 

• Counseling programs target, screen and 

educate homeowners, and lead to 

homeownership for 400-500 households each 

year 

 

 

• LMI targets only apply to clients served under 

the DHCD Housing Services Grant directly; 

other funders could have differing 

requirements as to service 

• Foreclosure prevention and mitigation has 

been the primary focus of counselors under 

this grant, due to the ongoing crisis, rather 

than helping existing renters become 

homeowners.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
22

 Interview with Lamont Lee, Manager of the Housing Services Grant Program, Department of Housing and 

Community Development, District of Columbia. 
23

 Ibid. 
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Other local programs 

 

Habitat for Humanity of Washington, DC24 

 

Habitat for Humanity of Washington, DC (“DC Habitat”) is the local affiliate of Habitat for Humanity 

International. DC Habitat employs volunteer labor, donated materials, donated land, and financial 

donations to sell homes to qualified low-income families at or below the actual cost to the organization. 

Habitat’s best-known characteristic is its “sweat equity” feature – all approved homeowners must work 

a certain number of hours on the construction or rehabilitation of their home and other Habitat homes. 

 

Historically, DC Habitat has targeted households between 30 percent and 50 percent of AMI, although in 

some recent projects involving the acquisition of vacant and foreclosed properties, Habitat sold homes 

affordable to families making up to 80 percent of AMI in Washington, DC. Similar to many other local 

Habitat affiliates, DC Habitat employs a “sliding scale” appreciation sharing mechanism: no appreciation 

can be realized by homeowner until year 5, then the homeowner gains a 10-percent incremental stake 

in appreciation every year through year 15, after which they receive 100 percent of any appreciation 

upon resale. 

 

DC Habitat is currently building and rehabilitating a portion of the units in the DCHCD-sponsored 

affordable homeownership project in Ivy City. Many of the homes Habitat is building or rehabbing are 

affordable to households with incomes of 40 percent of AMI or lower. The Ivy City project also includes 

several other well-established nonprofit developers in the District that focus on affordable 

homeownership for low-income households. These include Manna, Inc. and Mi Casa Inc. Although 

Manna and Mi Casa have a more conventional nonprofit developer structure than DC Habitat, they also 

focus on low-income families. 

 

 

DC Habitat for Humanity 

Organization/Project Characteristics 
 

• Sells homes roughly at cost – very low due to volunteer labor and donations (land, tools, etc.) 

• Has historically targeted households between 30% and 50% of AMI 

• “Sliding scale” appreciation sharing mechanism: no appreciation can be realized by homeowner until 

year 5, then homeowner gains 10% incremental stake in appreciation every year through year 15, 

after which they receive 100% of any appreciation upon sale 

• Currently building and rehabbing several units in Ivy City (generally targeting households at 40%-

60% AMI) 
 

Pros Cons 
 

• Builds quality affordable homes at very low 

costs 

• Targets lower income buyers that other 

homeownership programs are often unable to 

serve 

 

• Expertise is not in curing defaults and servicing 

loans; mortgage delinquency has increased in 

recent years due to the economy  

• Appreciation sharing mechanism does not 

preserve subsidy and affordability for long 

                                                           
24

 This program description was reviewed by Kent Adcock of Habitat for Humanity of Washington, D.C. 26 

September 2011. 
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• Appreciation sharing mechanism helps to 

preserve subsidy and affordability in short 

term while offering homeowners long-term 

benefits of traditional homeownership 

term; after 15-20 years, owners of DC Habitat 

homes can sell the homes at market rates 

 

City First Homes25 

 

City First Homes (CFH) is a subsidiary of the nonprofit community development organization City First 

Enterprises (CFE). With funding from the District, foundations and other nonprofits, CFE created CFH in 

2007 and officially launched the organization in 2010. 

 

CFH provides what are essentially permanent affordable homeownership opportunities in three ways. 

First, it acquires vacant and/or foreclosed properties, rehabilitates them, and then sells them to 

workforce housing buyers (up to 120 percent AMI). CFH also runs a “buyer-driven” program in which a 

qualified workforce housing family selects an eligible home they would like to purchase. Third, CFH 

invests in new construction and rehabilitation projects in pre-development and development stages to 

support the creation of permanently affordable homes. CFH then provides a $75,000 low-interest loan 

(3.79 percent) to buyers. In all situations, when the homeowner sells, the homeowner splits the 

appreciation with CFH.  The owner keeps 25 percent of any home price appreciation (25%) plus 100% of 

their equity.  The remaining 75 percent of appreciation stays with the home and is used to maintain 

long-term affordability. 

 

CFH has already provided about 70 affordable homes around the District, both through supporting 

workforce buyers in purchasing a home of their choosing and by directly selling affordable units to 

lower-income families. CFH has mainly worked with multi-unit condo buildings, but has also acquired 

and rehabbed several individual townhomes in the District. 

 

City First Homes 

Organization/Program Characteristics 
 

• $75,000 second loan, 40-year, fixed interest rate (3.79%) 

• Interest-only payments for first 7 years 

• Buyer can realize 25% of any appreciation in the home at resale – restriction lasts for life of home 

• Funded in part by the DC Government 

Pros Cons 
 

• Program sells homes directly or allows buyers 

to select their own home and receive CFH loan 

– allows choice 

• Program allows project investment in 

development stages to support construction 

and rehabilitation 

• Substantial subsidy amount – both low- and 

moderate-income (up to 120 percent AMI) 

buyers can get full loan amount.  Contrast with 

HPAP/HPAP-E, under which more moderate-

 

• Permanent appreciation sharing component 

might make program less desirable to buyers 

when contrasted with more conventional 

homeownership programs 

• Care needs to be taken in underwriting to 

ensure that family has a good chance of 

affording repayment of second mortgage once 

interest-only period ends 

• Since both low- and moderate-income buyers 

get same loan amount, subsidy allocation 

                                                           
25

 This program description was reviewed by Kevin Anderson of City First Homes 5 October 2011. 
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income households are eligible for much 

smaller amounts of subsidy 

• Permanent appreciation sharing mechanism 

effectively preserves subsidy and affordability 

for long term 

might not be optimal to target maximum 

assistance to those who need it the most 

 

 

Strategies and Programs to Create/Strengthen Sustainable, Affordable Homeownership 

 

Making safe, affordable homeownership opportunities available for the lower-income residents of Ivy 

City / Trinidad and Historic Anacostia requires more than just subsidy programs for homebuyers and 

affordable developers.  A range of supports is needed to educate and prepare current renters for 

homeownership; allow families to effectively transition from renting to owning over a number of years if 

they are not yet prepared; and then provide them the financial and ongoing educational support to 

become and remain homeowners. 

 

This section describes an array of strategies that can be used in combination to effectively foster and 

sustain homeownership for low-income households in the study areas. 

 

1. Helping Families Prepare for Homeownership 

 

Central to this component of the homeownership ladder is homeownership education and counseling 

to: (1) help families determine if homeownership is a sensible option for them; (2) better understand 

the process of becoming and staying a homeowner; (3) improve their credit so they can qualify for more 

favorable loan products; and (4) provide protections against foreclosure. 

 

There are several organizations – public and nonprofit – that provide homeownership outreach and 

education to communities throughout the District, including organizations funded through D.C.’s 

Housing Services Grant Program. DCHFA provides information sessions for potential homeowners across 

a range of incomes and communities across the District. Manna, Inc., a nonprofit developer in the 

District, provides an array of homeowner and financial education resources in addition to developing 

affordable housing. Although these and other resources are vital to informing and supporting potential 

homeowners in the District, they are not necessarily designed to penetrate all neighborhoods 

throughout DC. 

 

One particular issue we heard from stakeholders in Ivy City and Trinidad is the absence of a grass-roots, 

neighborhood-based organization that promotes and fosters affordable homeownership opportunities 

for low-income residents. Other lower-income neighborhoods in DC, such as Historic Anacostia, appear 

to have a somewhat more established network of neighborhood-based support organizations that can 

effectively reach out to residents, demystify the home buying process, and provide the educational 

resources necessary to help residents prepare for and sustain homeownership. 

 

We believe that additional efforts are needed to effectively provide homeownership education, 

outreach, and support to residents in Ivy City and Trinidad.  One option is to invest in developing the 

capacity of a grass-roots neighborhood-based organization in Ivy City and Trinidad to provide these 

services.  Another option is to provide additional resources to an existing nonprofit, such as Manna, to 

focus its efforts to a greater extent in these specific neighborhoods.  A third option is a hybrid approach 

where an existing neighborhood-based nonprofit is trained and resourced to handle outreach – such as 



 

14 

 

holding general information sessions on the homeownership process and the availability of assistance 

through DC programs – while an established homeownership education provider is enlisted to hold 

classes and provide individualized education services to residents in Ivy City and Trinidad. 

 

While further study of the issue would be appropriate before making a funding decision, we recommend 

that DC consider the hybrid approach that would capitalize on the trust and visibility of an existing grass-

roots neighborhood-based nonprofit to handle community outreach on homeownership generally and 

DC homeownership programs specifically, along with the expertise of an existing homeownership 

education group like Manna, to handle the more formal aspects of homeownership education and 

counseling. 

 

2.  Helping Families Transition into Homeownership 

 

Families with substantially impaired credit or particularly low incomes might not be good candidates for 

immediate homeownership. But if they are interested, they might be able to work toward purchasing a 

home in a few years’ time.  Two main strategies to facilitate this transition are (1) lease-purchase 

programs and (2) Section 8 Homeownership.  

 

2.A. Lease-Purchase Programs 

 

These programs assist families who need a few years to improve their credit or save enough for a down 

payment. A nonprofit sponsor purchases or develops homes, in which households pay rent until they are 

ready to assume a mortgage. A portion of monthly rent payments goes toward a down payment. The 

household usually has a time limit to qualify to assume the mortgage (generally within three to five 

years). 

 

In recent years, lease-purchase programs have had a stigma to them, given the existence of some 

private programs that have been predatory and have not effectively supported low-income renters in 

transitioning to homeownership. When well-designed and managed by mission-driven nonprofits and 

local governments, however, these types of programs can be an effective middle step to sustainable 

homeownership.   

 

It is important to underscore that there are many challenges to getting an effective lease-purchase 

program up and running.  A successful program requires one organization, or a partnership of 

organizations, to have expertise in: (a) development; (b) rental property management; and (c) 

homeownership education and counseling.  Putting these pieces together is challenging, and some of 

the lending products that facilitated lease purchase programs during the 2000s are no longer available.   

 

Self-Help26 has piloted a lease purchase program in Charlotte, NC, that could be considered as a model.  

Under the Self-Help approach, the Self-Help CDFI makes funding available to eligible nonprofits for the 

purchase of foreclosed homes to be occupied by renters until they are ready to purchase.  Self-Help has 

established specific guidelines for the loans to ensure the non-profits have the capacity to manage the 

                                                           
26

 A detailed description of the Self-Help Lease Purchase Program and its guidelines is available at http://www.self-

help.org/neighborhood-stabilization-program/Self-Help%20Lease%20Purchase%20Programforwebsite.pdf/view.  

A case study description of the program is available here: 

http://www.stablecommunities.org/sites/all/files/library/332/case-studyself-help.pdf   
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program and that the eventual home purchasers meet the guidelines needed to resell the loans to 

Fannie Mae.   

 

Despite the challenges, we believe it makes sense to consider lease-purchase in the study areas.  Lease-

purchase programs are particularly important when the goal is to help a cohort of residents who are not 

ready to buy a home to ultimately become homeowners.  Because so many families in the study area 

appear to need a period of time to become ready for homeownership, lease-purchase is worth serious 

consideration, despite the implementation challenges described above.   

 

An alternative approach would be to develop an affordable rental property that can be used to incubate 

a cohort of potential homeowners who would learn about the homeownership process, work on their 

credit, etc., and then receive assistance moving out of the rental property into a home of their own.  The 

DC Housing Authority recently launched a program of this type for public housing residents in a 

development known as Elvans Road, near Suitland Parkway.     

 

Given the interest in helping low-income residents in the study area become homeowners we 

recommend that nonprofit developers and the City explore the potential for a lease-purchase program 

(and/or an incubator program such as Elvans Road) that would provide motivated, low-income renters 

with supports and resources to help them move into homeownership.  The first step is to inventory 

capacity and interest among providers and lenders and assess the practical barriers to implementation.  

Assuming the capacity and interest are there, and the barriers are surmountable, the next step is the 

development of a business plan.   

 

2.B. Homeownership Voucher Program (Section 8 Homeownership) 

 

Local public housing authorities (PHAs) have the option of using Section  8 housing choice vouchers for 

homeownership.  This program is similar to the ordinary voucher program, except that the voucher is 

used toward a mortgage rather than to pay rent. Participating families pay about 30 percent of their 

incomes for principal, interest, taxes, insurance and utilities, with the balance paid by the local housing 

authority (up to a set maximum).27 This financial support should be combined with robust pre- and post-

purchase homeownership education to ensure the ownership opportunity is stable and sustainable. 

 

The DC Housing Authority offers a Section 8 homeownership program.  To effectively help the very low-

income renters in the target neighborhoods to purchase a home, we recommend that the District 

consider expanding the use of Section 8 vouchers for homeownership with a particular focus on voucher 

holders living in the study neighborhoods.  There are a number of possible approaches to accomplishing 

this that should be explored further. These include: 

 

• Expanding the number of families enrolled in the Family Self-Sufficiency program – a program 

that helps families build assets and increase their earnings that can serve as a recruitment cache 

for families interested in using their vouchers for homeownership.  The DC Housing Authority 

currently has approximately 200 families enrolled in the program, but there is no HUD limit to 

the number of families that can enroll in FSS.  The limitation is often the practical one of a 

shortage of funding for case managers to work with FSS residents.  To expand the District’s FSS 

                                                           
27

 For more details on the Homeownership Voucher Program, see 

http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/public_indian_housing/programs/hcv/homeownershi

p.  
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program, the District might need to identify case management resources in other District 

programs that can be marshaled to augment the case management capacity of the housing 

authority to serve more families in the FSS program. 

 

• Giving first preference for a limited number of vouchers each year to clients referred and 

certified as homeownership-ready by nonprofit developers working to develop homeownership 

units in the target neighborhoods.  These families would be highly likely to use their vouchers to 

purchase units in the target neighborhoods (though by law they could not be required to do so.) 

 

3.  Shared Equity Homeownership 

 

Shared equity homeownership strategies are designed to provide a deep subsidy to families who need 

it, while ensuring that the buying power of this subsidy is preserved over time in the face of rising home 

prices. This is especially important in markets (or in neighborhoods within markets) where large 

subsidies are needed to get families into homeownership – such as the study areas – and where there is 

a significant possibility that housing prices might rise faster than incomes. Because it preserves the 

buying power of subsidy over time, shared equity homeownership is a more effective recycling strategy 

than merely recapturing the initial funds loaned to a family through a down payment assistance loan. 

 

A hypothetical example can help illustrate the principle.  Let’s say a home has a market value of 

$250,000 but the target homeowner can only afford to pay $175,000.  To help the homeowner afford 

the home, our hypothetical program provides a subsidy of $75,000 to cover the difference.  After eight 

years, home prices have risen 30 percent, but incomes have risen only 15 percent.  So the home is now 

worth $325,000 (130% of $250,000) and a household with the same percentage of AMI as the original 

homeowner can afford to pay $201,000 (115% of $175,000).28  

 

If you let the homeowner keep the subsidy, the homeowner walks away with a $150,000 gain and no 

long-term affordability is attained for the community.  If you require the homeowner to pay back the 

$75,000 but not any of the home price appreciation or interest, the program can relend the $75,000 to 

the next homeowner, but that is now insufficient to cover the gap between what the new homeowner 

can afford and what a comparable home costs, which has grown to $124,000 ($325,000 minus 

$201,000).   

 

A shared equity approach addresses this problem by applying a formula to share the home price 

appreciation between the owner and the program, minimizing or eliminating the need for additional 

subsidy to help the next homebuyer, while allowing the homeowner a healthy opportunity to build 

assets.  One approach would be to require the family to sell the home to a qualified buyer for an amount 

equal to the original purchase price plus an increment tied to changes in the area median income (here, 

15%).  In this case, the family would sell the home to a qualified buyer for $201,000, which is roughly 

affordable to the target homeowner group without additional subsidy.  The family experiences a gain of 

$26,000 plus any principal paid down on their first mortgage.   

 

There are several alternative resale formulas that can be used to balance these goals of long-term 

affordability and individual asset accumulation.  A recent evaluation of shared equity homeownership 

programs employing a variety of approaches found that they generally do a good job of balancing long-

term affordability and individual asset accumulation, with returns on investment to the homeowner 

                                                           
28

 To simplify this example, we assume that interest rates stay the same. 
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often exceeding what they would have obtained had they invested their down payment in the stock 

market.29. 

 

The City has already incorporated shared equity principles into a number of the City’s programs, 

including the homes funded through City First Homes, the City’s inclusionary zoning program, and 

through covenants that apply to homes developed by nonprofits in the study area and elsewhere in the 

City.  Over the years, the question of whether to apply resale restrictions and if so how to structure the 

formulas has been a topic of debate within the District.  While a specific analysis of the District’s resale 

restrictions is beyond the scope of this memo, it is our assessment in general that well-designed resale 

formulas can enable cities to serve more families with a fixed amount of resources while also providing 

substantial opportunities for families to build assets.30  On the other hand, poorly designed resale 

formulas can act as a deterrent to families purchasing a home and can make it difficult for families to sell 

their homes when they are ready to move.  As in many other aspects of housing policy, the details 

matter considerably. 

 

While a full evaluation of the City’s specific policies on resale formulas is beyond the scope of this paper, 

we do recommend that the City consider the pros and cons of applying a shared equity approach to 

HPAP loans over a certain amount (for instance $30,000).  This would help the resources in the HPAP 

program keep pace with the market, enabling the District to serve a larger number of low-income 

families over time.  While the mechanism for implementing shared equity is different in this case 

(sharing home price appreciation rather than requiring resale at an affordable price), the financial 

consequences can be designed to be identical, if desired.  To extend the example above, the program 

might require the homeowner to repay the difference between the actual sales price ($325,000) and the 

affordable price as determined by formula ($201,000) = $124,000.  This would allow the program to 

offer the next homeowner a subsidy of $124,000, rather than $75,000, reducing or eliminating the need 

for new subsidy to afford a comparable unit under the new market conditions, while still allowing the 

homeowner to keep $26,000 plus the amount of principal paid down. 

 

As with resale formulas, there are multiple options for structuring a shared appreciation formula.  The 

resources listed in note 24 describe some of options for resale formulas and shared appreciation 

models.   

 

 

Tools and Measures to Aid Developers of Affordable Homeownership Units 

 

The strategies and tools mentioned above are focused on providing support to low- and moderate-

income residents of the study areas so that they can overcome barriers to affordable, sustainable 

homeownership. The other half of the equation is providing support to enable developers – mainly 

nonprofits – to develop and provide affordable homes to these residents. 

 

                                                           
29

 Temkin, Kenneth; Brett Theodos and David Price. 2010.  Balancing Affordability and Opportunity: An Evaluation 

of Affordable Homeownership Programs with Long-term Affordability Controls.  Washington, DC: Urban Institute.  

Available at: http://www.urban.org/uploadedpdf/412244-balancing-affordabiliity.pdf . 

  
30

 The Cornerstone Partnership (affordableownership.org) offers detailed resources on resale formulas to 

members of the Partnership.  The Center for Housing Policy also has some resources on this topic, including a 

recent paper available here: http://nhc.org/media/documents/AB_Principles_FINAL1.pdf.  
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The City has a number of programs in place to help support developers’ production of affordable homes.  

For example, the Property Acquisition and Disposition Division (PADD) of DHCD has made available 

many City-owned properties at below-market rates (and in some cases as low as $250) for purposes of 

supporting the development of affordable housing.  The City also has a Site Acquisition Funding Initiative 

(SAFI), a component of the Housing Production Trust Fund, which is designed to provide quickly 

accessible, revolving loan funds for nonprofit developers for site acquisition and predevelopment costs 

associated with the production or preservation of affordable housing.   SAFI  funds are blended with 

private funding to leverage the impact of City funds. 

 

In our interviews, developers expressed interest in being able to access additional PADD properties at 

very low cost for purposes of developing affordable homes; however, District officials noted that many 

of the properties in the inventory are small vacant lots that may not generate the economies of scale 

needed to produce new housing at a reasonable price point. 

 

Developers also noted that their capacity to produce affordable homes for sale and rent is constrained 

by the limited availability of subordinate debt.  Even when projects “pencil,” nonprofit developers 

interested in developing homes within the study neighborhoods sometimes lack access to sufficient 

financing to successfully complete projects.  For example, a developer might be able to borrow 40% of 

the value of a project and might have 20% equity to contribute, but that still leaves a major gap that 

needs to be filled.  Soft subordinate debt can help fill this gap by providing deferred payment loans with 

zero percent or very low interest rate.  Repayment might come with the final sale of all units or might be 

deferred until the first resale of a supported unit or project.  Among other sources, LISC and Enterprise 

currently provide this form of financing, but we heard from developers that access to additional 

subordinate financing would be beneficial in allowing more projects to move forward. 

 

There are many ways in which this need could be met and a detailed analysis of those options is beyond 

the scope of this memo.  One option to consider, however, would be to create a program similar to SAFI 

but with a longer repayment period that would allow the funds to stay with the project as subordinate 

debt until the units are sold. 
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Conclusions and Summary of Recommendations 

 

In sum, we recommend consideration of a series of actions to strengthen the ladder to sustainable 

homeownership in the study areas.  Our recommendations are based to a significant extent on the very 

low-incomes of study area residents, the lack of awareness about the homeownership process and DC 

homeownership programs shown by residents during the focus groups, concerns that residents 

expressed about the high costs of ownership, and the fact reported by organizations working in the area 

that acquisition and quality rehabs of scattered site homes in the study area cost more than the homes 

can sell for. 

 

1. Expand resources for homeownership education and counseling system in Ivy City / Trinidad.  

There appears to be a need for more outreach to and education of residents about the 

homeownership process and DC homeownership programs.  There are a number of options that 

should be explored, but our initial inclination would be to consider providing resources and 

training to an existing grassroots organization with strong roots in the neighborhood to provide 

general outreach and education about homeownership (i.e., hosting informal workshops, 

sponsoring homeownership fairs, etc.), but then to provide resources and incentives to 

encourage an existing high-capacity homeownership education and counseling organization, 

such as Manna, to provide more formal homeownership education classes and counseling on a 

regular basis for Ivy City / Trinidad residents.  This would leverage the trust of existing 

neighborhood non-profits as well as the expertise of an established counseling and education 

nonprofit. 

 

2. Build on the Section 8 homeownership program to assist more families in the study areas.  

Section 8 homeownership is one of the few vehicles that can help families with very low-

incomes attain homeownership without very large amounts of local subsidy.  Given the 

significant numbers of voucher-holders in the study area, we recommend that the City consider 

expanding its Section 8 homeownership program, with a particular focus on helping residents 

with vouchers in the study area.  One approach to consider would be to work to expand 

participation in the Family Self-Sufficiency (FSS) program as a feeder system for Section 8 

homeownership. Like lease-purchase, FSS provides a formal way to engage residents while they 

work on improving their credit, learning about the homeownership process, and increasing their 

earnings.  A second approach to consider would be to strengthen links between Section 8 

homeownership and nonprofit housing providers working in the study area by providing first 

preference for a limited number of vouchers each year to residents who are homeownership 

ready and referred by the providers. 

 

3. Study the possibility of new options for expanding access to soft, subordinate debt to help 

developers develop affordable homes for purchase.  One option to consider would be to create 

a program similar to the Site Acquisition Funding Initiative but with a longer repayment period 

that would allow the funds to stay with the project as subordinate debt until the units are sold.  

This financing would help fill the gap between project costs and available resources for 

development, while allowing extremely flexible repayment terms that will help projects get 

built. 

 

4. Commission a study of the feasibility of a lease-purchase program in the study area 

neighborhoods.  Given the very low-incomes of study area residents, challenging credit profiles, 

and other obstacles likely to delay homeownership by several years, we recommend that the 
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District study the feasibility of setting up a lease-purchase program in the target neighborhoods.  

The first step is to inventory capacity and interest among providers and lenders and to assess 

whether the many operational challenges to such a program can be addressed and overcome.  

Assuming the capacity and interest are there, and that the obstacles seem surmountable, the 

next step is the development of a business plan.   

 

a. Self-Help has piloted a lease purchase program in Charlotte, NC, that could be 

considered as a model.  Under this model, the Self-Help CDFI makes funding available to 

eligible nonprofits for the purchase of foreclosed homes to be occupied by renters until 

they are ready to purchase.   

 

b. The DC Housing Authority is also exploring a homeowner incubator program at its Elvans 

Road development that is worth examining as an alternative approach.  Under this 

approach, an affordable rental development is used to house renters during a 

transitional period in which they work on improving their credit and learning about the 

homeownership process.  When families become homeownership ready, they move out 

of the incubator unit into a home of their choice. 

 

5. Study the possibility of modifying the HPAP program to require that residents benefitting from 

a certain level of assistance under the program (say $30,000 or more) return both the original 

loaned funds and a share of home price appreciation to help the HPAP program keep up with 

increases in market prices over time.  The share of home price appreciation would only be due 

upon sale of the home.  This would help the program keep pace with housing price increases 

over time without increasing the housing cost burden of program participants and while still 

allowing significant opportunities for asset accumulation by homeowners. 

 

The above recommendations are listed in rough order of priority based on the likely magnitude and 

immediacy of the impact.  Expanding access to homeownership education and counseling in Ivy City / 

Trinidad (#1) would have an immediate impact on a comparatively larger number of households than 

the other strategies.   Section 8 homeownership (#2) may have a longer lead time for results, but could 

also have widespread impact given the prevalence of voucher-holders in the study area and has the 

added advantage of capitalizing on the Section 8 subsidy.   Both options also build on program 

structures that already exist within the District.  By contrast, options 3 and 4 would require the 

development of new programs and thus take longer to assess and develop; given the operational 

challenges involved in developing and running a lease-purchase program (#4),  it is listed further down 

the list.  The last option is listed fifth because its impact would be felt only once families resell their 

homes many years down the road; over a thirty-year time horizon, however, its impact could be as large 

or larger than the other options as it helps the District’s subsidy keep pace with home price increases. 
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