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The mission of SquareOne Villages is to create self-managed communities of cost-effective tiny homes 
for people in need. Our non-profit organization currently supports two villages in Eugene, Oregon 
(Opportunity Village and Emerald Village) and one in Cottage Grove, Oregon (Cottage Village). We also 
provide consulting services and resources to other entities looking to implement similar housing models 
in their community. Our approach is committed to engaging village residents and the surrounding 
community in the process; thus SquareOne not only builds affordable housing, we build equity through 
diverse community collaborations. 

The Village Model is a collaborative, community-based approach to building and sustaining 
permanently affordable housing. This document provides a high-level planning tool for strategically 
scaling our Village Model. It seeks to inform and mobilize a broad range of stakeholders around a vision 
that is both actionable and transformative—meaning it can be accomplished in the world as it currently 
exists, yet it also points in a direction of broader change in how we think about housing. 
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OVERVIEW

Bridging the Gap 
It’s our belief that everyone deserves a safe and stable place to call home. SquareOne seeks to 
bridge the often insurmountable gap between the street and conventional housing with a variety 
of simple, cost-effective housing options.

Sustainable Footprint 
The American home has more than doubled in size since 1950, even as fewer people are living in 
them. SquareOne returns to simple, compact alternatives. In doing so, we believe we can not 
only address the housing gap, but also embody a vision for a more sustainable future.

Community Building 
We go beyond building individual tiny houses. SquareOne builds democratic communities in 
which each person has a voice in shaping how their community is operated and managed—
creating a foundational sense of ownership on which the village thrives.

Permanent Affordability 
Our initiatives engage and involve a multitude of local partnerships. This broad collaboration 
demonstrates what’s possible when a community comes together around a common cause. By 
utilizing the resources around us, we can create more housing opportunities for those in need.

Collaborative Initiatives 
Our initiatives engage and involve a multitude of local partnerships. This broad collaboration 
demonstrates what’s possible when a community comes together around a common cause. By 
utilizing the resources around us, we can create more housing opportunities for those in need.



 

To do this, we have reimagined affordable housing is three keys ways: Ownership Structure, Physical 
Form, and Financing Strategy. Each of these innovative components is described in detail on the pages 
that follow, along with an overview summary below. And since we can’t do this alone, we conclude with a 
section on collaboration to review partnership opportunities for bringing this vision to fruition on a larger 
scale. 

I. Ownership Structure  |  pages 4 - 13 

The Village Model provides financially accessible and sustainable housing by combining two forms of 
shared-equity homeownership: Community Land Trusts and Limited Equity Cooperatives. In this 
arrangement, SquareOne (or another entity) acts as a Community Land Trust (CLT) and retains ownership 
of the underlying land, while the Limited Equity Cooperative (LEC) owns and manages the housing and 
improvements on the land. The result is a sustainable homeownership option accessible to people with 
very low-incomes. It  includes strong affordability controls to ensure that the housing stock remains 
permanently affordable for future generations to come. This multi-layered ownership structure has 
proven to be a safer financial investment and a more prudent use of resources when compared to the 
conventional housing market. 

II. Physical Form  |  pages 14 - 20 

The Village Model clusters compact residential dwellings around shared community spaces and 
resources—providing significant economic, environmental, and social benefits. Known as a tiny house 
village, this physical form combines the privacy and autonomy of a single-family house with the greater 
density and economy associated with a multi-family building. However, it replaces hallways and elevators 
with meandering pathways and common areas. The space between houses creates a medium for casual 
social interactions, fostering a strong sense of community and belonging among neighbors. Building 
small also reduces material and energy demand during construction, and offers lower maintenance and 
utility bills over the life of the home. Furthermore, it offers a more approachable scale for activating 
citizen involvement in all stages of housing development—including advocacy, planning, fundraising, 
and construction. 

III. Finance Strategy  |  pages 21 - 27 

The Village Model adopts a scalable financing strategy that includes a sustainable mix of resident 
equity, public subsidies, debt financing, and charitable contributions. Public funding available for new 
affordable housing construction remains inadequate, and often adds unnecessary complexity and cost to 
new development. By diversifying our funding sources while keeping expenses low through a 
combination of affordability strategies, we believe our Village Model is uniquely positioned to maximize 
the social return on investment when compared to other forms of low-income housing. If debt can be 
kept at sustainable levels through one-time capital subsidies, housing co-ops enable low-income 
residents to cover the cost to operate their housing without dependence on ongoing subsidies. 
Furthermore, the CLT-LEC ownership structure ensures that the housing developed will be retained at 
affordable rates in perpetuity, helping family after family access shared-equity homeownership. With the 
ability to operate at cost while also ensuring permanent affordability, the Village Model is an ideal 
vehicle for investments in affordable housing. 
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IV. Collaboration  |  pages 28 - 30 

The Village model is founded on building equity through diverse and inclusive community 
collaborations for creating more affordable housing opportunities. In developing this framework plan 
we hope to collaborate with 1) other nonprofit housing developers that can help build more villages, 2) 
lending institutions and social investors that can help finance more villages, and 3) public policy makers 
that can advocate for and guide new legislation and funding sources to support this model. In this 
section we take a look at each of these potential collaborators in more detail, along with opportunities 
for partnering in scaling the Village Model. 
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Housing 
Expense

Affordability 
Strategy

How It Works 

Land Community 
Land Trust

• Community Land Trusts realize affordability by dividing ownership 
of the land and ownership of buildings and improvements, thereby 
mitigating speculative market forces. 

• A ground lease is established between the Community Land Trust 
and the owner/operator of the housing that ensures the housing 
remains affordable. 

• Bylaws restrict the sale of land and set affordability controls to 
ensure that housing built on the land will remain permanently 
affordable.

Construction Tiny House 
Village

• Tiny house construction is far less complex and specialized when 
compared to a multi-story apartment buildings. This enables 
nonprofit organizations to act as their own general contractor, and 
involve a diversity of people in the home building process, which 
we’ve found can reduce hard construction costs by 1/3 or more. 

• Reducing the size of the home is the only building practice that 
reduces both material demand (capital costs) and ongoing energy 
usage (operating costs).

Operations Cooperative 
Housing

• Co-ops realize affordability through shared resources, self-
management, and operating at-cost. Residents pay monthly 
carrying charges to the co-op to cover all operating costs, including 
maintenance, reserve funds, and any debt service. 

• Co-ops have proven to lower monthly housing costs by more than 
20% compared to physically similar affordable rental housing 
managed by the same management companies. 

• If debt financing can be kept at sustainable levels through one-time 
capital subsidies, low-income residents can afford to cover 
operating costs without dependence on ongoing subsidies.



 

Most affordable housing development today consists of conventional rental proper︎ties without strong 
requirements for long-term affordability. For example, a recent development in Lane County, Oregon 
included 35 one-bedroom units at a cost of $213,000/unit, and was financed almost entirely (85%) by 
Low-Income Housing Tax Credits. This sizable use of public subsidies comes with a required affordability 
period of just 30-years before the housing could turn to market-rate. 

Due to inadequate funding of the public subsidies that these developments depend on, alternatives 
must be identified to respond to the growing need for more affordable housing. The Village Model 
provides a more cost-effective and sustainable solution by combining two forms of shared-equity 
homeownership: Community Land Trusts and Limited Equity Cooperatives.  

Community Land Trust - Limited Equity Cooperative (CLT-LEC) Hybrid 
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Limited Equity Cooperative (LEC)  

LECs realize affordability through shared resources, self-management, and operating at-cost. In 
a co-op, multiple households join together to collectively own multiple dwelling units by forming 
a cooperative corporation. Each household purchases a membership share in the co-op, granting 
them a right to a dwelling unit, a vote in the co-op’s governance, and an ownership stake. Co-ops 
also operate at cost. Members pay monthly carrying charges to the co-op to cover all operating 
costs, including maintenance, reserve funds, and any debt service. A limited-equity co-op 
preserves long-term affordability by limiting the ︎appreciation in value of the membership share 
with a simple formula. However, in “hot” housing markets, members may be enticed to amend 
their bylaws and convert to a market-rate co-op in order to cash out their shares at whatever 
prices the market will bear.  

Community Land Trust (CLT)  

CLTs realize affordability by dividing ownership of the land and ownership of buildings and 
improvements, thereby mitigating speculative market forces. Typically, a household owns its 
individual dwelling unit while the CLT retains title to the underlying land. A long-term ground 
lease connects the household to the CLT and is used to enforce affordability controls. This division 
of land and building rights simultaneously enables access to affordable homeownership while 
allowing the broader community—through a non-profit steward—to retain a stake in the land. 
However, because individual households generally must rely on conventional bank financing to 
purchase their house, it can still be inaccessible to lower-income households. 

OWNERSHIP STRUCTURE



Our Village Model addresses some of the shortcomings of traditional CLTs and LECs by combining 
elements of each in complementary ways. Together they offer a promising model for operating within 
existing real estate law to provide a more accessible and sustainable homeownership option for low-
income households. 

In this shared-equity arrangement, SquareOne (or another entity acting as a CLT) retains ownership of 
the underlying land and the co-op owns and manages the housing and improvements on the land. A 
long-term ground lease ties the interests of both parties together, creating a partnership that helps  to 
ensure the longer-term viability of the co-op. SquareOne is able to serve in an advisory role, providing 
support to the co-op in the form of technical assistance, training, and leadership development. And due 
to its sustained involvement in the project, SquareOne also serves as a “mission steward” during periods 
of leadership change and member turnover within the co-op.  

Advantages of a CLT-LEC ownership structure: 
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1. Accessible Homeownership 
>> Enabling owner-occupied housing for very low-income households… 

CLTs commonly consist of single-family houses where individual households must qualify for 
individual bank loans. This poses major barriers to lower-income households and those with poor 
credit histories. In our collective ownership model, residents do not need to qualify for a mortgage 
individually. Instead, the CLT is able to provide a blanket mortgage for the entire LEC project, and 
any loans remaining from construction can be assigned to the LEC, rather than individual 
households. Co-ops have also proven to lower monthly housing costs by more than 20% compared 
to physically similar affordable rental housing managed by the same management companies.1 

2. Long-Term Investment 
>> Once a dollar is invested once, it’s there forever… 

Our Village Model guarantees that housing developed will be permanently retained at affordable 
rates for people with low-incomes, whereas conventional low-income rental housing generally only 
guarantees affordability for 30 years or less. That means that each dollar invested by banks, 
government, foundations, or donors will go further. LECs preserve the affordability of housing by 
setting income limits for prospective members and restricting the resale value of a membership 
share. A partnership with a CLT adds an additional backstop to ensure perpetual affordability. 

3. Low-Risk Investment 
>> A multi-layered ownership structure ensures a safe and stable investment… 

The CLT-LEC partnership never leaves anyone hanging. If an individual household misses a 
payment, all co-op members are in jeopardy and the LEC will step in to remedy the situation. As a 
result, co-ops offer lower risk to lenders and have proven to have lower default rates compared to 
rental properties owned by both for-profits and nonprofits.2 In rare cases where the LEC cannot 
remedy the situation, the CLT provides an additional backstop that will step in as necessary. Studies 
have found that homes owned as part of a CLT have proven ten times less likely to default 
compared to in the conventional market.3



Target Population 

Our Village Model is a good fit for people who are 1) interested in being involved in the shared 
ownership and management of their housing, and 2) are able to participate in the day-to-day life and 
governance of the co-op in a cooperative manner. It is not necessarily a good fit for households in need 
of housing that is accompanied by extensive supportive services, and we believe permanent supportive 
housing remains a necessary option for this population. 

Being a member of a housing co-op is a form of homeownership. As homeowners, co-op members 
enjoy the benefit of security of tenure, but they must also assume additional responsibilities. Co-op 
members are ultimately responsible for fulfilling core property management functions, and must also 
plan ahead for the co-op’s long-term financial health. A partnership with a CLT provides ongoing training 
and support to ensure the co-op is successful in these efforts. 

Our Village Model aims to serve people with very-low incomes, between 30 to 60 percent of the area 
median income (AMI), though it is also suitable for households between 60 to 120 percent AMI. The co-
op ownership structure is a particularly good housing option for this population, because it pools the 
limited resources of each individual into a collective fund for operating quality housing at-cost. This 
allows residents to act as owners of their housing, without being exposed to the risk of owning and 
maintaining their own home in isolation. As a result, studies have shown that co-op housing has proven 
to produce a significantly higher quality of life for the residents when compared to traditional affordable 
housing.4  Furthermore, the higher level of resident engagement in co-ops has proven to be effective in 
preventing crime in comparison to standard rental housing.5 

LEC Costs: Share Purchases & Monthly Fees  

When a household joins a co-op, they must typically make an up-front purchase of a share in the 
cooperative. This represents their investment in their housing. In a limited-equity cooperative, shares 
increase in value according to a formula outlined in the co-op’s bylaws. While this means that co-op 
owner-members may not realize as significant of a financial return on their investment as a conventional 
homeowner, such restrictions on share appreciation are an important mechanism that preserves 
affordability and community stability over time. Thus, CLT-LEC housing is more about creating a stable 
place to call home than a financial asset for accumulating wealth. 
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When a co-op is being developed as new construction, share purchases serve as an important source of 
the equity to help finance the project. Additionally, our research and experience has found that it is 
critical for co-op members to have “skin in the game” financially from the beginning of the project. 
Because their own resources are invested in the project, share purchases help ensure a member’s 
commitment to the functioning and sustainability of the co-op.  

Given the income levels our model targets, even a modest share price of $5,000-$15,000 may be 
difficult for a household to pay in a single, up-front payment. There are at least two mechanisms for 
making share purchases more accessible to very low-income households: sweat equity and share loans. 
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Sweat Equity 

Sweat equity is a direct contribution of labor during the construction process that helps offset 
labor costs. In a simple sweat equity model, households enter into a construction agreement with 
the sponsor/developer committing them to contribute a minimum number of hours during 
construction, under the supervision of the lead contractor. Hours spent working during 
construction are valued at an agreed upon rate, and reduce the price of a share purchase dollar 
for dollar. 

Share Loans 

Prospective co-op members can also find financing for share purchases through a share loan. A 
share loan is an agreement between a lender and a member-owner, and the co-op itself does not 
directly participate (though the co-op will need to agree to the terms of the loan). Lenders will 
typically have their own underwriting standards based on the creditworthiness of the borrower, 
and may secure the loan with the borrower’s share and occupancy rights. Some community 
development lenders, like the National Cooperative Bank, have community loan funds that can be 
used for share purchases in co-op housing. And some co-op developers, like the Lopez 
Community Land Trust, maintain their own revolving loan funds used specifically to help finance 
co-op share purchases.



While the share purchase represents the upfront cost for membership in a co-op, the carrying charge is 
the monthly amount each member pays to cover the ongoing costs to operate and maintain the co-op. 
This includes a proportionate share of the blanket mortgage payments, property taxes, management 
fees, maintenance costs, insurance premiums, utilities, and contributions to a reserve fund. When the co-
op is partnered with a CLT, the carrying charge also includes a proportionate share of the ground lease 
fee, which helps to financially sustain the CLT’s involvement. 

In essence, residents are collectively acting as their own landlord, allowing them to operate their housing 
at cost. Members have no reason to substantially increase monthly charges unless taxes or operating 
costs increase, and therefore monthly charges typically remain reasonable and stable. The major financial 
advantage here, in comparison to other low-income housing, is that a co-op housing is able to remain 
affordable to low-income households without dependence on ongoing subsidies. The less debt a co-op 
has to take on in order to finance the housing, the more affordable it can be. This makes co-op housing 
an ideal candidate for the prudent use of one-time capital subsidies. 

How It Works: CLT Stewardship & Resident Governance 

For groups trying to replicate this approach as well as residents interested in living in the type of 
housing, it is critical for them to have a clear understanding of what a co-op is and how they operate. 
An important point to highlight is that a co-op is not necessarily an intentional community; it is a 
business relationship between people whose main common interest is in affordable housing. There are 
several benefits to this model, but there are also additional responsibilities. Organizations like the 
National Association of Housing Cooperatives provide a plethora of resources for learning more about 
the topic. We’ve found the “Cooperative Housing Toolbox,” published by Northcountry Cooperative 
Foundation, to be a particularly comprehensive and practical guide for starting a co-op. 

From our experience in establishing our first co-op at our Emerald Village tiny home community, we have 
learned that upfront education and training are critical to the success of the co-op. This requires staff 
capacity that must be accounted for. Our site visit to Lopez Community Land Trust, which has developed 
six co-ops since it’s formation in 1992, highlighted that this process can be streamlined with experience. 
We found that things go much smoother if the co-ops legal documents and community agreements are 
well established prior to move-in, along with a clear understanding of when and how the CLT interacts 
with the co-op. 
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Monthly Carrying Charge (Example)

Ground Lease & 
Management Fee

$85

Utilites $40

Maintenance $25

Reserve Fund $25

PITI (principle, interest, 
taxes, and insurance)

$375

TOTAL $550

Share Purchase (Example)

Initial Share Price

❖ $5,000-$15,000 

❖ Can be a combination of 
cash, sweat equity, and/or 
loan.

Resale Formula
❖ Initial Share Price 

❖ + 3-5% simple interest/
year



ECONOMIC Advantages of Co-op Housing… 

Affordable: Lower down payment, much lower closing costs, economies of scale, and a longer 
mortgage term all make cooperatives more affordable than other ownership housing. 

Living in a Cooperative Stays Affordable. Members have no reason to substantially increase 
monthly charges unless taxes or operating increase; typically monthly charges remain reasonable. 

Tax Deductions. For income tax purposes, the cooperative member is usually considered a 
homeowner and, as such, can deduct his or her share of the real estate taxes and mortgage interest 
paid by the cooperative. 

Equity. Cooperatives can provide for accumulation of individual member equity. For market-rate 
cooperatives, the accumulation of equity and resale prices are based on the market. Limited-equity 
cooperatives establish limitations on the accumulation of equity to ensure long-term affordability to 
new members. 
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Ownership Structure Management Structure

Land Owned by CLT Common Spaces Maintained by LEC

Dwellings Owned by LEC Dwellings (Exterior) Maintained by LEC

Improvements Owned by LEC Dwellings (Interior) Maintained by Member

Technical Assistance Provided by CLT

Key Legal Documents How it Works

Ground Lease • Two-party contract that leases land from CLT to LEC while 

• Establishes a lease fee to cover CLT operating costs 

• Protects the LEC’s interests in security, privacy, legacy, and equity 

• Enforces the CLT’s interests in preserving the appropriate use, the 
structural integrity, and the continued affordability of any buildings 
located upon its land.

Co-op Bylaws • Rules and regulations for how the LEC is operated and managed 

• Establishes membership fee and outlines transfer of membership 

• Requires carrying charges to remain at an affordable rate 

• Defines membership, board of directors, officers, meetings, etc.

Occupancy Agreement/ 
Proprietary Lease

• Grants LEC member the exclusive right to occupy a specific dwelling 

• Requires residents to pay monthly carrying charge 

• Defines responsibility for maintenance, alterations, and improvements 

• Establishes grounds for termination of membership



Limited Liability. Members have no personal liability on the cooperative mortgage. The cooperative 
association is responsible for paying off any mortgage loans. This can often make it possible for 
persons whose income might not qualify them for an individual mortgage to buy a membership in a 
limited equity cooperative. 

Consumer Action. Through their cooperative association, members can jointly exert influence to 
change tax rates and utility prices and obtain improved services from local governments. The 
cooperative, as consumer advocate, also can join with other organizations and/or coalitions. 

Savings. Cooperative members can benefit from economies of scale in cooperative costs as well as 
from not-for-profit operation. Also, when there are “transfers,” only the out-going member’s equity 
must be financed by the incoming member. Transfers of shares are subject to fewer settlement costs. 

SOCIAL Advantages of Co-op Housing… 

Elimination of Outside Landlord. Cooperatives offer control of one’s living environment and a 
security of tenure not available in rental housing. 

Community Control. As mutual owners, member residents participate at various levels in the 
decision-making process. This is not true of tenants who usually do not have the opportunity to 
exercise input into the landlord’s decisions. Members own the cooperative collectively and can 
remain in their homes for as long as they wish, as long as they meet their monthly obligations, and 
abide by the cooperative bylaws, rules, and regulations. 

Cultural Diversity. Many cooperative members say that the possibility for interacting with people 
from different backgrounds, cultures, and income levels is a positive factor in their decision to 
become a member. 

Extended Services. By establishing cooperative procedures and working together, people can 
provide services for themselves that otherwise would be impossible to obtain. When one 
cooperatively organized venture is successful, it often becomes clear that people can be successful 
in another area as well. As a result, the original effort often can be strengthened. Examples include 
athletic teams, cooperative preschools, credit unions, tutoring, food-buying clubs, arts and crafts, 
and senior health care and support services. 

PHYSICAL Advantages of Co-op Housing… 

Shared Maintenance Responsibilities. Cooperative members usually have limited direct 
maintenance responsibilities. The cooperative association is responsible for major repairs, insurance, 
equipment replacement and upkeep of common grounds and facilities. 

Vandalism and Security. Cooperative members vigorously protect their association’s property. An 
important benefit of converting rental properties to cooperative ownership is reduction in vandalism 
and abuse of property and improved and shared security arrangements. And recent studies show 
that a cooperative’s presence in the neighborhood reduces neighborhood crime. 

Source: National Association of Housing Cooperatives 6 
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https://coophousing.org/resources/owning-a-cooperative/buying-into-a-housing-cooperative/
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Lopez Community Land Trust (CLT) formed in 1989, and has since gone on to develop six limited-
equity co-ops (LEC’s) located on Lopez Island, WA. While each co-op is small, ranging from just 4 
to 11 units per co-op, the scale works well for the rural community and also allows for a more 
engaging sweat equity component for residents. 

“They have to show up, they have to watch, they have to look at what’s going on, they 
have to be involved,  and they have to work with people—it's a requirement and offers 
huge long-term benefits.” 

Despite lowering unit costs through sweat-equity construction and subsidy contributions, the 
selected families were unable to qualify for bank financing to purchase their homes. A local 
banker suggested they consider establishing a co-op for the development, which allowed the CLT 
to obtain blanket financing for the project and did not require families to be qualified individually. 

“Once Islanders Bank understood the model, guess what? They want our business 
because we are so stable.” 

Focusing their resources on LEC’s instead of the traditional CLT model, allows them to: (1) offer 
affordable housing to a broader spectrum of the population, including those who don’t qualify for 
financing on their own; and (2) direct their organizational capacity towards supporting the co-ops, 
growing their affordable housing portfolio, and doing innovative projects—like community 
agriculture and renewable energy. 

“This model just works really well for us—there is a scale of economy… and the culture 
that is developing between the co-ops helps everyone operate more effectively. 
Someone would really have to convince us to employ a different ownership model 
because this works so well.”

Co-op Units Completed Monthly Resident Cost

Morgantown 7 1992 $310-320/month

Coho 7 1995 $355-365/month

Innisfree 8 2003 $445-455/month

Common Ground 11 2009 $750-760/month

Tierra Verde 4 2012 $715-720/month

Salish Way 8 2019 N/A

Case Study: Lopez Community Land Trust 

Read the full case study by Meagan Ehlenz 7

http://bit.ly/LopezCLT
http://bit.ly/LopezCLT


Considerations Around Co-op Size 

We’ve found strong precedent that co-ops can operate successfully at both small and large scales. Lopez 
CLT has developed six co-ops, ranging from 4 to 11 households each. Residents and staff all said they 
preferred smaller sized co-ops for several reasons:  

❖ Easier to manage resident participation in design and construction 

❖ Easier for the co-op to make collective decisions, meetings are required very infrequently, less 
opportunity for conflict among members 

❖ Co-op governance is more direct, where each member also serves on the co-op's board 

❖ Smaller co-ops require less support from the sponsoring CLT if roles and responsibilities are well 
established from day one 

Lopez CLT’s newer projects are even located on the same property, yet formed as independent co-ops 
as the property is developed in phases. With few members they also have minimal common facilities, 
which reduces the need for co-op meetings and minimizes tensions between members. While this model 
has proven effective for Lopez CLT, progress has also been slow. They have developed just 47 units over 
28 years of operation. This scale and pace works very well for Lopez Island, with a population of just 
2,177 residents. However, we recognize the need to deploy more units at a greater scale in order to 
make a meaningful impact on the housing affordability crisis prevalent throughout the U.S. 

Casa of Oregon, a regional affiliate of Resident Owned Communities USA (ROC), provides strong 
precedent for establishing co-ops at a much larger scale. Since 2008 they have provided technical 
assistance to convert 14 manufactured housing parks, ranging from 23 to 143 households each, to 
resident-owned co-ops. In ROC’s model, the co-op owns the land (the manufactured housing park) and 
individual households own their own manufactured housing. 

ROC provides one of many examples demonstrating that co-ops can function at a more substantial scale, 
but it comes with tradeoffs. Key differences include: 

❖ Upfront training is more critical and intensive with a larger co-op 

❖ Co-op governance becomes representative, where a few members are elected to serve on the 
board 

❖ A committee structure becomes necessary, meetings are likely required more frequently 

❖ Economies of scale allow for contracting out certain property management responsibilities 

Ownership Structure References: 

(1) Parliament, Vonnegut, and Parliament, “Keeping Housing Affordable: Cooperative vs. Absentee Ownership,” 
Cooperative Housing Journal, 1998  

Cooperatives lowered monthly housing costs to residents by more than 20% compared to physically similar 
affordable rental housing managed by the same management companies.  

(2) Calhoun and Walker, Performance of HUD Subsidized Loans: Does Cooperative Ownership Matter, The Urban 
Institute, 1994  
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In an analysis of defaults of FHA-insured multi-family loans in the 221(d)(3) and 236 mortgage subsidy programs 
between 1958 and 1993, cooperatives had a lower default rate than rental properties owned by both for-profit 
and non-profit entities.  

(3) Thaden, “Stable Home Ownership in a Turbulent Economy: Delinquencies and Foreclosures Remain Low in 
Community Land Trusts,” Lincoln Institute of Land Policy, 2011 

The annual rate of completed foreclosures during 2010 among CLT homeowners was 0.42%, far below the 
foreclosure rate in the conventional market. 

(4) Mushrush, Larson, and Krause, Social Benefits of Affordable Housing Cooperatives, Center for Cooperatives, 
University of California at Davis, 1997  

Altus and Mathews, “A Look at Satisfaction of Rural Seniors with Cooperative Housing,” Cooperative Housing 
Journal, 1997  

Cooperative housing produces significantly higher quality of life for the resident as compared to affordable 
rental housing.  

(5) Saegart and Winkel, “Cooperative Housing, Social Capital and Crime Prevention,” Cooperative Housing Journal, 
2001  

The higher level of participation in broadly-based, regularly functioning resident associations in low-income 
cooperatives, as compared to affordable rental housing, was effective in preventing in-building crime as 
demonstrated by crime statistics over a six-month period. 

(6) “Buying Into a Housing Cooperative,” National Association of Housing Cooperatives, https://coophousing.org/
resources/owning-a-cooperative/buying-into-a-housing-cooperative/ 

(7) Ehlenz, “Limited Equity Co-ops by Community Land Trusts: Case Studies and a Feasibility Assessment for the 
Hybrid Model”, National CLT Network, 2013 
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The average new house built in the U.S. has more than doubled in size since 1950, even as fewer people 
are living in each household. According to the U.S. Census, in 1950 new houses averaged 983 square 
feet with 3.38 persons per household. But by 2015, they averaged 2,687 square feet with just 2.52 
persons per household. 

Our Village Model returns to a more sustainable standard without compromise to quality or durability. 
Known as a tiny house village, this physical form clusters compact residential dwellings around shared 
community spaces and resources—providing significant economic, environmental, and social benefits 
compared to conventional housing options. It combines the privacy and autonomy of a single-family 
house with the greater density and economy associated with a multi-family building. However, it replaces 
hallways and elevators with meandering pathways and common areas. The space between houses 
creates a medium for casual social interactions, fostering a strong sense of community and belonging 
among neighbors.  

Each house is 400 square feet or less, built on a permanent foundation, and includes a living area, 
kitchen, full bathroom, and a loft that can be utilized for sleeping or storage. We have developed a 
variety of house plans, available on our website, to support a variety of different household types and 
sizes including singles, couples, and small families. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL Advantages… 
Oregon’s Department of Environmental Quality found that reducing the size of a home 
is the single most effective measure for reducing its impact on the environment.8 

Reducing the size of the home is the only building practice that reduces both energy 
usage and material demand.  

Studies have shown tiny homes can reduce one's impact on the environment by 45%.9

ECONOMIC Advantages… 
Tiny house construction is far less complex and specialized when compared to a multi-
story apartment building, which allows for the inclusion of volunteers and sweat equity. 

Nonprofits can act as their own general contractor, which can reduce hard construction 
costs by 1/3 or more. 

A smaller building footprint means smaller ongoing maintenance and utility bills.

SOCIAL Advantages… 
Tiny homes are connected by pathways and common spaces, creating a physical 
environment that makes it easy and natural for neighbors to meet and communicate. 

Our residents report a strong sense of community and belonging within our villages. 

Strong relationships amongst neighbors creates social capital and shared resources that 
can help to prevent someone from falling in to homelessness.

PHYSICAL FORM



Building small reduces material and energy demand during construction, and offers lower maintenance 
and utility bills over the life of the home. Consequently, Oregon’s Department of Environmental Quality 
found that reducing the size of a home is the single most effective measure for reducing its impact on 
the environment. For example, a smaller home (1,623sf) was found to have a lighter footprint than an 
average size home (2,274sf) built to Energy Star standards. 

While building codes had become a barrier to building small, over the last several years our work in this 
sector along with several others, has helped to influence new standards. The 2018 International 
Residential Code adopted a Tiny House Appendix, which Oregon and other states have recently 
adopted in their state building codes. These recent changes have allowed us to safely design and build 
more compact and cost-effective homes. 

A common house is also a central feature of the tiny house village, which acts as an extension of each 
individual home, by providing a variety of shared amenities. While the individual homes may be small, a 
common house provides residents with access to a flexible use space for gatherings and everyday use, a 
community kitchen and pantry for group meals, laundry facilities, and storage of common resources (i.e. 
lawn mower, tools, etc.). This type of generous common space puts the “village" in tiny house village.  
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Tiny House Village — Site Design Patterns 

❖ Perimeter Parking: Leave the vehicular parking at the edge of the site to promote a built 
environment focused on people, not cars. 

❖ Clustered Dwellings: Orient homes in clusters facing onto the shared common space, which 
encourages community cohesion and improves security with more eyes on the space. 

❖ Degrees of Publicness: Provide each resident a healthy balance of privacy and community by 
layering access to private, public, and semi-public spaces throughout the site. 

❖ Active Common Spaces: Arrange common buildings, parking areas, and gardens so that 
residents walking through the commons to get to their front doors.

Tiny House Village — House Design Patterns 

❖ Even Modules: Design on even modules that utilize the standard dimensions of building 
materials to reduce waste and streamline construction. 

❖ Accessible Materials: Utilize standard materials available at your local lumber yard and 
hardware store to avoid added construction timeline and complexity. 

❖ Flexible Use: Provide for a variety of flexible, multi-functional floor plans that accommodate 
diverse household composition and accessibility needs. 

❖ High Light: Place large windows high in the building to allow for natural light while preserving 
valuable wall space in a small home, and privacy when homes are clustered close together.
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EcoThrive’s Resilient Village 
Site Design by Andrew Heben 

Illustration by Wright Hand Designs  

Tiny House Village Site Design Program:  

❖ Tiny Houses (200 - 400sf) 
❖ Common House (1,000 - 1,500sf) 
❖ Consolidated Vehicle Parking 

❖ Trash/Recycle Enclosure 
❖ Bicycle Parking Enclosure 
❖ Community Gardens

Density: 20 - 30 tiny houses per acre (can be increased with duplex/triplex/fourplex units) 

Scale: Successful housing co-ops have included anywhere from 4 to more than 100 households. 
There are tradeoffs to developing small vs. large scale co-ops, which should be considered during 
the planning process.

Emerald Village tiny home community in Eugene, OR, developed by SquareOne Villages
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building footprint: 192sf 
sleeping loft: 88sf 
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building footprint: 288sf 
  sleeping loft: 165sf 
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building footprint: 256sf 
  sleeping loft: 112sf 
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Community ClubHouse 
Building footprint: 1,096sf 
unconditioned storage: 160sf



Physical Form References: 

(8) “Small Homes: Benefits, Trends, and Policies,”Oregon Department of Environmental Quality,                              
https://www.slideshare.net/ORDEQ/deq-building-lca-forwebsite-16minfinal1  

(9) Saxton, “The Ecological Footprints of Tiny Home Downsizers,” Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, 
2019 (link) 

In a study of the relationship between downsizing to a tiny home and environmental impact, ecological 
footprints were reduced by about 45% after living in a tiny home for a year or more (infographic below). 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Public funding levels for new affordable housing construction remains highly inadequate, and the 
complexity of existing public programs, and the requirements they impose, add unnecessary costs to 
new development. As the 2015 Meyer Cost Efficiencies report concluded, “Any strategies to deliver 
significant cost reductions probably also require a departure in the way projects are funded,” and 
“dramatic reductions are probably unattainable without new, more flexible sources of funding.”10 

Do to these constraints, we intentionally avoided public funding sources with our initial projects. The 
overwhelming bulk of capital funding instead came in the form of charitable contributions—private 
donations, in-kind contributions, and foundation grants. While this provided flexibility in developing 
cost-effective housing without restrictive strings attached, relying entirely on fundraising proved to have 
its own challenges by adding significant time and uncertainty to the project timeline. And as we learned 
with our Cottage Village project, this strategy is especially limiting in rural communities with fewer 
resources to draw upon. On the other hand, debt financing a project without adequate subsidies leads 
to higher rents that are unaffordable to people with low-incomes 

As we look forward, we recognize the need to move towards a more scalable financing strategy that 
includes a more sustainable mix of 1) resident equity, 2) public subsidies, 3) debt financing, and 4) 
charitable contributions.  

By diversifying our funding sources while keeping expenses low through a combination of affordability 
strategies, we believe our Village Model is uniquely positioned to maximize the social return on 
investment when compared to other forms of low-income housing. If debt can be kept at sustainable 
levels through one-time capital subsidies, housing co-ops enable low-income residents to cover the cost 
to operate their housing without dependence on ongoing operating subsidies. Furthermore, the CLT-
LEC ownership structure ensures that the housing developed will be retained at affordable rates in 
perpetuity, helping family after family access shared-equity homeownership. With the ability to operate 
at cost while also ensuring permanent affordability, the Village Model is an ideal vehicle for investments 
in affordable housing.  

Expense Affordability 
Strategy

Proposed Funding Sources

Land Community 
Land Trust

• Public Subsidies / Land Banking 
• Anchor Institutions (churches; hospitals; universities) 
• Private Donors

Construction Tiny House 
Village

• Resident Equity (Membership Share Purchases) 
• Public Subsidies 
• Construction Loan / Mortgage 
• Fundraising

Operations Housing 
Cooperative

• Resident Payments (Monthly Carrying Charges)
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SquareOne Village Model 
III. FINANCE STRATEGY



Resident Equity 

Housing co-ops can include a funding source excluded from low-income rental housing: resident equity. 
When a household joins a co-op, they must typically make an up-front purchase of a share in the co-op. 
This represents their investment in their housing, and grants them occupancy rights to a unit in the co-op 
as well as a vote in the governance of the corporation. 

In a limited-equity co-op (LEC), shares appreciate in value according to a formula outlined in the co-op’s 
bylaws. While this means that co-op owner-members may not realize as great of a financial return on 
their investment when compared to a conventional homeowner or a market-rate co-op, such restrictions 
on share appreciation are an important mechanism for preserving affordability and community stability.  

When a co-op is being developed as new construction, share purchases also serve as an important 
source of the equity to help finance the project, similar to a downpayment in traditional 
homeownership. The challenges with this approach are 1) the household incomes that we are targeting 
may have difficulty saving enough for an upfront share purchase, and 2) sources for share loans may be 
severely limited in areas where lenders are not familiar with co-op housing.  

One way to address these challenges is through the creation of a Revolving Loan Fund to assist low-
income households with a low-interest loan with which they can purchase a share in a housing co-op. For 
example, Lopez Community Land Trust (introduced in the ownership structure section) operates a 
Revolving Loan Fund to provide financing for share purchases in the co-ops they develop. Loan terms 
are 5-20 years at 1-5% interest. 

Public Subsidies 

Due to the funding gap between costs and revenue, public subsidies are integral to developing 
affordable housing at scale. But most existing public programs impose requirements that present 
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Revolving Loan Fund 

A Revolving Loan Fund (RLF) is a self-replenishing pool of capital. As borrowers repay their loan, 
the principal and interest earned are reinvested in the fund in order to make new loans. Over 
time, the RLF grows. By creating a fund dedicated to financing the purchase of shares in a housing 
co-op, this form of shared-equity housing can be made more accessible to households for whom 
other sources of financing are limited.  

Share loans made would be repaid on terms and at interest rates that are affordable to low-
income households. As share loans are repaid, the principal and interest earned are reinvested in 
the RLF’s capital base for new loans. While revenue from the initial sale of shares serves as the 
equity used to develop a project, the ongoing availability of flexible financing for share purchases 
ensures the co-op remains accessible to future low-income households when a retiring member 
decides to sell their share and occupancy rights. 

As the RLF grows as more co-ops are developed, the fund could also be used for other purposes, 
such as land acquisition or construction loans to support the development of even more housing 
co-ops.



significant challenges to the development of innovative and cost-effective housing. Some of the primary 
barriers include: 

1. Application and reporting requirements demand significant administrative costs, which is an 
especially significant barrier to smaller non-profit organizations  

2. Some funding sources require or prioritize specific ownership structures, which are not 
compatible with a shared-equity ownership structure. 

3. Some funding sources require projects to be built with labor compensated with Davis-Bacon 
prevailing level wages. While we support the intent behind prevailing wage requirements, it 
would make it impractical for nonprofits acting as their own contractor to involve volunteers, 
interns, and residents in the tiny house construction process, which we see as one of the primary 
advantages of this physical form. 

Federal Funding 

The primary source of outside equity for new affordable housing developments today—Low-Income 
Housing Tax Credits (LIHTCs) administered by the Department of Housing & Urban Development (HUD)
—is highly competitive, time-consuming, and costly. Developers may spend up to $40,000 just to craft 
the application and only see a portion of their desired projects funded, and it is not uncommon to have 
to apply multiple times for the same project.11 This is a significant barrier for smaller non-profit 
organizations. Furthermore, because it is geared toward conventional rental housing, the LIHTC program 
is incompatible with the forms of shared-equity housing that can preserve affordability in the long-term. 

The other major HUD program for funding new affordable housing construction is the HOME Investment 
Partnerships Program. Projects with 12 or more units assisted with HOME funds are required to be built 
with labor compensated with Davis-Bacon prevailing wage rates, regardless of whether funds are used 
for construction or non-construction purposes. HOME does provide for a sweat equity program (see 
NAHA Section 255) which permits members of an eligible family to provide labor in exchange for 
acquisition of property for homeownership or to provide labor in lieu of, or as a supplement to, rent 
payments. Davis-Bacon prevailing wage rates do not apply for sweat equity participants. 

Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) is another HUD program that can support affordable 
housing. Although new housing construction cannot be funded through CDBGs, it can fund land 
acquisition, soft costs, infrastructure improvements, or construction of a common facility. Davis-Bacon 
prevailing wage rates only apply if CDBG funds are used for construction. However, CDBG funds are 
administered at the local level, so the availability of using funds for this purpose will vary by municipality. 

A fourth and lesser known HUD program is the Self-Help Homeownership Opportunity Program 
(SHOP), where future homeowners work in partnership with a non-profit developer and volunteers to 
build housing. Funds can be used for site acquisition or on-site development. This program is tailored for 
projects utilizing significant volunteer and sweat equity contributions, as it requires members of the 
household to contribute a minimum of 100 hours of sweat equity, and the involvement of community 
participation. The constraint here is that funding currently only goes to a handful of large non-profits, 
such as Habitat for Humanity. To access funds and applicants must be a national or regional organization 
located in at least two states. 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State & Municipal Funding 

To successfully scale our Village Model there is a critical need for new, more flexible sources of public 
subsidies. While federal funding sources administered by the HUD remain quite restrictive, there does 
appear to be progress at the state and municipal levels of government in this regard. 

Oregon’s Local Innovation and Fast Track Housing (LIFT) offers one such opportunity. It offers both a 
rental and a homeownership program, the latter of which is compatible with the CLT-LEC ownership 
structure (and the former is compatible with a leasehold co-op). LIFT can fund either the value of the 
land plus improvements (excluding housing structures) or $75,000 per LIFT homeownership unit. 

Funding sources administered by a City or County may have the best ability to provide flexible programs 
to support innovative and cost-effective approaches in the short-term. Eugene’s new Affordable Housing 
Trust Fund  (AHTF) offers a promising step in this direction. To help address the reduction in traditional 
funding resources available for affordable housing, Eugene City Council passed an ordinance in April 
2019 implementing a construction excise tax as an initial source of  income for the AHTF. General funds 
will also supplement the AHTF, and we are hopeful that additional programs will be added in the future. 

Municipalities also have the ability to reduce development costs by waiving fees and taxes. The City of 
Eugene administers a System Development Charge (SDC) Exemption program, where housing for 
people with low-incomes are eligible for an exemption from paying local SDCs, which can provide a 
significant subsidy to construction costs. The income limit for rental development is 60% AMI, and for 
homeownership development it is 80% AMI. The Low-income Rental Housing Property Tax Exemption 
(LIRHPTE) is another example, providing a 20 year exemption for rental properties owned by 501c(3) 
non-profits serving residents at 60% AMI or under. We have utilized this program for our Emerald Village 
project, which is a lease hold co-op, and we are in conversations with the City to see if limited-equity co-
ops can also qualify. Due to the non-speculative nature of this housing type, it seems reasonable for 
LECs to receive an exemption or reduction in property taxes. 

Debt Financing 

While debt financing wants to be minimized in order to reduce carrying charge rates paid by low-income 
residents, the ability to incorporate some degree of debt financing is critical to developing new 
affordable housing at scale, considering the inadequate supply of public subsidies. This also represents 
one of the primary barriers to overcome in seeking to expand the implementation of a CLT-LEC hybrid 
ownership structure. 
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Prioritizing Shared-Equity Ownership Models 

In looking to make public funding programs more compatible with our model, one effective 
solution would be to begin prioritizing shared-equity ownership models with long-term 
affordability controls, such as CLTs and LECs, when awarding public funds. This simple adjustment 
would ensure that housing providers are creating as much access as possible to affordable 
housing with the limited supply of existing subsidies available.



Shared-equity housing currently faces challenges in getting permanent financing because lenders, 
particularly on the West Coast, are unfamiliar with the structure and typically cannot securitize the loans. 
While underwriting for traditional CLT’s has recently become more accepted in the secondary market 
with Fannie Mae now offering CLT specific guidelines, there is currently no standard conforming 
mortgage for a CLT-LEC ownership structure.  

Grounded Solutions Network, an organization that provides resources for advancing shared-equity 
homeownership, has played a pivotal role in making lenders more comfortable with lending to CLTs by 
highlighting the advantages of mortgage lending to buyers of shared-equity homes. A two-sided 
handout they developed summarizes the advantages, “The program [CLT] has a vested interest in the 
success of the homeowner and the upkeep of the home, which benefits the first mortgage lender. 
Whether a lender offers a portfolio mortgage product or sells the loans on the secondary market, the 
lending institution is participating in a low-risk investment that advances Community Reinvestment Act 
goals.”12  Their infographic shown below also summarizes the advantages of shared-equity ownership: 

Grounded Solutions Network also offers other resources on their website describing the benefits of CLT-
LEC hybrid ownership. While Fannie Mae does not offer a specific program for this ownership structure 
at this time, it does seem reasonable for the secondary market to also become more accepting of this 
structure as more projects are implemented. However, educating local banks and credit unions on the 
benefits of holding non-conforming loans in their portfolio to support these projects seems to be the 
most viable option in the short-term. 
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Lopez Community Land Trust offers an existing example that has succeeded in working with local lenders 
to provide permanent mortgage loans on their non-conforming portfolios. The loans they have for their 
LEC projects range from 6% with 30-year fixed rate to 5% with 30-year fixed rate. The local bank offering 
these loans, Islanders Bank, was recently acquired by Banner Bank, so we are hopeful that their positive 
experience may help other branches of Banner Bank consider making similar loans throughout its 
regional network in the Northwest. 

Other housing co-ops have also succeeded in securing financing by working with Community 
Development Financial Institutions (CDFIs) with a mission specific to advancing cooperative housing. 
Shared Capital Cooperative offers one such example. They are a national CDFI loan fund that “connects 
co-ops and capital to build economic democracy. Working with capital invested by the cooperative 
sector and its allies, we provide financing for the expansion and startup of cooperatively-owned 
businesses and housing throughout the United States.”  

Shared Capital Cooperative has offered a loan to help sustain an existing housing co-op in Eugene, the 
Walnut Street Co-op. When Walnut Street first tried to convert a 9-bedroom house into co-op ownership 
in 2000, they were unable to find a bank willing to offer a mortgage. As an alternative, they implemented 
a compelling model for setting up a 5-year revolving loan fund with social investors making loans at 
various rates of interest between 0-6%, described in detail on their website (http://walnutstreetco-
op.org/revloan). This offers an unconventional alternative if a group is unable to find more traditional 
sources of lending, but the project appeals to socially-minded lenders. And due to the additional 
affordability benefits of a CLT-LEC, it seems reasonable that social investors with the capacity to offer 
below market interest rates would be attracted to this kind of initiative. 

Because co-op housing does not require the kinds of deep and ongoing subsidies typical of low-income 
rental housing programs, patient capital—financial investment without expectation of turning a quick 
profit—can be a transformative tool for scaling this model. The entity best equipped to make this kind 
of large-scale investment is the federal government. In the 1960s-70s, for example, an estimated 60,000 
LEC units were created with financing under HUD Section 221 and 236 programs, which provided long-
term loans with below market interest rates.13 Terms ranged from 1-3% interest over 40 years, covering 
up to 100%   of project costs. These loan guarantee programs were estimated to be equivalent to 
subsidizing approximately 30% of the project, but subsidy costs were instead spread out over the life of 
the loan. While other types of affordable housing were also built under these programs, co-op housing 
was found to have the lowest default rate.14 Many of the limited equity co-ops converted to market rate 
co-ops after the loan period expired, but a partnership with a CLT could prevent that. In order to see 
large scale change in affordable housing in the near future, there is a dire need for renewed public 
investment of this kind. 

Operating Costs 

While the share purchase represents the upfront cost for membership in a co-op, the carrying charge is 
the monthly amount each member pays to cover the ongoing costs to operate and maintain the co-op. 
This includes a proportionate share of the blanket mortgage payments, property taxes, management 
fees, maintenance costs, insurance premiums, utilities, and contributions to reserve funds. When the co-
op is partnered with a CLT, the carrying charge also includes a proportionate share of the ground lease 
fee. 
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In essence, residents are collectively acting as their own landlord, allowing them to operate their housing 
at cost. Members have no reason to substantially increase monthly charges unless taxes or operating 
costs increase, and therefore monthly charges typically remain reasonable and stable. Furthermore, the 
bylaws of the co-op and the ground lease with the CLT can require that carrying charges remain 
affordable to specific income levels. 

The major financial advantage here, in comparison to other low-income housing, is that co-op housing 
is able to remain affordable to low-income households without dependence on ongoing subsidies, if 
debt can be minimized. The less debt a co-op has to take on in order to finance the housing, the more 
affordable it can be. This makes co-op housing an ideal candidate for the prudent use of one-time 
capital subsidies.  

Financing Strategy References: 

(10) ”The Cost of Affordable Housing in Oregon,” Meyer Memorial Trust, 2015 

(11) ”The Cost of Affordable Housing in Oregon,” Meyer Memorial Trust, 2015 

(12) “Accessing Mortgage Financing Options for Buyers of Shared Equity Homes,” Grounded Solutions Network, 
https://groundedsolutions.org/tools-for-success/resource-library/mortgage-financing-options 

(13) “Summary of housing cooperative units in the United States,” National Association of Housing Cooperatives, 
1990  

(14) Sazama, “A Brief History of Affordable Housing Cooperatives in the United States,” University of Connecticut, 
1996 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SquareOne Villages has served as the planner, designer, fundraiser, developer and operator on our first 
three projects. This comprehensive approach has allowed our organization to innovate outside the norms 
of conventional housing finance and development—putting forth a collaborative, community-based 
model that ensures a more prudent use of existing resources. But we also recognize that no one 
organization can address the scale of our prolonged housing crisis alone. In developing these materials, 
it is our intent to assist other nonprofit housing providers, lending institutions, social investors, and 
policy makers to also adopt these innovative approaches to reimagining affordable housing, which we 
have called the Village Model. Below we’ll take a look at each of these potential collaborators in more 
detail, along with opportunities for collaboration in bringing the Village Model to scale. 

Nonprofits  |  Build More Villages 

One of the first critical steps in finding innovations in creating more affordable housing is to involve more 
players in the housing development process. Tiny house villages are particularly well suited to do this 
since they are human-scaled, community-based projects that the public can actively engage with in 
various ways. Since we built our first village, SquareOne has conducted dozens of presentations and 
workshops in other cities throughout the U.S., which has helped to catalyze several citizen-driven 
initiatives with aspirations of building a village of their own. Looking forward, we hope to develop even 
more efficient and mutually beneficial partnerships with other place-based organizations in order to scale 
the Village Model. We currently offer three programs for assisting in this endeavor: 

(1)  Village Toolbox 

Education and training is essential to developing a successful village and transforming how 
we approach affordable housing as a community. To this end, we have created a Village 
Toolbox that compiles many of the tools and resources that we have developed to plan, 
design, market, fund, and build our villages; including a road map for getting started and 
construction plans for building a tiny house. This is intended to provide a starting point for 
other organizations to gain a more comprehensive understanding of the Village Model, and 
how you can begin to put these ideas into action in your own local community. 

(2)  Consulting 

We offer consulting services to assist other groups during the critical pre-development stage 
of starting a village. Our process begins with  technical assistance in developing the 
components of an effective project prospectus—including vision and goals, ownership 
structure, operating program, schematic design, and project budgeting. This provides you 
with a tangible, project-specific tool  that you can use to market your village to prospective 
partners, funders, and local officials in order to build the political will for your project. 

(3)  Partnership 

Following a consulting relationship, both parties may determine that it is mutually beneficial 
to proceed into a more robust partnership. In this role, SquareOne may take on additional 
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responsibilities as a development partner to assist you in seeing your project through to 
implementation. 

Lenders | Fund More Villages 

Existing public funding sources for low-income housing development are inadequate and therefore 
highly-competitive. On the other hand, relying too heavily on private fundraising has proven to create 
extended and unpredictable development timelines, and this approach is particularly limiting in rural 
areas with fewer resources to draw upon. Thus, we recognize the need to partner with lenders and social 
investors in order to begin to effectively scale our Village Model. SquareOne is currently seeking to 
collaborate with lending institutions and social investors on the following initiatives: 

(1) Non-conforming Mortgages for CLT-LEC projects 

We are highly interested in developing partnerships with banks and credit unions in an effort 
to further support the financing of shared-equity homeownership projects, specifically those 
utilizing a Community Land Trust - Limited Equity Cooperative (CLT-LEC) hybrid ownership 
structure. This type of financing opportunity would allow lenders to advance their Community 
Reinvestment Act (CRA) goals. In the short-term we are looking for lenders in the Eugene-
Springfield area willing to provide permanent mortgage loans on their non-conforming 
portfolios. Ideally this partner would have regional affiliates to support similar efforts in other 
communities as well. 

(2) Conventional Mortgages for CLT-LEC projects 

Recent advancements have been made that have allowed traditional CLT projects eligible for 
conventional mortgages that adhere to underwriting guidelines established by Fannie Mae. 
There are also guidelines established for existing, stabilized LECs. But there is currently no 
such program for financing new CLT-LEC projects. In developing more projects of this kind, 
our long-term goal is to advance the capacity for CLT-LEC projects to be eligible for 
conventional financing. 

(3) Revolving Loan Fund 

The creation of a revolving loan fund specific to CLT-LEC housing project would offer the 
most accessible and flexible means for providing financing to new projects. We are interested 
in pursuing a fund of this kind that could offer below market interest rates for 1) co-op share 
purchase loans, 2) construction loans, and 3) CLT property acquisition. Start-up funding would 
be required from foundation grants our social investors. As more co-ops are developed, 
income from interest payments and ground lease fees could help sustain and grow the fund. 

Public Policy Makers | Catalyze More Villages 

Truly “changing the game” in terms of affordable housing requires bold action at the federal, state, and 
local levels of government. Thus, SquareOne seeks to collaborate with public policy makers to advocate 
for new legislation and and public funding sources that advance the Village Model by incentivizing the 
development of cooperative housing and other shared-equity homeownership opportunities. Our 
priorities include: 
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(1) Recognize & Prioritize Shared-Equity Homeownership 

Many of the existing public programs to support the development of affordable housing are 
geared towards either traditional rental housing or homeownership. Due to the 
overwhelming advantages of shared-equity homeownership discussed in this report, such as 
the ability to guarantee permanent affordability, we feel that these projects should be 
prioritized when awarding public funds. State or municipal funding programs, such as 
Eugene’s new Affordable Housing Trust Fund, offer the most flexibility to incorporate this 
type of prioritization immediately. 

(2) LEC Property Tax Exemption 

Due to the non-speculative nature of CLT and LEC housing, it seems reasonable for 
municipalities to offer an exemption or reduction in property taxes. This would further reduce 
the operating expenses that need to be accounted for in the co-op’s carrying charge, making 
the housing more affordable to lower-income residents. 
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