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Foreword

Viridian Housing and shared ownership

Shared ownership is un eusy wuay of getting onto the housing ladder for low und middle
income households, und offers u simple route to outright home ownership. Orisit? We ull know
the cost of owning u home is movihy beyond the reach of more und more sections of society.
But what does this meun for shared ownership? As u housing product is it still doing the job we
wunt it to? Or do we heed to rethink how it helps people redlise their housing umbitions?

These ure the yuestions we huve fried to unswer through this research. Viridian Housing’s
Reseurch und Innovution, und Shared Ownership feums commissioned ESRO, the award win-
ning ethnoygraphic research agency, to examine our shared owhership service und help us
understund how we could do more fo help customers redlise their housing uspirations.

The broud dim of the resedrch was to find out about the customers who live in our shared own-
ership properties. But it wus ubout more than simply finding out ubout who these people ure
and whut they thouyght about our service. We wunted a much more grunular view. Whut are
their housing heeds und gouls? What is their financial situation? What are the motivations and
buarriers to increusing the share they own of their home? Whut ure their support requirements?
And whut’s their experience of living in a Viridiun property?

So why have Viridiun done this? Well, firstly, becuuse shared owhership is an important prod-
uct. We have auround 800 shured ownership properties—around half of which ure locuted in
Londonh—and over the hext 3 yedrs we hdve pluns in place to develop a further 375 proper-
ties. We ure dlso uctively developing our shared ownership offer for different customer groups,
such as our awurd winning Halton Court development for residents over the age of 55.

Throuyh this reseurch Viridiun wanted to understand how we cun build on improvements we
have mude to our service in recent yeurs. But we dlso wanted o look ut our offer from new
and different perspectives to give us u variety of vantage points from which to review what we
know und come up with hew ideus for how Viridian might improve.

We dlso want to share these insights und ideus with others in the sector. The depth und vari-
ety of the insights contuined within this report have mude us think more umbitiously about
what Viridiun’s future shared ownership offer looks like, and we hope others will benefit from
this research as well. Viridian are not goiny to implement dll of the recommendutions con-
fained in this report, but we have now agreed un ambitious 3-yedr improvement programme
for the service that will look ut the products we offer und how we understund und cuter for
new buyers und existing residents.

Soreud on, enjoy, undreflect on our findings und emerying thinking. We hope this will provoke
a wider discussion und us ever we welcome your feedbuck und comments.

Matt Campion,
Director of Operations at Viridian Housing



Policy context

Over the lust five yeuars, sociul housing orgunisutions (including the Nationul Housing
Federution, Orbit, the Chuartered Institute of Housiny, und Guteway Housing us well us other
policy leuders such us Shelter, the Joseph Rowhtree Foundution und Resolution Founhdation)
have published resedurch on how shared ownhership might respond to the chunging policy
landscupe. With u deepening housing crisis ucross the UK und increusing numbers of people
strugyling to yet u foot on the housing ludder, shured ownership is often touted us a way for-
wurd for families who ure priced out of the outright ownership market, but want more security
than is offered by the private rented sector.

There were cleur themes that ran across much of the research: the role of shared owhership
in meeting housing heed how und info the future; how the housing sector can support shared
ownhers to stuircuse und move to full ownership; und ideus for chunging the shared owner-
ship productto help meet housing need. Whilst these are dll extremely important issues which
merit discussion, we felt that something wus missing from the debute. Numely, un in-depth
look ut who shured ownhership customers ure, whut they want from their shured ownership
journey, und whut the shared ownership service could potentially look like to help meet their
housinyg uspirations.

This reseurch goes beyond u traditional sutisfuction survey und insteud gives us un in-depth
picture of the people who live in shared owhership properties, us well us u better understund-
iny of their motivutions und their experience of shared ownership. This new understunding of
shared owners ulso provides the sector with u challenge to think differently about what kind
of service shaured ownhers wunt und expect from their lundlord and how lundlords cun work
better with und for their shared ownership customers.

The reseurch

In 2014, Viridiun Housing kicked off a programme of reseurch into shured ownership. The pro-
ject wus specificully uimed ut providing Viridiun with u series of practical recommendutions
for improving und extending the current shared ownhership service, but it wus dlso desighed
to yenerute more widely applicuble insights that could be shared with the sector as u whole.

The reseurch wus divided into three phuses:

1. Desk research, led und coordihuted by Viridiun’s owh in-house Reseurch & Innovation teum,
that involved colluting the followiny: findings of previously published resedurch into shared
owhership, emeryiny tfrends duta on shared owners, und the latest literature and thinking
from relevant think-tanks

2. Quantitative survey research, carried out by ESRO (un independent resedrch agency), with
alarge sumple of over 300 of Viridian’s current shared owner residents

3. Qualitative in-depth research, involviny in-home interviews with u smull sumple of Viridiun’s
own shured owner residents, aguin curried ubout by ESRO’s reseurch teum

Both the resident survey und the resident interviews were designed deliberutely to yo beyond
the collection of traditional ‘feedbuck’ on services, und info a more sophisticated exploru-
tion of the uttitudes of shared owners foward the shared ownership model itself.! In this way,
the reseurch generuted findings that look uite different to those that ure more fraditionally
presentedin the sector.

Viridian dlso hosted u roundtuble event in central London that was attended by stukeholders
and representutives from other leuding housing ussociations, us well us other organisations
from dcross the housing sector. Here, the findings of both the desk und primary reseurch
phuses were presented us u series of chuallenges for the future. Purticipunts were invited
first to debute und discuss these chullenges, sharing their own knowledye, experience und
ideus, und then to explore the possibilities for new kinds of products und servicesin the shared
owhership spuce.

1 Copies of the reseurch tools used ure uvuiluble upon request mude
to the Viridian Housing Reseurch & Innovation team.
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“Rise of generation
rentas home
ownership hits
25-year low”

Telegraph
headline, 2014

“Can’t afford to
buy a home? Try
shared ownership
instead”

BBC News,
April 2014

1.1

Where are we now?

The issue of home ownhership in the UK hus been a perennial one for polificiuns und mediu
commentutors ulike over the pust few decudes. With u recent finuncial crisis thut left many
feeliny less well off thun before, followed swiftly by yet another sharp rise in house prices, the
issue hus uguin risen to the forefront of national debute. All of the main politicul parties made
housing policy u key feature of their policy platformsin the run up to the 2015 general election,
euch recoynising the importunce of that peculiarly British uspiration to own homes.

However, the housiny lundscupe is how somewhat different to whut it wus in the run up to
the generdl election in 1974 when Margaret Thutcher, then the Cabinet Minister for Educution
and Science, first procluimed her vision for Britain as a *nution of homeowners’. Today, we dre
as likely to heaur about the rise of ‘yenerution rent” or ‘millennials’ stuck living with their par-
ents in order fo save up for a deposit, us we are ubout ‘uspiring homeowhners’. House prices
are movinyg out of the reuch of un increusingly lurge section of the populution, particularly
in London und the South Eust, medniny that even for those on reusonuble incomes und with
good cureer prospects, the future is likely to meun lifelony renting rather than getting a foot
onhthe runys of the home ownership ladder.

In this context, it seems timely to re-consider the role of shared ownership in the housing
market. Isit redlly a half-way house between ownihg und renting; u stepping stone from one to
the other? Does it remain u good way to get on the road to full home ownership, for the aspir-
ing owner? Or could it offer an entirely new option to those that belony to generdation rent?
Indeed, how will the next generation of shared owners see themselves—aus renters, owners, or
somethinyg different ultogether? Do shared owners uccess the fenure becuuse it offers more
housing stability than the private rented sector? Or is it more attractive because it offers a
more ufforduble dlternative fo the outright saules murket?

In this report, which draws on the findings of u mujor hew piece of primary research curried
outin purthership between Viridiun Housing and ESRO, dll of these issues ure explored in some
detdil. It is presented us u thought piece; meunt to provoke discussion und invite further think-
ing und further research. In the conclusion, which builds on the findings showing that shared
owhership increusingly brings together people with a multitude of different uspirutions for
living und housing, we set out u range of options to start the conversution ubout the differ-
ent upprouches providers could tuke. Some will be tuken forward by Viridian; others will not.
Across the sector us u whole however, we hope this puper will luy the ygroundwork for more
nuunced und inhovutive services uimed ut potentiul buyers und existing residents.

A fair share? Understunding residents’ experiences of shared owhership



Figure 1: ONS infographic illustrating recent trends in home ownership, based on data
from the 2011 census
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A look ut recent trends sugygests that the market for shared owhership is undergoing chunge.
Anadlysing the demogruphics of those who have more recently become shured owners for
exumple, sugyests future buyers might be older and wedulthier than those that have been tru-
ditionully ussociuted with shared ownhership schemes in the pust. They muy heed to be too,
since the sume trends dutu sugyests that they are likely to be paying more for their shared
owhership properties.

Chunying demoyruphics und chunging economics, ure likely to meun u chunye in products
and services. Providers of shared ownership will have to chunge, either leuding the market
with savvy innovations dimed ut hew kinds of buyers and residents, or responding fo the
chunges in demund und expectutions that hew customers are likely to bring.



1.21

New buyers ut hew prices

One of the cleurer trends to emerge from unalysis of the CORE dutda?is that shared owner-
ship buyers ure gyetting older. The graph in figure 2 shows the population of shared ownership
buyers split into different age groupings. In 2003, around 47% of shared owhership sules were
to buyers uged under 30. In 2014, this proportion had dropped to 40%, with most of this
decreuse being uccounted for by drise in the proportion of buyers coming from the over 50s
age bracket.

Figure 2: Proportion of shared ownership sales by age group of ‘lead household member’,
since 2003 (CORE)
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These trends could reflect chunying living putterns more generdlly, such us increused rutes
of divorce leuding to more hew home buying umongyg older singles, und the opening up of
the shured ownership murket fo previously lonyg-term renters. Interpretutions like these have
dlreudy been spotted in fuct, und huve provided the inspiration for new shured owner-
ship products uimed ut older buyers, hot leust the Government’s owh “help-to-buy” OPSO
scheme (Older Persons Shured Ownership). But the figures muy dlso of course simply point
to the increusing costs of ull purts of the housing market, meaning that people must save for
lonyer before they are dable fo amuss enouygh cupital to consider purchasing a home (shared
or otherwise).

2 CORE (COnNtinuous REcording) is u hutionul informution source funded by the
Depurtment for Communities und Locul Government thut records information on the
charaucteristics of both reyistered providers and locul authority lettings and sules within
sociul housing und shaured ownership housing. The dutubuse is creuted by colluting
Yuurterly duta submissions from housing providers on new sules und lettings.

CORE dutuis useful becuuse it cun provide cleur indicutors of frends in this purt of the
housing market, und it is purticulurly useful when it comes to understunding shared
ownership, since the reyistered housiny providers providing the dutu ure uble to uccount
for almost ullinstunces of hew sules of shared ownership properties in the country.

A fuirshare? Understanding residents’ experiences of shured ownership



In fuct, this fuct muy dlso be contributing to the trend observed in the gruph below which
shows the murital and fumily stutus of hew shared ownership households.

Figure 3: Proportion of shared ownership sales, by household type (CORE)
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These burs show that the proportion of buyers with children is in decline. Whilst those with chil-
dren huve never played the yreutest role in shared ownhership sules, the tfrend honetheless
seems to sugyest that it is singles and couples without children who dre going to be the domi-
nunt shared ownership buyers in the future. In fuct, the number of buyers with children hus
gonhe down from almost 1in 4in 2003, to hearer 1in 7 in 2014. One interesting possible concom-
itant to this tfrend is the fact that younhger couples moving in fo shared ownership properties
muy find it hurder to increuse their shure of ownership when/if they come to have children, u
chunge in life circumstances that always delivers u finuncial shock, ufter all.

And ulonyside ull of these frends is the increuse in the cost of shared ownership itself. As house
prices ucross the country have increused over the pust decude (ulbeit at different rutes) so
too huve the prices of shared ownership properties—and of course uny share of them. And
this hus meunt that, unsurprisingly, the incomes of shured ownership buyers (both us couples
and singles) have dlso increused. In London, for exumple, where prices have risen the most,
the averuyge income of u single shared ownership buyer has increused from £26,187 in 2003
to £35,449 in 2014. Given that this comes ut u time when, on uverage, wages have remained
fairly stutic, the higherincome profile of shared ownership buyersis likely to indicute u chunyge
in the types of people Moviny in to shared ownership, in terms of, for exumple, the kinds of
employment background they huve.

Figure 4: Average shared ownership sales prices from 2003 to 2014 (CORE)
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If any more proof were heeded of the direction of tfravel of the shared ownership market, one
of the more interesting tfrends to be found in the CORE data is that which looks Gt the “previous
tfenure’ of shared owhership buyers. Since 2003 there has been a sharp rise in the proportion
of shared ownership buyers coming from private rental accommodation (from 38% in 2003 to
52% in 2014). This rise appedars to have been matched by u decline in the proportion of shared
ownhership buyers coming from social housing from 13% in 2003 dowhn o only 5% in 2014 (see
figure 5 below).

Perhaps dll of this sugyests thut the role of shared ownership products in the housing murket
muy be chunyiny. Where once they muy have been conceived us u route to home owner-
ship for those on lower incomes, they ure now perhups u product for those on higher income
frajectories who are nonetheless strugyling to keep up with the rising price of home ownership,
und huve found u hew point of entry in fo the housing murket.

Figure 5: Proportion of shared ownership sales, by previous tenure of buyer, since 2003
(CORE)
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The followiny gruph isolutes the dutu on the proportion of shared ownership buyers coming
from local authority or housing ussociation housing, and shows the sharp decline in buyers
cominy from sociul renting bauckgrounds more sturkly.

Figure 5a: Declining proportion of shared ownership buyers coming from social renting
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1.3 Summary

There hus been a significunt increuse in the humber of shured ownership buyers over the uge
of 50.

There hus been u reduction in the proportion of under 30 yeur olds purchusing shared owner-
ship homes (which perhaps suggests that recent recessions huve had un effect on the ubility
of the under 30s fo uccess shared ownership).

The proportion of households with children tuking up u shared ownership sule has decreused
from one in fourin 2003/04 to one in seven in 2013/14.

The proportion of higher income shared ownership customers has risen over time, alongside
therise in property prices.

The proportion of shared ownership buyers coming from socidlly renfed accommodation has
declinedsihce 2003.

All of this sugyests thut shared ownership products are beginning to uppeul to hew kinds
of buyers perhaps with new uspirations und hew kinds of resources. And these trends in the
buyerpopulation, of course, will beyin to change the shape of the shared ownership resident
populution over time.

As d result, in the future we ure likely to see innovution in the shured ownership marketpluce,
both in terms of the products offered, und in terms of the ways that buyers und residents ure
uhderstood and cutered for. Changes and innovations will either be driven by fast-moving
and inhovutive housing providers who recoygnise the chaunges eurly, or simply us u response to
the heeds und demunds of hew kinds of buyers and residents.
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2.1

Proportion of Viridiun'’s
shared owners who wunted
to ‘stuircuse’ utf the time

of purchuse

2.11

The staircasing aspiration

Where once shured ownership might have been conceived of us u way for those not auble
tfo own their owh homes to get u foot on the housing ladder, und provide u puthway to full
ownhership, the nature of the housing market and the financial redlities of increusing costs of
guining equity in homes, have meunt that shared owners are how characterised by a wide
variety of different aspirations. For providers of shared ownership products aund services, this
may meun that helping people to achieve their dreums will involve a more nuunced under-
standing of aspiration.

Our survey specificully explored the uspirations of over 300 of Viridiun’s current shured owner
residents from ucross the UK. They were usked both dbout their uspirations at the time they
purchused the property, und their uspirations now.

The results that related to the ideu of ‘staircusing’ in particular, were very interesting.
Increusing the share of ownership in their property is g process known us ‘staircusing’.
Essentidlly it meuns thut u shared ownher who initiully owns u certuin proportion of their prop-
erty, cun increuse their equity, thereby increusing the proportion of the property thut they
own. We asked: "Thinking ubout when you bought your shared ownership property, to what
extent would you ugree or disugree with the following: | / We wanted to gradudlly incredase
my / our share of owhership in a property.”

63% of respondents uygreed with this statement, sugyesting that they had every intention of
increusing their share of ownership in the property, at the time that they bought it.

We then usked whether they had stuircased, were currently going through the process of stuir-
cusiny, und/or whether they thought thut they might stuircuse in the future. Surprisingly, only
43% now felt that they were likely to initiute the process of stuircusing within the next 5 yeurs,
and only u further 4% suid they were likely to do so beyond that time frame. This mukes u total
of only 47% of current shured owners who how think that they ure likely to increuse their share
of owhership in the property. Part of this fall in proportion from the initiul 63% cun of course be
expluined by the fact thut some shared owhers hud dlreudy stuircused, but there were others
for whom the aspiration to staircuse und increduse their share of ownership in their property
seemed to have fallen away.

We may assume that this might happen; the ebbs and flows of life change people’s priorities
and uspirations ufter ull. But there does seem to be more to the story. And chanyges in uspiru-
fions seem to have huppened not just due to chunges in personul circumstances, but due to
external factors too.

What happens to the ladder?

The yuestions of whut the shared ownership product now means to current and potential
shared owners and whether it is still the stuircusing product it was intended to be, are interest-
ing ones. The ideu thut shared ownership offers u yood wuy of getting on the housing ludder
for exumple, still seems fo resonute strongly, with 85% of our sumple of our current shared
ownhers ugreeiny that it wus. And thisis good hews for the urchitects of the ideu. Aslony us the
aspiration to get on the housing ladder remuins, so it seems that shared ownership will provide
d perceived meuns fo yetting on to it, especidlly for those who may not be able to ufford to do
so uny other wuy.

But there is unother uspect to the housing ludder metuphor, und that is to do with ‘climbiny’.
Stdircusing is of course the mechanism by which shured owhers cun increuse the extent to
which they cun be thought of us owners, with the supposed ultimate plun being to use stair-
cusing us u mMeuns hot just fo owninyg but ulso to climbihg the housiny ludder. But here, in
relution to climbing the housing ludder, our shared owners were less certuin, Only 60% uygreed
with the ideu that shared owhership wus a good wuy of ‘moving up’ the housing ladder.

As we found in unswer to the uestions ubout stuircusing uspiration, there seems to be
a cohort of shared owhers for whom the initial promise of shared ownership ds a mMeuns to
upwurd momentum on the housinyg ladder falls away over time. In fuct, 77 people in the
sumple (24%) seemed to feel this way, saying first that they thought that shared ownership wus
a good wuy of getting on the housinyg ladder, but subseyuently that it was hot a good way of
movihg up the housing ladder.

And the lonyger that shured owhers had been living in their property, the more cynical they
seemed to huve become. Amony those who hud been living in their property for more than

13
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5 yeuars, only 54% now thought that shared owhership was a good way of moving up the hous-
ing ladder, and this figure included some of those who had actudlly stuircased already.

Since time is so cleurly u factor in declining uspirations to staircause, und declining hope of
moviny up the housiny ladder, it is worth considering in more detuil. The graph below (figure 6)
shows the proportion of shured owners thut were plunhing to staircase within the next 5 yeurs
by the lenyth of time they hud been living in their property. It shows u drumutic difference in
the staircasing umbitions between those who hud been living in their shared ownership prop-
erty for only u short time, und those who had been shured owners for ulot lonyger.

Figure 6: Proportion of shared owners planning to staircase within the next 5 years,
by how long they had been living in their property
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Chanying life circumstunces (such us the extra costs and reduced incomes brought about by
starting a family) almost certainly play g part in this decline in aspiration to staircase. Similarly
the luck of pay inflution since the finunciul crash in 2008 is also likely fo have affected people’s
pluns fo stuircuse. It hus dlso been sugyested within the industry that some shured owners
are uhuwure of the complexity of the ugreements that they ure entering info when they take
onh u shared ownership property, and that the relatively complicuted process of staircusing is
something that tukes them by surprise.

However, the strong neyutive correldtion between the lengths of time shared owners had
been living in their property and the uspirution to stuircuse in the future is, us wus discussed
in the initial section of this puper, probubly more u reflection of rising house prices (und there-
fore the increused costs of obtuining more equity in u property) set uguinst u background
of u reldtive stugnation of incomes over the pust few yeurs. This seemed more likely than just
individuul chunges of uttitude towurd home ownership within families and households, or u
generic feur of form-filling und bureuucracy.

This is borne out somewhut by the unswers given by our current shured owners to u question
ubout what the muin buarriers to stuircusing were. The most commonly cited barriers from a list
of options were (in order):

. Saving up enough money

Legul fees und other fees ussociuted with stuircusing, such us stump duty
Getting bunks to lend
The costs ussociuted with re-mortgayging

Increuses in house prices

‘Deuling with the housing ussociution” und other unswers thut involved working out the com-

plicuted bureaucrucy und rules of stuircusing only cume sixth und seventh on the list. In other
words, dll of the most commonly cited buarriers to stuircusing were finunciul and hot buredu-
cratic. In fact, whilst 35% of respondents did indicute thut they felt stuircasing was not o
simple process, ulmost twice this proportion indicuted that they felt that it was “too expensive’
o stuircuse.

A fairshare? Understunding residents’ experiences of shared owhership
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2.21

The dream of home ownership

In the section ubove, we explored some of the reusons why some shared owners may find
themselves unhuble to stuircuse or move up the housing ludder in the current murket condi-
tions sugyyested by trends und survey dutu, However, this does not hecessurily meun that the
aspiration fo fullhome ownership disuppedars. At least hot for ull.

In fact, 143 respondents in our survey felt thut they were likely to move home in the hext 5 years.
And of these, 110 suid thut they were planning to move o u property that they either owned
outright, or thut they owhed with a mortguyge. So despite the difficulties of saving up money,
and the chdllenge of stuircasing, u significant number (more thun a third) of our sumpled resi-
dents were still uspiring, at leust, to jump from the steppiny stone of shared ownership to full
home ownership.

During interviews with residents who were planning on moving to home ownership, we dis-
covered, unsurprisingly, that in the muijority of the cuses, the move would involve selling their
shared ownership property, and moving to u different ureu where house prices were lower. In
this sense, shared owhership cun be seen as playing a different kind of intermediary role in the
housing murket, Ruther than simply providing u steppiny-stone to full ownership in financial
ferms, it may dlso be providing d solution in terms of location. One of our interviewees in pur-
ficular brought this point home. An older professional man, with a secure income of which u
reusonuble umount wus disposuble, described how he had previously owned his ownh home
in the south west of England, but had sold up and moved to u shared ownership property in
London fo follow an employment opportunity.

Taken at fuce value, this story seems to contradict the traditionul model of shared ownership;
of renters mMoviny ‘up’ to home ownership. But reud in another way, the story is simply one in
which equity was being moved dround different kinds of housing products to enable living
in different purts of the country. In fact, us our inferviewee hud shrewdly noticed, ulthough
only a puart owner, his equity was how worth more (us a result of moving to un areu where
house prices had risen ustronomicully) than it would have been had it remained in his previ-
ous property.

The ideu that shared ownership could be a strategic option in terms of location, us well us
affordability, gives udded interest to one of our survey figures, that 86% of our current shared
ownhers ugreed thut shared owhership offered them the only meuns to owning u property in
the ared that they wanted fo live in. We dre now invited to usk the yuestion of whether shared
ownhers ure hot only considering ‘uffordability’, but dlso considering shared ownership as u
meuns fo live in certuin places whilst dlso retdining or building eyuity in ahome. These types of
considerution, of course, are hot much different to the kinds of considerations that full home-
owhers (uspiring or current) will make.

Of course, uspiring fo full ownership und using shared ownership us d stepping stone to it is not
an option for dll. The story we described ubove, und figures we have dlready illustrated suy-
gest that such considerations are sfill very dejpendent on a person’s finunces, und the hature
of the housinyg und employment markets in different regions. In fact, looking at the results of
our survey more closely, we found that there were certuin cleur putterns that could be identi-
fied around positive attitudes to stuircusing und aspirations to home ownership that pointed
to certuin kinds of shared owners living in specific pluces.

The uspiring shared owner

We usked residents whether they felt that their shared ownership properties would be eusy
or difficult to sell in the current market. This question is important since the issue of the com-
plex rules around selling shared owhership properties has been the subject of discussion both
within the industry und in hational media und bloy urticles describing the benefits und pitfalls
of shared ownhership. Of course, the current demand for affordable housing hus been much
discussed in nafionul media and political rhetoric, so the yuestion of how shared owners
perceive the demund for their own property in this context is interesting. In fuct, the umbi-
guity wus reflected ulmost exactly by our respondents in thut precisely 50% felt thut selling
their property would be eusy, with the remdainder divided between uncertainty and thinking it
would be difficult.

The churt below (figure 7) outlines the proportions of respondents who thought that their prop-
erty would be eusy fo sell, broken dowh into the different regions included in our sumple.
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Figure 7: Proportion of Viridian’s shared owners who thought their properties would be
‘easy to sell’ in the current market, by region

70% Inner London

60%

50%
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30%

20%
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0%
Inner Eust West Quter West
London Midlunds  Sussex London Midlunds

The churt cleurly shows that shured owhers in London were considerubly more confident in
the suleubility of their shared ownhership properties in the current market, particularly those in
inner London (defined uccording to those who lived in boroughs fraditionully culled the ‘inner
Lonhdon boroughs’). The dramutic differences between the various regions ulmost cerfuinly
reflect differences in locul housing maurkets, since the process for ull would be the sume. But,
rememberinyg those who had sugyested thut they would like to move from shured ownership
properties to homes that they owned with a mortgage or outright, it would seem that those
living in central London would be at un advantage.

And these were not the only figures that sugyested that Londoners were (or felt they were)
in u better position to stuircuse or move to full ownership. AmMony our sumple, there were
33 respondents who had ulready stuircused up to full ownership; of these, 26 (79%) lived in
inner London.

Furthermore, of those thaut suid that they were plunning to staircuse in the next 5 yeuars, it wus
London residents again that made up by far the largest part (see figure 8 below).

Figure 8: Those planning to staircase in the next 5 years, broken down by region

38% Inner London
30% Eust Midlands
20% Outer London

Aside from this uppurent London bius umony those with stuircusing and home ownership
aspirations, other demogyruphic markers were ulso uppurent. We huve dlreudy discussed
the fuct that hewer shared owners were more likely to still have their stuircusing und home-
owhership uspirations, for example. But it is worth noting thut this did not hecessurily correlute
with being younhy. The vust mujority of those plunning to staircuse were older than 25 (und
therefore presumubly moviny into the time of their life when eurnings would be higher). With
regyurd to the yuestion of whether shared ownership offered g meuns to climbing the hous-
iny ladder, the importance of finunce uguin becume appurent, with 79% of those who felt
that shared ownership wus u good meuns to climbinyg the housing ladder describiny their
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financial situation as ‘dlright” or ‘comfortable’, as opposed to only 58% amony those who felt
it was hot. And just fo further the point about the avdilability of disposuble income being a key
driving factor in uspiration to home ownership, umony those who were plunning to stuircuse
in the next 5 yeurs, 73% did not have children living ut home (slightly higher than the figure for
the sumple overull).

Whut we see then, is that shared ownership offers u means to full ownership more reudily to
some thun others. The urchetypicul ‘uspiring shured owher’ (where ‘uspiring’ refers only to the
notion of full home ownership) is u relatively recent buyer, living in London, with ho depend-
ents und u reusonuble disposuble income; though of course, uny one of these fuctors could
contribute to home-owning uspiration.

Generation rent

So far, we huve looked ut stuircusing und homeownership aspirations, und why they might
live or die in the different stories of shared ownhership. In this lust section, we will briefly look ut
the ideu that some shared ownhers may hot be considering home-ownership, or even increus-
ing equity, at dll. In fuct, they may hever huve considered it.

It would be fair o say, that very little attention has been puid to the ideu of the ‘nonh-uspirant’
shared owner, either in the mediu or in the rhetoric of shared ownership sules. In fuct, there is
no commonly recoyhised shared owhership harrative that encompusses such people at dll.
So do they even exist?

In answer to the yuestion we usked ubout whether our shared owhers had planned on
increusing their share of ownership in the property ut the time they bought it, 13% said that,
even then, they had ho intention of doiny so. Furthermore, 23% suid that they found the whole
ideu of stuircusing ‘unuttractive’. Of course the barriers to stuircusing that we have dlreudy
mentioned will have put some people off, but for others it seems there might simply be no
desire to look tfowards fullhome owhership (viu stuircusing or otherwise).

It might be tempting to dismiss these findinys us simply beinyg down to the vagaries of provid-
iny respondents with u survey that gives them the meuns to provide these kinds of unswers,
and to suyyest that the hnumber of people who did origindlly infend to stuircuse is the more
inferesting. Our duta actudlly suggests that there is more fo it than that,

Renters und ownhers

We usked ull of the survey respondents whether they felt like u ‘tenunt’” and whether they felt
like a "home owner’. Since shured ownership involves paying both rent und a mortyuye, we
were interested in how people Might feel ubout this question. Recoynisinyg that in the cuse
of shured ownership, feeling like a renter aund feeling like o homeowhner may hot be mutudlly
exclusive, we usked them to uyree or disugree with euch of the followiny stutements sepu-
rutely: "l feel like u home owner”, *| feel like u tenant”. The results are illustrated in the chart
below (figure 9).

Figure 9: Feeling like a homeowner and feeling like a tenant
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The first thing to note is thut u consideruble mdajority of our shared owners did feel like home
ownhers. But it is ulso hoteworthy that u good proportion (29%) ulso felt like tenunts. We will
return to these numbers in section 3 of this puper, but for now, we waunt to draw uttention to u
more interesting unalysis. Figure 10 illustrates the sume humbers but further unulysed to show
those people that said they felf like a home owner AND NOT like a tenant, or felf like u tfenant
AND NOT like a home owner, didn’t feel like either, or felf like both.

Figure 10: Feeling exclusively like a tenant or home owner

59% Feel exclusively like un owner
17% Feel like both u tenunt and an owher
12% Feel exclusively like a fenunt

12% Feel like neither

Whuat this analysis showed is thut, rather in line with the proportion of shured owners who suid
that they had never had any intention of increusing their share of ownership in their property,
12% of our current shared owners felt that they were tenants, rather than home owners. At this
point, the sumple size becomes too smull to do uny further unalysis, but there ure indicutions
that these shured owner ‘renter tenunts’ tfended to be more recent purchusers und were
younhger. In other words, what we might be seeiny is ‘generution rent’ encrouching on the
shared owhership murket, und tauking advantage of the shared ownership product us u per-
maunent rental option, rather than u meuns to full ownership. In the next section we discuss this
in far greater detuil.

Summary

Whut dll of the foregyoing unulysis seems to tell us is that amony current shured owners, there
are u vuriety of different uttitudes towurd housing. Some cuh see u cleur puth toward home
owhership, others perhups see themselves us just another kind of tenunt, and yet others seem
cuuyht between the two.

It might once have been thought that helping people to redlise their housing dreams through
shared ownership was simply u question of ygiving them u meuns of getting on the housing
ladder, und the opportunity to progress thereufter. The picture furns out to be complicated,
eveh umohny current lony-term shared owners, und providers of shared ownership products
and services muy dlreudy have fo reconsider the universal model uround staircusing and
ladders.

In the final section (section 4) of this puper, we will discuss the kinds of yuestions und chuil-
lenges dll of these dutu ruise in more depth. In the next however, we want to explore
in more detuil this phenomenon of shared owners lying ut different ends of a housing
aspiration spectrum.

A fairshare? Understunding residents’ experiences of shared owhership
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‘Renter plus’ and ‘Owner partner’

In the previous section, we used the datu we had collected from our survey of current shared
owher residents to introduce the ideu of u spectrum of shared ownership thut spanned the
gup between those with few aspirations to stuircase und move on to full home ownership,
and those who wanted to stuircase to full ownership, or move on to homes that they owned.

The problem with this quuntitutive evidence, whilst it clearly demonstrates a pattern, is that it
tells us little ubout the everyday experiences of shured owners who lie ut different points ulony
the spectrum. Fortunately, our reseurch did hot have to rely solely on the datu from surveys,
and we ure uble to draw on d rich set of quulitutive cuse-studies, built from interviews with
current shured owhers, that ullows us to put some more flesh on the bones of reul experiences,
and shured owners’ different expectutions und heeds.

In ferms of shared ownership product development uimed ut new shared owners, the frends
data that we initially presented cun provide d jumping off point, but in ferms of developiny
the servicesthut are provided to resident shared owners, we heed to look in more detuil ut the
lived experience of current services.

Shared ownher mindsets

We were fortunate during our reseurch with shared owners to come across a humber of dif-
ferent churacters und households thut represented many of the different cohorts anulysed
in the previous section of this report. We were so struck by the differences between them, in
terms of their uttitudes towards, and experiences of, beiny u shured owner, thut we found
vulue in building u set of urchetypes thut could lie ucross u spectrum of shured ownership
‘mindsets’.

Figure 11: The spectrum of shared owner mindsets

Renting ‘Renter plus’ ‘Renting owner’ ‘Owner partner’ Home ownership

The spectrum includes two cutegories thut lie outside of the shared owhership expe-
rience, namely: ‘Renting’” und ‘Home ownership’. We have included these merely to
demonstrate the spuce thut shared ownhership exists in, und fo emphusise the fluidity, from
the residents’ point of view, between shured ownhership and other kinds of tenuncy or
living arrangement.

‘Renter plus’

Perhaps the hewest ideu to emerye in the spectrum is the ideu of the ‘renter plus’. Essentially
this describes those people who see their shured ownership experience us u step up from
renting, but dre u lony way from seeing themselves us truly ‘home owners’. One exumple of
this kind of mindset wus given by one of our younger respondents, who described the dbility
to put posters on his wulls without huving to sk permission us beiny better than his previous
experience of tenuncy, but who still expected the kind of landlord services that a renter might
expect, and hud no pluns to save and stuircuse.

‘Renting owner’

This cutegory describes those whose experience lies some way between renting und owhiny
their property. They ure conscious of the benefits und disudvuntuyes of both, but uncleur
perhups, us to exactly where they stand ut uny given moment. The most obvious example
of this umbiguous moment would be when the property requires repuirs. Questions ubound.
Do they, us owners, puy for the repuirs on their own? If so, why, given that they are only part
owhers? And cun they urrange repuirs on their own? If not, why hot, given that they may have
to puy forthem?

‘Owner partner’

These ure the shared owners who see themselves primurily us home owhers, und who certuinly
aspire to full home ownership either through stuircusing or through a move to unother profp-
erty that they own. However, they dlso recoghise the cuveuts around their current status us
‘owhers’, und the constraints that their shared owner stutus places on them. A good example

A fairshare? Understunding residents’ experiences of shared owhership



3.12

of this wus provided by d respondent who wus looking to sell his property. He had lived in the
property for muny years, und hud reully made the flut a home for his wife und duughter. He
wus how looking forwurd to using the equity he had uccrued in his shared ownership property
fo move to u hew und bigger home elsewhere that he would own with u mortgyuge; but he
hud become ucutely uwure that he wus heither uble fo get the property valued for himself,
nor uble to put his house on the unfettered (und locully extremely buoyunt) housing market.

Understanding the needs und expectations of shared owners

There are fwo importunt points fo understand dabout these different shared owher mind-
sets. First, people ure not hecessurily fixed to only one mindset. Life circumstances, such ds
changes fo finunces or fo household composition (the arrival of a new baby or u hew partner,
for exumple), can change the way people feel ubout their status as shared owners. Further,
the way that a shared ownership provider (in this cuse G housing ussociation) treuts them, can
have u powerful influence on the way in which shared owners will perceive themselves, und
therefore the mindset they will udopt. Second, und cruciully for those who deliver services to
shared owher residents, the mindsets yive rise to different sets of expectutions und heeds.

In other words there is not u single ‘shared owner’ customer, or customer experience. There
are severdl, und our spectrum offers only one way of havigating them.

‘Renter plus’: needs and expectations

The key to understunding the ‘renter plus’ is to recoynise that this is not hecessurily someone
who may be lookiny for, or uspiring to, an ‘owhership’ experience. Insteud they are looking for
a housiny situation in which they have slightly more security and slightly more freedom than
they would us tenunts in u purely rental property. However, they ure very likely to still see them-
selves us fenants, with un external landlord who ultimately ‘owns’ the property, and who is
both responsible for (und the ultfimute benefuctor of) good muintenunce und munagement
of that property.

For the ‘renter plus’, the overriding sense is that they still have a landlord who should be doihg
things for them. They have a stuke, but ho more, in u property that they rent. This stake buys
them certain minor freedoms, und u mMeusure of housing stability, but does not confer huyge
responsibility. Essentiully, they want to see the benefits of having u good lundlord, who mauin-
fuins communal spuces well, who steps in to make repuirs swiftly and who takes the ultimate
responsibility for the upkeep of the property. Since u lurge purt of their outyoings is likely to be
mude up of rent und service charges, the ‘renter plus’ sees these expectutions us justified.

Ryan, 29, South London

m Property: 1 bedroom flat

m Bought: 25% share

m Current: 25% share

m Length oftime: 5 years in property

m Family: Girlfriend, living apart

m Previoustenure: Living with parents

Prior to moving into this current property, Ryan wdas living with his parents, having moved buck
after university. He was very keen to move out, ahd made the leup ufter seeing the hew build
block of fluts while driving pust with his mum. He enquired und found out it wus shared owher-
ship und he purchased a 25% share in his current flat,

Ryan’s flat is definitely his ‘bachelor pad” with footbdll posters and Banksy prints framed in
pride of place. He loves having the freedom to put things on the wall and make it feel like his
‘owh’ home. Whenh things go wrong daround the flat, Ryan really wants to be able to rely on his
housing associdation fo get things fixed, and would pay extra for this service. At the moment,
he knows he’s lucky that his dad is happy to come round und help.

Ryan is not particularly motivated to stauircuse and spends his disposable income on frips
dgbroad, music festivals and live football. He feels he'd be more likely to sell up ahd move
abroad, or potentidlly go into shared private renting with d friend.

I do wish that at some point, they’'d be like the landlord they are. Well they are for 75% of the
house. | would love to know that they’ve got my back a bit.
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‘Owner partner’: needs and expectations

Skipping further to the right hund side of the spectrum, the ‘owner purther’ sees themselves us
beiny in yuite u different kind of situution to the ‘renter plus’. We had originully lubelled ‘owner
purthers” ‘owher minus’ but didn’t like the heyutive connotution that this hud. Nonetheless
there is some of the sentiment of that original ferm, ‘owher minus’, thut accurately describes
the situution ‘owhner parthers ‘find themselves in.

Essentially, they see themselves us home owners, but home owners who lack certuin freedoms,
especidlly around key decisions, that u full owner would huve. These were outlined variously
by our interviewees, und included: hot having d full and free hand over the spending of the
service charge; ho heyotiuting powers when it cume fo rent increuses; not beinyg ullowed
to appoint their own contractors to carry out change tfo maintenance and repuairs; and, not
beiny ullowed to value und sell their properties on the open market.

These expressed frustrations should immediutely highlight the difference between the ‘owner
purtners” and the ‘renter plus’. ‘Owner purthers’ do feel responsible for their property, und
wunt, if anything, more control und more responsibility. Given this, and in exchanye for tuking
full responsibility, in those instunces where there are inherent aumbiguities over the relutionship
between the shured ownership provider und the shared owner, such as dividing the spoils of
rising property prices or home improvements, chunging und udupting the property, or the
right to sub-let etc. the ‘ownher partners’ are lookiny for purthership und hegofidtion, rather
than rules und regulation. They wunt their housing providers to be parthers, not bureaucrats
(hence the moniker we huve given them).

It is ulso worth noting that “owner purthers” aure more likely to be lookiny for opportunities to
increuse their share of ownership, und move on fo become full home owners, whether or not
current finunces dllow.

Charlie, 40, and Kate, 39,
Daventry

m Property: 3 bedroom house

m Bought: 50% share

m Current: 50% share

m Length oftime: 2 years in property
m Family: 2 children

m Previous tenure: Shared ownership

Churlie and his wife Kate live with their 2 sons in a shared owhership property in the Daventry,
of which they own 50%. They‘ve lived in the house for 2 years, before which they lived heurby

in unother shared ownership property with a 40% share. The couple uspire o be homeowners
and feel u sense of uchievement from ‘stuircusing across’ properties by purchasing u greuter
shure when they moved.

The couple are entirely focused on creuting a homely und stuble environment for their sons,
and dbsolutely want to feel like homeownhers. Sarah is an avid gardener and would love to
do lots of plunting for the garden, und Charlie’s ambition is to get chickens und u doy for the
boys, but they feel restricted on what they can do due to rules surrounding shared ownership.
Chuarlie is hoping o build an extension on the buck of the house und feels frustrated by the
fact that he heeds to go through a formal permission process with his Housing Association.

Ultimately Charlie & Kute are determined to become outright owners.

If | haven’t bought 100% of this house by the time I'm 45, I'll be really disappointed. I'm
giving myself a deadline now. | just really want it fo happen.

A fairshare? Understunding residents’ experiences of shared owhership



‘Renter owner’: needs and expectations

‘Renter owners’, of course, lie somewhere between the ‘renter plus’ und the ‘owner purther’.
The overwhelming sense we ygot from interviewees we described us ‘renter owhers’ was one of
uncertainty. At fimes they felf like home owners; they had mortgages like home owners, deco-
rated and upyraded like home owners, could plan finunciully much like home owners - and
yet they could dlso feel like tenunts. They expressed jeulousy of other ‘tenunts” when repuir
vuns went o them first, compldined of repuirs und upyrudes tuking too lony, whilst not wunt-
iny to take full responsibility for such things themselves.

This group could be quite difficult fo pinh down. Some would describe the benefits of having
d lundlord, others the drawbucks. Some would describe the benefits of being u home owner
and having equity in their property, others would describe the drawbucks of being a home
ownher, und the burdenh of responsibility. Their ahswers very much depended on the contexts
they were describing: selling, living, maunaging outyoinys, heeding repuirs.

Inthe next section, we describe how the behuviour und service provision of the shared owner-
ship provider cun influence the mindset that shared owners will have. It is worth remembering
that this will apply particularly to the ‘renter owhers’, and goes d long way to expluining why
they feel differently about themselves ut different moments. On the other hand, they are ulso
a group that could potentidlly be influenced, encouraged and helped to achieve theiridedl
housing situation, if handled properly.

Bill, 48, and Jane, 45,
West London

m Property: 2 bedroom fiat

m Bought: 55% share

m Current: 55% share

m Length oftime: 10 years in property
m Family: 1 child

m Previoustenure: Private rental

Bill and Jane bought a 5§5% share almost 10 years ago when their daughter was youny, but
now feel like they’'ve outgyrown it us she’s got older. The family plan to sell up soon and buy
100% of u property in u cheaper aureu of London.

Bill hus been frustrated by his ongoihy conflicts with his Housing Associution regurding leuks
in the roof of the building—not fully understanding whose responsibility the repudirs fell too.
When eventudlly the Housing Association sent people to conduct repuirs, Bill was not sutisfied
with the results but felt undable to take things info his own hands and hire his own contractors.

As u mujority owner ut 55%, Bill feels like out of the two parties he should maintain more con-
trol, for example when it comes to selling the property. However he is confused by the process,
especidlly surrounding the Housing Association heeding to conduct their own valuations.

I just don’t really know where | stand with them. It’s hard to tell. For some things, | know they
fall to me to sort out and I'm fine with that. And then there’s this weird ‘no man’s land’ in the
middle. I feel like I'm quite often in ‘no man’s land’.
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“We are not social renters”

Without wishing to ruise uny unpulutauble discussions ubout housing snobbery, one thing that
wus mude yuite cleur to us by u few of our shured owner interviewees wus that they felt the
housing ussociution sometimes treuted them the sume wuay us they treuted their social ten-
ants, The shared owhers were keen to point out that not only did they puy full rent themselves,
but that they were dlso purt-owners of their property. As such, they did hot expect to be wuit-
ing in yueues for repuirs, for exumple, behind sociul tfenunts. Nor did they heed reminders
ubout paying rent, or offers of debt audvice.?

In other words, shared owners, whether ‘renfer plus” or ‘owner parther’ did not waunt fo be
communicuted with, or serviced, in the sume way as socidl renters, but rather more closely to
owners, or in a cutegory of their own.

The role of the housing provider in shaping Mindsets

Interviews with shared owhers made it very clear thut mindsets were often fixed in the context
of the ways in which they were treuted by the housing ussociution—in both positive und hey-
ative ways

This is a powerful finding. It suggests that a housing provider could have dredl influence on the
ways in which shared owners feel about their housing status, and in turh, the kinds of uctions
they ure likely to tuke with regard to property maintenance or staircasing und selling.

To yive un exumple, one of our respondents spoke ut some lenyth ubout the buttles she had
had trying to yet u sigh placed on the entrance to ua communual property. Others described
the heed to cohsult when muking chunges they felt they had every right to make, without
consultation. In these instunces, the tone of the communicutions with the housing provider
had made the residents feel less like owners, and more like fenunts. In contrust, we spoke
to those who hud tuken udvuntuge of the shared ownership product to give themselves u
strony finuncial buse from which to muke future housing decisions. Living ulonyside other
home owners, uctive purticipation in residents” committees, muking recommendations on
the spending of the service churge etc. encouruged some of these shured owners to feel
more like home owners.

What this all medans is that the suite of services that a housiny provider provides, and the tone
und munner in which they ure delivered, could have u significunt influence on the future
choices aund decisions shared owhers make, especidlly with regard to uspirations to stuircase
and/or move oh to fullhome ownership.

The shared ownership journey

Shared ownership is oftfen presented, either formally, or in the rhetoric of sales aund mMarketing
communicutions, as being part of a journey or puthway that has certain prescribed stages. In
its idedl form this involves: buying d share in a property, living and saving in the property, stair-
cusing the share in the property, selling the property, and finally to home ownership.

Figure 12: The ‘ideal’ shared ownership journey

Being a
homeowner,
outright or with

amortgage

3 Of course, some of our respondents, both in the survey und during interviews were
very much in heed of debt udvice. Here we ure only trying to urficulute a mindset
that meaunt that set shured owners often set themselves upurt from sociul renters,
und thut they wanted this reflected in the communicutions they received.
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Itis a yood harrative und ohe which fits well both with the originul intentions of the shured own-
ership ideu, und ulso with u hationul harrative around uspiring fo home ownership. The only
problem is that it doesn’t fit very well with the jourheys people uctuully tuke, nor with the new
ways in which people dre beginning to think about shared ownership in the current market.

Whilst housing is likely to remain a very importunt, paramount even, issue in people’s lives,
home ownership May not, For exumple, the buyer of u shared ownership property may start
out us u younyish single man, thinking about his progression up the housing ludder. But thut
youhy mun could soon become purt of u couple. The household income could then rise us
the purther moves in. And then full when u child is borh. The new fumily might inherit wedlth!
Or the breudwinner might be mude redundunt, They muy want fo move to increuse their
spuce to uccommodute u second child! Or they muay feel they ure ulready in their lifelony
home. When suvings become enough to potentidlly stuircuse, they muy decide to invest in
their housing! Or they muy decide u weddiny, u cruise, or u cur would yive u greuter return
ohinvestment.

In other words, the ideul shared ownership journey does not exist in a vacuum. It must sit ulony-
side chanying priorities und financial circumstances. It must compete against other interests
and demunds, and shared owners may dip in und out of the harrative as ahd when they can,
orwhenitisrelevant to them.

Reluting these shured ownership journeys buck to the mindsets is useful. It becomes perfectly
obvious that increuses in income, suvinys or cupitul could push people more toward the ideu
of beiny or becominyg ‘owner purthers’, whilst lifestyles or circumstances that may prevent
someone from saving, or from huving the time or cupital avdiluble to tuke full responsibility for
their housing, may push them more towards wanting to be a ‘renter plus’. On the other hund,
wuhting to chunge or udupt their property to meet chunging family needs muy throw them
info the umbiguity of the ‘renter owner’ mindset, and u desire to reup the benefits of both.

Trapdoors and windows: Snakes and Ladders

One wuy or the other, shared ownership is goinhy to involve d jourhey for the shared owner. It
is u long-term arrungement and investment. Ahd over the course of what is, for most, muny
yedars lived as u shared owner, life circumstances ure goiny to chaunge. During our inferviews
with shared owners, we established timelines that begun with the moment at which they
becume shured owners, und ausked ubout changes to income und household, finunciul and
emotional shocks, and their relationship with their housing provider over the time since.

Whut becume clear wus that in these journeys, there were moments of ‘opportunity” in which
things were looking up, finunces were heulthy, positive pluns were being mude etc. And more
specificully, there were windows of opportunity around their housing situation; moments at
which investments could be made, for exumple, or longer term pluns put in pluce to mutch
aspirations. And there were dlso moments of decline, or ut which opportunities decreused.
Durinyg these moments, uspirations to home ownership, or the time to think ubout investment
inthe housing ludder often fell uway, through tfrapdoors creuted by financiul shock, chunged
priorities, different choices etc. Sometimes the frapdoors could leud to lengthy periods during
which “housing” dropped down u lony list heuded by joblessness, emotional turmoil, or the
increused burden of the cost of u growing fuamily.

For housing ussociutions, recoynising those windows of opportunity und providing help und
support to people who ure ut the right time und pluce, to, for exumple, tuke positive steps
tfowurd investment in their housing by staircusing or selling, would be invuluuble. Similarly, rec-
oyhising when their residents might be ut u low ebb (especiully finuncidlly) could dlso help
shared owners to have more windows of opportunity und to full through fewer trapdoors in
the future.

In fact, housiny providers could yo even further, and recognise thut sometimes they even
have u role in determining whether residents find themselves faced with windows or trap-
doors, und place rather more ludders (help to move upwards) thun snakes (bureaucrucies
and demunds) in their puth.
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Figure 13: Windows and trapdoors: Snakes and ladders
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Windows

In terms of shared ownership, there were cleur moments in shared owners lives, that show up
in both the yuuntitutive and yuudlitutive findinys of our reseurch, that presented windows of
opportunity in ferms of stuircusing und moving foward full home ownership, or of investing in
and improving their shured ownhership homes. Often these moments occurred while shared
owhers were younhder, uhburdened with the finunciul responsibilities of fuamily. Other oppor-
tunities came ubout when they received promotions or puy rises, when purthers moved in
(ruising household income), or when they received finunciul windfdlls (such us inheritunce, or
purentul contributions). However, despite this, we spoke to relutively few shured ownhers who
felt thut they had been made fully aware of the significunce of such moments in ferms of the
opportunities they provided for their shared ownership situation. Few had had active udvice
letting them know the potentiul advantages of staircusing, suving or putting pluns in pluce for
the lony term that they muy not be uble to implement later.

There is, perhups, u potential benefit for housing associations in understunding the signifi-
cunce of such moments in people’s lives, and developing communicutions, services and/or
products that cupitulise on them.

In section 4 of this puper, we discuss precisely this, the kinds of products und services that
might be developed in order to boost shured owner’s opportunities to stuircuse or move
towurd home ownership. In fuct, we dlso sugyest that by innovating in the right way, it may
dlso be possible to yive people more windows of opportunity by dllowing people to suve or
invest incrementully, such that windfulls, or the impuct of other finunciul upturns, ure greuter
inthe future.

Trapdoors

As we huve dlreudy discussed, our survey explored shared owners’ current feelings ubout
their finuncidl situation. However, we ulso usked yuestions ubout debt und the heed for help
with debt problems. Whilst our figures did hot sugygest that shared owners are a “particularly”
indebted yroup, they honetheless showed thut shured owners cun und do run into financidl
problems. 12% of our sumple, for example, suid they were *worried” about their current level of
debt. 9% suid thut they found muking their rent pauyments difficult each month. And 15% had
accessed debt udvice services before.

Housing providers perhaps have an opportunity to innovate here too, providing services or
products that help to euse the impucts of finuncial hardship, or lessen the likelihood of finun-
ciul shock. At the simplest end, providing debt advice und links to debt services is a must. But
there may be other wuys of considering how shared owners in purticulur could be helped.
For exumple, our survey indicuted that shared owners who were finding finances difficult
were more likely to muke mortyuge puyments before rent payments. This hus two effects: 1)
It meuns they cun incur the wruth of their housing provider und potentidlly go info debt thut
willbe more dumuagying for them luter; und 2) It can meun thut their finunciul problems remain
hidden for longer, us they may see themselves wrongly us in u ‘fight” with a housinyg provider
over u more heyotiuble outgoing thun if they did not puy their mortguge.
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Of course, beiny punitive ubout fuiled rent payments will have u fur greater impuct on those
who are struggling finuncially thun on those who are merely hegligent or forgetful. Early iden-
fification of those in heed, und the provision of edrly help, seems to be an obvious area for
housiny providers to think ubout. The problem here is that other shured owners muy hot wunt
fo be ‘turhished’ with the debt brush, und mauy hot waunt to receive communicutions usking
them if they heed debt udvice or finunciul help.

Avoiding snakes

Beiny punitive ubout rent with those in finuncial difficulties is an extreme ‘snake’ that a hous-
iny provider might put in the way of uny renting resident, not just shured owners. However
other ‘snakes’ muy be less obvious, und they apply specifically to shared owners.

Imagine for u moment, thut you ure u shared owner who is considering staircasing. You yo
onhline und you discover there ure some unexpected costs, that there are numerous forms
to fill in, und that the whole process is yoing to tuke some time. Furthermore, you discover
that the financiul rewurd is not goiny to be us sighificant us you had at first thought. These are
‘snukes’ too. They cun be uvoided or worked through, but honetheless muy come us u shock.
And there ure unother set that uppeur when u shared owner tries to sell their property, reluted
to the complicuted rules uround valuation and the property’s position in the market. They
dre snukes in the sense that they provide u disincentive to tuke full udvuntuge of a moment
of opportunity.

They turn people off of uction. Some of our intferviewees even very cleurly stuted thut they
were u barrier to muking, what they sometimes described us, “the best finunciul decision’. In
otherwords, they may have been actudlly contributing to bad finuncial decisions.

Of course we recoyhise that some of these bureaucratic barriers come us d result of the com-
plicated leyul position that shared ownership products occupy. But this should hot meaun that
housing providers could hot consider ways to gyet round them, mitigute them, bypuss them or
simply provide better dlternutives. We will leuve these considerutions for the time beiny, until
section 4.

David, 36, and Rebecca, 38,
Milton Keynes

m Property: 2 bedroom house

m Bought: 50% share

m Current: 50% share

m Length oftime: 8 years in property
m Family: 2 children

m Previoustenure: Private rental

David, 36, bought u 50% share of u 2 bedroom shured owhership property in Milton Keynes 8
yedrs ago. At the time he was a bachelor with a steady income, and felt it was fime to invest
his monhey and get out of private renfing. For a while, his finances were strefched paying the
rent und mortgage on his modest salary, and his hopes of staircusing und moving up the lad-
der seemed distant.

After 2 yeurs, David’s girlfriend Rebeccu moved in to the property. With her additional in-
come, the couple found the monthly payments more than managedble, und even started
fo be dble to save euch month while dllowing occusional luxuries such as dinners out and
weekends away.

A yeur und u hulf ufter Rebeccu moved in, the couple had their first buby. Rebeccu wus on
maternity leave for 6 months after which she went back to her job as an NHS receptionist part
time. After a year back at work, Rebeccu found out she was preghant with their second child.

The income shock caused by the costs of a youny fumily meant their monthly budgets saw
the prioritisation of nursery fees und school uniforms; as their family grew, David and Rebeccu
saw their savings dwindle.

I can’t really think about staircasing now, not with the kids. And it’s not the end of the
world if it doesn’t happen to be honest. | guess we didn’t really ever think about it after
Rebecca moved in. It just never crossed our minds, but that’s when it would have been most
possible. It seems a bit silly to have missed that now.
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3.4 Knowing your residents

Throughout sections 2 und 3 of the report, we have highlighted the differences between
shared ownhers, und moments in the shared ownership journey. We have ulso mude the suy-
gestion that providing different services und different products, and that thinking innovatively
about different shared owners, could redp rewards in ferms of staving off froubles and provid-
ing mutuully beneficiul opportunities.

But of course dll of this defpends on being uble to develop ways of ‘knowiny your residents’ in
the first pluce. This will involve yood engugement both at community und individual level. It
mauy even be possible to creute u relutionship between shured ownher und housiny provider
that makes it possible und sufe for shared owners o communicute exuctly those moments
at which they would be most open to support to stuircuse for example, or exuctly the kinds of
responsibilities und services they would like to receive, us u tenunt ‘renter plus’ or us un ‘owner
purther’. And most importantly of course, good communicution und a trusting relationship
mauy ulso encouruyge those in finuncial difficulty to revedl their problems edrly on, and creute
a mutuully beneficiul situation in which housing providers cun intervene early on to stop prob-
lems esculuting.

Digital platforms make instant communications eusier, but some enerygy will be heeded fo
find lunguuge thut does hot ulienute or offend different kinds of shared owher, und provides
them with the uppropriate meuns to share their ideus, views and feedbuck. The rewards for
doing so however, are potentidlly very great. Shared owners don’t hecessarily make up the
majority of a housing provider’s customers, but they are u particularly dynamic group, living
in a model that is inherently aduptuble to changing life circumstances, and, it seems, fo the
muarket conditions uround it. Shared ownership muy well become onhe of the fuvoured solu-
tions to the problem of increusing housing prices und the division between ‘generation rent’
and 'uspiring homeowners’. If so, leurning eurly that shared owners come in different shupes
and sizes und mMay reyuire different services und products will put housing providersin a better
position to take full advantage of the capuabilities und financial ussets of u hew generation of
shared owners.
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4.1

4.2

The challenges

The reseurch presented in this puper is only d first step. It is somewhat unique in its atfempt to
fry and explore beyond traditional questions about service feedback, and even beyond the
generic finuncial yuestions that have characterised hational surveys of shared owners, with
d lurge sumple of current shared owners. This meuns that there are questions we have identi-
fied that remain unanswered. What proportion of shared owners (how und in the future) will
see themselves s lifelony ‘renter plus’ for example? What is the specific impact of rising house
prices on shared owners’ aspirations o home ownership? Are there precise ways of meus-
uring this? What will the impact of having un ugeing resident population of shared owners
meun for the wuys in which people freut their equity und investment in the properties?

But more interesting still than these kinds of ‘medsuruble’ questions ure the questions thrown
up by the chullenyes of different kinds of shared owners in different kinds of circumstances. In
fact, the findinys we huve presented could be luid out us d series of chullenges to the sector,
in ferms of the products und services it delivers right how. We list some below. No doubt there
are muny more thut could be ruised:

How cun shured owhers be recoyhised (through communicutions or products) us u set of resi-
dents with sepurate expectutions und heeds from other kinds of resident populations (such us
ownhers or sociul renters)?

How cun offers und services differentiute between people with very different needs
and expectations?

Indeed, how cun housiny providers go ubout communicuting with, and understanding, the
very different kinds of heeds und expectutions that shured owners muy have? Are there
opportunities to creute Multfiple types of shured ownership ‘puckaye’? How do housing usso-
ciutions best identify the right moments to encouraye people to stuircuse?

How might the balance of rights and responsibilities between shared owners aund housinyg
associations be re-imagined? Are there opportunities for shared owners to fake more control
of theirhomes und housing services?

Whut opportunities ure there to work within rules und requirements but muke thinygs eusier/
simpler for residents? Specifically—buying, staircusing, improving and selling. ..

How cun (unhd should) housiny ussociations best encourage dll different types of household
o staircase?

How should housing ussociutions bulunce the sociul purpose of shared ownership ugainst the
potentiul commerciul guins? Does it serve housing heeds or housing uspirations?

All of these chullenyges were rdised during consultution und discussion with various housing
associutions und other orgunisations from ucross the housing industry. A roundtuble was con-
venhed ut which the findings of our research were presented und potentidl innovutions were
discussed. Some of the ideus umounted to ho more thun u redlisution that mistakes were
currently beiny mude ucross the sector in ferms of busic service provision to shured owners.
Others, however, seemed to provide the seeds for further exploration; plutforms perhups for
more concerted innovutive product und service development.

Platforms for the future

The ideus we present below should hot be seen us the finished urticle. They remuin ideus or
opportunities meunt for consideration und development. Each ohe uddresses one of the
challenges or thematic ureus that huve emerged from the analysis of the reseurch findinys.
Just as Viridiun will not be implementing ull of the recommendations set out in the puper, not
every option will be right for other shared ownership landlords. However, we would hope thut
they provoke, spurk debate, und encourage discussion. It may well be that some of them are
dlreudy under development, that others will hever work or that they are simply uninteresting.
Discovering this is purt und purcel of u process of trying to think in new wuys, and we would
hope that readers come with the objective of building on und uddinyg o ideus rather than
merely dismissing or critiquing.
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4.22

4.23

Shared ownher mindsets

Multi-tiered shared ownership ‘rent’ packages

Is it possible to creute u suite of shured owhership products thut recoynise the different needs
and expectations of different shared owners, from the ‘renter plus’ to the ‘ownher parther’?
For exumple, d ‘low rent’ puckuye for ‘owher purtners’ thut leaves them more responsible
for home muintenunce, und u “higher rent” puckuge uimed ut the ‘renter plus’ that removes
responsibilities for home maintenance, und ensures swift or priority service provision?

Premium loyalty packages

Rewdrding lony term, reliuble, shared owners with the dbility to take control of various uspects
of their property, such us the appointment of sub-contractors. Such a scheme may also offer
additional benefits ussociuted with home ownership and renfing such us, discounted home
reluted products, broudbund repuirs, contents insurance, gurden services or even interior
design services.

A ‘shared owner’ brand
A recoynisubly different look und feel for communicutions and products uimed ut shared
owners that distinguishes them from other residents.

Recoynising finunciul difficulty

Down-staircasing

For those in finuncial trouble, is there a way for housinyg providers to offer to buy back u share
of the property, and/or innovate u 0% shared owhership situation (for this specific eventual-
ity) thut could provide uroute buck to shared ownership or u sufe exit plan? The how-defunct
Mortgage Rescue scheme used to provide financial support from the Government fo house-
holds before their home wus repossessed. Developing such u dowh-stuircusing product
would hot only provide households with much heeded support, but could ulso involve the
potentiul for such share buy-backs to actuully generute revenue (in the lony term) for housing
providers, und therefore o offer leniency to the shared owner in financial trouble.

Flexible responses to ‘arrears’

Recoynising that early intervention is better than later punishment, could urrears be ‘hoticed’
and/or correluted with other things known ubout the resident, such thut finauncial help or
adyvice is provided early to those that heed it?

Shared ownership processes

Partner promotion

Recoynising the ubility of housing providers to influence shared owner mindsets, housing
providers could uctively seek to promote the ‘paurther’ mindset by developiny products und
services that encourayge this ided. For example this might include: u 2-yearly ‘financial diag-
nosis’ fo ussess the viubility of staircusing; unprompted estimates of the finunciul advantages
of stuircusiny; dedicuted shared ownership ‘munagers’ that remain d single point of contact;
and, un expert guide to the unique shared ownership financial journey.

Shared owner sales

Parthering with estate agents to dllow shared owners greater freedom to control the sules
process for their own property. This would be quite u big depurture from existing sules pro-
cesses und housing providers would ho longer have first rights to market a property. As such
a streumlined purchuse process, involving fully briefed estate ugents could encouruge u lot
more dynamism in the shared ownership mMarket.

Sub-letting safety valve

Sub-letting is currently u tricky yuestion for providers of shared ownhership housing—ulthough
some providers do offer it on u cuse-by-cuse busis. However, could sub-letting be more widely
infroduced us part of u puckage of ‘emergency options’ for those in femporary finuncial
difficulty, allowing shared owners fo temporarily fake advantage of a hew income stream?
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4.24 Prepuring for future shared owner demaunds

Here, sugyestions involve some rudicul rethinking of the shared ownership product. Not dll of
the sugyestions could be reulised by housing providers ulone. Nonetheless they provide food
for thought around whut the future of shared ownership couldlook like. After dll, we know that
the fuce of the shured owner is ulreudy chanyging. Should not the thinking behind the product
itself keep up?

New infrastructure for shared ownership
Thinking ubout the policy structure that surrounds shared ownership properties, is there some
mileuge in thinking anew about:

Removiny restrictions on building sizes und green belt developments

A renewed focus on providing ufforduble housinyg, selling at prices thut reflect cost, but not
necessurily fullmarket rute

Placing limits on rent increuses, built in from the start

Explorinyg the opportunities of muking shared ownership a ‘tenure for life’ product, recoyhis-
ing the fuct thut the competition for shared ownership is us much rental housiny, rather than
outright sales

‘Tapered rent’

The reseurch hus shown the profile of people living in shared owhership properties is yettiny
older, und thut they ure spending more time living in these properties. Viridiun, like other hous-
iny providers, hus ulso developed u shured ownership product that is specificully uimed at
olderresidents over the uge of 55. Is there scope then to do more to support shured ownership
residents us they yet older, particularly with some of the lonyger term finunciul pressures they
will fuace us theirincomes reduce?

A tapered rentul product could be onhe way of addressing this. Under such a scheme people
would make higher rental payments in the early yeurs of their fenancy. These would then
gradudlly reduce us they get older. From the customer’s perspective this will meun they pay
less us their income reduces. From d housing provider’s perspective however, rent payments
would effectively even out over the longer ferm so there would nhot be u full in their long term
revenue projection.

‘Long-stay equity’

Rather than staircase in stages, are there alfernative ways of helping someone gradudlly build
equity in their property? A lonyg-term equity product—which we ure aware hus been looked
at by other housing providers—could do just that, Long-stay households would puy un addi-
fionul aumount of rent und in return expect to increuse their share in the property on an annudl
busis. This would remove the need to suve or prioritise staircusing when the time is right, and
instead offer a secure, lony term and ufforduble equity-building product.
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4.3 Concluding note

Our dim at the start of this journey was to examine Viridian’s shared ownership offer and ussess
how we could help more customers redlise their housing uspirations. We how not only have
d much more huunced perspective of the issues fucing shared housing providers and the
residents who live in these properties; but we hope to have dlso surfaced a variety of ideus
and opportunities that will provoke wider debate and uction across the sector.

Moviny forward, there are a few findal things to consider. Firstly, it is importaunt hot fo lose
sight of the customer, who they ure und how they dre changiny, us learning from them will
continue to open up New ideus und opportunities to innovute und improve. Secondly, if some
of the ideus set out here are to move ‘off the puyge und into the reul world’, further explor-
ative reseurch und development will be hecessury. Housing providers should ulso seek out
opportunities fo work in partnership toyether, to share ideus und resources, und ultimately
deliverimpuct ut u meuningful scule.

Shared ownership is G very exciting product und onhe that is tadilor-made to help meet the
housing demunds we know will arise in the future. Although the sociul housing sector ut times
may be guite slow Moving, it is dlso G space that is receptive to hew ideus and presents lofs
of opportunities to friul new upprouches. It should hot be scured of innovution und trying
new thingys.
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