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Glossary and definitions

• Community ownership: the collective ownership of real estate by local stakeholders rather than an individual or private entity, providing those 
stakeholders with net new economic benefits and / or control over these assets.

• Portfolio size: The estimated total value of properties a community ownership project manages.

• Subsidy: Grants or deeply below-market capital that reduce project costs to make community outcomes like deep affordability financially viable.

• Market rate: The price, rent, or return that would be charged in an open, competitive market without subsidies or special affordability requirements. 
What a typical commercial private investor or landlord would seek.

• Risk-adjusted returns: Returns evaluated relative to the level of financial risk taken. Higher-financial-risk investments are expected to generate 
higher potential returns than lower-financial-risk ones.

• Impact capital: Investment capital that accepts below-market returns or more flexible terms in exchange for achieving social or community 
outcomes, sitting between pure philanthropy and traditional finance. 

• Credit enhancements: Tools (e.g., guarantees, first-loss capital, reserves) that absorb early losses or reduce perceived financial risk so other investors 
are willing to participate. 

• Financial aggregation: Pooling capital from multiple funders and/or bundling many projects so capital can be deployed at scale with more 
standardized terms and lower transaction costs. 

• Technical assistance: Non-capital support such as coaching, legal and underwriting help, financial modeling, or asset management guidance that 
strengthens organizations’ ability to execute projects. 

• National replication: Scaling a model proven in one or a few places so it can be implemented consistently across multiple geographies in the country, 
often using standardized tools and capital structures.
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Why community ownership?

The opportunity: Community ownership fundamentally changes the structure of real estate

Community ownership—the collective ownership of real estate by local community members—offers an opportunity to improve the economic, 
political, and social wellbeing of communities and their long-time residents. 

By placing land and buildings under forms of democratic or mission-driven control, community ownership can preserve long-term affordability, 
stabilize commercial corridors, and keep wealth circulating locally rather than flowing to outside investors. These models give residents real political 
power over development decisions, ensuring that investments reflect community priorities and strengthening civic engagement more broadly. 
Ultimately, community ownership allows communities not just to withstand change, but to shape it.

The status quo: Outside owners and traditional economic incentives are failing communities

Low-income and working-class communities across the country are facing a range of challenges . Real estate prices are growing faster than 
incomes, straining finances for households and business owners, and contributing to a widening wealth gap. At the same time, residents are 
increasingly sidelined from decisions about their community, and neighborhoods are losing the people, culture, and values that once defined them.

The dynamics of who owns, develops, and operates real estate (both residential and commercial) is a key driver of these challenges. When 
ownership is concentrated in absentee landlords, private equity firms, and speculative investors, communities experience rising rents, eviction risk, 
and the loss of local businesses; it also limits residents’ ability to shape the future of their neighborhoods. 

Where we are today: Addressing barriers to community ownership

Community ownership leaders face challenges accessing financing to operationalize their visions and compete with other models. This document 
focuses on understanding and addressing these financing barriers.

This analysis of community ownership financing is part of a broader effort led by the University of Miami, which is also examining non-financing field needs and strategies for addressing them.
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Community ownership encompasses a number of local, regional, and national efforts 
changing the structures of real estate ownership

Community ownership refers to the collective ownership of 
real estate by local stakeholders rather than an individual or 

private entity, providing those stakeholders with net new 
economic benefits and / or control over these assets

Economic benefits: Who owns land 
and property? How are prices set? 
How are profit, entitlements, and 

wealth distributed? 

Local stakeholders: Tenants/residents, 
shareholders, broader community 

members, community-based 
organizations, and local leaders

Source: Adapts language from University of Miami Community Ownership team and the Center for Community Investment 

Control: Who influences and makes 
decisions about land use and 

development? 
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Under today’s status quo, outside stakeholders own and control local land and real 
estate, resulting in a range of challenges for communities and long-time residents

Social: Communities lose the people, values, 
and culture that once defined them

Political: Residents and tenants lack agency 
over the shape of their community

Economic: Residents pay for rising rents 
while being locked out of equity benefits

1) Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis (link); 2) National Association of Home Builders (link); 3) U.S. Census Bureau (American Community Survey, 2023); 4) AmeriCorps Civic Engagement and Volunteering Dashboard (link) 5) Eviction Lab Research (link); 6) Furman Center Neighborhood Indicators (link)

2.5% of collective U.S. wealth held by 

50% of American households1

• Just 46% and 50% of Hispanic and Black 
Americans own their homes, respectively 
(vs. 79% of White Americans)2

Americans’ rent burden (2023)3

48% of households spend 

<30% of income on housing

52% are rent-burdened 

(>30% of income spent on 
housing)

26% are severely rent-burdened (>50% of 

income spent on housing)

Shifting community demographics:
Crown Heights (Brooklyn, NY) example6

10% of Americans reported attending a 

public meeting in the prior year (e.g., zoning 
hearings, community boards)4

20% worked with neighbors to solve a 

community problem in the last year

25% belonged to a local civic organization 

in the last year

10% contacted elected officials in the last 

year

3.6M evictions filed per year5

• Affecting 7.6M individual renters

• Women, black renters, and children face a 
disproportionate share of evictions

https://www.stlouisfed.org/open-vault/2025/june/the-state-of-us-household-wealth
https://eyeonhousing.org/2024/02/homeownership-rates-by-race-and-ethnicity-3/
https://data.americorps.gov/stories/s/AmeriCorps-Civic-Engagement-and-Volunteering-CEV-D/62w6-z7xa
https://evictionlab.org/research/
https://furmancenter.org/neighborhoods/view/crown-heights-prospect-heights
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Several solutions have emerged in response to these challenges, each with tradeoffs

ConstraintsObjectives

Low-income Housing 
Tax Credit (LIHTC) 
Development

Home ownership 
initiatives

Traditional 
commercial 
development

Community 
organizing (in 
isolation)

• External profits: Economic resources do not circulate 
within the community, instead paying out investors

• Weak community input: Rarely prioritizes 
community needs or local small businesses

• Wealth vs. permanent affordability: Affordability and 
community control are not preserved at resale

• Scope of impact: Limited spillovers for renters / main 
streets unless paired with community-level tools

• Induce private market activity: Capital seeks risk-
adjusted returns from acquiring and renovating 
residential, commercial, or mixed-use assets, 
sometimes using tax incentives

• Lower the cost of capital for low-income housing: Tax 
incentives give investors a dollar-for-dollar reduction 
in their federal tax liability in exchange for investing in 
rental developments for low-income tenants

• Expiration: Affordability is not preserved in 
perpetuity; typically, rents can float after 30-years

• Private influence: PE/institutional ownership linked 
to higher eviction rates; limited community voice

• Subsidize the cost of buying a home: Tools like down-
payment assistance, mortgage subsidies, and 
financial education help households become 
homeowners to build wealth and stability

• Long-term power: Wins depend on voluntary change; 
difficult to create significant economic pressure

• Geographically constrained: Strategies and solutions 
are often hyperlocal

• Increase pressure on decision-makers: Organizations 
elevate community needs to local officials and/or 
landlords, sometimes using economic or political 
tools (e.g., boycotts, elections) to induce change

N O N - E X H A U S T I V E
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Compared to traditional models and other alternatives, models of community 
ownership can achieve a diverse array of goals

Economic

Social

1. Wealth generation is not just from the sale of the asset, but also is from the ability to take a loan (e.g., home equity loan) against an appreciating asset, and also stave off higher rent increases to then invest in other areas

Source: Taxonomies are adapted from those of the University of Miami Community Ownership team, Kresge, and CZI

Political

• Resident and tenant affordability: Quality housing available at a cost that low- and moderate-income households 
can reasonably afford

• Wealth generation: Opportunities to achieve financial security through ownership of assets that are appreciating 
in value 

• Community development: Expansion of locally-rooted businesses, jobs, infrastructure, and services; resources are 
continuously circulating within the community 

• Power and control: Ownership and governance structures that ensure community interests are centered

• Broader civic engagement: Promoted through the practice of shared governance

• Resident and tenant stability: Protection from displacement due to rising housing costs, gentrification, or 
redevelopment and governance rights over land and property use 

• Community identity preservation: The broader community (i.e., non-direct end users) is rooted and permanent—
including its people, character, culture, and industry

• Social cohesion: Social belonging and intra-community connections, including among groups not historically well-
connected

Direct outcomes of community ownership,  co-benefit / follow-on outcomes



9

These examples show how community ownership can achieve economic, political, and 
social goals for residents, tenants, and broader communities

Kensington Corridor Trust
Philadelphia, PA

Chicago Trend
Chicago, IL & Baltimore, MD

Dudley Neighbors, Inc.
Boston, MA

Grounded Solutions Network
National

Founded 2019; early success 
revitalizing a disinvested community

• Owns 30 properties in alignment 
with community needs, including 
26 permanently affordable 
housing units and 14 commercial 
units leased

• Trust stewardship committee 
composed of elected Kensington 
residents and small business 
owner—compensated at $44/hr

• Significant reliance on 
philanthropic, spend-down 
lenders

Founded 2016; early success closing 
racial asset ownership gap

• Co-owns six shopping centers in 
Chicago and Baltimore in majority 
Black communities, alongside 385 
community investors, 67% of 
whom are black

• Community residents have 
contributed an average of $2,270 
and averaged 5% annual dividend 
returns; goal is to achieve a 12% 
IRR over the holding period

• Jeffrey Plaza purchase and 
renovation supported 180 FTE 
jobs 

Early success improving single-
family housing stock through novel 
sources of capital 

• Completed first portfolio deal of 
23 single-family rentals in the 
Minneapolis-St. Paul region

• Launching in Atlanta to acquire 75 
single-family homes, supported by 
Housing Opportunity Bond 
financing and multiple private 
investors and CDFI lenders

• Leverages impact capital to avoid 
dependence on limited public 
subsidies, aiming for 2,000+ 
permanently affordable homes

Founded 1998; demonstrated 
success maintaining long-term 
affordability

• Manages 77 permanently 
affordable rental units, 50 co-op 
units, and 96 homeownership 
units, as well as some commercial 
and community spaces—on 34 
acres of land 

• Saw significantly fewer 
foreclosures than surrounding 
neighborhoods during the 2007-
09 crisis

• Benefited from significant local 
political will to address lot vacancy 
in the neighborhood

Source: Lincoln Institute of Land Policy; MIT Department of Urban Studies and Planning; Grounded Solutions Network; Next City; Chicago Trend documents

N O N - E X H A U S T I V E / S E E  A P P E N D I X  F O R  D E S C R I P T I O N S  O F  C O M M U N I T Y  O W N E R S H I P  M O D E L S

https://www.lincolninst.edu/app/uploads/legacy-files/pubfiles/2429_1774_thaden_wp14et1.pdf
https://dspace.mit.edu/handle/1721.1/98934
https://groundedsolutions.org/homes-for-the-future-announces-investment-in-the-preservation-of-283-homes-in-minneapolis-saint-paul-and-plans-to-launch-in-atlanta/
https://nextcity.org/features/five-years-in-phillys-kensington-corridor-trust-is-building-momentum
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Project context, methodology, and summary findings

Project context and 
analyses conducted

• The University of Miami Financial Aggregator Project is oriented around a single animating question: How might new 
forms of financing catalyze the broader field of community ownership? 

• This project is nested underneath a larger community ownership field building effort run by the University of 
Miami Community Ownership team, exploring policy, narrative change, and a range of other field needs

The current state of 
the field

• As part of this project, Bridgespan conducted a broad range of analyses with various inputs:

– 20 practitioner and funder interviews, which elevated a set of clear needs, challenges, and financing opportunities 

– A high-level field-wide landscaping

– A set of financing case studies, which elevated critical capital needs cutting across the different segments of community ownership

– Funder and field working groups to gather feedback on the design and structure for new forms of financing

– A 5-hour in-person workshop with a set of field leaders to surface and refine potential ‘roles for aggregation’ which could draw net 
new financing into the broader field

• The community ownership field is vast and growing, with over 300+ organizations holding an estimated ~$10B in 
real estate assets – ranging from small on-the-ground actors to large national organizations

• These organizations needs are often different, with smaller, more local efforts requiring more subsidy while models 
with national aspirations / more competitive-return potential are hamstrung by limited access to capital markets

• From a financial perspective, these organizations need multiple kinds of capital. Field leaders have named 
philanthropy, impact capital, and low-cost traditional financing are most needed

– The need for this capital looks different based on the organization’s goals, regional context, and market dynamics

• However, attracting these sources poses a variety of challenges for individual community ownership initiatives , 
often compromising their ability to serve the bespoke needs of their community 
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Through interviews and analysis of existing research, several common themes 
emerged around community ownership financing challenges

Community ownership is not 
well understood

“It feels riskier when they ask, who’s signing the loan, and it’s a shared 
decision-making model.”

Capital stacks are often 
bespoke

“Every single capital stack looks different when resource availability varies. 
That makes replication hard.”

Governance is time and 
capacity intensive

“Successful CLTs have strong community bases. You need to do the 
relationship-building first.”

Newer models and leaders 
especially struggle

“The first few years were hard. Everything felt untested to funders, even 
though we were taking the best aspects of other models and applying them.”

Though these pain points are echoed across the field, challenges manifest in different ways depending on an 
organization’s scope and goals

Source: Interviews with field leaders



13

The field is comprised actors operating with different scopes, including many 
fragmented local efforts and national players with larger portfolio values

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

~160+
(50%)

~50+
(29%)

~90+
(21%)

Count of Organizations

~$0.4B
(4%)

~$1.8B
(18%)

~$7.8B
(78%)

Portfolio Size

300+ organizations ~$10.0B

$50M+

$10-50M

< $10M

D I R E C T I O N A L  A N A L Y S I SS A M P L E  P R O V I D E D  B Y  U M I A M I  C O M M U N I T Y  O W N E R S H I P  T E A M  

Note: These analyses are based on a dataset from the University of Miami that is biased towards the most visible community ownership organizations; as a result, notably, it undercounts limited-equity co-operatives and non-ROC USA ROCs. *Our analysis only leveraged the most conservative end of the asset range
Source: Estimates are based on extrapolating from a sample set (n= 130) out of 300+ organizations which places this sample within a relative confidence band of +/- 10% for most insights). See Appendix for detailed methodology.

US Community Ownership Organizations (by Org Size)

The largest actors 
include national models 
(e.g., ROC USA) and a 
handful of longstanding 
larger place-based 
organizations (e.g., 
Cooper Square 
Committee)
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Organizations with different scopes have different capital needs, and thus face 
unique barriers to accessing the financing required to achieve their goals

Philanthropy and grant-like capital is central

– “If acquiring at market rate while supporting rents under 
market, subsidies are a critical part of the capital stack.” 

– “Public funding is bureaucratic, slow, and inflexible—so 
we need bridge loans & lines of credit.”

Fragmented, hyper-local efforts are inherently sub-scale 
for efficiency

– “There’s a big curve to get the first projects done, and 
without technical assistance, it’s hard to grow.”

– “We have created and sustained our own ecosystem. There 
is no curated space for us to learn.” 

Market infrastructure does not exist

– “Capital is not available without a track record.”

– “Larger projects have more stability, but many 
organizations don’t have the balance sheet strength.”

– “How do you access products like municipal bonds?”

Community ownership is less competitive and agile

– “In a competitive market, it’s tough to secure property. We 
don’t have the capital to deploy fast enough.”

– “Transitioning multi-family assets to a community-entity is 
entirely different and more challenging.” 

Source: Interviews with community ownership field leaders 

Smaller, hyper-local efforts 

Require significant subsidy, but sources are inconsistent 
and hard to secure 

Models with national scale goals

More competitive-return potential, but limited by market 
access and complexity
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Analysis of capital stacks from a range of projects confirms the importance of 
unlocking multiple sources of capital to support the field

• Grants and grant-like subsidies

– What this can look like: Project- and org-level grants; long-term, low-interest 

debt (e.g., 0-2%, 30 yr)

– Sources: Philanthropy, local governments

• Below market-rate return impact capital

– What this can look like: First-loss pool / guarantees; below market rate debt / 

mezzanine debt (e.g., 3-5%)

– Sources: Impact investors

• Traditional financing with risk-adjusted returns

– What this can look like: Market rate senior debt for acquisitions; bridge 

loans; municipal / community bond models

– Sources: Banks, CDFIs

*Note: In general, we chose to focus on single projects because they provided the most consistent basis for comparing the types of capital required. Grants and subsidies includes public and private grants, including those with terms. Below market-rate return impact capital includes below-market rate debt and equity from public and private 
sources (e.g., LIHTC and other government loans, impact capital). Traditional financing includes traditional bank and CDFI loans. 

• Hyper-local efforts typically rely on subsidy, while those with national replication goals utilize more traditional financing

• However, many projects utilize multiple types of capital

• Capital stacks also often include multiple sources within a capital type, each with distinct terms

Key Takeaways 
of Analysis: 

There are three categories of capital projects leveraged… … These sources are used differently across projects

100%

25%

61% 60%
71% 76%

75%

39%

17%

29% 18%23%
6%

Kensington 

Corridor 
Trust

CLT of Marin 

County

Sky Without 

Limits (LEC)

MINT Chicago 

TREND

ROC USA 

(Meadowood 
Village)

% of total project funding

Locally-driven projects National replication models

Note: Do not share externally 
until approving capital stacks 

with organizations
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Our conversations with funders echo barriers confronted by field leaders attempting 
to access these sources

Philanthropy Impact capital
Low-cost traditional 

financing

Funding 
priorities

• Mission-aligned impact

• Catalytic (i.e., pathway to 
sustainable funding sources)

• Below-market-rate returns 
alongside mission-aligned 
impact

• Low-risk, low-friction

• Strong track record

“We can invest across outcomes, 
but our limitations are actually 

around place.”

“What’s the specific value add of 
community ownership in terms of 

outcomes?”

“There is no clear ownership 
structure or consistency of pricing 

and terms.”

Barriers to 
financing 
community 
ownership

• Lack of clarity on outcomes

• Misaligned geography (e.g., 
national funder, local effort)

• Unfamiliar models, leadership, 
and data

• Check-size mismatch (i.e., 
projects are too small) 

• High risk and diligence costs 

• Limited lender education

: 

Source: Bridgespan interviews, Project working group meetings
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This section outlines how financial aggregation can help address critical barriers
to financing

• Current state: Misalignment of the community ownership financing ecosystem

• Potential future state: The role for aggregation in bridging funders and the field

• Learnings from the social sector: Examples of other markets that have benefited from 
financial aggregation

• Benefits for community ownership: Opportunities elevated by field leaders

• Critiques of financial aggregation: Trade-offs and challenges elevated by the field

• Consolidation of discrete funding sources and processes into a single, cohesive structure to 
improve the flow of capital

• A form of intermediation—the layering of institutions and infrastructure within an ecosystem 
to increase its overall efficiency and effectiveness

What is financial 
aggregation?

The case for 
aggregation is 
broken down 
across the 
following five 
slides:
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Current state of the community ownership field: There is a mismatch between the 
accessibility of capital and the field’s needs

• There are significant sources of capital available

• Accessing these sources requires meeting needs that vary by capital type 
and individual funder

• There are 300+ community ownership initiatives, all designed around 
bespoke goals 

• These initiatives each require slightly different combinations of capital

Capital requirements and field needs are not aligned…

…which reduces the total capital available for community ownership.

Aggregation is needed to better connect capital to initiatives

Aggregation

Sources of 
Capital

Community 
Ownership 
Initiatives
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Potential future state of the field: By creating different modes of aggregation, the 
community ownership field can access each of the critical capital pools

• Three sources of capital unlocked by 
addressing their distinct goals

• Each source further unlocks the next 
by changing the risk and return

Unlock $100Ms of potential philanthropic capital

Unlock $1B+ of potential impact capital

Unlock $10B+ of potential traditional investment

Source and methodology: Potential dollars available to be unlocked per source is calculated based on estimates of total annua l capital flows from that source with aligned goals, specifically: Philanthropy is proxied by annual grantmaking directed towards housing-related efforts (Chronicle of 

Philanthropy, 2023); Impact capital is proxied by annual below-market impact investments directed toward the U.S., excluding the climate sector (GIIN, 2024; GIIN, 2025); Traditional investment is proxied by annual issuance of low-cost traditional financing products that are directly tied to real estate 
and community finance, e.g., agency mortgage-backed securities and high-grade municipal bonds (SIFMA, 2024; SIFMA 2025)

Aggregation vehicles bridge the unique needs of initiatives and rigid capital standards

Field catalyst focused on deploying 
capital into local communities

Capital market infrastructure focused 
on national replication models

A B
Aggregation

Sources of 
Capital

Community 
Ownership 
Initiatives

Community ownership initiatives across geographies and models access the 
capital they need to achieve their goals



21

Analogous markets offered three key insights on how financial intermediation 
strategies can help shape markets to support non-market goals

• Charter schools: Subsidy aggregation 
for credit enhancement enabled tax-
exempt bond market growth

• FQHCs: Regional credit enhancement 
laddered to national funds and 
specialized sleeves for specific models

• Community solar: Mission-driven 
capital vehicles and green banks for 
construction-to-term and warehousing

• Credit enhancement can be catalytic 
(minimize risk, lower costs of capital, 
and build lender familiarity)

• Technical assistance established 
performance and underwriting 
standards

• Anchor philanthropic investment can 
rapidly accelerate market evolution

• Reducing diligence costs can bring in 
market-rate investors

• Strengthened, credible data 
infrastructure (e.g., risk reporting, 
outcomes) evolves ahead of markets

• Capital markets can scale quickly 
when policies help codify regulatory 
and legal frameworks for new models

Multiple types of capital- and
 demand-aggregating 

infrastructure are needed
1

Philanthropic & impact
 capital can de-risk for
 institutional capital

Accessing traditional capital
 markets requires greater 
 standardization

2 3

We looked at three analogous cases for insights on market-making through financial intermediation:

– Charter school financing from 90s-2010

– Federally qualified health centers from 90s-2020

– Community-based solar financing from the 00s-2020

Note: See Appendix for more detailed case studies.
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There are clear potential benefits of financial aggregation for the community 
ownership field

• Streamlined connections between individual leaders and funders

– “Institutions don't know how to find us, and don't know how to speak our language, so is there an intermediary that can bridg e 
that gap?”

• Standardized frameworks and tools

– “An aggregator could streamline and reset what norms need to be around due diligence.”

• Alignment of scale of capital across funders and recipients

– “We need some sort of fund to access institutional funding with high minimums”

• Inducements for local funders

– “In a new city, a trusted national entity willing to come in with half the downpayment or patient capital—that support would 
induce local foundations and banks.”

• Coordinated non-capital stack supports

– “If you can build out a fund with an attorney on retainer for when organizations are exploring deals... We don’t have $100K of our 
own money to pay an attorney or go back and forth with the IRS.”

Source: Interviews with community ownership field leaders 
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At the same time, field leaders elevated important critiques of financial aggregation

ImplicationCritique of financial aggregation

• Intermediation abstracts the relational work

– “Focusing only on building infrastructure to pool and distribute capital is likely to 
mismatch needs on the ground. How this connects to people is important.”

• Aggregator governance must be 
aligned to community ownership

• Field needs are too diverse

– “How would an aggregator address the fact that some groups are looking to scale, 
but others are very focused on a very local set of goals?”

• Distinct solutions are required for 
differentiated field segments

• More layers increase inefficiency

– “If the aggregator is getting funding at 2% interest and passing it through to us at 
4% to cover their costs, I’d rather just make the trips to engage funders directly.”

• Aggregator must have the right 
capacity and infrastructure

• Target returns can dilute impact

– “What if a big aggregator comes in and cherry-picks only the best deals for them. 
Do they work for the market or do they work for the community?”

• Scope and capital supports must 
reflect the true needs of the field 

The potential benefits must outweigh the risks, which can be minimized (but not completely avoided) with rigorous design and implementation

Source: Interviews with community ownership field leaders 
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Field needs are broad and segmented, requiring different approaches to aggregation; 
our recommendation is to move forward with two parallel solutions

Smaller, hyper-local efforts that require significant 
subsidy and extremely low-interest, flexible loans

Models with national scale aspirations and more 
competitive-return potential

• Accelerating the field requires addressing the needs of two segments of the community ownership field

• The target beneficiaries and supports provided by each of these aggregation solutions are sufficiently specialized that 
it would not be efficient to address them through a single vehicle

• Instead, these aggregation roles are distinct but complimentary efforts, which can be pushed forward in parallel

Field catalyst focused on deploying capital into local 
communities

Capital market infrastructure focused on national 
replication models

A

B

Field segment

The following slides describe each of these aggregator roles in greater detail

Aligned aggregator
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Aggregator A: Field catalyst focused on deploying capital into local communities

• Role: Transform ecosystem of philanthropic capital from scattered, one-off project supports into systematic financing and 
investment with capital tailored to the needs of communities 

• Desired impact objective: Across markets, there is a stronger community ownership field capable of drawing in greater 
philanthropic investment while also enabling case-making for policy change that could unlock larger pools of subsidy capital from 
public funding for the field

• Direct field segment 

served: Range of on-the-
ground models 

• Primary type(s) of capital 
deployed: Philanthropic 

grants and subsidized debt

• Primary sources of capital 
aggregation: Institutional 

philanthropies, family 
offices providing impact 
capital

Capital 
strategy

Other 
strategies

• Fund deploying 0-2% return, 10–15-year term debt that enables local efforts to access 
low-cost capital and implement community priorities (e.g., affordability covenants) 

• Credit enhancements, first-loss capital, and bridge funding to build track records

• Multi-year operating grants to support capacity building 

• Field strengthening function which coordinates with local partners to strengthen 
community ownership ecosystems in key cities and regions

• Centralize back-office functions (legal documentation, financial underwriting, asset 
management systems) to reduce transaction costs and need for specialized expertise

Bridgespan research has identified that field catalysts provide critical infrastructure for an ecosystem or field. They play three primary roles: (1) diagnosing and assessing the core problem and full landscape of actors; (2) advocating or shining spotlights on issues; (3) connecting and organizing actors 

around a shared goal. These organizations can contain a variety of functions but are an important part of many movements for social change. 

https://www.bridgespan.org/getmedia/61cb867b-2bd3-489e-ba70-f41861e51788/field-catalysts-behind-the-scenes-of-systems-change-sern-bridgespan.pdf
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Aggregator B: Capital market infrastructure focused on national replication

Capital 
strategy

Other 
strategies

• Deploy a range of capital solutions (e.g., blended structures, guarantees, credit 
enhancement) to national real estate funds and emerging models with replication potential

• Support experimentation of financial vehicles (e.g., revolver loan funds, collateralized loan 
obligations, municipal bonds, registered direct offerings) that could provide a  pathway for 
traditional institutional investors to support community ownership models while meeting 
their compliance and regulatory reporting standards

• Role: Help real estate portfolio funds with scaling ambitions achieve a greater levels of maturity (i.e., build from Fund I to Fund II & 
Fund III), establish market-facing infrastructure, and pilot innovative financing vehicles that can draw in institutional capital

• Desired impact objective: Expand the universe of potential investors, reduce the cost of capital across the entire field, and make 
debt and equity portions of community ownership financing more competitive with conventional models (i.e., access rates closer to 
‘risk-free’)

• Direct field segment served: Any 

model with replication potential and 
scale aspirations

• Type(s) of capital deployed: Senior 
debt, mezzanine capital/equity, 

credit enhancements, philanthropic 
grants for field-level infrastructure

• Primary sources of capital 

aggregation: Philanthropies, family 
offices, impact investing teams of 
major institutional investors (e.g., JP 

Morgan, Morgan Stanley), insurance 
companies, pension funds, 
university endowments

• Support standardization of reporting and develop performance benchmarks (e.g., 
outcomes tracking, term sheets, diligence)

• Lead market education to build investor confidence (e.g., publishing data, case studies, and 
performance insights, by convening funders and intermediaries) and cultivate commitments

• May also create market data infrastructure (e.g., standardized risk frameworks, reporting 
systems and databases accessible to investors and researchers, impact measurement 
frameworks)
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What this can look like: These two aggregation solutions can dramatically improve 
how field leaders engage with the funding ecosystem

ToFrom

• Community ownership is not well-
understood by funders

• Field leaders and funders develop and 
maintain individual relationships

• Capital is inflexible and hard to raise

• On-the-ground field leaders lack critical 
capacity building support

• Bespoke capital stacks are difficult to scale

• Market infrastructure does not exist

Aggregator A Aggregator B

National 

philanthropy

Impact 

investors

Community 

foundation

On-the-

ground 
initiative

On-the-

ground 
initiative

On-the-ground 

initiative in specific 
community

Capital support: Flexible capital

Non-capital support: Capacity building

Philanthropy

Financial aggregator

National 

replication 
model 

National 

replication 
model

Impact 

investors

Traditional 

investors

National 

replication 
model

Non-capital support: 

Track record, 
standardization, 

infrastructure

Efficient solution design can enable the benefits of aggregation, while governance structures are 
critical for mitigating the risks (see details on next page)

Capital support: Range of 

blended capital supports

I L L U S T R A T I V E

Financial aggregator
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Field and funders outlined several factors that would define success for each of these 
aggregators

Field catalyst focused on deploying capital into local 
communities

A
Capital market infrastructure focused on national replication 

models
B

For both aggregation solutions, governance and a formal mechanism for community voice in decision-making is 
critical. This can take many forms, ranging from democratic decision-making to philanthropic collaboratives 

structures to centralized institutional governance.

Success Factor Description

Multiple 
strategies for 
different contexts

• Equipped to address challenges that vary 
across regions, market types, and models

• More than one organization (potentially via a 
coordinated network) may be needed

Operationally 
sound

• Capable of rapidly delivering several different 
kinds of capital 

• A strong track record of relationship building 
with on-the-ground organizations

Success Factor Description

A sequenced 
approach

• Directly delivers capital support to models 
with scale potential, including earlier stage

• A multi-year plan to build toward integration 
with market-facing infrastructure

Demand-
generating

• Experience developing standardized 
frameworks and systems

• A track record of leading donor education and 
cultivating diverse pipelines
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We recommend capitalizing existing intermediaries that are positioned to fulfill 
aspects of these roles (vs. introducing a new organization)

Illustrative organizations that could play this roleA Illustrative organizations that could play this roleB

Disclaimer: Important context for this list

• Organizations were identified via an initial landscape scan of public information and adjacent project-related analyses (e.g., field interviews)

• Initiatives on this were elevated or emerged from research as potentially aligned to these roles for aggregation

• The project team has done not further refining of this list (e.g., did not have dedicated conversations with these or other organizations)

• Before investing, funders should engage organizations to vet, assessing against the success factors for aggregation

• California Community Land Trust 
Network

• Candide (Olamina)

• Center for Community Investment

• City Life / Vida Urbana

• Colorado Solidarity Fund

• Community Ownership for Community 
Power Fund (COCP)

• Community Vision

• East Bay Permanent Real Estate Co-op

• Grounded Solutions Network

• The Guild (Groundcover)

• Housing Partnership Network (Equity 
Trust)

• Inclusive Capital Collective

• Invest Appalachia

• Just Futures Impact

• Justice Funders (JTIC)

• National CAPACD

• New Economy Project (New Economy 
Loan Fund)

• One Project

• The Partnership Fund (Collective 
Courage Fund)

• Public Bank of East Bay

• Right to the City (Loan Fund)

• Runway Roots (Rooted Fund)

• Seed Commons

• Shared Capital Cooperative

• Terner Center for Housing Solutions

• National funds that could be 

funded directly or via an 
aggregator:

– Chicago TREND 

– Community Investment Trust

– Grounded Solutions Network 
(Homes for the Future)

– LocalCode Kansas City

– ROC USA (National Acquisition Fund 
/ Integrity Community Solutions)

– Trust Neighborhoods

• Organizations that could 

aggregate capital toward national 
funds and/or lead market-facing 
infrastructure development:

– Calvert Impact Capital

– Community Credit Lab

– Community Investment Guarantee 
Pool

– Enterprise

– Maycomb Capital

– Momentus Capital (Momentus 
Securities)

Note: Some organizations not included in these lists may not be play an aggregator 

role themselves, but could serve as a facilitator of capital (e.g., Manzanita Capital)
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There are several ways field leaders can continue to advance financial aggregation 
solutions for community ownership

•Being in community with other field leaders to coordinate perspectives, constraints, and potential 
strategies 

•Engaging with potential aggregator organizations to better to understand their current and 
potential capabilities (e.g., exploring potential to develop national super-structures)

•Engaging funders, where appropriate, to surface further opportunities to support aggregation

•Sharing learnings and perspectives over time to support capacity building and standardization 
across the field (e.g., elevating best practices)
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Leaders can also support other field building strategies (beyond financial aggregation) 
that are needed to unlock greater impact

Reminder: Financial aggregation is one of several solutions being explored as part of a broader 
University of Miami Community Ownership field-building effort

•Our analyses began to surface adjacent field needs and how they may be addressed:

– Narrative change: Fundamentally challenging the perception of risk and return among partners, funders, 
and local stakeholders

– Policy: Advocating for policies that increase the viability of community ownership models (e.g., COPA and 
TOPA laws, favorable state and local budgeting)

•This work is ongoing, and field engagement is critical to elevating needs and developing effective 
solutions



A G E N D A

Problem and opportunity

Field and funder needs

The case for financial aggregation

Solutions

Next steps

Appendix



35

Key sources for this analysis: Perspectives from the field, funders, and existing 
research on the field of community ownership

Key reports and synthesisInterviews

• WES – Smitha Das

• Common Future – Jennifer 
Njuguna, Sandhaya Nakhasi

• Gary – Santhosh Ramdoss

• Kresge – Erika Brice and Tosha 
Tabron

• Bush Foundation – Roberta de la 
Riva

• Genesis LA / COCP –  Tom De 
Simone

• GSN – Devin Culbertson

• Maryland Community Investment 
Trust – Krystle Okafor

• Center for Community Investment 
– Omar Carrillo

• Calvert – Catherine Godschalk and 
Dean Moriah

• Kensington Corridor Trust – 
Adriana Abizadeh

• Genesis LA / COCP –  Tom De 
Simone

• New Economy Coalition – Dey 
Del Rio

• LISC – Elizabeth Wampler

• Right to the City – Dawn 
Phillips and Fernando Abarca 

• Community Investment Trust – 
John Haines 

• Chicago Trend – Lyneir 
Richardson

• Trust Neighborhood – Kavya 
Shankar

• Manzanita Capital Collective – 
Anthony Chang

• Internal materials shared directly by:

– UMiami Community Ownership team (informed by Aspen, GSN)

– Center for Community Investment

– Transform Finance

– Kresge Foundation

– Chan Zuckerberg Initiative

• Research reports (non-exhaustive):

– Hannah, Thomas M. Revisiting Community Control of Land and Housing in the 
Wake of COVID-19. The Democracy Collaborative / Thomas M. Hanna, 2021.

– Loh, Tracy Hadden and Hanna Love. The Emerging Solidarity Economy: A Primer 
on Community Ownership of Real Estate. Brookings Institution, 2021.

– Spicer, Zachary, Mark Stephens, and Samantha Kramer. Oranges Are Not the Only 
Fruit: The Publicly Owned Variety of Community Land Trust. Radical Housing 
Journal, 2022.

– Basile, Patricia and Tarcyla Fidalgo Ribeiro. Community Land Trusts in Contexts of 
Informality: Process, Politics, and Challenges of Implementation. Radical Housing 
Journal, 2022.

– Rioux, Gerald L. and Christine L. Rioux. Limited Equity Housing Cooperatives: A 
Financing Opportunity for California Lenders. Center for Cooperatives, University 
of California, Davis, 1994.
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Overview of community ownership models (1 of 2):
Summary of common community ownership structures

Model Description

Community Land 

Trust (CLT)

• Land and property ownership are split; a CLT purchases land and develops properties on that land, typically for residential use, property is sold to 

homeowners or rented at below-market rates through 99-year renewable, inheritable land leases

• The CLT keeps housing prices affordable to all future homebuyers through resale restrictions that dictate below-market values

Limited equity 

cooperative (LEC)

• An iteration of the co-operative model (multi-unit property owned by cooperative corporation; residents purchase a share in the corporation)

• Shares/units limited to households below an income threshold

• Residents are required to resell at a price pre-determined by a formula (establishing LECs on CLT land can help ensure long-term affordability)

Resident-owned 

community (ROC)

• An iteration of the co-operative model in which residents cooperatively own and manage the land in manufactured neighborhoods. 

• Compared to LECs, some ROC shares are market-rate, with owners able to buy and sell without price limitations

Commercial 

Community Land 
Trust

• Land and property ownership are split; nonprofit owns land, tenants or operators own the building and operate under long-term ground lease

• CLT lease terms govern sale (through resale formula), use, refinance, sets affordability / use covenants in the ground lease

Tenant equity 

vehicle

• Provides renters a small share of the upside in the properties where they rent, either in the form of cash payments each time they pay their rent 

on time, or through a share of the profits when the property they rent is sold or refinanced

• Cash payments to renters are either made by paying renters a portion of the cash flow that the properties generate, or by providing cheap loans to 

affordable housing developers and paying renters through interest payments on those loans

Neighborhood 

Trust / Perpetual 
Purpose Trust

• A perpetual purpose trust that holds land, commercial buildings, and sometimes residential properties on behalf of the neighborhood in 

perpetuity, without private shareholders—removing them from speculative markets to formalize permanent community stewardship

• This legal structure is used by Kensington Corridor Trust

Real estate 

investment 
cooperative (REIC) 

• An ownership mechanism for maintaining local control of community development—typically commercial properties—allowing communities to 

decide what is best for themselves

• Cooperative entity owns and stewards property; members buy cooperative shares 
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Overview of community ownership models (2 of 2):
Description of national approaches (non-exhaustive)

Model Description

Mixed-income 

neighborhood 
trust (MINT)

• A community-led organization acquires, renovates, and operates a portfolio of diverse rental units (as a typical developer would); units are added 

to the trust by buying naturally occurring affordable units and building new infill

• Rent is capped for the majority of units while allowing a minority to float, creating a cross -subsidy for the rent-controlled units and helping 

preserve rents at scale in perpetuity

• Trust Neighborhoods, a national non-profit, provides capacity and expertise for expanding MINTs, collecting a fee if a MINT successfully launches

Community 

Investment Trust 
(CIT)

• CITs provide residents of historically disinvested communities—many of them immigrants, renters, women, people of color, or first-time 

investors—the opportunity to own local commercial real estate

• An issuer, usually a C-Corp, owns a commercial asset or a portfolio of commercial assets, and local residents can buy shares through small, low-

minimum monthly investments

• CIT Services is a 501c3 dedicated to supporting CITs; CIT Services advises EPCIT (a C-Corp) and organizations that are exploring the model in over a 

dozen other cities

Grounded 

Solutions 
Network, Homes 
for the Future

• The Homes for the Future real estate investment fund acquires single family rentals at scale and rents them out at affordable rates (targeting 

80% AMI)

• Equity accumulated through amortizing the mortgage and modest appreciation during the rental period is used to subsidize the sale of homes to 

renters, CLTs, or nonprofit developers at below-market prices

Chicago TREND • Chicago TREND Corporation (TREND) acquires shopping centers in low- and moderate-income neighborhoods, providing opportunities for local 

residents to invest as co-owners and ensuring that properties reflect the unique needs and goals of each community

• The TREND Real Estate Fund was created in 2023 to provide up to 95% of the equity required to purchase a shopping center
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Case study: Charter school financing from 90s-2010 (1/2)

$25M federal 

credit 
enhancement 
demonstration 

program allows 
CDFIs to scale their 

aggregation of 

concessionary 
capital to attract 

mainstream capital

• Charter schools emerge as 

an alternative to traditional 
schools, but inherent risks 
with chartering and short 

operating history limit 
capital access for facilities

• Banks unwilling to finance; 
most charter school bond 

deals rated below 
investment grade

• CDFIs are filling the 
facilities financing gap, with 

one-off loans between 
$250K to $2M, but 
transaction sizes begin 

growing unsustainable

0

5,000

0

200

400

Est. Count of Schools Est. CDFI Loans ($M)

1999-2000 2003-2004 2007-2008

~1,500

~3,000
~4,250+100%

+42%
CDFI Loans

(in millions)

Count of

Charter 
Schools

1
9

9
0

s

2
0

0
1 • Charter school facilities 

financing grows; traditional 
financiers gain comfort in 
charter sector

• Philanthropy-backed CDFIs 

pioneer new uses of subsidy 
aggregation; tax-exempt bonds 
emerge as promising strategy, 

supported by growing charter 
school track record

• TA grants begin to standardize 
underwriting across portfolios 

• However, smaller or more risky 

charter schools remain 
excluded

Leading CDFIs create 

the Charter School 
Financing 

Partnership, which 

developed a pooled 
tax-exempt bond 

product for charter 

schools below 
investment grade

• MacArthur Foundation supports field 

collaboration to launch multi-CDFI 
aggregation efforts; anchor funders like 
the Walton Family Foundation continue to 

help buy down interest rates of bonds, 
functioning as a permanent subsidy

• This model demonstrated that pooled, 
rated charter bond issuances could attract 

mainstream investors and further opened 
capital markets to charters

• As a result, large commercial banks begin 
to not only lend to charters but also 

launch dedicated special programs for the 
sector

M
id

 2
00

0s

Source: Federal Reserve Bank of Boston

O V E R V I E W

https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&ved=2ahUKEwjtqLicyLOQAxVKD1kFHSWGN-4QFnoECCEQAQ&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.bostonfed.org%2F-%2Fmedia%2FDocuments%2Fcommdev%2Fsmart-subsidy%2F52-donovan.pdf&usg=AOvVaw3eMsN6kya9vNi1sfsZ6WUz&opi=89978449
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Case study: Charter school financing from 90s-2010 (2/2)

Subsidy aggregation for credit 

enhancements to target a catalytic 
tranche is an effective strategy to 

attract mainstream capital

1

In addition to catalyzing capital 

aggregation, philanthropy can also 
serve as a convener to connect 
broader market infrastructure

2

Philanthropic capital aggregation 
efforts complement policy pushes

3

The credit enhancement strategy 
relied on an anchor funder to 

significantly accelerate the field

4

• This strategy created standard-

ized platforms to aggregate deal 
flow at two key points:

– 1,500 schools: Extending federal 
credit enhancement demo 
program

– 4,250 schools: Enhancing pooled 
tax-exempt bond products

• The Reinvestment Fund and 
NCB Capital Impact’s Charter 

School Capital Access Program 
(CCAP) Fund used a $6.4M 
grant as a first-loss reserve and 

$10M from TRF and NCB capital 
Impact as junior debt to create 
a $45M lending pool capitalized 

by leading banks

• Philanthropy seeded national, 

nonprofit pooled lending 
platforms and lowered capital 
costs to enable investment-

grade aggregation

• Philanthropy also played a role 
as a convener to launch multi-
CDFI aggregation efforts and 

support the broader market 
infrastructure (technical 
assistance, advocacy and 

narrative change, data) needed 
to codify pathways for charters 
to access finance

• Federal-level policy created a 

reliable source of subsidy that 
served as the base for 
philanthropic actors and CDFIs 

to aggregate capital at scale: $8 
of private capital for every $1 
of federal grant

• The federal CECSF program 

proved the concept of pooled, 
credit-enhanced lending, but it 
was often time-limited and 

oriented to shorter-term 
acquisition / bridge needs; 
philanthropy stepped in to 

institutionalize the model

• The Walton Family Foundation 

was a consistent champion for 
charter schools, and was a 
crucial source of subordinated, 

low-interest capital which 
effectively acted as a 
permanent subsidy to help buy 

down interest rates

K E Y  I N S I G H T S  O N  T H E  R O L E  O F  P H I L A N T H R O P Y  &  F I N A N C I A L  A G G R E G A T I O N

Source: Federal Reserve Bank of Boston

https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&ved=2ahUKEwjtqLicyLOQAxVKD1kFHSWGN-4QFnoECCEQAQ&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.bostonfed.org%2F-%2Fmedia%2FDocuments%2Fcommdev%2Fsmart-subsidy%2F52-donovan.pdf&usg=AOvVaw3eMsN6kya9vNi1sfsZ6WUz&opi=89978449
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Case study: Federally qualified health centers from 90s-2020 (1/2)

HRSA’s authority to 

give direct 
construction grants is 

replaced with a 

federal loan guarantee 
program; New 

Markets Tax Credits 

program launched

• FQHC demonstration 

projects launch

• Most federal grants 
earmarked for 
operations

• Health centers lack 

access to private 
loans given lack of 
credit history and 

thin operating 
margins

• Philanthropic grant 
funding helps fill 

federal funding gap
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~1,100
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+57%

+27% Count of

FQHCs
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s-
20

00
s • FQHC facility financing needs 

shift to require braided capital 
from multiple sources

• Specialized CDFI-like public-
private intermediary funds 

emerge at the state level to 
create alternative credit 
enhancement programs

• Philanthropic actors help fund 

catalytic capital pools for credit 
enhancement launched by 
city/state governments as well as 

technical assistance grants, 
specialized CDFIs and nonprofit 
lenders offer low-interest loans 

and PRIs

ACA expansions 

increase demand 
exponentially; 
catalytic capital 

partnerships scale up 
credit guarantees / 
subordinate debt 

positions to make 
FQHC deals bankable

• Kresge Foundation serves as a 

crucial convener and aggregator of 
different funding sources:

– $100M collaboration with LISC and 
Morgan Stanley to create Healthy 
Futures Fund, combining NMTC with 
LITHC to locate clinics within 
affordable housing developments

– Provides an unfunded 20% guarantee 
to encourage two CDFIs to expand into 
FQHC lending

• By mid-2010s, major FQHC lender 
Capital Link assessed that ~75% of 
health centers generate sufficient 

revenue to be able to carry debt for 
facility expansion

20
10

s

O V E R V I E W

Source: Access Capital: New Opportunities for Meeting America’s Primary Care Infrastructure Needs; Grantmakers in Health Guide to Impact Investing; GIIN, The Collaborative for Healthy Communities; Health View X

https://iweb.nachc.com/downloads/products/st_acccap_08.pdf
https://www.gih.org/files/usrdoc/GIH_Guide_to_Impact_Investing_FINAL_May_2011.pdf
https://thegiin.org/publication/case-study/the-collaborative-for-healthy-communities/
https://www.healthviewx.com/fqhc-statistics-growth-region-performance-and-revenue-federally-qualified-health-centers-across-usa/
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Case study: Federally qualified health centers from 90s-2020 (2/2)

Regional credit enhancement 
efforts can ladder into national 

capital aggregation funds

1

• Capital aggregation for FQHCs 

began with regional 
intermediaries, as city/state 
governments worked with 

philanthropies, hospital 
networks, and other mission-
driven investors to create 

catalytic capital pools

• Later in the 2010s—as the 
field’s experience, demand, and 
deal sizes grew—national, 

philanthropy-anchored funds 
emerged to help further scale 
FQHC facilities

Technical assistance funded by 
mission capital smooths friction in 

aggregation

2

Philanthropically-funded 

intermediaries can help 
operationalize federal tax-credit 
policy at scale for FQHC facilities

3

Philanthropic funding can bridge 
the gap in federal funding and 

policy

4

• Intermediary entities that 

helped translate community 
projects into finance-ready 
deals often relied on significant 

technical assistance to provide 
lender-facing materials, build 
out underwriting capacity, and 

meet federal program 
requirements

• These TA efforts also helped 
establish performance and 

underwriting standards that 
lenders could use more widely

• Kresge Foundation, Morgan 

Stanley, and LISC launched the 
Healthy Futures Fund 
specifically to combine NMTCs 

and LIHTCs for the financing of 
new FQHC clinics in affordable 
housing developments, 

developing an innovative 
product that leveraged these 
two federal tax-credit policies 

for a specialized sleeve

• When federal FQHC grants 

largely excluded facilities 
financing, philanthropy helped 
fill the funding gap until federal 

policy transitioned FQHCs to a 
debt-financing structure

•  Moreover, philanthropic 
funding helped smooth the 

cliffs of federal funding, 
sustaining project pipelines 
when federal grants were 

uncertain or unavailable

K E Y  I N S I G H T S  O N  T H E  R O L E  O F  P H I L A N T H R O P Y  &  F I N A N C I A L  A G G R E G A T I O N

Source: Access Capital: New Opportunities for Meeting America’s Primary Care Infrastructure Needs; Grantmakers in Health Guide to Impact Investing; GIIN, The Collaborative for Healthy Communities; Health View X

https://iweb.nachc.com/downloads/products/st_acccap_08.pdf
https://www.gih.org/files/usrdoc/GIH_Guide_to_Impact_Investing_FINAL_May_2011.pdf
https://thegiin.org/publication/case-study/the-collaborative-for-healthy-communities/
https://www.healthviewx.com/fqhc-statistics-growth-region-performance-and-revenue-federally-qualified-health-centers-across-usa/
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Case study: Community-based solar financing from 00s-2020 (1/2)

• Small municipal utilities 

and co-op pilots prove 
strong consumer demand 
for shared solar power

• Replicability limited by 

lack of standardized 
technical / legal / 
accounting structure

• Limited role of 

philanthropy; primarily 
driven by utilities entities, 
local governments, and 

communities—driven by 
local demand, challenges 
in rooftop solar, and grid 

needs
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• Growth of community solar 

policies at state level supports 
increasing standardization

• Access to traditional financing 
institutions remains challenging 

due to higher perceived risk due 
to bundled power purchase 
agreement structure

• Lower-income community 

participation particularly 
challenging to incentivize

• State green banks provide catalytic 
financing; philanthropy focused on 

proving a financing model for low-
income customers

18 states enact 

community solar 
legislation and field-
level developments 

decrease solar 
installation costs

• Community-based solar financing saw 

several different kinds of aggregation

• Developers aggregated projects into 
larger portfolio sizes that can attract 
financing from institutional investors 

and infrastructure funds

• Philanthropies use grants to buy down 
cost for lower-income subscribers, and 
leverage credit enhancements (e.g., 

Kresge’s Community Investment 
Guarantee Pool) 

• Loan loss reserve funds helped 
catalyze financing from banks and 

credit unions
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Colorado enacts 

first statewide 
community 

solar legislation, 

creates 
standardized 
template for 

utility-
administered 

community solar 

programs

O V E R V I E W

Source: Pivot Energy; NREL, Design and Implementation of Community Solar Programs for Low- and Moderate-Income Customers; NREL: Shared Solar 

https://www.pivotenergy.net/blog/a-brief-history-of-community-solar
https://docs.nrel.gov/docs/fy19osti/71652.pdf
https://docs.nrel.gov/docs/fy19osti/71652.pdf
https://docs.nrel.gov/docs/fy19osti/71652.pdf
https://docs.nrel.gov/docs/fy19osti/71652.pdf
https://docs.nrel.gov/docs/fy19osti/71652.pdf
https://docs.nrel.gov/docs/fy15osti/63892.pdf
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Case study: Community-based solar financing from 00s-2020 (2/2)

Standardizing models enhances replicability and 
bankability

1

• A key unlock to scale for community-based 

solar financing was the Colorado Community 
Solar Gardens Act, which established a 
standardized framework for utilities to credit 

subscribers for off-site solar generation

• This policy was widely replicated and extended 
by other states, allowing the field to quickly 
land on clear, repeatable design choices that 

“work” (e.g., identifying large anchor tenants 
to stabilize revenue)

Clearer impact metrics and reporting 
methodologies accelerate market confidence

2

Multiple models of aggregation can work in 
concert to amplify each others’ impact

3

• The standardization of community-based solar 

models enabled a similar standardization of 
metrics and outcomes reporting that reduced 
the friction in investment for traditional 

project financers

• This development coincided with broader 
advances in climate science in the climate 
financing space overall

• Community-based solar financing benefited 

from a combination of multiple layers of 
capital- and demand-aggregating 
infrastructure, including:

– Philanthropic aggregation for technical assistance 
grants 

– Mission-driven vehicles specialized in leveraging 
specific financing tools (e.g., direct pay clean energy 
tax credit)

– Green banks providing construction-to-term and 
warehousing facilities

– Government-sponsored platform that connecting 
deal pipelines to the coalitions of capital providers / 
philanthropies that would best suit their needs

K E Y  I N S I G H T S  O N  T H E  R O L E  O F  P H I L A N T H R O P Y  &  F I N A N C I A L  A G G R E G A T I O N

Source: Pivot Energy; NREL, Design and Implementation of Community Solar Programs for Low- and Moderate-Income Customers; NREL: Shared Solar 

https://www.pivotenergy.net/blog/a-brief-history-of-community-solar
https://docs.nrel.gov/docs/fy19osti/71652.pdf
https://docs.nrel.gov/docs/fy19osti/71652.pdf
https://docs.nrel.gov/docs/fy19osti/71652.pdf
https://docs.nrel.gov/docs/fy19osti/71652.pdf
https://docs.nrel.gov/docs/fy19osti/71652.pdf
https://docs.nrel.gov/docs/fy15osti/63892.pdf
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