
        
             

     
         

         

  

 

 

From: Tony Hamer [------] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 07, 2023 11:04 PM 
To: Comments <Comments@FDIC.gov> 
Cc: Choudhury, Navid K. <NChoudhury@FDIC.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL MESSAGE] RIN 3064‐AE68 

Quality Control Standards for Automated Valuation Models 

The larger policy goal of Title XIV was to prevent mortgage-related abuses, steering, 
discrimination, and other abusive, unfair, deceptive, and/or predatory practices in the wake of the 
Credit Crisis.  

Section 1473 covering appraisal management, broker price opinions (BPO) and automated 
valuation models (AVMs), and the proposed section 1125 rule to establish quality control 
standards necessary to adhere to existing laws, will be judged by their ability to meet the larger 
policy goal of Title XIV. 

While the quality control standards are prudent and effective in the general case, there have been 
both recent and ongoing examples of AVM mispricing resulting in immense harm that suggests 
the most effective section 1125 provision would be to apply to a more expansive definition of 
covered AVMs while relying on random statistical sampling of accuracy, reasonableness, and 
inherent bias by demographics, etc., to reduce regulatory burden in the general case.  

Meeting model appraisal quality controls should be in the institutions’ interest, as failing to do so 
provides no relief from the illegal practices described in Title XIV and elsewhere.  

Two Examples of AVM Failures with Serious Violations of Law (FIRREA, RICO, et al.): 

Pandemic 2020-21Institutional Home Purchases Followed by Predatory Rent Increases 

Between 2020-21, private equity, asset management, and other institutions made record global 
purchases of residential homes operated for rental income facilitated through instant buyers 
(iBuyers) using AVMs. These purchases are a matter of public record, amounting to 
approximately $1.8 trillion in global purchases, peaking in November 2021 and continuing at a 
slower pace to mid-2022.  

Given limited float, record automated purchases, and a focus on specific zip codes, CBSAs, and 
regions, home price appreciation (HPA) spiked by 40% between 2020-21, coincident with the 
10x spike in global cryptocurrency valuation from about $250 billion at the start of 2020, 
peaking at nearly $3 trillion in November 3, 2021, before plummeting -70%. 

On November 2, 2021, one of the iBuyers using AVM’s - [-----] - announced about a $500 
million loss and an exit from the business of instant purchases, selling acquired homes to [-----], 
one of the shadow banking institutions involved in the record global home purchases targeting 
affordable housing, millennials, higher educated and minority demographics according to the 
National Association of Realtors (NAR) May 2022 analysis of institutional purchases.    

mailto:NChoudhury@FDIC.gov
mailto:Comments@FDIC.gov


 

 

 

The NAR research report also noted that during the pandemic, these shadow banking institutions 
were price setters as large buyers in a market with low float. [-----]’s AVM was based on a 
simple trend model management implausibly claimed was designed around a “house flipping” 
market. As the nation and the world were locked down during the pandemic, most people were 
not out flipping houses. 

Once cryptocurrency was placed and layered into global capital markets - started by [------]’s 
massive bitcoin purchases in August 2020 and quickly followed by others - and pumped up 
through crypto promoters, influencers and advertising - the inflated crypto proceeds were 
integrated into stores of value such as global real estate prior to finance Putin’s invasion of 
Ukraine in February 2022 given expected sanctions.  

The same private equity and asset management companies had planned to tokenize the massive 
REITs holding real estate and securities while [------] issued stablecoins ([------]'s [------]) that 
would provide Russia with substantial liquidity to make cross-border payments between nations 
with bilateral agreements on anonymous interoperable blockchains not subject to sanctions.   

In this case, the IBuyer AVMs set the market prices at highly inflated levels far out of line with 
historical standards, increasing private equity performance and fees and pushing up core inflation 
markedly, given 38% of core personal consumption expenditures (PCE) is comprised of shelter 
inflation (imputed rent). The same firms also purchased smaller “Mom and Pop” rentals with 
lower rents (in restraint of trade) so they were able to pass on predatory rent increases at 2-3x the 
rate of inflation. 

AVM quality controls would not have prevented the massive money laundering, restraint of 
trade, collusion, inflation, and subsequent issuance of tokens and stablecoins to avoid war 
sanctions and terrorist financing. 

AVMs set the market prices then according to the NAR. 

The solution is to use AVMs for market prices in the general case, statically audited for accuracy 
and compliance with laws such as the Fair Housing Act, etc., but to also calculate the relative 
value of the market price to historical metrics.  

For instance, elevated home prices were often explained by low mortgage rates, when the price 
impact of financing rates on home prices is a known mathematical calculation, and HPA was not 
explained by low interest rates.  

Household formation also did not explain HPA.  

Media was confused by all the moving pieces created by the pandemic, so false narratives were 
embraced easily.  

Having both a market price and relative value calculation for AVM models would have signaled 
a substantial issue in this very rare case - but in the more general case would provide attribution 



 

   

 

of factors such as supply, household formation, migration, interest rates, etc. to better inform 
policymakers and the public of home price dynamics. 

Also, given the interconnected risk of shadow banking entity AVM purchases with FHFA 
guaranteed mortgage collateral appraisals based on comparable sales, inflated collateral prices 
could create losses for FDIC insured banks and consumers, and create financial instability 
subject to Title I of Dodd-Frank (Financial Stability Oversight Council). 

Long Established Patterns of Fraud, Deceptive Trade Practices, Steering, Excessive Fees, 
Title Fraud, Theft of Surplus Equity, Elder Abuse, etc., Given Inflated AVM Valuations of 
Bank Trustee MBS Collateral for REO Disposition 

AVM quality controls under the proposed section 1125 have a narrow definition of covered 
entities. While this doesn’t excuse the serious crimes listed, it does make it less likely to detect. 

I became aware of a long-established pattern of RICO and FIRREA violations, including 
interstate wire fraud, when the gardener at my building who barely spoke English told me he had 
a problem with a rural home he thought he had purchased from [-----].  

Upon investigation, I found he purchased what was marketed online as a rural home held as REO 
collateral in a [-----] Trust as Trustee for a mortgage-backed security serviced by [-----]with  
[-----]’s REO loan disposition agent [------] performing numerous functions - including title, 
monthly inspections, property trustee fbo of [-----], AVM appraisals, and brokerage with an out-
of-state broker who ordered a drive by inspection.  

When he was able to take possession of the property, he was later served by the county with a 
Notice to Abate that had been outstanding, declaring the 9.8 acre property an uninhabitable 
hazardous waste dumpsite that would require more than the $300k purchase price to remediate.  

[-----] has 10-years of detailed Consent decrees that were repeatedly extended as they never were 
cured. The fines were just a cost of doing business. 

When I advocated for my gardener and explained the situation, they apparently failed to 
understand that in California “AS-IS” sales require disclosure of known environmental or other 
defects, as stated in the signed and counter-signed REO Disclosure form, so after contacting 
regulators we were told to litigate.  

I was deposed by their attorney, and it was during the deposition that I realized the joint 
Defendants' ([-----], [-----], [------]) legal firm was both aware and facilitating the fraud (e.g., 
subject to the crime fraud exception) and I was a federal and state witness to a long-standing 
pattern of fraud so egregious I was shocked. 

At a high-level, [-----], [-----], and [------] used their internal AVM to price a bank liability at the 
inflated price where it ultimately traded on [------], with myriad complaints of bid rigging.  



 
 

   

 
 

   

 

 

 

The octogenarian couple with dementia that lost their dilapidated hovel for an unpaid principal 
balance of $118k was repackaged by [------] and sold through two different channels, allowing           
[-----] to add over $80k in fees to the basis before transferring title to the [-----].  

A few weeks later the uninhabitable hazardous waste dumpsite was steered to my gardener and 
his wife as unsophisticated permanent residents- with a limited English vocabulary - for $300k.  

My gardener and his wife lost their life savings after he had worked two jobs and his wife 
scrimped and saving for a home in their retirement for their children and grandchildren. 

The octogenarian couple who lost their property were left penniless, illegally deprived of the 
surplus equity (UCC9) received by [-----] through a residual tranche in the MBS, and excessive 
fees to various entities. 

So when AVMs are excluded for small home values, or not required because [-----] and [-----] 
refused to let my gardener finance though qualified - because a bank would have required an 
appraisal - the consequences can be devastating to people for generations.  

A properly calibrated AVM using the information contained in the [------] inspection report 
documenting the poor property condition and environmental damage would have detected the 
fraud. 

Thank you. 

Best regards, 

Tony S. Hamer 
[------] 
[------] 
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KEY FINDINGS

Objective of the Research

The home sales and rental markets continue to suffer from a huge undersupply of both for-sale and for-own
units. As of March, the inventory of existing-homes on the market was equivalent to just two months of
supply, well below the desired level of six months. The median existing-home sales price continues to
increase at a double digit pace of 15% year-over-year. At the same time, asking rents on multifamily
properties are up 11% year-over-year as of March1 while rents on single-family properties are up 13% year-over-
year as of February.2 Low interest rates during 2020-2021, with the 10-year T-note hovering at below 2% in
2020 and 2021, have led investors to seek higher returns elsewhere, and real estate is one such asset. In
March 2022, inflation surged to 8.5%, creating further incentive for investors to seek assets that offer a hedge
against inflation, such as residential rentals where rents are adjusted annually. These conditions have made
the real estate market attractive to institutional investors seeking to purchase properties to turn into rentals.

This study estimates the market share of institutional buyers to total home sales using property deed records
from Black Knight and compares the median price of institutional buyers to the median price of all buyers. It
looks at the factors that attract institutional investors to a particular market using data from the American
Community Survey. It analyzes the motivation for home sellers to sell to institutional buyers, the impact of
institutional investors on home prices and rents, and the quality of service offered by institutional landlords
relative to “mom-and-pop” landlords based on a survey REALTORS®.

1 CoStar®
2 CoreLogic®
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Key Finding 1: Institutional buyers made up 13% of the residential sales market in 2021, with the median
purchase price of institutional buyers typically 26% lower than the states’ median purchase prices (Slides 6 –
15).

We defined institutional buyers as companies, corporations, or limited liability companies (LLCs). Using deed
records data, we found that institutional buyers purchased 13.2% of residential properties in 2021, up from
11.8% in 2020. Institutional investors made up a higher share of the market in counties where the number of
homes available for sale was become tighter: in counties where the investor share was higher than the
national average, listings were down 7% year-over-year as of March 2022, and in counties where the investor
share was lower than the national average, listings were down just 4% year-over-year. Texas led all states
with the highest share of institutional buyers (28%), followed by Georgia (19%), Oklahoma (18%), Alabama
(18%) and Mississippi (17%).

Using deed records, we also found that the median price of properties purchased by institutional buyers in
2021 was typically 26% lower than the state median prices. The difference could be due to differences in
quality of homes being purchased, as suggested by the NAR survey where 42% of respondents reported
that institutional investors were purchasing homes that needed repair. States with a higher share of
institutional buyers than nationally had a lower price difference of 20% while states with a lower share of
institutional buyers had a price difference of 30%, which indicates that more competition among
institutional investors tends to push up their price offers.

KEY FINDINGS
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While the purchase of existing-homes by institutional investors takes away available stock for homeowners,
the construction of single-family built-for-rent housing adds to the rental housing stock. Based on the US
Census Bureau data on housing starts, we estimate that single-family built-for-rent housing rose to 5.2% in
2021, with rising market shares in the South Region, at 5.6%, and in the West Region, at 4.5%. While built-for-
rent housing increases the supply of rental housing, the scarcity of developed lots and construction labor also
reduces the available resources of the construction of homes for owner occupancy.

Key Finding 2: Institutional buyers tend to purchase in markets with rising household formation, strong
housing and rental markets, high income markets, but also with a high density of minority groups especially
Black households, with twice as many Black households in markets with higher share of institutional buyers
(Slides 16-27).

We analyzed ten factors that we hypothesized are likely to attract institutional investors to a market area. We
found that institutional buyers are attracted to areas with 1) higher household formation; 2) high density of
minority groups especially Black households; 3) high density of renters; 3) high density of the Millennial age
group; 5) high income and education; 6) many people moving into the area; 7) fast rent growth; 8) fast home
appreciation ; 9) fast home sales growth; and 10) lower rental vacancy rate. Specifically, in areas with a higher
share of institutional buyers than the national average, there are twice as many Black households as areas with
a lower share of institutional buyers. In areas with higher share of institutional investors, renter accounts for
30% of households on average compared to 27% in areas with lower share of institutional investors. The
implication is that while institutional buyers who purchase existing-homes to convert to rental provide rental
housing, this takes stock away for future homeowners.

KEY FINDINGS
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Key Finding 3: According to REALTORS®, institutional investors have a larger market presence due and
offer cash and services that home sellers prefer. However, their offer price is about the same as non-
institutional buyers and they offer the same or faster service than mom-and pop landlords (Slides 28-48).

NAR Research Group conducted a survey of REALTORS® to local market information about institutional
buyers and collected responses from 3,644 members. The survey revealed that the main impact of
institutional investors is on market competition. On average, respondents reported that institutional buyers
accounted for 15% of single-family purchases in 2021. The major reason home owners sold to institutional
investors was because they offered cash, purchased the property ‘as is’ or offered a guaranteed purchase.
Forty-two percent of properties purchased were converted to single-family rentals and 45% were resold.
This indicates that institutional purchase subtract from the available housing for homeownership. However,
on average, the offer price of institutional buyers was about the same as non-institutional buyers , with offer
prices at times below the market price or at times above the market price, given that institutional investors
purchase a mix of properties, with 42% in need of repair. The services offered by institutional buyers was
about the same or faster than non-institutional buyers. Fifty-nine percent of REALTORS® reported
institutional buyers involved a traditional seller’s agent during the transaction.

KEY FINDINGS
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MARKET SHARE OF INSTITUTIONAL BUYERS



o Institutional buyers accounted for 15% of residential purchases in 2021, based on deed records data.3

Institutional buyer purchases accounted for a higher share of the market in 2021 compared to 2020 in 84% of
states and in the District of Columbia.

o The states with the institutional buyer market shares were Texas (28%), Georgia (19%), Oklahoma (18%),
Alabama (18%), Mississippi (17%), Florida (16%), Missouri (16%), North Carolina (16%), Ohio (16%), and Utah (16%).

o The highest percentage increase in institutional buyer share from 2020 to 2021 were in the states of
Mississippi (+6.5%), Texas (+4.6%), Georgia (+4.0%), South Dakota (+3.5%), and Colorado (+3.2%). Institutional
buyer share declined in nine states led by Maryland (-2.4%), Delaware (-1.5%), and Virginia (-1.2%).

o The median purchase price among institutional buyers was typically 26% below the state median price. In
states with higher institutional buyer share (above 13%), the difference was 20%, and in states with
institutional buyer share of below 13%, the difference was 30%.

o Built-for-rent rental housing adds to housing unlike investor acquisitions of existing homes that are
converted to rentals. The share of 1-unit built-for-rent to 1-unit housing starts rose to 5.2% in 2021, equivalent
to 59,000 units. The share of 1-unit built-for-rent housing rose in the South and in the West regions but
declined in the Northeast and Midwest.

7

MARKET SHARE OF INSTITUTIONAL BUYERS

3 Institutional buyers refer to companies, corporations, or LLCs based on property deed records accessed via Black Knight. NAR’s analysis of
Black Knight data does not imply Black Knight’s endorsement of any particular findings. All analysis and errors should be attributed to NAR.



8

INSTITUTIONAL BUYER MARKET SHARE ROSE TO 13% IN 2021
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TEXAS, GEORGIA, OKLAHOMA, AND ALABAMA HAD HIGHEST
FRACTION OF PURCHASES BY INSTITUTIONAL BUYERS
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INSTITUTIONAL BUYER SHARE IN 2021 ROSE IN 84% OF STATES*

* Including the District of Columbia
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28% OF COUNTIES HAVE HIGHER INSTITUTIONAL BUYER SHARE
THAN NATIONAL AVERAGE (13%)
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INSTITUTIONAL BUYER SINGLE-FAMILY MEDIAN PRICE IS
TYPICALLY 26% BELOW STATE MEDIAN PRICES IN 2021

* Including the District of Columbia



13 * Including the District of Columbia

MEDIAN PURCHASE PRICE IS TYPICALLY HIGHER IN STATES
WITH MORE INSTITUTIONAL BUYERS THAN NATIONALLY
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BUILT-FOR-RENT 1-FAMILY HOUSING ACCOUNTED FOR 5% OF 1-
UNIT HOUSING STARTS IN 2021
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RISING BUILT-FOR-RENT HOUSING IN SOUTH AND WEST
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MARKET CONDITIONS THAT
ATTRACT INSTITUTIONAL BUYERS



In areas with a share of investors higher than 30%:

o the number of households grew 11% on average in the last decade

o the share of Black households is 16% on average

o 30% of the households are renters

o 27% of households are Millennials

o households earn about $59,000 while about 30% of them have at least Bachelor’s degree

o 12% of the residents moved within the past year

o home prices rose more than 40% in the past decade

o rents have increased more than 30% on average in the last decade

o home sales rose about 70% on average in the past decade

o the vacancy rate is 15% on average.
17

10 FACTORS THAT ATTRACT INVESTORS TO A MARKET
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1. Fast household formation

In the areas with more investors than
nationwide, the number of households rose
twice as fast as in the areas with a lower
share of investors.

More investors
than nationwide

Fewer investors
than nationwide

In areas with a share of investors higher than
30%, the number of households grew 11% on
average in the last decade.

Williamson County, TX
Share of investors: 37%, Household growth: 48%

Denton County, TX
Share of investors: 39%, Household growth: 38%

Collin County, TX
Share of investors: 34%, Household growth: 39%
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2. High density of minority groups

In the areas with more investors than
nationwide, there are twice as many Black
households as in the areas with a lower
share of investors.

Clayton County, GA
Share of investors: 44%, Share of Black households: 72%

Douglas County, GA
Share of investors: 35%, Share of Black households: 48%

Bibb County, GA
Share of investors: 32%, Share of Black households: 53%

In areas with a share of investors higher than
30%, the share of Black households is 16% on
average.

Fewer investors
than nationwide

More investors
than nationwide
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3. High density of renters

In the areas with more investors than
nationwide, there is a higher rentership
rate than in the areas with a lower share of
investors. Clayton County, GA

Share of investors: 44%, Share of renters: 46%

Dallas County, TX
Share of investors: 43%, Share of renters: 50%

Travis County, TX
Share of investors: 41%, Share of renters: 47%

Fewer investors
than nationwide

More investors
than nationwide



21

4. High density of Millennials

In the areas with more investors than
nationwide, there is a higher density of
millennial residents than in the other areas.

Midland County, TX
Share of investors: 44%, Share of Millennials: 37%

Travis County, TX
Share of investors: 41%, Share of Millennials: 43%

Davidson County, TN
Share of investors: 36%, Share of Millennials: 41%

In areas with a share of investors higher than
30%, 27% of households are Millennials on
average.

Fewer investors
than nationwide

More investors
than nationwide
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5. High income and education

Investors are buying properties in well
educated areas where people earn a higher
income than in other areas Travis County, TX

Share of investors: 41%, Median income: $82,000, Share of
households with at least Bachelor’s degree: 64%

Denton County, TX
Share of investors: 39%, Median income: $89,000, Share

of households with at least Bachelor’s degree: 53%

Williamson County, TX
Share of investors: 37%, Median income: $88,500, Share of

households with at least Bachelor’s degree: 50%

Fewer investors
than nationwide

More investors
than nationwide

More investors
than nationwide

Fewer investors
than nationwide
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6. Many people moving in the area

Investors are buying properties in areas
that are attractive to movers

Travis County, TX
Share of investors: 41%, Share of movers: 22%

Bexar County, TX
Share of investors: 46%, Share of movers: 19%

Pima County, AZ
Share of investors: 32%, Share of movers: 17%

In areas with a share of investors higher than
30%, 12% of the residents moved within the
past year.

Fewer investors
than nationwide

More investors
than nationwide
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7. Fast home appreciation in affordable areas

In the areas with more investors than
nationwide, home prices are rising faster
than in the areas with a lower share of
investors.

Canyon County, ID
Share of investors: 48%, Home price growth: 110%, Median

Price: $280,000

Midland County, TX
Share of investors: 44%, Home price growth: 89%, Median

Price: $271,000

Dallas County, TX
Share of investors: 43%, Home price growth: 85%, Median

Price: $242,000

In areas with a share of investors higher than
30%, home prices rose more than 40% on
average in the past decade.

Fewer investors
than nationwide

More investors
than nationwide



25

8. Fast rent growth

In the areas with more investors than
nationwide, rents are rising faster than in
the areas with a lower share of investors.

Dallas County, TX
Share of investors: 43%, Rent growth: 64%

Davidson County, TN
Share of investors: 36%, Rent growth: 80%

Newton County, GA
Share of investors: 32%, Rent growth: 64%

In areas with a share of investors higher than
30%, rents have increased more than 33% on
average in the last decade.

Fewer investors
than nationwide

More investors
than nationwide
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9. Fast home sales growth

In the areas with more investors than
nationwide, there was a stronger home
sales activity in the past decade than in
other areas.

Canyon County, ID
Share of investors: 48%, Home sales growth: 100%

Williamson County, TX
Share of investors: 37%, Home sales growth: 126%

Duval County, FL
Share of investors: 31%, Home sales growth: 122%

In areas with a share of investors higher than
30%, home sales rose 70% on average in the
past decade.

Fewer investors
than nationwide

More investors
than nationwide
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10. Lower vacancy rate

In the areas with more investors than
nationwide, there is a lower vacancy rate
than in the other areas.

Tarrant County, TX
Share of investors: 52%, Vacancy rate: 7%

Canyon County, ID
Share of investors: 48%, Vacancy rate: 4%

Denton County, TX
Share of investors: 39%, Vacancy rate: 6%

Fewer investors
than nationwide

More investors
than nationwide
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MARKET IMPACT OF INSTITUTIONAL INVESTORS ON
HOME PURCHASES AND SINGLE-FAMILY RENTALS



o The objective of the Institutional Buyers and Single-family Rental Survey is to gather information on the role
of institutional buyers in the for-sale and single-family rental market in 2021. The survey was reviewed by
NAR’s Single-family Investment Management Committee and the NAR Policy Advocacy Group* before it was
deployed during the March 15—April 1, 2022.

o The survey noted that “institutional buyers can take several business forms such as, but not limited to, shared
equity ventures, rent-to-own programs, traditional REO/short-sale buyers, or instant buyers (iBuyers).
iBuyers are institutional buyers that make an instant cash offer based on home valuation models to
determine the value of a home. A traditional transaction is a transaction where the property is listed on the
Multiple Listing Service (MLS).”

o NAR deployed the survey to a random sample of 50,000 REALTORS® who are mainly engaged in residential
transactions (residential members) and to approximately 80,000 NAR members who are mainly engaged in
commercial transactions (commercial members). The survey received 3,644 respondents from 50 states and
the District of Columbia. To correct for over-or under- responses, NAR weighted the responses by the ratio
of the number of NAR members as of April 2022 to the distribution of responses (weight for state = number
of NAR members at state level/number of responses at the state level).

29

INSTITUTIONAL BUYERS AND SINGLE-FAMILY RENTAL SURVEY

The survey benefited from the review and suggestions of Erin Stackley, Director, Commercial and Policy Oversight
and Ken Fears, Senior Policy Representative



IMPACT OF INSTITUTIONAL INVESTORS ON HOME SALES:
MORE MARKET PRESENCE BUT LITTLE IMPACT ON PRICE

o 15% of single-family home purchases in 2021 were by institutional buyers

o 76% of REALTORS® reported more institutional buyer presence in their markets in 2021 compared to three
years ago

o 42% of reported single-family purchases by institutional investors were converted to rentals

o 0% difference in offer price of institutional buyers compared to other buyers on average

o 42% of REALTORS® reported institutional investors typically purchased properties that needed repair

o 59% of REALTORS® reported institutional buyers used a seller’s agent (not an in-house agent)

o 56% of reasons cited that sellers sold to institutional investors were due to the cash offer or an “as-is” sale

o 30% of list of responses on services offered by Institutional services pertained to the leaseback option

o Institutional investors offered an array of affiliated services like title services, mortgage financing, home
inspection, appraisal, and home insurance

30



IMPACT OF INSTITUTIONAL INVESTORS ON RENTALS:
MORE MARKET PRESENCE BUT NO DIFFERENCE IN SERVICE

o 60% of REALTORS® reported more acquisitions of mom-and-pop rental businesses in 2021 compared to three
years ago

o 52% of REALTORS® reported institutional investors typically had higher rent for the same quality of property.

o 75% of REALTORS® reported the same or faster service by corporate landlords than mom-and-pop landlords

o 72% of REALTORS® reported institutional investors required the same months of deposit than non-
institutional investors

o 4 years is the average length of stay of single-family home renters before moving out to purchase a home

o 56% of REALTORS® reported single-family rentals were occupied by households headed by 25-44 years old
persons

o Single-family rentals owned by institutional landlords had a mix of family types (married, single, multi-
generational)

31
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INSTITUTIONAL BUYERS ACCOUNTED FOR 15% OF SINGLE-
FAMILY PURCHASES IN 2021

18%
17%

15%

18%
19%

11%

Up to 5% 6% to 10% 11 % to 15% 16% to 20% 21% to 50% Over 50%

Percent Distribution of Responses on the
Share of Institutional Buyers to Single-family Homes

Purchases in Local Market in 2021

Source: NAR Institutional Buyers and Single-family Rental Survey 2022
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76% OF REALTORS® REPORTED MORE INSTITUTIONAL BUYERS
COMPARED TO THREE YEARS AGO

76%

12% 12%

More presence or
competition with individual

buyers

About the same Less presence or
competition with individual

buyers

Percent Distribution of Responses on
Institutional Buyer Presence in the Single-family Homes

Market in 2021 Compared to Three Years Ago

Source: NAR Institutional Buyers and Single-family Rental Survey 2022
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42% OF SINGLE-FAMILY PROPERTIES PURCHASED BY INVESTORS WERE
CONVERTED TO RENTALS AND 45% WERE SOLD BACK

Source: NAR Institutional Buyers and Single-family Rental Survey 2022

45% 42%

3% 6% 4% 1%

Percent Distribution of Responses of How Single-
family Properties Purchased by Institutional Buyers

Were Returned to the Market
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NO PRICE DIFFERENCE ON AVERAGE BETWEEN
INSTITUTIONAL BUYERS’ OFFER PRICE AND OTHER BUYERS

14%
17%

12%

15% 16%
17%

8%

20% or more
below

10% to 19%
below

1% to 9%
below

Offer price
is about the

same

1% to 9%
above

10% to 19%
above

20% or more
above

Percent Distribution of Responses on
Institutional Buyer Offer Price Compared to

Non-Institutional Investors

Source: NAR Institutional Buyers and Single-family Rental Survey 2022
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Mostly need
repair/value-add,

42%
Mix, 45%

Mostly in
excelllent

condition, 13%

Percent Distribution of Responses on
Quality of Single-family Homes Purchased by

Institutional Buyers

42% of REALTORS® REPORTED INSTITUTIONAL BUYERS
TYPICALLY PURCHASED PROPERTIES THAT NEEDED REPAIR

Source: NAR Institutional Buyers and Single-family Rental Survey 2022
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No,
institutional

buyers have in-
house agents,

41%

Yes, some
institutional
buyers use

seller's agents,
59%

Percent Distribution of Responses on
Use of Agents by Institutional Investors

59% OF REALTORS® REPORTED INSTITUTIONAL BUYERS USED
TRADITIONAL SELLER’S AGENT

Source: NAR Institutional Buyers and Single-family Rental Survey 2022



38

29%
27%

18%

11%
8%

4% 3%

Wanted
cash

Sell as is Wanted to
sell at a
specific

date to a
guaranteed

buyer

Ease of
sale/Other

reasons

Did not
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multiple
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Could not
obtain

mortgage

Help with
moving

Percent Distribution on
Reasons Homeowners Sold to Institutional Buyers

CASH OFFER, SELLING “AS IS”, AND GUARANTEED BUYER WERE
PRIMARY REASONS SELLERS SOLD TO INSTITUTIONAL BUYERS

Source: NAR Institutional Buyers and Single-family Rental Survey 2022
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Option to lease
the home after it
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Home repair Home cleaning Perks on next
home purchase if

owned by
investor

Packing and
moving service

Percent Distribution of Responses on
Services of Institutional Buyers

LEASEBACK AND HOME REPAIR WERE THE MOST IMPORTANT
SERVICES PROVIDED BY INSTITUTIONAL BUYERS TO THE SELLER

Source: NAR Institutional Buyers and Single-family Rental Survey 2022
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18%
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Title services
(owner's

coverage and
lender title
insurance)

Mortgage
financing

Home inspection Appraisal Home insurance

Percent Distribution of Responses on
Affiliated Services of Institutional Buyers

INSTITUTIONAL INVESTORS OFFER AFFILIATED SERVICES TO
FACILITATE HOME SELLING

Source: NAR Institutional Buyers and Single-family Rental Survey 2022
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60%

22%
18%

More About the same Fewer

Percent Distribution of Responses on
Institutional Investors Who Acquired Mom-and-Pop

Rental Businesses in 2021 Compared to Three Years Ago

60% OF REALTORS® REPORTED MORE INSTITUTIONAL
INVESTORS ACQUIRED MOM-AND-POP BUSINESSES IN 2021

Source: NAR Institutional Buyers and Single-family Rental Survey 2022
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Below, 15%

Same, 33%

Above, 52%

Percent Distribution of Responses on
Rent on Properties Owned by Institutional

Investors and Mom-and-Pop

52% OF REALTORS® REPORTED HIGHER RENT ON INSTITUTIONAL
INVESTOR PROPERTIES COMPARED TO MOM-AND-POP RENTALS

Source: NAR Institutional Buyers and Single-family Rental Survey 2022



43

Faster, 25%

Same , 40%

Slower, 36%

Percent Distribution of Responses on
Timeliness of Repair Services of Properties Owned by

Corporate Landlords vs. Mom-and-Pop Landlords

Source: NAR Institutional Buyers and Single-family Rental Survey 2022

75% of REALTORS® REPORTED SAME OR FASTER SERVICE BY
CORPORATE LANDLORDS THAN MOM-AND-POP RENTALS
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Fewer, 8%

Same, 72%

More, 20%

Percent Distribution on
Months of Deposit on Single-family Rentals Owned

by Institutional Investors

72% OF REALTORS® REPORTED INSTITUTIONAL INVESTORS
REQUIRED THE SAME MONTHS OF DEPOSIT

Source: NAR Institutional Buyers and Single-family Rental Survey 2022
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SINGLE-FAMILY HOME RENTERS RENT FOR FOUR YEARS ON
AVERAGE BEFORE MOVING OUT TO PURCHASE A HOME

Source: NAR Institutional Buyers and Single-family Rental Survey 2022
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25%

59%

16%

Low income (below 80% of
the median family income)

Middle income (80% to
200% of the median family

income)

High income (above 200%
of the median family

income)

Percent Distribution of Responses on
Income of Families in Single-family Rentals Owned by

Institutional Investors

84% of REALTORS® REPORTED INSTITUTIONAL LANDLORDS HAD
A MIX OF LOW- TO MIDDLE-INCOME RENTERS

Source: NAR Institutional Buyers and Single-family Rental Survey 2022



47

13%

56%

22%

8%

Under 25 years old 25 to 44 years 45 to 64 years old 65 years old and over

Percent Distribution of Responses of
Age of Household Head in Single-family Rentals Owned by

Institutional Investors

56% of REALTORS® REPORTED SINGLE-FAMILY RENTALS WERE
OCCUPIED BY HOUSEHOLDS HEADED BY 25 TO 44 YEAR OLDS

Source: NAR Institutional Buyers and Single-family Rental Survey 2022
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11%

11%

15%

16%

27%

Divorced, without children

Single/never married-male

Single/never married-female

Multi-generational household

Married/couple, no children

Divorced, with children

Married/couple with children

Percent Distribution of Responses on
Type of Families Who Live in Singled-family Rentals Owned

by Institutional Investors

SINGLE-FAMILY RENTALS OWNED BY INSTITUTIONAL
LANDLORDS HAD A MIX OF FAMILY TYPES

Source: NAR Institutional Buyers and Single-family Rental Survey 2022
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