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U.S. Economic Outlook: August 2017
Foreign Buyers and Home-Price Growth: 15% nonresident foreign buyer 
tax enacted in Toronto and Vancouver

By Frank E. Nothaft

Major cities have been the entry gateway 

for immigrants to both the U.S. and Canada. 

Today, about 13 percent of the U.S. population 

and 21 percent of the Canadian population is 

foreign born. In Miami, New York, Los Angeles, 

and San Francisco, more than one-third of 

the population is foreign born. Immigrants 

to Canada have concentrated in the Toronto 

metro area, with the Vancouver metro second, 

and these two areas account for one-half of all 

immigrants in Canada. (Figure 1)

While immigrants add to economic growth 

and housing demand, there has been 

growing concern over the role played 

by nonresident foreign buyers. These 

buyers are often high-wealth and may add 

to speculative pressures, especially for 

expensive homes. Further, these buyers may 

effectively restrict supply if they leave their 

homes vacant. These effects will be greater 

in areas where nonresident buyers account 

for a larger portion of sales. While the share 

of home sales to foreign buyers will vary by 

locale, the National Association of Realtors 

reports that the overall share of existing 

homes sold to nonresident foreign buyers in 

the U.S. has remained relatively small since 

2010, averaging about 2.2 percent of sales.1

Two Canadian metros have sought to 

minimize the effect that nonresident foreign 

buyers have by implementing a 15 percent tax 

on sales to these buyers. This was enacted 

after steep price increases in the Toronto and 

Vancouver markets. The new tax on sales was 

effective April 21 in Toronto and has been in 

place in Vancouver since August 2016.2

After imposing the nonresident foreign 

buyer tax in Vancouver, home-price growth 

slowed from a torrid 26 percent annual rise 

in August 2016 to 8 percent in June 2017. As 

a benchmark, two neighboring cities that 

do not have a foreign buyer tax, Victoria 

and Seattle, have seen home-price growth 

remain robust since August 2016, suggesting 

the tax may have had its intended effect. 

(Figure 2) In contrast, two months after 

enacting the tax in the Toronto area, price 

growth has yet to slow, perhaps because of 

the far larger size of the Toronto market.

In summary, nonresident foreign buyers 

appear to have a larger effect on prices 

for expensive homes and a bigger effect 

in smaller markets than in larger markets. 

Affordability is affected further if homes 

are kept vacant. ■

FIGURE 2. NONRESIDENT FOREIGN BUYER TAX SLOWED SALES AND HOME-PRICE 
GROWTH IN VANCOUVER
Home Price Change (percent, year-over-year)
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Source: CoreLogic Home Price Index, Teranet-National Bank of Canada House Price Index.

1 National Association of REALTORS, REALTORS® Confidence 

Index.
2 Ontario enacted the “Non-Resident Speculation Tax” effective 

April 21, 2017, and British Columbia enacted the “Additional 

Property Transfer Tax” effective August 2, 2016:  

http://www.fin.gov.on.ca/en/bulletins/nrst/nrst.html 

http://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/taxes/property-taxes/

property-transfer-tax/understand/additional-property-transfer-

tax

FIGURE 1. IMMIGRATION HAS ADDED TO 
HOUSING DEMAND IN GATEWAY CITIES
 

Area Foreign Born

Miami-Dade, FL 53%

Toronto, ON 46%

Vancouver, BC 40%

New York, NY 38%

Los Angeles, CA 37%

San Francisco, CA 35%

Source: Statistics Canada (National Household Survey 2011, 
Toronto and Vancouver CMAs), U.S. Census Bureau (American 
Community Survey, 2015 1-year estimate, New York, Los Angeles 
and San Francisco cities, Miami-Dade county).
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FIGURE 1. NATIONAL HOMEBUYERS’ “TYPICAL MORTGAGE PAYMENT”
Infl ation-Adjusted Monthly Mortgage Payment That Buyers Commit To
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The typical mortgage payment used for this chart 
represents the inflation-adjusted monthly payment 
based on each month’s U.S. median sale price and 
assumes a 20 percent down payment, a fixed-rate 
30-year mortgage, and Freddie Mac’s average 
monthly rate. It does not include taxes or insurance. 

Source: CoreLogic’s Real Estate Analytics Suite, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Freddie Mac, and IHS Markit (for CPI and mortgage rate 
forecast). Forecast period begins in July 2017.

How Rising Interest Rates Can Decrease 
Aff ordability More Than Home Price Increases
CoreLogic ‘Typical Mortgage Payment” Index Measures Relative Aff ordability 
Over Time

By Andrew LePage

Rising home prices and relatively 

stagnant wage growth have combined 

to create aff ordability headwinds for 

many Americans. Until recently, however, 

historically low mortgage interest rates 

have been one of the few tailwinds helping 

the average homebuyer. But what will 

happen now that rates are rising again?

One way to measure the impact of 

infl ation, interest rates and home prices on 

aff ordability over time is to use something 

we call the “typical mortgage payment.” It’s 

an interest rate-adjusted monthly payment 

based on each month’s U.S. median home 

sale price. It is calculated using Freddie 

Mac’s average interest rate on a 30-year 

fi xed-rate mortgage with a 20 percent 

down payment. It does not include taxes or 

insurance. The typical mortgage payment 

is a good proxy for aff ordability because it 

shows the monthly amount that a borrower 

would have to qualify for in order to get 

a mortgage to buy the median-priced 

U.S. home. When adjusted for infl ation, 

the typical mortgage payment also puts 

current payments in the proper historical 

context over time.

The accompanying chart shows that 

while the typical mortgage payment has 

trended higher in recent years, it remains 

signifi cantly below the June 2006 peak on 

an infl ation- and rate-adjusted basis. Going 

back more than a decade, to June 2006, the 

infl ation-adjusted typical mortgage payment 

hit a record $1,244, about 47 percent higher 

than the June 2017 payment. That’s because 

the average interest rate back in June 

2006 was about 6.7 percent, compared 

with 3.9 percent this June, and the median 

sale price in June 2006 was $199,900 (or 

$241,495 in 2017 dollars), compared with 

$225,000 this June.

The change in the typical mortgage 

payment over the past year illustrates how 

it can be misleading to simply focus on 

the rise in home prices when assessing 

aff ordability. For example, in March of 

this year the median sale price was up 

5.9 percent from a year earlier in nominal 

terms, but the typical mortgage payment 

was up 12.6 percent because mortgage rates 

had increased 0.5 percentage points in that 

12-month period.

Forecasts from IHS Markit call for mortgage 

rates, infl ation, and income to rise gradually 

over the next year, and the CoreLogic Home 

Price Index forecast suggests the median 

sale price will rise 3.3 percent in real terms. 

Based on these projections, the infl ation-

adjusted typical mortgage payment would 

rise from $848 this June to $983 by June 

2018, a 15.9 percent year-over-year gain. 

Real disposable income is projected to rise 

about 3.6 percent over the same period, 

meaning next year’s homebuyers would see 

a larger chunk of their household budget 

devoted to their mortgage payments. ■
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San Francisco Bay Area.
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Continued on page 4

Jumbo Loans Cheaper than 
Conforming Loans
2017 Jumbo Loans: Full Doc and Made to Prime Credits

By Archana Pradhan

Large-balance mortgage loans are not 

only for wealthy homebuyers but also for 

middle-income borrowers in high-cost areas. 

Also known as ‘jumbo’ loans, historically 

these loans had a higher interest rate than 

conforming loans. However, since mid-

2013 a jumbo loan has been cheaper to 

borrow than a conforming mortgage loan, 

by an average of 21 basis points during the 

first quarter of 2017.1

Mortgage rates fluctuate following other 

interest rates in the capital markets, and 

vary by loan product, term, and size. Figure 1 

displays the average interest rate in Q1 

2017 compared to 2009 by loan origination 

amount, expressed as the difference 

between the loan amount and the local-

market conforming loan limit. The blue line 

in the figure shows that the interest rates 

in Q1 2017 declined gradually with the loan 

amount until the conforming loan limit is 

reached. Then the rates dropped abruptly 

by 20 basis points before it started to 

decline gradually again. The chart shows an 

inverse relationship between the interest 

rate and the loan origination amount. The 

general trend reflects various fixed-costs of 

an origination; in other words, the fixed-

cost per loan size declines as the loan size 

increases. Similar to Q1 2017, the interest 

rates in 2009 declined gradually with the 

loan amount until the conforming loan limit 

was reached. However, then the rates took 

a sharp 82 basis point rise. The historical 

trend of mortgage rates spiking above the 

conforming loan limit has reversed making 

the jumbo loan cheaper than in the past. 

Figure 2 shows the trend of spread between 

the average interest rate for conforming 

loans and jumbo loans. Jumbo loans are 

cheaper if the blue line is above zero 

and conforming loans are cheaper if this 

line is below zero. As seen in the figure, 

conforming loans were a better deal during 

the period of Q2 2007 to Q1 2013. The 

spread reached its bottom in Q2 2009, 

making conforming loans cheaper by more 

than 80 basis points. However, the spread 

reversed in Q2 2013 and continued to stay 

the same till today (jumbo loans cheaper 

than conforming loans). The red line in 

the figure shows that the share of jumbo 

loans plummeted as the spread plunged 

Archana Pradhan

Economist

Archana Pradhan is an economist for CoreLogic in 
the Office of the Chief Economist and is responsible 
for analyzing housing and mortgage markets trends. 

FIGURE 1. AVERAGE INTEREST RATES AND LOAN AMOUNT: 2009 AND Q1 2017
Conventional 30-Year Fixed-Rate Home Purchase Loans
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Source: CoreLogic July 2017

FIGURE 2. CONFORMING-JUMBO SPREAD IN BASIS POINTS AND JUMBO SHARE
A Positive Spread Means Jumbo is Less Expensive
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Jumbo Loans  continued from page 3

1 The difference is based on the loans with amounts between 

100K above and below the jumbo limit. However, for the entire 

sample, the difference is 33 basis points. Only 30-year fixed-rate 

conventional purchase loans are included for both conforming 

mortgage loans and jumbo mortgage loans for this analysis.
2 DTI for homebuyers with conforming loans in Q1 2017 rose by 

more than 6 percentage points from 2001, from 28 percent to 

34.4 percent.

FIGURE 3. SIX CREDIT-RISK ATTRIBUTES FOR FIRST-LIEN, HOME-PURCHASE, 30-YEAR 
FIXED-RATE JUMBO LOANS: Q1 2017 COMPARED WITH 2001–2003
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archana: fig 3

Source: CoreLogic July 2017
Note: The share of loans made during 2001-2003 with the credit-risk attribute shown on the axis is set equal to 100.

negatively and started to increase slowly 

as the spread narrowed and eventually 

turned positive. The share of jumbo 

loans has reached its highest since 2009 

at about 16 percent of home-purchase 

originations (in dollars); in 2009 the jumbo 

share was just 6 percent.

The credit risk characteristics of jumbo loans 

have evolved overtime. Today nearly all 

jumbo loans are full doc and made to prime 

borrowers, lowering credit risk across two 

dimensions. However, jumbo loans today 

generally have higher investor and condo/

co-op shares, which can add to credit risk. 

To illustrate, the average credit score for 

homebuyers with 30-year fixed-rate jumbo 

loans increased 40 points between 2001 

and Q1 2017, rising from 731 to 771. However, 

the average loan-to-value ratio (LTV) for 

homebuyers with jumbo loans in Q1 2017 

was similar to 2001, holding steady at 77 

percent, and the average debt-to-income 

ratio (DTI) for homebuyers with jumbo loans 

in Q1 2017 rose slightly from 2001, from 

31 percent to 33 percent.2

Figure 3 plots the six indicators used to 

calculate the Housing Credit Index (HCI) for 

prime jumbo home-purchase loans. The blue 

hexagon represents an index of credit-risk 

attributes in the benchmark period (average 

of 2001–2003 set equal to 100 for each 

attribute) and the red polygon represents 

characteristics of loans made in Q1 2017 

relative to the benchmark. The share of 

borrowers with a credit score of less than 

640 dropped to zero percent compared to 

3.4 percent in the 2001-2003 benchmark 

period. The low- and no-doc share was down 

significantly compared to the 2001-2003 

benchmark period. The share of jumbo loans 

with an LTV of 95 percent or higher was 

slightly below the benchmark period, and 

the share of loans with a DTI at-or-above 

40 percent was similar to the benchmark 

period. In contrast, the investor-owned share 

was 79 percent higher than the benchmark 

period, and the condo/co-op share doubled 

the benchmark level. ■
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Continued on page 6

Who Are the Geographic Influencers for 
Fraud Risk?
California and Maryland are strongest influencers of National Fraud Risk

By Bret Fortenberry

CoreLogic has determined the regions of the 

U.S. that have the highest correlation with 

the National Mortgage Fraud Risk index, 

based on a tracking score1. The regions that 

are most highly correlated with fraud risk 

are areas that will be the best predictors of 

nationwide mortgage fraud. In fact, one can 

look at a few highly correlated regions to 

predict fraud risk on a national scale. 

The heatmap (figure 1) shows the 

correlation of each region to the National 

Trend. Mousing over a region shows the 

region name, the tracking score, and the 

percentage level of the lowest to highest 

possible tracking score (−1.0 to 1.0). 

The heatmap has two layers (that can 

be toggled in the top-right menu of the 

map), one for state and one for CBSA. The 

CBSAs are limited to the top 50 CBSAs 

based on population. 

California and Maryland have the highest 

correlation with the national trend for risk 

(see figure 2). The two states have tracking 

scores of 0.49 and 0.47 respectfully. To 

put this in perspective, the next highest 

correlated state is Massachusetts with 

a tracking score of 0.1. All other states 

have a tracking score less than a 0. When 

California and Maryland are combined by 

averaging, the tracking score climbs to 

0.72. The correlation typically increases 

the more regions that are added because 

the national score is a combination of all 

regions. However, the combined correlation 

gets worse when combining more states in 

descending order of correlation. It requires 

combining more than 6 states before it 

becomes better than combining California 

and Maryland alone. 

Finding the states that are correlated is 

good but looking at smaller regions is 

better. Smaller regions have a reduced 

number of contributing fraud factors to 

analyze. Along with the states, we also 

looked at the correlation for metropolitan 

areas, commonly referred to as core-based 

statistical areas (CBSA). Utilizing the same 

process, the number of CBSAs that best fits 

the national trend can be reduced to three. 

CBSAs are smaller than states and are less 

likely to be predictive of the national trend 

(see figure 3). However, combining only 

three CBSAs provide a strong correlation 

to the National Fraud Risk Trend. The three 

CBSAs are Baltimore-Columbia-Townson 

with a tracking score of 0.43, San Francisco-

Oakland-Heyward with a tracking score 

of 0.26, and San Diego-Carlsbad with a 

FIGURE 1. TOP 3 CBSAS TREND COMPARED TO NATIONAL TREND
National Mortgage Origination Fraud Index
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Source: CoreLogic March 2017

FIGURE 2. CALIFORNIA AND MARYLAND TREND COMPARED TO NATIONAL TREND
National Mortgage Origination Fraud Index
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Who are the Geographic Influencers  continued from page 5

1 Methods: The tracking score used for the ranking is the computed from the correlation coefficient and mean square error. The correlation 

coefficient is the deviation from the mean and not the original data point and is not adequate for measuring trend lines. The mean 

square error was used as a secondary metric to penalize the correlation coefficient score as the distance between the two trend lines 

increase. The correlation coefficient goes from 1.0 as a perfect score and -1.0 as the lowest correlated. Scores can go below -1 due to the 

penalization of the mean square error. All scores below -1 were set to -1..

tracking score of 1.6. Boston-Cambridge-

Newton is the only other CBSA with a 

tracking score higher than 0. The top 

3 CBSAs combined has a tracking score of 

0.64. Combining more CBSAs will slightly 

increase the correlation percentage but not 

significantly. There are 935 CBSAs in the 

Nation and the top three most correlated 

CBSAs only cover 12.2 Million out of 

319 Million people (3.8%) in the US.

The national trend is not influenced by the 

largest population CBSAs as one might 

expect, due to more fraud instances given a 

larger volume of mortgages. The top three 

CBSAs based on population (New York 

City, Las Angeles, and Chicago) with the 

highest of the three having a tracking score 

of −0.96 and a combined tracking score of 

−1.0. The same is true for CBSA’s with the 

highest fraud risk (Miami, Daytona Beach, 

and New York City), each one having a 

tracking score of −1.0. 

Understanding the highly correlated regions 

will help to identify the contributing factors 

that lead to fraud. When looking across 

the nation, the number of potential factors 

is large and with the combination of the 

factors, the number becomes very large. 

This make it almost impossible to find the 

contributing factors. It is exciting to see that 

the correlated regions are limited to just a 

couple of CBSA because it might reduce the 

number of potential factors to the point that 

we can identify the contributing factors. ■

FIGURE 3. NATIONAL TREND CORRELATION SCORE
By Geographical Area

Source: CoreLogic

In the News

Builder Magazine, August 15, 2017

Labor, Monthly Payment Impacts, and 

Migration: What You Need to Know

Forecasts from IHS Markit call for mortgage rates, 

inflation, and income to rise gradually over the 

next year, and the CoreLogic Home Price Index 

forecast suggests the median sale price will rise 3.3 

percent in real terms.

HousingWire, August 14, 2017

Freddie Mac economist: If housing is 

affordable, why is homeownership out of 

reach?

According to the latest report from CoreLogic, the 

property information and analytics provider, home 

prices increased 6.7% from June 2016 to June 2017 and 

are forecasted to continuing increasing.

Orange County Register, August 13, 2017

10 housing questions Orange County 

must answer 

Orange County home prices are way up, with 

CoreLogic’s median selling price over the last 

five years growing at a rate equal to 10-percent-

a-year average gains.

The Seattle Times, August 10, 2017

Housing bubble fears stronger in 

Washington than in any other state

Across Washington, home values are up 12.7 percent 

from a year ago, also easily tops in the nation, 

according to CoreLogic. Even cheaper places like 

Spokane and Bellingham have become less affordable.

USA Today, August 10, 2017

It’s not just you — there really are fewer 

homes for sale with inventory at a 20-

year low

The crunch has driven up home prices. The S&P 

CoreLogic Case-Shiller national home price index was 

up 5.6% in May from a year earlier, hitting an all-time 

high. Some markets are frothier, with average home 

prices 13.3% in Seattle and 7.9% in Dallas.

http://www.builderonline.com/builder-100/strategy/labor-monthly-payment-impacts-and-migration-what-you-need-to-know_o
https://www.housingwire.com/articles/40990-freddie-economist-if-housing-is-affordable-why-is-homeownership-out-of-reach
http://www.ocregister.com/2017/08/13/10-housing-questions-orange-county-must-answer/
http://www.seattletimes.com/business/real-estate/housing-bubble-fears-stronger-in-washington-than-in-any-other-state/?utm_source=RSS&utm_medium=Referral&utm_campaign=RSS_business
https://www.usatoday.com/story/money/2017/08/10/sale-home-inventory-20-year-low-baby-boomers-stay-put/555127001/
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“The growth in sales 
is slowing down, and 
this is not due to 
lack of affordability, 
but rather a lack 
of inventory. As of 
Q2 2017, the unsold 
inventory as a share 
of all households is 
1.9 percent, which is 
the lowest Q2 reading 
in over 30 years.” 

Dr. Frank Nothaft,  

chief economist for CoreLogic

Home Price Index State-Level Detail — Combined Single Family Including Distressed 
June 2017

State
Month-Over-Month 

Percent Change
Year-Over-Year  
Percent Change

Forecasted  
Month-Over-Month 

Percent Change

Forecasted  
Year-Over-Year  
Percent Change

Alabama 0.7% 3.9% 0.4% 4.4%
Alaska 0.5% −0.6% 0.7% 6.2%

Arizona 0.7% 6.1% 0.7% 6.4%
Arkansas 0.4% 3.7% 0.4% 4.6%
California 0.6% 6.4% 0.9% 9.6%
Colorado 1.4% 9.2% 0.7% 6.4%

Connecticut 1.0% 0.4% 1.0% 7.5%
Delaware 0.5% 0.3% 0.6% 4.5%

District of Columbia 0.0% 4.0% 0.5% 4.0%
Florida 0.3% 6.1% 0.6% 6.4%

Georgia 0.3% 5.9% 0.4% 4.0%
Hawaii 0.8% 6.8% 0.9% 6.4%
Idaho 1.2% 9.1% 0.7% 5.3%
Illinois 0.5% 3.3% 0.6% 5.2%

Indiana 1.2% 4.8% 0.7% 5.2%
Iowa 0.3% 3.4% 0.4% 3.8%

Kansas −0.4% 3.5% 0.5% 4.1%
Kentucky 0.7% 4.4% 0.5% 4.3%
Louisiana 1.7% 4.0% 0.5% 2.6%

Maine −1.4% 2.5% 0.3% 6.5%
Maryland 1.0% 3.7% 0.6% 4.5%

Massachusetts 1.0% 6.5% 0.7% 6.0%
Michigan 1.0% 7.2% 0.8% 6.4%

Minnesota 1.0% 5.9% 0.6% 3.7%
Mississippi 3.2% 5.3% 0.7% 3.8%

Missouri 1.2% 5.1% 0.6% 4.5%
Montana 1.0% 3.9% 0.5% 4.0%

Nebraska 0.6% 4.8% 0.4% 3.9%
Nevada 0.7% 7.4% 0.9% 9.0%

New Hampshire 0.9% 5.6% 0.7% 7.1%
New Jersey 0.4% 1.5% 0.7% 5.9%
New Mexico 0.4% 3.3% 0.6% 4.1%

New York 2.7% 6.9% 0.8% 5.5%
North Carolina −0.9% 3.9% 0.4% 3.9%
North Dakota 1.9% 2.3% 0.3% 2.8%

Ohio 0.6% 2.6% 0.5% 4.5%
Oklahoma 0.8% 2.4% 0.4% 3.7%

Oregon 1.0% 9.0% 0.7% 6.4%
Pennsylvania 0.6% 2.5% 0.6% 4.6%
Rhode Island 0.8% 5.4% 0.7% 4.6%

South Carolina 1.0% 5.2% 0.5% 4.2%
South Dakota 0.9% 3.4% 0.4% 3.2%

Tennessee 0.1% 5.0% 0.4% 3.4%
Texas 0.5% 5.7% 0.3% 2.2%
Utah 2.0% 10.7% 1.0% 5.2%

Vermont 2.5% 3.4% 0.8% 6.6%
Virginia 0.7% 2.8% 0.5% 4.5%

Washington 1.6% 12.7% 0.8% 5.7%
West Virginia 1.5% 0.9% 0.4% 4.6%

Wisconsin 1.5% 6.0% 0.7% 4.8%
Wyoming 0.3% 2.4% 0.3% 3.9%

Source: CoreLogic June 2017

10 Largest CBSA — Loan Performance Insights Report May 2017

CBSA

30 Days or More 
Delinquency Rate 

May 2017 (%)

Serious 
Delinquency Rate 

May 2017 (%)
Foreclosure Rate 

May 2017 (%)

30 Days or More 
Delinquent Rate 

May 2016 (%)

Serious 
Delinquency Rate 

May 2016 (%)
Foreclosure Rate 

May 2016 (%)

Boston-Cambridge-Newton MA-NH   3.5  1.5  0.6  4.3  2.1  0.8 

Chicago-Naperville-Elgin IL-IN-WI   4.9  2.4  1.0  5.7  3.2  1.2 

Denver-Aurora-Lakewood CO   1.9  0.6  0.1  2.4  0.9  0.2 

Houston-The Woodlands-Sugar Land TX   5.3  1.8 0.4  5.6  2.1 0.4 

Las Vegas-Henderson-Paradise NV   4.5  2.6  1.0  5.8  3.6  1.4 

Los Angeles-Long Beach-Anaheim CA   2.8  1.0  0.3  3.3  1.4  0.4 

Miami-Fort Lauderdale-West Palm Beach FL   6.2  3.2  1.4  7.7  4.6  1.9 

New York-Newark-Jersey City NY-NJ-PA   6.8  4.2  2.3  8.3  5.6  3.2 

San Francisco-Oakland-Hayward CA   1.8  0.6  0.2  2.1  0.9  0.2 

Washington-Arlington-Alexandria DC-VA-MD-WV   4.0  1.7  0.6  4.6  2.2  0.8

Source: CoreLogic May 2017 



© 2017 CoreLogic   —   Proprietary. This material may not be reproduced in any form without express written permission.8

Analysis | The MarketPulse  August 2017  Volume 6, Issue 8

OVERVIEW OF LOAN PERFORMANCE
National Delinquency Rates

Source: CoreLogic May 2017
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“A prolonged period of relatively tight underwriting 
criteria has driven delinquencies down to pre-
crisis levels across many parts of the country. As 
pressure to relax underwriting standards increases, 
the industry needs to proceed carefully and take 
progressive, sensible actions that protect hard-fought 
improvements in mortgage performance.” 

Frank Martell, 

president and CEO of CoreLogic
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CORELOGIC HPI® MARKET CONDITION OVERVIEW
June 2017

Source: CoreLogic 

 CoreLogic HPI Single Family Combined Tier, data through June 2017. 

 CoreLogic HPI Forecasts Single Family Combined Tier, starting in July 2017.
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CORELOGIC HPI® MARKET CONDITION OVERVIEW
June 2022 Forecast

Source: CoreLogic 

 CoreLogic HPI Single Family Combined Tier, data through June 2017. 

 CoreLogic HPI Forecasts Single Family Combined Tier, starting in July 2017.
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Variable Descriptions

Variable Definition

Total Sales The total number of all home-sale transactions during the month.

Total Sales 12-Month sum The total number of all home-sale transactions for the last 12 months.

Total Sales YoY Change  
12-Month sum

Percentage increase or decrease in current 12 months of total sales over the prior 12 months of 
total sales

New Home Sales The total number of newly constructed residentail housing units sold during the month.

New Home Sales  
Median Price

The median price for newly constructed residential housing units during the month.

Existing Home Sales 
The number of previously constucted homes that were sold to an unaffiliated third party. DOES 
NOT INCLUDE REO AND SHORT SALES.

REO Sales Number of bank owned properties that were sold to an unaffiliated third party. 

REO Sales Share The number of REO Sales in a given month divided by total sales.

REO Price Discount The average price of a REO divided by the average price of an existing-home sale.

REO Pct The count of loans in REO as a percentage of the overall count of loans for the reporting period.

Short Sales
The number of short sales. A short sale is a sale of real estate in which the sale proceeds fall short 
of the balance owed on the property's loan.

Short Sales Share The number of Short Sales in a given month divided by total sales.

Short Sale Price Discount The average price of a Short Sale divided by the average price of an existing-home sale.

Short Sale Pct The count of loans in Short Sale as a percentage of the overall count of loans for the month.

Distressed Sales Share The percentage of the total sales that were a distressed sale (REO or short sale).

Distressed Sales Share  
(sales 12-Month sum)

The sum of the REO Sales 12-month sum and the Short Sales 12-month sum divided by the total 
sales 12-month sum.

HPI MoM Percent increase or decrease in HPI single family combined series over a month ago.

HPI YoY Percent increase or decrease in HPI single family combined series over a year ago.

HPI MoM Excluding 
Distressed

Percent increase or decrease in HPI single family combined excluding distressed series over a 
month ago.

HPI YoY Excluding 
Distressed

Percent increase or decrease in HPI single family combined excluding distressed series over a 
year ago.

HPI Percent Change  
from Peak

Percent increase or decrease in HPI single family combined series from the respective peak value 
in the index.

90 Days + DQ Pct 
The percentage of the overall loan count that are 90 or more days delinquent as of the reporting 
period. This percentage includes loans that are in foreclosure or REO.

Stock of 90+ Delinquencies 
YoY Chg

Percent change year-over-year of the number of 90+ day delinquencies in the current month.

Foreclosure Pct The percentage of the overall loan count that is currently in foreclosure as of the reporting period.

Percent Change Stock of 
Foreclosures from Peak

Percent increase or decrease in the number of foreclosures from the respective peak number of 
foreclosures.

Pre-foreclosure Filings
The number of mortgages where the lender has initiated foreclosure proceedings and it has been 
made known through public notice (NOD).  

Completed Foreclosures
A completed foreclosure occurs when a property is auctioned and results in either the purchase 
of the home at auction or the property is taken by the lender as part of their Real Estate Owned 
(REO) inventory. 

Negative Equity Share
The percentage of mortgages in negative equity. The denominator for the negative equity percent 
is based on the number of mortgages from the public record.

Negative Equity

The number of mortgages in negative equity. Negative equity is calculated as the difference 
between the current value of the property and the origination value of the mortgage. If the 
mortgage debt is greater than the current value, the property is considered to be in a negative 
equity position.  We estimate current UPB value, not origination value. 

Months' Supply of 
Distressed Homes  
(total sales 12-Month avg)

The months it would take to sell off all homes currently in distress of 90 days delinquency or 
greater based on the current sales pace.

Price/Income Ratio
CoreLogic HPI™ divided by Nominal Personal Income provided by the Bureau of Economic 
Analysis and indexed to January 1976. 

Conforming Prime Serious 
Delinquency Rate

The rate serious delinquency mortgages which are within the legislated purchase limits of Fannie 
Mae and Freddie Mac. The conforming limits are legislated by the Federal Housing Finance 
Agency (FHFA).

Jumbo Prime Serious 
Delinquency Rate

The rate serious delinquency mortgages which are larger than the legislated purchase limits of 
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. The conforming limits are legislated by the Federal Housing Finance 
Agency (FHFA).
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The CoreLogic Insights Blog 

(corelogic.com/blog) provides an 

expanded perspective on housing 

economies and property markets, 

including policy, trends, regulation 

and compliance. Please visit the 

blog for timely analysis, thought-

provoking data visualizations and 

unique commentary from our team  

in the Office of the Chief Economist.
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