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Abstract

Mortgages account for the largest portion of household debt
in the United States, totaling around $12 trillion nationwide.
In times of financial hardship, alleviating mortgage burdens
is essential for supporting affected households. The mortgage
servicing industry plays a vital role in offering this assistance,
yet there has been limited research modelling the complex re-
lationship between households and servicers. To bridge this
gap, we developed an agent-based model that explores house-
hold behavior and the effectiveness of relief measures during
financial distress. Our model represents households as adap-
tive learning agents with realistic financial attributes. These
households experience exogenous income shocks, which may
influence their ability to make mortgage payments. Mortgage
servicers provide relief options to these households, who then
choose the most suitable relief based on their unique financial
circumstances and individual preferences. We analyze the
impact of various external shocks and the success of differ-
ent mortgage relief strategies on specific borrower subgroups.
Through this analysis, we show that our model can not only
replicate real-world mortgage studies but also act as a tool
for conducting a broad range of what-if scenario analyses.
Our approach offers fine-grained insights that can inform the
development of more effective and inclusive mortgage relief
solutions.

1 Introduction and Background
Following the 2008 crisis and the reported failure of mort-
gage servicers to provide adequate assistance to borrowers
(McNulty et al., 2019), an increased focus has been placed
on the role of servicers (Levitin and Twomey, 2011), and
departments such as the Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau (Levitin, 2012) (CFPB) have been established to over-
see these processes. Additionally, since the Basel III regula-
tions, the sale of Mortgage Servicing Rights (MSR) from the
lender to a dedicated servicer is becoming more common,
as it has become increasingly costly for lenders to hold the
MSRs (Goodman and Lee, 2014). Understanding the role
servicers play in the mortgage ecosystem, the effectiveness
of different relief types, and the preferences of borrowers
for these relief types, are essential for improving the assis-
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tance offered to households during times of financial dis-
tress, whether during recessions or individual distress.

The pioneering work of Geanakoplos et al. (2012), which
successfully modeled the complexity, heterogeneity, and
multi-agent nature of the US housing market with an agent-
based model (ABM), led to the development of similar
ABMs for the UK (Carro et al., 2022), Spain (Carro, 2023),
Australia (Evans et al., 2021), and Hungary (Mérő et al.,
2023), among others (Axtell and Farmer, 2022).

Despite servicers’ growing importance in the modern
mortgage ecosystem, their effect on borrowers’ behavior
and, more widely, on the dynamics of the housing market,
the current ABM literature has not thoroughly investigated
this component. For example, the key focus of many of
these works is in understanding lending policy (Geanako-
plos et al., 2012; Laliotis et al., 2020), predicting pricing dy-
namics (Evans et al., 2021), analyzing securitisation (Lau-
retta, 2018), or modelling contagion (Bookstaber, 2017).
Mortgage servicing remains under-explored. Therefore, in
this work, we focus on the mortgage servicing section of the
housing market, and the relationship this has with the house-
holds financial well-being, to provide insights into mortgage
assistance and household behaviour during times of financial
distress.

2 Proposed Model
We develop an adaptive multi-agent model of the US ser-
vicing market using the Phantom framework (Ardon et al.,
2023). Each time step in the simulation represents one
month, aligning with the typical mortgage payment sched-
ule (one payment per month). We present in Figure 1 an
overview of the agents modelled and how they interact in
the simulation.

Agents
Economy The economy agent represents the outside
“economy”. The economy is responsible for providing in-
come to households, applying exogenous shocks, and up-
dating house prices through a house price index h. During
training, individual income shocks (applied to borrowers)
arise from the economy on average once per year as a uni-
form random arrival process which may increase or reduce a
borrower’s income. During evaluation, we apply shocks of
a particular size and analyze the impact on the ecosystem.
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Figure 1: Agent interactions in the mortgage ecosystem.

Table 1: Borrower financial characteristic data sources.

Source Conditioned on
Income S1901 US Census
Housing Expenses S2506 US Census Income
Non-housing Expenses Consumer Expenditure Survey Income
Cash Savings Survey of Income and Program Participation Income

Borrowers Borrowers represent households holding mort-
gages at the start of the simulation1. Borrowers receive in-
come, pay housing and non-housing expenses, and accrue
and spend savings. Borrowers have realistic heterogeneous
financial characteristics sampled according to 2020 US cen-
sus data and large-scale publicly available panel studies (Ta-
ble 1). Borrowers are strategic (learning via PPO (Schulman
et al., 2017)), making decisions to optimise their utility U
based on the market status and their financial characteristics.
The borrowers’ utility function is designed as a trade-off be-
tween a liquidity L and equity E component, parameterized
by a liquidity preference γ:

U = γ ∗ L+ (1− γ) ∗ h ∗ E (1)

where L = 1 − min(1, housing payment
income ) and E =∑

loan payments made
loan value .

The equity component encodes desire for home-
ownership, which has long been thought as the key factor in
mortgage behaviour. However, recent studies (Farrell et al.,
2019) have demonstrated the effect of liquidity on borrow-
ers’ decisions, motivating the inclusion of a liquidity com-
ponent in the utility function. Borrowers having more avail-
able monthly liquidity allows for additional month-to-month
consumption, expenditure, or savings. The liquidity prefer-
ence (here, encoded by γ), is known to play an important
role in strategic mortgage behaviour (Artavanis and Spyri-
dopoulos, 2023). h represents the relative house price index,
a numerical measure reflecting the current housing market
conditions and varying the value of the equity owned by the
borrowers.

Servicer The mortgage servicer manages all month-to-
month loan activities, serving as the intermediary between
the borrower and the mortgage owner. We model the

1Borrowers can complete their mortgage during the simulation,
either through foreclosure or paying off the loan.

Table 2: Servicing fees and costs.

Amount Source
Monthly servicing fee 0.025% of monthly payment Kaul et al. (2019)
Advance payment cost Getter (2022)
- General $0
- Distressed Missed payments (max 4)
Additional incentives Fannie Mae (2020)
Repayment, Forbearance $500
Loan Modification $1000
Recovery proportion min(h, 1)

servicer as following the Regulation X hierarchy2, based
on procedures outlined by the CFPB. The servicer earns
monthly fees, and during times of financial distress, is re-
sponsible for providing relief to borrowers, and advancing
missed payments to mortgage owners, paying out of their
own funds to do so. We detail the example fees and costs
used in this work in Table 2, where specifics may vary
among servicers (Cordell et al., 2008). These costs are
eventually recovered (up to some proportion based on h)
throughout the loan or through property foreclosure.

Mortgage Owner The mortgage owner is the generic en-
tity owning the mortgage, generally a financial institution
(bank or non-bank) or a government-sponsored enterprise
(GSE), such as Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac, etc.

Our mortgage servicing model is designed to be flexible, al-
lowing for compartmentalised extensions, such as a different
outside economy model (e.g., Hommes et al. 2022), or vary-
ing servicer behaviour based on specific mortgage owners.

3 Experimental Results
The three main metrics we analyse are: the proportion of
borrowers missing at least one payment (the affected rate),
the months before becoming affected, and the foreclosure
rates, under different negative income shocks. One of the
benefits of the proposed approach over representative agent
approaches is the ability to break the analysis down into re-
alistic subgroups of the population, so we not only analyse
the overall rates, but also produce insights based on borrow-
ers’ characteristics. We analyse the impacts from both the
borrower and the servicer’s perspective. This analysis pro-
vides insights into what borrower segments are more suscep-
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tible to mortgage distress following an income shock, and
how they benefit from the existing mortgage relief options.
In doing so, we aim to improve relief across income bands
and identify borrower segments that may require additional
mortgage assistance.

Borrowers

(a) Affected rate (b) Average time-to-affect

Figure 2: Impact of exogenous shocks on borrowers

The proportion of borrowers affected depends on the
shock size and income quintile of the borrowers, Figure 2a.
Despite applying the same relative shock (e.g. a 20% in-
come reduction), lower-income borrowers are dispropor-
tionately affected, due to mortgage payments consuming a
higher proportion of their income (leaving lower monthly
liquidity). Additionally, this segment of borrowers generally
have lower liquid cash savings, reducing the time-to-affect
following an income shock (Figure 2b). These results align
with the real-world findings reported by Farrell et al. (2018)
based on extensive historical data analysis, both in terms of
overall affect rates and time-to-affect, giving credence to the
simulation, reproducing actual key trends through the simu-
lated mortgage environment.

Servicer

Figure 3: Net profit for the servicer (per borrower) under
different shock sizes

From the servicer perspective, we track the net profit
(based on Table 2) with and without income shocks (Fig-
ure 3). Without shocks, the net profit is positive. Following
larger shocks, servicers face temporary liquidity pressure
(negative profit) due to the requirement of advancing missed
mortgage payments to the mortgage owner. While these ad-
vanced funds are eventually recovered, this pressure poses

a liquidity risk, and therefore is a vital consideration (Kim
et al., 2018), particularly when shocks are system-wide (e.g.,
recessions) (Davison, 2019; Kaul and Tozer, 2020).

Most of the servicers’ profit comes from higher income
quintiles, due to the servicing fee structure (based on a
0.25% of the monthly payment, Table 2) and robustness
of the higher income borrowers to the income shocks (Fig-
ure 2a). This analysis helps to confirm findings that ser-
vicers’ focus on serving high-paying mortgages, to protect
their cash flows (Diop and Zheng, 2022), and shows the
importance of considering borrower heterogeneity: lower-
income earners frequently face difficulties in acquiring and
maintaining mortgages. To foster financial inclusion, home-
ownership, and wealth building, developing products and
policies that enhance the stability of lower-income house-
holds is essential (JP Morgan Chase PolicyCentre, 2023).

4 Addons: Products
The ABM serves as a scenario generator, allowing for coun-
terfactual analysis. For example, with the proposed model,
the impact of new products on borrowers financial wellbeing
can be analysed. To this end, we consider the impact of one
mortgage relief product, mortgage reserve accounts (MRA)
(Goodman et al., 2023).

Mortgage Reserve Accounts

(a) Foreclosure rates (b) Time-to-affect

(c) Matched MRA Uptake

Figure 4: Mortgage Reserve Accounts

We analyze a one-time fund of $M to cover missed
mortgage payments. The saved foreclosures and additional
months bought across $M are visualized in Figures 4a
and 4b. Lower-income households find much greater as-
sistance from this product, saving 12 percentage points of
foreclosures and providing up to 5 extra months with M →
$5000.



Matched MRA Rather than providing $M upfront, to
incentivize borrower savings and prevent misuse, certain
MRAs are provided on a savings match basis (Agava et al.,
2020), where borrowers put $m aside that is matched by the
servicer, giving $M = 2× $m.

In the simulation, borrowers learn whether to contribute
to a matched MRA based on their expected utility (Equa-
tion (1)). The highest MRA uptake is seen among lower in-
come borrowers (Figure 4c), as they are more likely to face
mortgage difficulties (Figure 2a) and therefore see more ben-
efit from the product. These findings correspond with the re-
sults obtained from the MRA pilot study conducted with real
households in the US (Agava et al., 2020), showing lower
income households agreed to partake and found use in the
matched MRA.

5 Conclusion
We have developed a novel multi-agent model for mort-
gage servicing, addressing a crucial gap in existing housing
market ABMs. This model enabled us to analyze the im-
pact of exogenous income shocks on borrowers’ capacity to
meet their mortgage obligations, providing income-specific
insights on timing, affect rates, and mortgage relief effec-
tiveness. Our findings revealed that lower-income borrowers
are disproportionately affected and are often unable to with-
stand more than a few months of reduced income. We val-
idated the proposed model against actual studies conducted
with human participants, successfully replicating important
trends observed in the real world. Our approach’s adaptabil-
ity and the granularity of the resulting insights can be used to
assess the impact of new mortgage products and contribute
to the development of more effective and inclusive relief so-
lutions through data-driven simulation.
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