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Key findings:
The principal findings of this benchmark study 
are that residents who own their manufactured 
home communities, commonly referred to as 
mobile home parks, have consistent economic 
advantages over their counterparts in investor-
owned communities, as evidenced by lower lot 
fees, higher average home sales prices, faster 
home sales, and access to fixed rate home financ-
ing. additionally, residents who own their com-
munities consistently perceive greater control 
over and stability in their lot rents and gover-
nance, and worry less about being displaced 
because of park closure for re-development. 

since 1984, the new Hampshire Community loan 
Fund (the “loan Fund”) has been helping residents of 
manufactured home communities purchase the land 
underneath their homes. since then, homeowners have 
purchased 80 manufactured home communities and 
converted them into “resident Owned Communities” 
(rOCs) in new Hampshire. These communities now 
include 4,200 homeowners.1 The premise of the loan 
Fund program is that resident ownership provides both 
an important vehicle for preserving affordable housing 
in new Hampshire and economic benefits to homeown-
ers in rOCs. until now, no systematic data have been 
available to confirm the benefits. to fill that gap, the 
loan Fund contracted researchers from the Carsey in-
stitute at the university of new Hampshire to conduct a 
study of the economic outcomes of resident ownership.2 

Figure 1: sampled towns

study methodology
in order to examine economic outcomes, Carsey 
researchers designed a study to compare resident 
Owned Communities (rOCs) with investor-owned 
communities (iOCs, sometimes referred to as land-
lease communities). a sample of towns in the state 
was selected (see map, Figure 1), and within those 
towns, the sample included at least one rOC and one 
investor-owned community. These selections were 
comparable in location, size, and demographics of the 



residents. Communities for 55 and older residents 
were eliminated, as those are generally different from 
communities not restricted by age. a detailed de-
scription of sampling procedures is presented in the 
appendix. The final sample included eight rOCs and 
12 investor-owned communities. 

There are four sources of data on the communi-
ties and residents: a mailed survey, town tax records, 
real estate sales data, and interviews with leaders in 
resident-owned communities. details of the survey 
methodology and the interview process are presented 
in the appendix. 

Objective economic indicators
Survey Data
We begin by examining data in the survey that capture 
objective aspects of the economic impacts of rOCs. 
The first indicator is the monthly lot fee homeowners 
are charged (Figure 2). 

average fees to the age of the rOC and to the overall 
average in investor- owned communities (Figure 3).

as expected, the newer rOCs have higher fees than 
rOCs that were established earlier; and the newer 
rOCs have fees that are higher than the average fees 
for all of the investor-owned communities. We know 
that one of the three rOCs in the two to six year cat-
egory did incur great start-up costs, and this pushes the 
average higher for the newest rOCs. Once we elimi-
nate that community from the analysis, the average fee 
for the newest rOCs is lower, but there are only two 
rOCs in the newest category. (The “average” drops to 
$258; see Figure 3a) in addition, we do not know the 
length of ownership among the investor-owned com-
munities, so the comparison between investor-owned 
communities and rOCs is somewhat problematic. The 
issue of initial costs incurred for communities that be-
come resident-owned was mentioned in the interviews 
with the rOC leaders, as presented below. 

data on mortgage loans provide another indication 
of the economic impact of resident ownership. Histori-
cally, homeowners in manufactured home communi-

Figure 2: lot fee by community type
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in manufactured home communities, whether owned 
by residents or investors, the homeowners own their 
homes but must pay a monthly fee for the land under-
neath their homes. in the survey, on average, residents 
in rOCs report lower lot fees than their counterparts 
in investor-owned communities, and the difference is 
statistically significant. One puzzle is why the differ-
ence is small – only about $11 per month on average. 
some evidence exists to suggest that there is an effect of 
the age of the rOC on the lot fees. Often newer rOCs 
incur expenses due to pressing infrastructure prob-
lems, like faulty water and sewage systems, that moti-
vated the previous owner to sell the property. Correct-
ing these initially leads to higher lot fees for residents 
of newer rOCs. to examine this, we compared the 

Figure 3: lot fee by years since becoming rOC
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Figure 3a: lot fee by age of community, without new-
est rOC
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ties have paid higher rates of interest on their home 
purchase loans. There are many well-documented rea-
sons for this. since 2003, the loan Fund and the new 
Hampshire Housing Finance authority began lending 
single-family mortgage loans in rOCs. While their 
entrance in the market is clear from the data, it is too 
early to determine the overall impact on interest rates. 
However, we did find that homeowners in rOCs were 
more likely to have a fixed rate loan than homeowners 
in investor-owned communities. The comparison of 
mortgages by community type is presented in Figure 
4. eighty-seven percent of rOC residents have a fixed 
rate of interest, compared to only sixty-nine percent 
residents in investor-owned communities, and this dif-
ference is statistically significant. 

in addition to the greater likelihood of having a fixed 
interest mortgage loan, residents of rOCs are more 
likely to have mortgage loans, and residents of investor-
owned communities are more likely to have either paid 
off their loans or to have bought their homes outright 
without any loan in the first place. although we didn’t 
ask this explicit question, we were able to determine 
from the data whether the resident had a loan, and the 
differences are striking, as presented in Figure 4. resi-
dents of rOCs are more likely to have a current mort-
gage. We controlled for respondent age, length of time 
in park, and income in a multivariate logistic regression 
predicting whether the homeowner had a mortgage. The 
predicted probabilities by the park type are essentially 
the same as those in Figure 4. all of the independent 
variables in this analysis were significant as well. That is, 
younger respondents, those having lived in their com-
munity a shorter period of time, and those with higher 
income are more likely to have a loan on their home.3 
access to a mortgage loan at a reasonable interest rate 
makes housing more accessible, all else being equal. This 
means that the availability of home loans opens up a part 

of the market that would otherwise be out of reach to 
low-and moderate-income individuals who do not have 
the resources to purchase a home outright. 

some of the respondents to our survey volunteered 
their views on the finance market for owners of manu-
factured homes. This comment was provided by a resi-
dent in an investor-owned community.

“It is not fair that mobile homes are considered by 
mortgage institutions to be less than a traditional 
home. These homes are not truly mobile. (I’m not 
going to drive away in the middle of the night with 
it.) Yes, they could be moved, at great trouble and 
expense, but [that’s] not likely to happen. Our 
home deserves to be mortgaged at the same rates as 
traditional homes. That would be the greatest help 
to those of us unable to afford a new home at the 
current outrageous prices they go for.” 

another resident in an investor-owned commu-
nity wrote: 

“It is very important that loans be available for po-
tential homeowners that want to live in mobile home 
parks. We had to take money from our retirement to 
buy this home because no bank or institution would 
finance this older home. Something needs to be done 
soon!”

Commenting specifically on the missed opportu-
nity for lending institutions, a resident in an investor-
owned community offered this observation:

“My biggest complaint is the archaic view of the 
lending community in not allowing us to take 
advantage of our equity. In all my near thirty years 
[of living in a park] I’ve never seen one house pulled 
out nor heard of one pulled out to avoid payment to 
the lenders. Lenders are overlooking a huge market!! 
And, as I, like most of my neighbors age we have 
more disposable income. They’re missing out.” 

One final comment from a resident of a rOC men-
tions the impact of the loan Fund on the availability of 
home mortgage loans.

“It is very difficult to get affordable loans and insur-
ance. There are a lot of companies that won’t loan 
to us. Either that, or we have to pay a much higher 
rate. (My husband and I had to pay 14.5% for our 
original loan, while others were paying 7 to 7.5%.) 
We had a hard time with insurance, also. Thanks to 
the NHCLF [the loan Fund] this is changing, but 
much too slowly.” 

One of the goals of the loan Fund program is to 
provide a consistent source of financing in the rOC 
home purchase market. in 2003, the loan Fund started 
a single-family mortgage program for homebuyers and 
homeowners in rOCs, and we examined our survey 
data to see whether the number of mortgage loans to 

Figure 4: Objective economic indicators by commu-
nity type
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residents changed as a consequence (Figure 5). The 
results clearly show that the loan Fund program af-
fected the availability of home mortgage loans. starting 
in 2003, the number of mortgage loans in rOCs greatly 
surpassed the number in investor-owned communities. 
(note, also that the data for 2005 are partial; by the end 
of 2005 we would expect to see a differential match-
ing or surpassing that for 2004.) it appears from the 
data that this type of housing has become more acces-
sible to more people, judging from the increased loan 
activity since 2002. The availability of loans increases 
the effective demand for housing, and this contributes 
to greater appreciation in housing values. in the next 
section, we examine in more detail home sales and as-
sociated factors. 

Comparing basic home prices, homes in rOCs have 
a higher average sale price than homes in investor-
owned communities, both for all sales since 1999 and 
for homes sold in the more recent year, from september 
2004 to september 2005. The average differences ($4566 
and $7234) are sizable (although not statistically sig-
nificant.) What accounts for the difference? The data on 
home size and age indicate two possible explanations: 
among the homes that sold during these periods, homes 
in rOCs are, on average, both larger and newer. These 
differences are sizable with respect to size and to age for 
the most recent period. larger and newer homes would 
be expected to have a higher selling price. to examine 
this in more detail, we calculated the price per square 
foot of living area. Once we do this, the difference be-
tween rOC homes and homes in investor-owned com-
munities is reduced substantially, although there is still a 
slightly higher price among rOC homes ($42.4 vs. $41.9 
for sales since 1999, and $55.1 vs. $48.6 for sales from 
september 2004 through september 2005 on a price per 
square foot basis).

in addition, data on the number of days on the 
market show that rOC homes have generally sold more 
quickly, and much more so in the most recent period, 
than homes in investor-owned communities, suggesting 
greater desirability in the market. in theory, the days on 
the market for like housing stock ought to be roughly 
the same, with price being variable. The correlation be-
tween days on the market and type of community could 

Figure 5: number of mortgage loans by community 
type, 1995–2005 (2005 partial year)
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Analysis of Real Estate Sales and Tax Card Data
town tax Cards (also known as assessment Cards) and 
data from recent real estate sales are good sources of 
impartial data, and these data are an important supple-
ment to the survey data. We focus here on sales price 
and associated factors. 

There are a variety of ways to investigate the sales 
price of homes. The basic price per home is important 
but can be misleading because it does not automatically 
address how large the average home is, how old the aver-
age home is, and if a home were to go on the market, 
how long it would take to sell.

For these analyses, we examined two categories of 
sales data: sales that occurred during the most recent 
one-year period (september 22, 2004 to september 22, 
2005)4 and all sales from 2000 through 2005, a range 
chosen to capture a longer period and thus a larger 
number of home sales. We examined sale price, size and 
age of the home, the number of days the home was on 
the market, and its assessed value (table 1). 

table 1: Comparative data on homes that sold

Housing 
Characteristics

Sales since 1999 Sales 9/22/04-9/22/05

ROC Investor ROC Investor

Price 45884 
(n=189)

41318 
(n=155)

53077 
(n=43)

45843
(n=33) 

Living area 1035 *
(n=383)

953 *
(n=293)

1017.8 †

(n=42)
936.9 †

(n=32)

Age of home 22.4 
(n=383)

22.8 
(n=293)

17.6 *
(n=42)

23 *
(n=32)

Assessed value 38803 *
(n=381)

35565*
(n=283)

40021 
(n=42)

36882 
(n=29)

Days on 
market 68 

(n=78)
72 

(n=86)
60

(n=33) 
83

(n=29) 

Price per sqft 42.4
(n=181)

41.9 
(n=154)

55.1 
(n=36)

48.6 
(n=32)

Assessed value 
per sqft 36.9 

(n=380)
36.8

(n=283)
38.7 

(n=42)
38.5

(n=29)

Note: *p<.05; †p<.10
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indicate that rOC homes are consistently under priced. 
additionally, the average rOC resident stays in his home 
longer than the average resident of an investor-owned 
community (analyses not shown). both findings suggest 
that rOC homes are more desirable to home buyers. 

in summary, homes in rOCs sell more quickly than 
homes in investor-owned communities; they have a 12% 
higher price per square foot in the most recent period; 
and the monthly lot fees are lower. 

perceptions about economic  
Factors
so far, we have presented findings specific to objective 
economic benefits. several survey questions capture 
important resident perceptions about economic aspects 
of living in their community. We asked if respondents 
would live in their community if they were given 
that choice again. We then asked follow-up questions 
about the main reasons for their choice. residents who 
responded that they would choose to live there again, 
received three follow-up choices that refer to economic 
factors. These are:
•	This is the most affordable decent housing i can find. 
•	The monthly fee/lot rent is a good value.
•	This is a good way to build equity in a home. 
The responses to these choices by type of community 

are presented in Figure 6. 

perception that ownership in the community is a good 
way to build equity in a home. residents in rOCs are 
more likely to give this as a reason for choosing this 
community again, although the difference is small and 
not significant (24% vs. 21%). These three items indicate 
that residents in rOCs perceive that there are economic 
advantages to living in their communities. While the dif-
ferences are small, perceptions of residents in rOCs are 
consistently more favorable. 

respondents who indicated that they would not 
choose to live in their community again, were asked to 
consider three follow-up economic factors:
•	 i am worried that the land under my home will be sold.
•	The monthly fee/lot rent is too high.
•	The monthly fee/lot rent goes up too fast.

Figure 6: among those who would choose community 
again, perceptions about economic issues (n=552)
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Figure 7: among those who would not choose park 
again, perceptions about economic issues (n=143)
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residents in rOCs are more likely than residents in 
investor-owned communities to indicate that afford-
ability is a reason for choosing to live in the community 
again (74% compared to 67%), although the difference is 
not significant (p<.08). similarly, the perception that the 
lot fee is a good value is more common among residents 
in rOCs, although this is not a significant difference 
(65% compared to 59%). The third item refers to the 

Figure 7 shows the relationship between community 
type and responses to these items. 

residents in investor-owned communities are much 
more likely to cite concern about the sale of the land 
than residents of rOCs, and the difference is statistically 
significant (26% vs. 9%). For the second item, residents 
in investor-owned communities are more likely to cite 
concern that the monthly fee is high, although the dif-
ference is not statistically significant (50% compared to 
39%). The final item is a perception about the increases 
in the monthly fees. Here, residents in investor-owned 
communities are much more likely to cite this concern, 
a difference that is significant (62% vs. 18%). again, 
for all three factors the differences are consistent; rOC 
residents see greater economic benefits and security in 
living in resident Owned Communities. 

One additional question capturing resident per-
ceptions was, “do you feel that your monthly fees/lot 
rents are spent on the best things for the park?” as 
with other resident perceptions, the community com-
parison shows that rOC residents perceive greater 
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economic benefit than residents in investor-owned 
communities (81% compared to 71%), a difference 
that is statistically significant. 

some of the written comments of the survey respon-
dents also address the perceived economic benefits of 
life in a rOC, including the sense of control, the af-
fordability, and the impact of resident-ownership on 
monthly fees:

“I think co-op parks are the best affordable way for 
younger low-middle income families to live, without 
having to live just to pay their mortgage.”
“The best thing we as tenants did was to organize 
and buy our park. We are now a tenant-owned park; 
we have managed to lower our monthly lot rent...
and we no longer have to fear the park’s being sold 
and closed.”
“Co-ops are cheaper and the rules are much more 
flexible and people have a say.”
“We control the rent; it is one of the better parks 
in ________. We have basic rules that are easy to 
live with.” 
“[being a rOC] will help keep our lot rent right 
where we want them, affordable.”

The picture that emerges is that residents of rOCs 
see economic benefits and the economic data indicate 
economic benefits to resident-ownership. While some 
of these relationships are not statistically significant, 
there is a consistent pattern in the direction of perceived 
economic benefits of resident ownership. The economic 
variables from the survey are consistently favorable.

analysis of the interviews with 
leaders
according to the rOC leaders who were interviewed for 
the study, the primary economic benefits associated with 
resident ownership are increased access to fair market-
rate financing and the stabilization of monthly lot fees. 
One leader commented, “The benefits of living in a mo-
bile home park, a co-op in particular, [are] the increase 
in access to prime rate financing as well as [the] increase 
in equity values.” another pointed out that the success of 
rOCs should be apparent to the financial community: 
“What is it, [there are now] 70 or 71 co-ops, and none of 
them has ever failed. so you know that says a lot to the 
banking community.” 

leaders commented that monthly fees are stabilized 
because rOC residents elect board members from with-
in their communities, and thereby control decisions. in 
many instances, rOC residents are given the opportu-
nity to vote on major decisions, like changes in monthly 

fees. rent stabilization was a theme that emerged in the 
comments of several of the interviewees.

“Our lot fees are kept down because we are able to 
do a budget and run the cooperative within that 
budget, so our lot fees are what pay to run our busi-
ness. Oh it’s been that way for the last 7 or 8 years...
we haven’t found it necessary to raise our rents. It 
has been reduced once since we’ve been a coopera-
tive. We couldn’t live anywhere else. You know, $220, 
plus the few utilities that we have, that’s it.” 
“Sure, it’s good for someone my age group and it’s in-
expensive. The co-op fee is very reasonable....the rent 
here is very inexpensive compared to other areas, 
other parks. It’s been the same since they started and 
occasionally they give us a free month right around 
December. For a lot of people in here that’s a blessing 
around the holidays.”

One economic benefit that manufactured homes 
have is that they provide a relatively affordable housing 
option for low-to middle-income residents who cannot 
afford to purchase site-built homes. interviewees did 
comment on the affordability gained when rOCs are 
able to leverage savings through bulk purchases of fuel, 
services, and other items. at least three of the eight 
communities in the study saved significant dollars 
through bulk purchases. Overall, when it comes down 
to financial decision-making, it is evident that rOCs 
have every incentive to save costs where they can.

Conclusions
The economic impacts of resident Owned Communi-
ties are an important, emerging beneficial resource 
for the low- and moderate-income population of new 
Hampshire. The data are clear: Homeowners perceive 
and enjoy real economic benefits from resident owner-
ship of manufactured home communities. They feel 
their monthly fees are stable and they have more control 
over the land. Home values are higher (particularly in 
the most recent time period), considerably more home 
mortgage loans have become available to rOC residents 
since 2002, and the loans that rOC residents have are 
the more desirable fixed-rate loans. 

in some cases the differences we have found are not 
dramatic, but there is a clear and consistent pattern that 
suggests an economic advantage of considerable magni-
tude. The changes over time suggest growing advantages. 

The comments by residents and leaders echo the 
quantitative survey findings. One respondent living in 
an investor-owned park eloquently expressed the frus-
trations of people of moderate means: 

“Life in a mobile home park would be much more 
pleasant if park management listened to us or even 
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cared about us at all. We represent nothing more 
than a rent check to park owners. We are not “trailer 
trash.” We are people with dreams and aspirations 
the same as anyone else. Just because we are not 
fortunate enough to live in half-million dollar homes 
does not mean we are worthless. People are not de-
fined by their circumstances but by how they act and 
react to them.” 

there is evidence here that the new Hampshire 
Community loan Fund program is helping those 
of moderate means realize the aspiration of secure 
home ownership. 

90 minutes. interviews were conducted with 19 board 
members from the eight rOCs. We interviewed leaders 
only in the resident-owned communities, since it would 
be difficult to identify “leaders” in investor-owned com-
munities that, by definition, do not have a formal orga-
nization in which leaders play a key community role. it 
would be interesting to try to identify key informants in 
such communities, but this would be the focus of a dif-
ferent kind of study.

multivariate analyses of survey 
data
although the sample communities were chosen to 
be similar in size and location, it is possible that the 
analyses in the body of the report are influenced by 
demographic and socioeconomic differences between 
the resident-owned and investor-owned communities 
in the sample. For several demographic variables, the 
differences between resident-owned and investor-owned 
parks are significant or nearly so. residents in rOCs are 
younger, have slightly more education, higher incomes, 
and larger household size. They have lived in their 
parks for less time, and are more likely to have at least 
one worker in the home. The cumulative effect of these 
demographic differences may account for the differences 
between park types reported in the body of the report. 
as a check on this, multivariate analyses were carried 
out, with these demographic variables serving as con-
trols: age and education of respondent, household in-
come, number of people living in the household, length 
of time residing in the community, and the presence of 
at least one full-time worker in the household. table 1a 
presents bivariate coefficients for the type of community 
(rOC is coded as 1 and investor-owned is coded as 0) 
and the size of the coefficients in the equation including 
control variables. The only results reported are the ef-
fect of the ownership variable on each of the dependent 
variables; the full results are available on request. The de-
pendent variables examined are those in the body of the 
report: seven measure perceptions about the economic 
aspect of the respondent’s housing, and three measure 
objective aspects of economic housing factors. nine of 
these dependent variables are dichotomies and these are 
analyzed using logistic regression. One is a measure-
ment variable (monthly fee) so its analysis relies on Ols 
regression. The same set of control variables is included 
in each of the multivariate regressions. 

For most of the dependent economic variables, a 
significant coefficient in the bivariate analysis remains 
significant once controls are entered. in one case (afford-
able housing) the marginally significant bivariate coeffi-
cient becomes more significant in the multivariate analy-

appendix
Survey Methodology
The survey data came from a self-administered survey 
mailed to homes in the sample communities. The study 
towns were selected purposively to include variation 
in geographic region and community size, presence of 
both resident- and investor-owned parks, and access to 
tax data from the town offices. The northern portion of 
the state was excluded since economic conditions there 
are quite different from those in other parts of the state. 
Within each town, we selected parks of approximately 
the same size and in the same part of town. For 19 of 
the selected parks, we attempted to mail the survey to 
all park residents. because of the size of the one remain-
ing park, we sampled 50% of the homes to include in 
the survey portion of the study. using town tax records, 
we were able to obtain the name(s) and addresses of 
the owners of record for each home. We eliminated 
residents where the mailing address for the tax bill was 
different from the residence address. We sent a letter 
introducing the study to all addresses, indicating the 
purpose of the study and that we would shortly send 
a survey to be completed and returned. several days 
later, we sent out the survey with another cover letter 
and included a $1 bill as a courtesy compensation for 
completing the survey. We logged in the surveys as they 
were returned, and after 10 days, we sent another copy 
to those who had not yet responded. 1187 surveys were 
sent out following these procedures. 698 were returned, 
for an overall response rate of 59%. 356 surveys were 
returned from resident-owned communities. 342 were 
returned from investor-owned communities. 

Interviews
For the interview portion of the study, we conducted 
in-depth interviews with leaders of rOCs. The inter-
views were conducted in the communities or by phone 
and covered a range of issues regarding economic and 
management issues. The interviews lasted from 20 to 
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sis. in one case (fees spent on best things) the significant 
bivariate coefficient drops to only marginal significance 
in the multivariate analysis. For the most part, the results 
reported in the body of the report are replicated in the 
multivariate analyses. 

table 1a: Coefficients for the effect of ownership 
type, bivariate and multivariate with controlsa

Dependent Variable

Bivariate Multivariate 
with controls

Logistic Regressions (ROC=1)

Odds ratio Odds ratio 
with Controls

This is the most affordable housing 
i can find

1.39*
(n=549)

1.64**
(n=477)

The monthly fee is good value 1.28
(n=549)

1.26
(n=477)

Good way to build equity 1.24
(n=549)

1.01
(n=477)

Worried land will be sold .27**
(n=142)

.28**
(n=122)

monthly fee is too high .62
(n=142)

.68
(n=122)

monthly fee goes up too fast .13**
(n=142)

.11**
(n=122)

monthly fees spent on best things 1.73**
(n=625)

1.69*
(n=551)

Fixed rate loan 2.72**
(n=340)

2.57**
(n=309)

Has current mortgage 3.17**
(n=596)

2.4**
(n=531)

OLS Regressions

Regression 
coefficient

Regression 
coefficient 

with controls

Monthly Fee -11.70**
(n=649)

-13.23**
(n=573)

*p<.10
**p<.05

aControl variables: respondent age and education; household income; 
number of people in the household; length of time residing in the com-
munity; presence of at least one full-time worker in the household. logistic 
regression results for first eight dependent variables; Ols regression for 
monthly fee. Only the ownership type coefficient is presented. n varies due 
to missing values and contingency nature of some questions.

endnOtes
1. These figures were accurate as of the date of the 
original publication of this report. as of march 2010, 
the figures are 94 resident-owned communities and 
5,200 homeowners.
2. information on The Carsey institute can be found at 
www.carseyinstitute.unh.edu.
3. multivariate analyses controlling for the same set 
of factors were conducted for all dependent economic 
factors, as presented in the appendix. The significant 
differences held up in all cases. 
4. The one year period was chosen since the housing 
market has changed in important ways in nH over 
time, and these changes complicate analyses over the 
longer period of time. 
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