
ABSTRACT

The Problem: The lower-middle income market (LMI) sector has too much income to qualify for 
subsidized housing and too little income to afford market rate age-qualified, service-enriched 
housing. A household with an income of $3,333 monthly ($40,000 annually) would spend 89% 
of their total income to pay the average independent living rate. Typically, the age 75+ household 
spends 62% of their income for all housing expenses, meals, and transportation. 

Key Findings: This pilot study revealed that lower-middle income market households are likely 
to move to an age-qualified, service-enriched community at the same rate as the upper-middle 
income (UMI) market. The product they will rent, however, must be at a lower price. The 
conjoint analysis revealed lower-middle income market households will trade off the number of 
bedrooms, size of the unit, meals, and housekeeping services to accept fewer amenities to get a 
lower price.

Tips for Success: The lower-middle income market sector is three times larger than the upper-
middle income sector. The elements, however, of the residence and community the lower-middle 
income market sector was willing to trade off to obtain an affordable price differed significantly 
by metropolitan area. Using conjoint analysis to study lower-middle income market households 
in the primary market area of a prospective community can define what target customers want 
and how much they will pay.
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INTRODUCTION

Purpose of Study

The purpose of the study was to determine if adults 70+ 
years of age in lower middle-income market sectors 
would move to an age-qualified community, what their 
preferences were for their residence, services, and 
amenities, and how much they would pay. This article 
summarizes key results from a 2016 Internet-fielded 
pilot study of the perceptions, likelihood of moving, 
and purchase decision drivers of lower-middle income 
households regarding moving to an age-qualified 
apartment community that provides dining, housekeeping, 
transportation, and social opportunities. 

Several papers written about the impending need and 
potential demand for age-qualified, service-enriched 
housing among middle income and lower-middle income 
baby boomers approaching the years of physical and 

cognitive decline have been published (Kennedy & 
Onuscheck, 2016; Stone, 2013; Watkins, 2013). These 
studies have noted that the prices for housing and services 
exceed the financial capacities of the lower-middle 
income market. No research was found, however, of the 
specific drivers, preferences for, and purchase decision 
criteria among consumers in the lower-middle income 
market sector, and if they would consider purpose-built 

age-qualified, service-enriched housing as an option. In 
other words, if it is built and priced affordably, would the 
lower-middle income market come? 

In the first quarter of 2016, the average monthly fee 
for an independent living residence in the U.S. was 
approximately $2,974 monthly (Exhibit 1) or $35,688 
annually (NIC MAP, 2016). Thus, the independent living 
monthly rent that typically includes meals, housekeeping, 
and transportation would consume 89% of the income of 
a household with $40,000 income. 

Sixty-four percent of the age 75+ households in the U.S. 
have an income of less than $40,000 (Exhibit 2).

If a householder owned a home, sold it at the median 
sales price of an existing home today of $232,500 
(National Association of Realtors, 2016), and invested 
the proceeds at the current average interest rate of 
2.6% for a “safe” investment, it would yield additional 
monthly income of $504. This would boost the $40,000 
annual household income by $6,045 per year, yielding 
a total income of $46,045. The average monthly fee of 
$2,974 for independent living would consume 77.5% of 
the household’s income, well over traditional guidelines 
for proportion of income that should be devoted to 
independent living fees. 
 
The “rule of thumb” has been that the fees for 
independent living should be no more than 60% to 
70% of household income. The most recently published 
Consumer Expenditure Survey data revealed that the sum 
of all housing (36.5%), food (11.9%), and transportation 
(13.9%) expenditures by households headed by someone 

________________________________________________

Prices for housing and services exceed the financial
capacities of the lower-middle income market.

________________________________________________

Exhibit 1. Average Monthly Rent of Independent Living Units and Estimated Required Income.

Average Rent

$2,974

$2,982

$3,044

$2,843

$3,924

Income Required at 65%

$54,905

$55,052

$56,197

$52,486

$72,443

Majority of Units Independent Living

All Markets

Baltimore Metro

Chicago Metro

Houston Metro 

Los Angeles Metro

Source: (National Investment Center for Seniors Housing & Care, 2016)
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75+ years of age (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2014) was 
62.3% of the average total household income of this age 
group. 

METHOD

This study was completed to answer the questions, “If age-
qualified communities with services are developed and 
priced for the lower-middle market sector, what do they 
want, will they buy it, and how much will they be willing to 
pay?” This research study used a survey with traditional 
multiple response and open-end questions as well as a 
conjoint analysis study to address these questions.

Sample

Lower-middle income households were defined as those 

whose annual household income was within a range 
between the amounts just above the threshold where they 
would qualify for subsidized housing up to the median 
household income in the market area where they live 
(Exhibit 3). Respondents 70+ years of age who reside in 
households within the income limits entered the survey. 
Those who did not meet the requirements were dropped 
from the survey.

Research Now, a vendor of an online panel, distributed 
the survey to age and income-qualified households in 
four metropolitan areas: Baltimore, Chicago, Houston, 
and Los Angeles. The authors selected these locations 
because they are large cities, represent the four primary 
regions of the country, and have diverse populations. 

Exhibit 2. Percent of 75+ U.S. Households in 2014 by Annual Household Income.
Source:  U.S. Census, 2015
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Exhibit 3. Household Income Lower and Upper Limits to Qualify for the Study.

Lower Limit

$40,000

$35,000

$40,000

$35,000

Upper Limit

$60,000

$55,000

$65,000

$50,000

Lower Limit

$35,000

$30,000

$35,000
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Upper Limit

$70,000
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$70,000

$55,000

Two Person HouseholdOne Person Household
Metro Area

Baltimore

Chicago

Los Angeles

Houston
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Three hundred thirty-four lower-middle income 
households headed by someone 70+ years of age 
completed surveys. In dozens of proprietary research 
studies for developers of communities built for middle 
and upper-middle income consumers, the authors have 
observed that approximately 20% of the age- and income-
qualified households were likely or very likely to move 
to an age-qualified, service-enriched community. The 
authors anticipated that approximately 20% of the lower-
middle income market would also be likely or very likely 
to move to an age-qualified, service-enriched community 
if it was priced at levels they could afford. The authors 
calculated the margin of error for the expected proportion 
of 20% and the sample size of 334 respondents was +/-
4.3% at the 95% confidence interval. The characteristics 
of the respondents are summarized in Exhibit 4.

Eighty percent of the respondents lived in a single-family 
home, 19% were in a multifamily, multistory residence, 
and a few (1%) lived in a manufactured home. Eighty-
nine percent owned their home, 10% rented, and the 
remaining 1% lived with their family and did not own the 
home or pay rent. 

Estimated home values of the respondents varied 
significantly across the four metropolitan areas. Los 

Angeles had the highest proportion (40%) who owned 
homes valued at $500,000 and higher, Chicago had the 
largest proportion (42%) with homes valued between 
$200,000 and $299,999, Houston had a majority of 
homes valued between $100,000 and $199,999, and 
Baltimore had a distribution of home values between 
$200,000 and $500,000 or more.

Survey Instruments

The survey included 83 traditional and 15 conjoint analysis 
questions for a total of 98 questions. The description of 
the housing and services offered did not include industry 
jargon. The title of the survey is an example of the terms 
used: “A Survey about Great Places to Live that Offer 
Convenient Services for People 55+ Years of Age.” The 
introduction included this paragraph: “Specifically, this 
survey is about new apartment home communities that 
may include a variety of convenient services. These 
communities, designed for people 55+ years of age, offer 
comfortable apartment living that may offer opportunities 
for getting together with friends, entertainment, exercise, 
recreation, education, and fun. Services included in the 
monthly fee vary but are usually meals, housekeeping, 
and transportation.” The following paragraph described 
the community: “Residential apartment communities with 

Exhibit 4. Characteristics of Respondents.

80+

22%
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services for people 55+ years of age typically have private 
apartments and provide a dining program, housekeeping, 
transportation, and social, educational, and entertainment 
opportunities. These communities charge a monthly fee 
that pays for the rent, utilities, basic cable TV, and the 
services listed above.”

To avoid preconceived ideas about the community and to 
ensure all respondents had the same images in mind, the 
authors included photographs of the exterior of low-rise 
and high-rise apartment buildings, community spaces, 
including dining rooms, a community living room with 
a library at one end, motor coaches, outdoor amenities, 
fitness areas, card rooms, apartment patios and decks 
with and without a storage closet on the patio, and a 
diagram of a large storage closet built on one end of the 
patio or terrace.

The survey included questions about:
• Reasons they were planning or considering a move.
• Information about where they live now and the people 

with whom they live.
• The desirability of 14 different amenities.
• The type of apartment they would rent: studio; 

one-bedroom, one-bathroom; two-bedroom, one-
bathroom; two-bedroom, one-and-a-half bathroom; 
two-bedroom, two-bathroom; and two-bedroom, two-
bath apartment shared with a non-relative.

• Which of three patio or deck configurations they 
would choose: one without a roof, with a roof, or with 
a roof and screen.

• If they would choose a patio or deck with a built-in 
storage closet.

• The meal plan they would choose: meals paid for 
when consumed or 15, 30, 60, or 90 pre-paid meals 
per month.

• The services they would use: no services, house-
keeping weekly or every other week, transportation, 
and the various combinations of the services.

• Which amenities they would use: community living 
room with multipurpose area and library areas, fitness 
center, and/or outdoor pool and patio.

• Which payment option they would choose: a monthly 
rent or paying a non-refundable upfront fee and 
paying a lower rent per month.

• Their likelihood of moving to an age 55+ residential 
apartment community with services, if it is in an 
acceptable location and at an affordable price.

Conjoint analysis is a research technique first developed 
by two psychologists and statisticians (Luce & Tukey, 
1964) in the mid-1960s that defines and sheds light on 
the purchase decisions made by customers. Conjoint 
analysis best simulates the purchase decision process 
when the prospective customer simultaneously considers 
and processes many features and aspects as well as the 
price of a product and/or service. Using traditional survey 
questions to plan the unit mix of a community such as 
“How many bedrooms do you want?” are ill-fitted for 
planning new residential communities because other 
important attributes, such as the size, level of finish, view, 
services included in the fee, amenities, and the price of 
the residence, are not included in their decision of the 
number of bedrooms they want. Conjoint analysis ferrets 
out the elements of the product on which each pre-
qualified respondent is basing his or her decision, then 
aggregates the data to show the optimal mix of units, 
amenities, service packages, and prices that produces the 
highest proportion who indicate they will rent the unit that 
has the elements that they want at a price they are willing 
to pay. Conjoint analysis is especially effective for complex 
high-priced products and services, such as age-qualified, 
service-enriched communities, because the developer/
owner/operator must develop a product that consumers 
want and for which they are willing and able to pay the 
price. If the developer builds an elaborate community 
with several amenities, the price will increase. And, if the 
developer has the wrong unit mix with prices that do not 
match the pocketbooks of the prospective customers, 
the sales velocity and occupancy will be compromised. 
Through use of conjoint analysis, the research can guide 
the developer and architect into producing a community 
that will capture the largest market share at the highest 
price. When consumers are able to obtain the residence, 
service package, and amenities they want, they are often 
willing to pay more than the price suggested by studying 
pricing of other products in the market. Conjoint analysis 
identifies the elements of the residences and community 
that are influencing the purchase decision of the prospects 
and assesses elasticity of demand at several price levels. 
The output is a product/unit mix, service package 
and amenity plan that suits the market for the specific 
community for which the data were collected.
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• When they might move.
• What about the age 55+ apartment community with 

services appeals to them or why they were unlikely 
to move to an age 55+ apartment community with 
services?

• Demographic, economic (income, net worth, home 
value), and average basic monthly expenses, 
household, location, family support, and health and 
fitness questions.

Conjoint analysis includes the price for each feature, 
service, or amenity included in the monthly fee. Exhibit 
5 shows a sample of one conjoint analysis question of 
15 such questions posed to each respondent. The 
main components for each apartment, the services, the 
amenities, and the payment program (rent or upfront fee 
and lower rent) are included in the description of each 
apartment as well as for the apartment for one person or 
two persons. Notice that the descriptions shown in Task 
1 in Exhibit 5 are for three different apartments and for a 
variety of different options. 

The conjoint analysis instrument was designed separately 
for each of the four metropolitan markets to reflect rental 
rates consistent with each area. The rents were calculated 
from the median rent in each metropolitan area (Zillow, 
2016).

Each respondent completed 15 conjoint analysis tasks 
after they had viewed information about floor plans, 
options, services, and amenities. They identified which of 
the three apartments listed they would rent for the price 
listed or checked “none” if they would not rent any of 
the three. Thus, in the conjoint analysis, each respondent 
viewed descriptions of 45 different apartments, three at 
a time, and determined if she/he would rent one of the 
apartments or would not rent any. 

Each variable in the conjoint analysis had an impact on 
the rent. The rent listed at the bottom of each apartment 
description in the conjoint analysis tasks reflects the 
costs of all features and services listed in the task as well 
as price elasticity (the base rents/fees were varied from 
-10% to 30%). 

The distribution of the total monthly fees tested for the 
rental option in Exhibit 6 shows the variations across the 
four metro market areas. 

The option to pay a non-refundable entrance fee and 
pay a lower monthly fee was tested. Exhibit 7 shows the 
distribution of the total monthly fees for each of the four 
metro market areas. The entrance fee was calculated 
as 20% of the value of 10 years of the base rent of the 
apartment. The base monthly rent (before fees for services 
were added) was reduced by 20%.

Exhibit 5. Task 1 of 15.
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The entrance fees tested within each metro market (Exhibit 
8) were the highest in Los Angeles and lowest in Houston. 

The participants reported incomes within the limits for 
this study, but they are not likely to be representative of all 
households in the 70+ age group, lower-middle income 
bracket because they were Internet users. This suggests 
this group may be skewed to individuals with higher 
educational achievement and income levels within this 
income bracket than what would be seen in a randomly 
selected sample.

The authors’ rough estimate that 40% of 70+ individuals 
in the lower-middle income group use the Internet was 
based on Pew Research Center data (Perrin & Duggan, 
2015). In 2015, approximately 85% of the households 
with incomes in the $30,000 to $49,999 range, 58% 
of individuals 65+ years of age, 76% with a high school 
education, and 95% of college graduates used the Internet. 
Age had the greatest impact on the proportion who use 
the Internet as evidenced in another Pew Research Center 
study, which showed 47% of those 75+ years of age used 
the Internet in 2014 (Smith, 2014). If 47% of all 75+ 

Exhibit 6. Percentage Distribution of Total Monthly Fees (Rental) Tested for Four Metro Markets Combined and Separated.
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Exhibit 7. Percentage Distribution of Reduced Monthly Fees Tested With an Upfront Fee for Four Metro Markets 
Combined and Separated.
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Exhibit 8. Percentage Distribution of Entrance Fees for Four Metro Markets Combined and Separate.
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individuals used the Internet, the authors estimated 40% 
with lower-middle incomes would use the Internet. 

RESULTS 

After viewing information about the attributes of the 
apartment home community with convenience services, 
respondents completed 15 tasks on the conjoint analysis 
instrument. The conjoint analysis showed them the various 
apartment options and the amount of the monthly fee or 
the monthly fee with an upfront fee. After completing the 
conjoint analysis instrument with the pricing, respondents 
rated their likelihood of moving to an age-qualified 
apartment home community. 

Nineteen percent of the respondents indicated they were 
“very likely” (2%) or “likely” (17%) to rent a residence 
in an age-qualified apartment home community with 
convenience services and were categorized as “Renters.” 
Those unsure if they would rent (41%) are categorized 
as “Possibles,” and those unlikely (19%) or very unlikely 
(21%) to rent are categorized as “Non-Renters.” The 

proportions in the Renters, Possibles, and Non-Renters 
groups (referred to as the purchase decision groups 
in the charts) for the low middle-income market are 
consistent with scores of proprietary studies completed for 
prospective age-qualified, service-enriched communities 
targeting upper-middle income markets.

The proportion of households in the purchase decision 
groups was the same across the four metropolitan markets. 
Again, the rents were adjusted in each market to reflect 
current rental rates in the metropolitan area, and the fees 
for the amenities and services were added to the rents.

Reasons for Moving

The purchase decision groups had different drivers for 
moving. Respondents rated 16 possible reasons they 
might move on a three-point scale: “an important reason 
why I would move,” “a partial reason for moving,” or “not 
a reason why I would move.” The proportion who rated 
each reasons as important are shown in Exhibit 9 for the 
Renters and Possibles. 

Exhibit 9. Percentage of Renters and Possibles Who Rated the Reason to Move as Important.

                                                        Reason for Move                                                            Renters      Possibles

To live where I can get help if I need help. 64% 50%

To live where I feel safe. 59% 52%

To live somewhere easier to maintain and keep clean. 55% 39%

To have access to health services where I live. 52% 33%

To live near health care service providers. 47% 42%

To be close to a grocery store, drug store, etc. 45% 42%

To spend less money. 44% 48%

To live somewhere that helps me be healthy. 44% 36%

To be close to where my family lives. 41% 43%

To be close to amenities, such as restaurants, a movie theater,
performing arts theater, parks, art museums. 38% 31%

To be where it is easy to get together with friends. 36% 27%

To have transportation available. 30% 23%

To have a smaller residence. 22% 12%

To be able to live in a new apartment. 20% 8%

To have help with cleaning and laundry. 19% 11%

To have a larger residence. 3% 5%
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The top five reasons Renters would move were getting 
help, to feel safe, ease of maintenance and cleaning, 
access to health services, and being near health care 
services. The top five the Possibles rated as important 
included to feel safe, to live where they can get help, to 
spend less money, to be close to family, and to be close to 
health care providers.

The purchase decision groups had similar characteristics 
and did not have statistically significant differences relative 
to their age group, marital status, income, estimated value 
of primary home, total net worth, educational achievement, 
race, military service, self-rating of health, presence of 
limitations in daily activities because of an impairment or 
health problem, or use of home health care services. The 
sample size in this pilot study was 334 respondents, thus 
the margin of error for an expected proportion of 50% on 
a traditional question (i.e., responded “yes” to a “yes/no” 
question) is 4.9% at the 95% confidence level.

Conjoint Analysis Results
 
The conjoint analysis results identified the apartments 
that the respondents would rent. Conjoint analysis results 
are combined with the respondents’ likelihood of renting 
a residence at a community similar to the one described 
in the survey. The analysis assessed the purchase 
decisions of the respondents relative to nine attributes 
of the community and apartments. Exhibit 10 quantifies 
the impact of the attributes on the purchase decisions of 
all of the respondents. The authors assumed these nine 
attributes are 100% of the factors that prospects would 
consider when making the decision to rent a residence 
at an age-qualified community. If all of the nine attributes 
had an equal impact on the purchase decision, each 
wedge in the pie chart would be 11%. When viewing 
all the results from the conjoint analysis, it is important 
to pay attention to the attributes that have the greatest 
impact on the purchase decision. The type of apartment 
(30%) influenced the purchase decision most, the meal 
program (23%) came in second, and payment method 
(11%) had the third largest impact. As the size of the 
wedge in the pie chart decreases, so does the impact of 
that attribute on the decision to rent. 

What Prospective Renters Want

In the following charts, purchase decision results are 
shown for each of the purchase groups: Renters, 
Possibles, and Non-Renters. The pattern of the results 
suggested that the Non-Renters group looked at what 
they wanted and ignored the price. Ultimately, however, 
they decided they would be unlikely or very unlikely to 
rent. The primary reason given was that the product was 
too expensive. The Renters, on the other hand, appeared 
to look more carefully at the options and the price and 
found a product they liked and could afford.

Floor plan. The apartment floor plan had the greatest 
impact (30%) on the purchase decision. The largest 
proportion of both Renters (41%) and Possibles (49%) 
preferred a two-bed, two-bath apartment (Exhibit 11).

Size of apartment in square feet. The authors tested three 
sizes for each of the floor plans (Exhibit 12) to learn two 
things: which sizes are preferred and if respondents are 
trading off size to obtain a lower price. The size of the 
apartment had a 5% impact on the purchase decision.

The largest proportion of each purchase group chose 
the medium size apartment (Exhibit 13). The largest 
market share, however, will be achieved by having a mix 
of unit sizes.

Exhibit 10. Impact of  Community and Residence
Attributes on Purchase Decision.
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Price willing to pay. The base price used in the conjoint 
analysis for the apartments in each metropolitan area was 
the current median rent published by Zillow in January 
2016 (Exhibit 14). The square footage of each apartment 
size tested was multiplied by the square foot price for 
each market area to obtain the base price. The fees for 
the amenities and services were added to the base price.
Price was 6% of the impact on the purchase decision. 
The Renters were split into three groups relative to the 
price they were willing to pay (Exhibit 15). Twenty-three 
percent would rent an apartment at a price 10% below 
the base price, 36% would rent at the base rent price, 
and 40% would pay 15% or more above the base price. 

The Possibles were more sensitive to price than the 
Renters. Thirty-nine percent of the Possibles preferred 
rents 10% below the base price. The price these 
respondents were willing to pay for rent was less than 
that of the Renters and declined for each increment in 
the price. 

The outdoor space (patio or deck) for the apartments had 
an impact of 9% on the purchase decision. The screened-
in porch with a roof added $50 per month to the rent and 
was chosen by the largest proportion of all three groups 
(Exhibit 16). More respondents in the Renters than the 
Possibles chose simpler patio and deck spaces, possibly 
to obtain a price they were willing to pay.

n Renters         n Possibles

Exhibit 11. Floor Plan Chosen by Purchase Groups.
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Exhibit 12. Floor Plans and Sizes Tested.

                                                              
Floor Plan

 Small Medium Large

                                                         Size in Square Feet

Studio (sleeping area, sitting area, kitchenette, bathroom with shower,
lavatory, and toilet) 300 400 500

1 bedroom, 1 bathroom, living area, kitchen/dining area 500 600 700

2 bedrooms, 1 bathroom, living area, kitchen/dining area 700 800 900

2 bedrooms, 1 ½ bathrooms, living area, kitchen/dining area 750 850 950

2 bedrooms, 2 bathrooms, living area, kitchen/dining area 800 900 1,000

Shared 2-bedroom, 2-bathroom apartment, living area, kitchen/dining area
(private bedroom/bathroom, share kitchen and living area) 800 900 1,000
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The majority of each purchase group did not opt to 
add the outdoor lockable storage cabinet on the patio 
or deck (Exhibit 17), and this attribute had the lowest 
impact (3%) on the purchase decision. The Renters 
(42%), however, were more likely to choose this option 
than the Possibles (28%).

The meal program had the second greatest impact (23%) 
on the purchase decision of the groups. The majority of 
the respondents did not want a meal program (Exhibit 

18). Two-thirds of the Renters did not want a meal 
program, and one-third chose one of the four pre-paid 
meal programs, while one-fifth of the Possibles chose one 
of the meal programs.

Service program. The service programs tested were 
desired by the respondents yet had little impact on their 
purchase decision (8%). All but 3% of the Renters chose 
at least one of the service options (Exhibit 19). The largest 
proportion of Renters (28%) chose the housekeeping 
every other week and transportation package, another 
22% chose housekeeping weekly, and another 22% 
choose transportation. Again, the Non-Renters group 
was more likely to choose the most expensive option but 
ultimately decide not to rent.

 

n Renters         n Possibles

Exhibit 13. Sizes of Residences Chosen by Purchase Groups.  
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Small                                                   Medium                                                 Large   

13% 14%

47%

61%

41%

26%

Exhibit 14. Base Rental Price per Square Foot by Metro-
politan Area. (Zillow, 2016)

Baltimore Chicago Los Angeles Houston

 $1.10 $1.50 $1.78 $1.00

 

n Renters         n Possibles

Exhibit 15. Price Level of Residences Chosen by Purchase Groups.  

 10% Lower Base 15% Higher 30% Higher

23%

39%
36% 33% 34%

25%

6%
4%
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Payment program. Approximately 90% of the purchase 
groups chose the rental program, and approximately 
10% chose the upfront fee with the reduced monthly rent 
(Exhibit 20). There may be potential in some markets to 
increase market share by offering an entrance fee with a 
reduced monthly fee program.

Simulation to Find the Optimal Product 

Conjoint analysis provides the opportunity to run 
simulations of products by serially testing combinations 
of each of the attributes to determine which attribute 
and feature of each attribute contributes to the highest 
proportion who would rent an apartment. The following 

exhibits reveal the optimal simulation across metropolitan 
areas for the respondents in the Renters and Possibles 
groups. The authors did not include the Non-Renters 
group in these simulations because they concluded they 
would not rent an apartment.

These are generic results and should not be used for 
planning a community. They are presented to show 
the differences between markets. This research format 
is best used when planning a specific community, for 
a specific site, before the architectural work goes past 
the early concept stage. When analyzing the results one 
can simulate a potential community by including all the 
attributes of a variable or excluding some. The results 

 

n Renters         n Possibles

Exhibit 16. Outdoor Space for Apartment Chosen by Purchase Groups.  

 No patio or deck Simple patio or deck Patio or deck with Patio or deck with
  without roof roof roof and screen
 $0 $15 per month $30 per month $50 per month

3% 1%

17% 15%
20%

15%

59%
69%

 

n Renters         n Possibles

Exhibit 17. Outdoor Storage Closet by Purchase Groups.  

                 Patio/Deck Storage. Add $15                                                          No patio/deck storage

42%

28%

58%

72%
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of each simulation identify the proportion who would 
move to the community given the items the authors have 
included in the simulation. In the simulation for which the 
authors show the results below, they used the following 
assumptions: 

• All the floor plans, both rental and entrance fee 
payment programs, all the patio and deck options, and 
outdoor storage or no outdoor storage options would 
be available and thus would impact the monthly fee. 

• The authors assumed that transportation would be 
provided but that housekeeping and pre-paid meal 

plans would not be included in the monthly fee.
• The amenities of the community would include a 

living room area, multipurpose room, library, and 
fitness center. 

Exhibit 21 shows the results for the assumptions 
described above, when the authors combined the results 
from the four metropolitan areas. These are generic 
results and should not be used for planning purposes. 
The results show the proportion who wanted each type 
of apartment and the size of the apartment that they 
wanted. From these results, one can see that the largest 

 

n Renters         n Possibles

Exhibit 18. Meal Program Chosen by Purchase Groups.  

 No meals 15 main meals 30 main meals 60 meals per month 90 meals per month.
 required, pay per per month. per month. (breakfast and one Add $750.
 meal. Add $10. Add $150. Add $300. main meal). 
    Add $450.

67%

79%

8%
12%

11% 11%
4% 3% 3% 1%

n Renters         n Possibles

Exhibit 19. Services Program Chosen by Purchase Groups.

 No services. Housekeeping Housekeeping Transportation. Housekeeping Housekeeping
  every other weekly. Add $20. every other week weekly and
  week. Add $60. Add $120.  and transportation. transportation.
     Add $80. Add $140.

3%

10%
14%

19%
22%

9%

22%
18%

28%

20%

11%

23%
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proportion (20%) wanted a medium size (900 square 
foot), two-bedroom, two-bathroom apartment. The total 
column shows the proportion who would rent each type 
of apartment, and the total row shows the proportion who 
wanted each size.

Los Angeles Conjoint Analysis Results 

Seventy-six percent of the Renters and Possibles in 
the Los Angeles market area found an apartment on 
the conjoint analysis that they would rent at the price 
listed. This suggests that by selecting this combination 
of options for the attributes tested, 24% of the Renters 
and Possibles did not find the elements that would 
compel them to choose an apartment. If this were a 
real property, simulations would be completed until the 
combination of features and pricing that produced the 

largest market share was identified. The results from the 
conjoint analysis would be combined with the number 
of qualified households within a specific market area to 
provide an estimate of demand, projected sales velocity 
for the property for the specific product, and pricing that 
yielded the highest market share. 

The unit mix by floor plan and size of the residence for 
Los Angeles (Exhibit 22) reveals the largest proportion 
(39%) preferred the two-bedroom, two-bathroom 
residence. Three percent who preferred this floor plan 
want the smallest size, 15% want the medium size, and 
21% preferred the largest size. 

Sixty-seven Renters and Possibles in Los Angeles 
completed the 15 task conjoint analysis. The margin of 
error for the results of the main effects of the conjoint 

 

n Renters         n Possibles

Exhibit 20. Payment Program Chosen by Purchase Decision Groups.  

                     Rental. No Upfront Fee                                                                       Upfront Fee

88% 90%

13%
10%

Exhibit 21. Generic Simulation of Product Unit Mix by Floor Plan and Size for Renters and Possibles. 

Large

0%

5%

5%

9%

15%

1%

35%

Total

3%

16%

9%

27%

40%

5%

100%

Small

1%

6%

1%

5%

4%

1%

17%

Medium

2%

6%

3%

14%

20%

3%

48%

Floor Plan and Small, Medium and Large Size

Studio (300, 400, & 500 sq. ft.)

1 bedroom, 1 bathroom (500, 600, and 700 sq. ft.)

2 bedrooms, 1 bathroom (700, 800, and 900 sq. ft.)

2 bedrooms, 1.5 bathrooms (750, 850, and 950 sq. ft.)

2 bedrooms, 2 bathrooms (800, 900, and 1,000 sq. ft.)

Shared 2 bedroom, 2 bathroom (800, 900, and 1,000 sq. ft.)

Total
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analysis results in Los Angeles was 3.8% at the 95% 
confidence level.

Overall, 21% of the Los Angeles respondents chose the 
smallest size apartment, 41% chose the medium size, 
and 38% chose the largest size. 

The distribution of market share by price and payment 
method is shown for Los Angeles in Exhibit 23. Typically, 
the optimal price for each unit, amenity package, and 
service package would be shown. The authors used the 
same assumptions for all four metropolitan areas. Because 
of this, the rents may look low because the meals and 
housekeeping are not included in the monthly fee. 
  
Seven percent of the Los Angeles market chose to share 
an apartment. This suggests that if apartments with 

individually lockable bedroom/bathroom suites were 
available, 7% market share may be gained.  Ninety-one 
percent of the prospective renters in Los Angeles chose 
the Rental plan. Market share would likely drop by 9% 
if the entrance fee option was not included. Los Angeles 
had the highest rents and a high proportion of prospects 
willing to pay the highest rents. Among those who chose 
rental, 35% chose the rent between $1,750 and $1,999, 
and 29% chose an apartment with a rental rate between 
$2,000 and $2,249.

Houston Metropolitan Area 

Eighty-three percent of the Renters and Possibles in 
Houston found an apartment at a price they would rent. 
The authors conclude the product features tested in the 
conjoint analysis were more aligned with what the lower-

Exhibit 22. Los Angeles Market Area Simulation of Unit Mix by Floor Plan and Size for Renters and Possibles in Los Angeles.

Large

0%

3%

4%

9%

21%

1%

38%

Total

3%

14%

8%

29%

39%

7%

100%

Small

1%

7%

2%

8%

3%

1%

21%

Medium

2%

3%

3%

13%

15%

5%

41%

Floor Plan and Sizes of Small, Medium, and Larger

Studio (300, 400, & 500 sq. ft.)

1 bedroom, 1 bathroom (500, 600, and 700 sq. ft.)

2 bedrooms, 1 bathroom (700, 800, and 900 sq. ft.)

2 bedrooms, 1.5 bathrooms (750, 850, and 950 sq. ft.)

2 bedrooms, 2 bathrooms (800, 900, and 1,000 sq. ft.)

Shared 2 bedroom, 2 bathroom (800, 900, and 1,000 sq. ft.)

Total Percent by Unit Size

Exhibit 23. Percent Distribution of Market Share by Total Monthly Fees Renters and Possibles Would Pay For Rental and 
Entrance Fee with Reduced Rent in Los Angeles.

Average Entrance Fee

$14,958

$20,864

$27,427

$32,677

$38,255

$30,380

Rental

Market Share

1%

1%

5%

5%

16%

35%

29%

91%

Market Share

0%

2%

1%

2%

3%

0%

0%

9%

Total Monthly Fees

$500 to $749

$750 to $999

$1,000 to $1,249

$1,250 to $1,499

$1,500 to $1,749

$1,750 to $1,999

$2,000 to $2,249

Total

Entrance Fee with Reduced Rent
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middle income respondents in Houston wanted than 
they were with the Los Angeles market, because 7% 
more found an apartment they would rent. Thirty Renters 
and Possibles in Houston completed the 15 task conjoint 
analysis. The margin of error for the results of the main 
effects of the conjoint analysis results in Houston was 
5.7% at the 95% confidence level. 

The largest proportion of the Houston market preferred the 
two-bedroom, two-bath floor plan (39%), and the greatest 
proportion who chose this plan chose the middle size 
product (Exhibit 24). The second most popular floor plan 
(32%) in Houston was the one-bedroom, one-bathroom 
apartment. The largest proportion of respondents who 
chose this floor plan chose the small size (13%) and the 
medium size (12%), and this suggests that a good size 
proportion of the prospective Renters and Possibles in 
Houston will trade off the size of the apartment and a 
bedroom to obtain the price they can pay. None of the 
respondents, however, chose to share the apartment.

The largest proportion of the Houston market (50%) would 

pay $1,000 to $1,249 per month for their apartment and 
the minimum service package of transportation. Eight-
two percent of the Houston Renters and Possibles opted 
for the rental program, and 18% opted for the entrance 
fee with the reduced monthly rent (Exhibit 25). Market 
share would be reduced if the entrance fee program was 
not included.

Baltimore Metropolitan Area 

Eighty-nine percent of the Renters and Possibles in the 
Baltimore area found an apartment at a price they would 
be willing to rent with services and amenities. Thirty 
Renters and Possibles in Baltimore completed the 15 task 
conjoint analysis. The margin of error for the results of the 
main effects of the conjoint analysis results in Baltimore 
was 5.7% at the 95% confidence level. 

The largest proportion of prospects (41%) in the Baltimore 
market chose the two-bedroom, two-bath apartment. 
The largest proportion (22%) opted for the medium size. 
Another 26% opted for the two-bedroom, one-and-a-

Exhibit 24. Houston - Simulation of Product Unit Mix by Floor Plan and Size for Renters and Possibles in Houston.

Large

0%

7%

4%

7%

11%

0%

30%

Total

3%

32%

9%

16%

39%

0%

100%

Small

1%

13%

1%

2%

8%

0%

26%

Medium

2%

12%

3%

7%

20%

0%

45%

Floor Plan and Sizes of Small, Medium and Large

Studio (300, 400, & 500 sq. ft.)

1 bedroom, 1 bathroom (500, 600, and 700 sq. ft.)

2 bedrooms, 1 bathroom (700, 800, and 900 sq. ft.)

2 bedrooms, 1.5 bathrooms (750, 850, and 950 sq. ft.)

2 bedrooms, 2 bathrooms (800, 900, and 1,000 sq. ft.)

Shared 2 bedroom, 2 bathroom (800, 900, and 1,000 sq. ft.)

Total

Exhibit 25. Percent Distribution of Market Share by Total Monthly Fees Renters and Possibles
Would Pay For Rental and Entrance Fee with Reduced Rent in Houston.

Average Entrance Fee

$9,696

$15,218

$20,731

0

$17,552

Rental

Market Share

0%

12%

20%

50%

82%

Market Share

2%

8%

8%

0%

18%

Total Monthly Fees

$250 to $499

$500 to $749

$750 to $999

$1,000 to $1,249

Grand Total

Entrance Fee with Reduced Rent
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half bath option, thus choosing to trade off a half bath 
to obtain a lower price (Exhibit 26). Four percent of the 
Baltimore Renters and Possibles chose a shared two-
bedroom apartment.

Similar to Houston, 82% of the Baltimore market chose to 
rent, and 18% chose the entrance fee (Exhibit 27). Thus, 
an entrance fee option in this market should increase 
market share. The largest proportion of Renters and 
Possibles (43%) chose a product within the price range 
of $1,000 to $1,249 per month.

Chicago Metropolitan Area 

Eighty-two percent of the 74 respondents in Chicago 
found an apartment at a price they would be willing to 
pay. The margin of error on the 15 task conjoint analysis 
is 3.6% at the 95% confidence level. 

The largest proportion of Renters and Possibles (40%) 

in Chicago chose the two-bedroom, two-bathroom 
apartment, and among those, the largest group chose 
the medium size of 900 square feet. The second largest 
group chose the medium size of the two-bedroom, one-
and-a-half bath apartment. Five percent chose to share 
the apartment with someone else to obtain a price they 
were willing to pay (Exhibit 28).

The largest proportion of prospects in the Chicago market 
chose an apartment with a rent that ranged between 
$1,250 and $1,499. Eight-five percent chose rental and 
15% chose the entrance fee (Exhibit 29).

When looking at the combined results for the four 
markets, the average price of the residence, services, 
meal program, and amenities chosen by the participants 
was $1,544, which was an average of 37% of the monthly 
income of the respondent. This makes sense because the 
majority of respondents opted for the plan where no meals 
were included in the monthly fee, and they compromised 

Exhibit 26. Simulation of Product Unit Mix by Floor Plan and Size for Renters and Possibles in Baltimore.

Large

0%

3%

5%

9%

13%

3%

33%

Total

6%

16%

8%

26%

41%

4%

100%

Small

1%

5%

1%

3%

6%

0%

17%

Medium

4%

8%

2%

13%

22%

1%

50%

Floor Plan and Sizes of Small, Medium and Large

Studio (300, 400, & 500 sq. ft.)

1 bedroom, 1 bathroom (500, 600, and 700 sq. ft.)

2 bedrooms, 1 bathroom (700, 800, and 900 sq. ft.)

2 bedrooms, 1.5 bathrooms (750, 850, and 950 sq. ft.)

2 bedrooms, 2 bathrooms (800, 900, and 1,000 sq. ft.)

Shared 2 bedroom, 2 bathroom (800, 900, and 1,000 sq. ft.)

Total Market Share by Size

Exhibit 27. Percent Distribution of Market Share by Total Monthly Fees Renters and Possibles Would Pay For Rental and 
Entrance Fee with Reduced Rent in Baltimore.

Average Entrance Fee

$9,677

$14,858

$21,206

$25,233

$19,190

Rental

Market Share

1%

9%

10%

43%

19%

82%

Market Share

1%

1%

11%

5%

0%

18%

Total Monthly Fees

$250 to $499

$500 to $749

$750 to $999

$1,000 to $1,249

$1,250 to $1,499

Market Share

Entrance Fee with Reduced Rent
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in size of apartment, services package, and amenities. 
According to the Consumer Expenditure Survey, age 75+ 
households spend 38% of their income on housing, 14% 
on food, and 14% on transportation (Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, 2014).

When the nine variables of the conjoint analysis, with all 
of their multiple options, are combined in the software, 
there are 103,680 possible combinations from which the 
apartment descriptions are derived that could possibly 
be shown to survey respondents. Each respondent 
views descriptions of 45 different combinations of 
apartment floor plans, sizes, patios or decks, outdoor 
storage space, meal programs, housekeeping and/
or transportation services. The results provide a profile 
of what each respondent chose and the price they are 
willing to pay. The software then aggregates the results 
so that the authors could identify trends and the results 
that will ultimately produce the largest market share from 

among the households who are most likely to move to the 
community.

The following exhibits highlight some of the decisions made 
for specific attributes of the apartment or community by 
the respondents and the resulting amount of their income 
they indicated they would spend with each decision. 
The prices reflect the total package the respondents 
wanted. Unfortunately, because of the 103,680 possible 
combination of attributes, it is impossible to show results 
for all the total packages. 

The respondents downsized the size of their residence 
significantly (Exhibit 30). The floor plans and sizes of the 
apartments chosen are shown relative to the size of the 
respondents’ current home. The sizes of the apartment 
the authors test ranged from 300 to 1,000 square feet. 
Twenty percent of the respondents who chose a studio 
apartment at 400 square feet estimated their current 

Exhibit 28. Chicago - Simulation of Product Unit Mix by Floor Plan and Size for Renters and Possibles in Chicago.

Large

0%

5%

5%

9%

14%

1%

34%

Total

1%

12%

11%

31%

40%

5%

100%

Small

0%

2%

1%

4%

3%

2%

11%

Medium

1%

5%

5%

17%

24%

3%

54%

Floor Plan and Sizes of Small, Medium and Large

Studio (300, 400, & 500 sq. ft.)

1 bedroom, 1 bathroom (500, 600, and 700 sq. ft.)

2 bedrooms, 1 bathroom (700, 800, and 900 sq. ft.)

2 bedrooms, 1.5 bathrooms (750, 850, and 950 sq. ft.)

2 bedrooms, 2 bathrooms (800, 900, and 1,000 sq. ft.)

Shared 2 bedroom, 2 bathroom (800, 900, and 1,000 sq. ft.)

Total Market Share by Size

Exhibit 29. Percent Distribution of Market Share by Total Monthly Fees Renters and Possibles Would Pay For Rental and 
Entrance Fee with Reduced Rent in Chicago, IL

Average Entrance Fee

$9,787

$14,700

$21,623

$26,806

$30,304

$22,465

Rental

Market Share

<1%

1%

6%

10%

51%

15%

85%

Market Share

<1%

<1%

1%

11%

3%

15%

Total Monthly Fees

$250 to $499

$500 to $749

$750 to $999

$1,000 to $1,249

$1,250 to $1,499

$1,500 to $1,749

Market Share

Entrance Fee with Reduced Rent
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home size was 3,000 square feet. They selected an 
apartment that was 13% of the size of their current home.

Percentage of Monthly Income Spent on 
Monthly Fee As Impacted by Attributes
The percentage of the respondent’s current income they 

were willing to spend on the apartment, meals, services, 
and amenities relative to the meal program they chose 
ranges from 35% of their income when no meals were 
required to 62% when they opted for three meals per day 
(90 meals per month) (Exhibit 31). The relative amount 
of the income they were willing to spend when they 

Exhibit 30. Percent of Respondents Who Chose a Floor Plan and Size of Apartment by the Size of Their Current Residence.

 300   20%    20%

 400  20% 20% 20%  20% 80%

 Total  20% 40% 20%   100%

 500 14% 10% 3% 7%   34%

 600  7% 17% 10% 3% 3% 41%

 700 3%  10% 3%  7% 24%

 Total 17% 17% 31% 21% 3% 10% 100%

 700 5% 5%     10%

 800  15% 5% 15% 5% 5% 45%

 900 10%  15% 10% 5% 5% 45%

 Total 15% 20% 20% 25% 10% 10% 100%

 758  7% 2% 2%   12%

 850 2% 10% 17% 12% 2% 7% 51%

 950 7% 15% 2% 12%   37%

 Total 10% 32% 22% 27% 2% 7% 100%

 800  3% 2%  1%  7%

 900 5% 10% 20% 14% 9% 5% 63%

 1000 3% 5% 10% 10%  2% 30%

 Total 9% 18% 32% 24% 10% 8% 100%

 800   11%    11%

 900  11% 11% 22%  33% 78%

 1000   11%    11%

 Total  11% 33% 22%  33% 100%

 Small 3% 5% 3% 2% 1%  13%

 Medium 3% 10% 17% 14% 6% 7% 57%

 Large 5% 6% 9% 9% 1% 3% 31%

 Total 10% 21% 29% 24% 7% 10% 100%

Floor Plan and
Size in Square Feet

Current Residence Size in Square Feet

Total
< 1000

1000 to
1499

1500 to
1999

2000 to
2499

2500 to
2999

3000+

Studio (sleeping 
area, sitting area,  
small kitchenette), 
full bathroom

1 bedroom, living 
area, kitchen/
dining area, and 
bathroom

2 bedrooms, 1 
bathroom, living 
area, kitchen/
dining area

2 bedrooms, 1 ½ 
bathrooms, living 
area, kitchen/
dining area

2 bedrooms, 2 
bathrooms, living 
area, kitchen/
dining area

Share 2 bedroom, 
2 bathroom apart-
ment, living area, 
kitchen/dining 
area; privacy lock

All Floor Plans
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were receiving meals appears to be consistent with the 
consumer expenditure estimates.

As the number of rooms increased, so did the proportion 

of income respondents were willing to spend on the total 
monthly fee relative to the floor plan they chose (Exhibit 
32). The authors also see that those who opted to share 
a two-bedroom apartment with a non-relative were those 

 Exhibit 31. Percentage of Monthly Income Spent on Monthly Fee Relative to Total Number of Meals in Their Purchase 
Decision Profile.

 No meals Pay for 15 main Pay for 30 main Pay for 60 meals Pay for 90 meals 
required, only pay meals per month. meals (noon or per month per month
 for meals you  evening meal) (breakfast and  (breakfast, noon
 consume.  per month. either noon or meal, and evening
    evening meal). meal).

35% 39% 41% 47%

62%
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Meal Program

Exhibit 32. Percentage of Monthly Income Spent on the Total  Monthly Fee Relative to Floor Plan in Their Purchase 
Decision Profile.

 Studio (sleeping 1 bedroom, 2 bedrooms, 2 bedrooms, 2 bedrooms, Share 2 bedroom
 area is part of living area, 1 bathroom, 1½ bathrooms, 2 bathrooms, 2 bathroom
 the main room kitchn/dining living area, living area, living area, apartment, living
 that has a sitting area and kitchen/dining kitchen/dining kitchen/dining area, kitchen/
 area and a small bathroom area area area dining area [Your
 kitchenette, and      bedroom/bath-
 there is a full bath     room suite would
      be private]

16%

28%

38% 40% 39%

48%
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spending the most of their incomes on the monthly fee.

Exhibit 33 shows that those who did not choose a patio 
or deck for their apartment configuration were already 
spending quite a bit of their monthly income (53%) on 
the apartment and other features. Those who chose at 
least one of the patio or deck options were spending 
approximately the same proportion of their incomes.

Those who opted for the outdoor storage space were 

willing to invest a bit more of their monthly income on the 
total monthly fee (Exhibit 34).

The authors tested four different prices for the same 
apartment to learn if the respondents would pay more than 
the base estimated amount for the monthly fee (Exhibit 35). 
The respondents did not know that the authors varied the 
prices for the same apartment because the monthly fee 
incorporated a number of different apartment features, 
services, and amenities. The Conjoint Analysis results, 

 Exhibit 33. Percentage of Monthly Income Spent on Total Monthly Fee Relative to the Outdoor Space in Their 
Purchase Decision Profile.

 No patio or deck Simple patio or deck Patio or deck with Patio or deck with
  without roof roof roof and screen

Patio or Deck Options

53%

36% 39% 37%
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 Exhibit 34. Percentage of Monthly Income Spent on Total Monthly Fee Relative to the Choice of Outdoor Storage 
Space in Their Purchase Decision Profile.

 Patio/Deck Storage No Patio/Deck Storage
Outdoor Patio Storage

40% 36%
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however, allow the authors to determine if respondents 
would pay more for the apartments they wanted. Those 
who were willing to spend more than the base rent for 
their apartment choice were spending between 3% and 
5% more than the average of 37% of income.

The respondents who selected “no services” would spend 
about 36% of their monthly income on the apartment 

(Exhibit 36). With the exception of those respondents who 
selected “weekly housekeeping” (45%), the proportion 
of income relative that the respondents would spend 
for the total monthly fee hovered around the average of 
37%. Those who wanted to have fewer amenities were 
spending just slightly more than those who opted to pay 
for the amenities (Exhibit 37).

 Exhibit 35. Percentage of Monthly Income Spent on Total Monthly Fee Relative to the Price of the Home in Their 
Purchase Decision Profile.

 10% Below Base Base (median rent 15% Above Base 30% Above Base
  in market area)  

Amount Subtracted From or Added to the Base Rental Price

35%
36%

41% 40%
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Exhibit 36. Percentage of Monthly Income Spent on Monthly Fee Relative to the  Service Plan Chosen in Their Purchase 
Decision Profile.

 No services Housekeeping Housekeeping Transportation Housekeeping Housekeeping
  every other weekly  every other weekly and
  week   week and transportation
     transportation

Services

36% 32%

45%

35%

38% 38%
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Those who opted to use the upfront entrance fee with a 
lower rent reduced the drain on their monthly income by 
about 10%, compared to those who opted for the rental 
program (Exhibit 38).

CONCLUSION

The market for age-qualified, service-enriched housing 

among lower-middle income households should be three 

 Exhibit 37. Percentage of Monthly Income Spent on Monthly Fee Relative to the  Amenities Package Chosen in Their 
Purchase Decision Profile.

 Community living room Community living room Community living room
 area, multipurpose area, multipurpose area, multipurpose
 room, library room, library, room, library, fitness
  fitness center center, outdoor pool
   and patio.

Amenities

39% 37%37%
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 Exhibit 38. Percentage of Monthly Income Spent on Monthly Fee Relative to the Payment Program Chosen: Rental or 
Upfront Fee.

 Rental (No Upfront Fee) Upfront Fee and Reduced Monthly Fee
Payment Program

38%

28%

Pe
rc

en
t 

of
 M

on
th

ly
 I

nc
om

e

________________________________________________

The market for age-qualified, service-enriched housing
 among lower-middle income households should 

be three times larger than that of the upper-middle 
income market.

________________________________________________
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times larger than that of the upper-middle income market. 
Developers wishing to capture this market will need to 
get a grip on their understanding of what will entice this 
market and the amount they can spend on their housing, 
services, and amenities package.

The proportion of the lower-middle income market who 
indicated they were very likely or likely to move to an age-
qualified, service-enriched community was comparable 
(within +/- 2%) to results observed in studies completed 
by the authors for communities being developed for the 
upper-middle income market.

The Renters were not more need driven than those 
unlikely to rent. In fact, the only difference between 
Renters, Possibles, and Non-Renters was that Renters 

were more people-oriented. They were significantly more 
likely to state they were a “people person, they just like 
to be around people,” that they “enjoy group activities,” 
and they would “rather eat a meal with strangers than 
by themselves.” These attributes may suggest that the 
age-qualified, service-enriched communities may be 
programmed more for those who want more interaction 
with people. It may be that communities would attract 
more customers if owners/operators offered fewer group 
dining experiences and programs.

The purchase decisions of the Renters and Possibles 
were driven primarily by the floor plan (apartment 
type), meal program, payment program, and outdoor 
space. The purchase decision patterns varied among 
the Renters. Generally, at least three-fourths found a 
floor plan within their price range that they would rent. 
Some chose a plan of a smaller size or with one bedroom 
instead of two bedrooms. The Renters were pleased with 
the availability of meals, and the majority preferred the 
“pay as consumed” plan as opposed to the pre-paid plan 
of a set number of meals each month. 

In Houston, Baltimore, and Chicago, the choice of the 
entrance fee option increased the proportion who would 
be likely to move to the community by 15%.

This was a pilot study. The sample size within each market 
area and the total sample size of 334 respondents is too 
small for these results to serve as guides for planning 
any community, anywhere. Given the variations between 
metropolitan areas and the purchase decisions of 
prospects, the authors encourage careful evaluation and 
study of consumers prior to development of communities. 

There is a large potential market for communities with 
services for the lower-middle income market sector. They 
are concerned with how much they spend and carefully 
weigh the elements that increase cost to determine 
those they can live without and those for which they are 
willing and able to pay. Developers who plan to expand 
in this area need to know their customers and manage 
the design of the communities to fit their customers’ 
purchase decision criteria and pocketbooks. 
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