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The multi-family industry is becoming increasing competitive, especially with the 

increase in construction of new multifamily market-rate units. Low turnover is one key factor 

that helps multifamily managers maintain a positive cash flow.  It is in the best interest of any 

community manager to identify any factors that will reduce turnover and increase cash flow of a 

multifamily community.  The purpose of this study is to identify amenities and services that are 

associated with an increased retention rate in a multi-family, market-rate community.  Data to be 

analyzed for this study was randomly collected from participating residents in market rate 

communities. Data from 392 randomly selected surveys utilizing Qualtrics Survey Software were 

used to determine which factors increased the likelihood of residents to renew an apartment 

home lease. This study focused on investigating the association between resident usage of 

community amenities and demographics using the data that has been collected.  Results have 

shown that certain amenities serve multiple benefits for a community manager such as helping 

retain current residents and attracting new prospective residents. This proposes a 

recommendation to focus the community’s budgeted capital improvements on the most 

frequently used and most important amenities of the community’s residents.  
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CHAPTER 1 

 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 

 

 

The United States multifamily housing market is performing with historical highs with 

indications of positive growth (Freddie Mac, 2013).  Positive growth with vacancy rates reaching 

close to a record low is fantastic news for the multifamily industry.  However, these trends will 

decline as new supply enters the market (Freddie Mac, 2013).  Businesses have taken advantage 

of this positive growth and low vacancy rates by building this new supply.  This creates more 

competition to retain current residents and compete for new prospective residents.  Satisfacts 

Research suggests that retaining current residents results in a sizable positive impact on a 

community’s cash flow. According to Miller (2010), it costs a market-rate community an 

average of $4,166 when a resident does not renew their lease.  With this in mind, it is 

recommended to a community manager to retain as many of their current residents as possible. 

One category of multifamily communities is the “market rate community”.  United States 

Housing and Urban Development (HUD) (2012) classify market rate communities as a category 

in multi-housing where the rents are adjusted by market forces, including competitor’s rent, unit 

size and amenities, and the location of the subject property.  Additionally, within this segment of 

market rate community, the Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University (2012) 

classifies market rate properties as class A, B, or C, based on the age of the community, the 

location, the number of unit in the community, and the quality of finishes.  Community managers 



 

2 

 

are encouraged to follow these market forces and assess their property condition when setting 

their rent price; however, they are not subject to placing a restriction on rent prices.       

There are different classifications other than market rate housing in the multi-family 

industry, which include public housing and subsidized affordable housing.  Public housing 

efforts were established to provide decent and safe housing limited to eligible persons with 

disabilities, low-income families, and the elderly (HUD, 2013b).  There are income restrictions 

regulated by HUD with this type of housing, while market rate housing does not.  Affordable 

housing is another type of housing with income restrictions as well.  In affordable housing, the 

occupant(s) pay no more than 30 person of income for their gross housing costs (HUD, 2013a).  

As a result, market rate housing has a different customer base and competition in the market, 

which results in an emphasis on resident retention rather than attracting prospect new residents.  

Retention rate is an important factor that a market rate community examines to increase 

cash flow.  Hunt (2013) suggests that renewing residents’ leases raises the occupancy rate which, 

inevitably, drives cash flow and property values.  Occupancy rate can also be increased by 

occupying the unit with a prospective resident, but this is not cost effective, since the cost may 

be several times more than the rent itself (Miller, 2010).  Thus, to bolster the bottom line, 

identifying ways to increase the retention of current residents in market-rate communities is 

warranted.  

Problem 

Despite the fact that vacancy rates are at an all-time low with positive rental growth, 

these trends will decline as additional supply of newly constructed multifamily units enter the 

market (US Census Bureau, 2012).  It is estimate that there will be an increase of 1.4 million 

single-family renters by 2015 (Freddie Mac, 2012).  As a consequence of the increase in the 
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number of renters, combined with the increased number of newly constructed multifamily units, 

community managers will be facing tremendous competition from other existing and new 

properties.  In effect, this will impact a community manager’s ability to provide their owners 

with a positive cash flow. Maintaining a positive cash flow is a critical part of any community 

manager (Larson, Wild, & Chappetta, 2006), which will influence their career paths within the 

company and in the industry.  As described before, a major driving factor to maintaining a 

positive cash flow is through resident retention.  To achieve this objective, community managers 

have to carefully evaluate different tangible community amenities and intangible variables such 

as office and maintenance staff performance, community cleanliness and maintenance services, 

to increase resident satisfaction and lower resident turnover (Miller, 2010).  Thus, it is in the best 

interest of any community manager to identify any factors that will reduce turnover and increase 

cash flow of a multifamily community. 

 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to identify amenities and services that would influence 

resident’s rental decision in a multi-family, market-rate community. 

 

Research Questions 

The following research questions will be examined in this study: 

RQ#1: What tangible community amenities are associated with the retention rate in a market-rate 

multi-family community? 

RQ #2: What tangible communities are associated with the new unit’s rental decision in a 

market-rate multifamily community? 
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RQ#3:  Do tangible community amenities have the same influence on renewal decision and new 

unit rental decision? 

 

Rationale 

 Little research has been published that examines factors associated with retention in 

market-rate communities.  Peer-reviewed articles in the industry are limited.  Many community 

managers of market rate housing communities are interested in searching for research material 

that suggests possible improvements to their community’s cash flow.  Conducting a survey will 

best evaluate the identifying factors that would influence a resident’s rental decision in a 

multifamily, market rate community.  Personally constructing a survey can help the researcher 

address the specific research questions in the study.  Thus, the identification of amenities and 

services that would influence a resident’s rental decision in a multi-family, market-rate 

community by conducting a survey for residents is warranted.   

Assumptions 

 The researcher makes the following assumptions in the implementation of the study and 

in the interpretation of the data: 

1. The researcher assumes that residents were truthful when providing answers in 

the survey. 

2. The researcher assumes the questions that are asked will be broad enough to cover 

all potential amenities and services, yet specific enough to obtain useful 

information that can be used to make appropriate business-decisions. 
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3. The researcher assumes the participants that were randomly selected from various 

market-rate communities are representative of the renter population in general.      

Definitions 

 For the purpose of this study, the following definitions will be used: 

1. Multi-family –  Building with three or more dwelling units which can be a rental or 

condominium (Pioneer Institute for Public Policy Research, 2004). 

2. Market Rate Community - Category in multifamily housing where the rents are adjusted 

by market forces (HUD, 2012). 

3. Public Housing – Housing established by the United States government to provide decent 

and safe housing limited to eligible persons with disabilities, low-income families, and 

the elderly (HUD, 2013). 

4. Affordable Housing - Housing where occupant(s) pay no more than 30 percent of income 

for their gross housing costs, including utilities (HUD, 2012).   

Summary 

In this chapter, the research background, purpose, problem statement, research questions, 

rationale, assumption, and definitions are discussed and presented.  The multi-family housing 

industry in the United States is performing remarkably well in the market in recent years 

(Freddie Mac, 2013) with a potential growth of renter population by 1.7 million renters in xxxx 

(Freddie Mac, 2012), which also include single individuals and single family renters in the 

future. Businesses are taking advantage of this growth by building new multi-family units to 

meet the demand.  With this in mind, there will be increased competition in the rental market.  

Community managers must attempt to retain their current residents in result of the increased 

competition.  Focusing on retaining residents will improve a community’s cash flow since it is 
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costly to attract new residents.  Understanding the important factors that influence a resident’s 

decision to renew their current lease will result in an improvement in a community’s cash flow.  

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER 2 

 

 

 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

 

 

The purpose of this study is to identify amenities and services that would influence 

resident’s rental decision in a multi-family, market-rate community. This chapter will present a 

review of the literature that describes resident types, factors that are associated with a successful 

residential community and variables that increase resident satisfaction. 

 

Background 

The residential multifamily market in the United States is experiencing occupancy rates 

at historical highs with positive growth, especially the multifamily segment (Freddie Mac, 2013).  

Pioneer Institute for Public Policy Research (2004) defines multifamily as a building with three 

or more dwelling units which can be a rental or condominium.  Freddie Mac (2012) indicates 

that there will be a net growth of 1.7 million new renter households by 2015.  In the 2012 

American Community Survey, the US Census Bureau (2012) indicated that there were 

41,850,254 people occupied a rented home, representing 36% of the housing market.  Despite the 

fact that vacancy rates are at an all-time low with positive rental growth, these trends will decline 

as new supply of housing units enter the market (Freddie Mac, 2013).    The US Census Bureau 

(2012) noted there was an increase of construction in new multifamily units by 60% from 2010 

to 2011, and it is also predicted to sustain a positive growth in the next few years. 
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Additionally, it is estimated there will be an increase of 1.4 million single-family renters 

by 2015 (Freddie Mac, 2012).  With the combination of the increase in the number of renters and 

newly constructed multifamily units, community managers now face more challenges to retain 

existing residents and attract prospective new residents.  Since at the moment residents have 

more choices to choose from, community managers are looking for effective ways to retain their 

current residents since it is costly to replace them with new prospects.  As described before, it is 

estimated that the loss of each resident results in a $4,166 loss of revenue, resulting in a 

decreased cash flow for the community (Miller, 2010).  To further explore this issue, the 

following sections will focus on the key constructs included in this study, such as the definition 

of market-rate housing, the importance of cash flow to the rental residential property, and issues 

related to resident retention, including resident satisfaction and amenities or services that would 

increase resident retention in a multifamily community. 

 

Market-rate Multifamily Housing 

Among various categories of multifamily communities, this study will focus on the 

market-rate community.  United States Housing and Urban Development (HUD) (2012) classify 

market-rate communities as a category in multi-housing where the rents are adjusted by market 

forces.  Market forces represent different factors that may influence rent prices that are beyond 

community manager’s control, such as competitor’s rent, unit size and amenities, and the 

location of the subject property.  Community managers are encouraged to closely monitor these 

market forces and make adjustments, but are not subject to placing a restriction on rent prices.  

There are also different types of market-rate housing. The Joint Center for Housing Studies of 

Harvard University (2012) classifies market rate properties as class A, B, or C.  Class A, or 
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“investment grade”, are properties that are new (less than 10 years old), in a primary (2,000,000 

or more people per location area) marketable location, consist of 200 units or more, and with the 

housing quality that includes top-of-the-line finishes.  Class B is commonly referred as properties 

that are slightly older (less than 20 years old) than Class A properties, in a secondary (500,000 – 

2,000,000 people per location area) marketable location, include 100 to 200 units, and possess a 

housing quality that includes average finishes.  Class C properties generally meet one or more of 

these conditions: Older than 20 years, located in a tertiary (below 500,000 people per location 

area) marketable location, weak secondary marketable location, or a market that is considered 

unattractive as an investment, and with the housing quality that expresses an appearance of more 

than 20 years old.    

Market-rate housing has distinct differences compared to different types of housing 

options, such as public housing and subsidized affordable housing.  HUD (2013) states public 

housing was established to provide decent and safe housing limited to eligible persons with 

disabilities, low-income families, and the elderly.  Eligibility is determined based on annual 

gross income qualification as elderly, a person with a disability, or as a family; and U.S. 

citizenship or eligible immigration status (HUD, 2012). The highest a resident is required to pay 

includes 30% of the family’s monthly adjusted income, 10% of the family’s monthly income, 

welfare rent, or minimum rent ($0-$50.00).   Affordable housing is classified as housing where 

occupant(s) pay no more than 30 percent of income for their gross housing costs, including 

utilities (HUD, 2012).  The 30 percent or more income spent on housing cost classifies people as 

cost burdened with difficulty affording necessities such as food, clothing, transportation and 

medical care.  The rent the resident pays is equal to 30 percent of the resident’s adjusted income 

according to HUD regulations. 
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Factors Associated with a Successful Residential Community 

Cash flow ultimately determines how profitable a multifamily community can become.  

Kelley (2006) defines cash flow as the final amount of cash after all payments from operating 

expenses and mortgage principal and interest has been paid.  The formula for net cash flow is:  

Net operating income (NOI) less the expenditures for debt service and capital expenditures 

(excludes depreciation).  Profitability is a common expectation from corporate executives for 

community managers. According to Larson, Wild, and Chappetta (2006), a positive cash flow 

results in the ability to pay previous debts, to expand other business opportunities, and the 

capability to finance expenditures.  Hunt (2013) interviewed David D. Hopwood, CPM, LEED-

AP, general manager, and senior vice president of Jones Lang Lasalle property management 

division about the benefits of a positive cash flow.  Hopwood mentioned a domino effect that is 

formed having a satisfied customer base.  The first thing that a manager would notice from a 

satisfied customer is that it produces renewals which raise the occupancy rate.  A stable and high 

occupancy rate inevitably drives cash flow and property values.  This results in positive 

investment returns that make owners content, and they would have a stronger motivation to 

maintain the operation and sustain a continuous investment.  Finally, this keeps community 

managers employed with quarterly bonuses compensated for their performance. 

 

 

 

Resident Retention 

One of the driving factors to a positive cash flow is resident retention. Doug Miller, 

president of SatisFacts Research, a resident relations management service company, states that 
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there is a sizeable impact on cash flow from resident retention (Miller, 2010).   Miller has shown 

(Figure 1) that the cost of turnover can amount to upwards of $4,166. This is calculated by 

estimating vacancy loss at $1,513; concessions at $634; leasing staff time cost of $170; 

marketing fees of $849; hard turnover costs of $765, maintenance staff time cost of $165, and an 

apartment cleaning expense for $71.  Additionally, it would still take years to start gaining a 

profit if the community manager leased a vacant unit to a new prospective resident for a monthly 

increase of $50.  Examining this issue on a larger scale, this would be enormous.  For instance, if 

a company with a portfolio of 10,000 units had a decrease in resident turnover by 10% it would 

equal an increased NOI of $4,166,000.  Hunt’s (2013) interview with David D. Hopwood has 

also stated severe consequences with turnover in the commercial property management sector.  

He acknowledged that losing a tenant can result in an average of two years of negative revenue.  

This negative revenue is determined by the nine months of vacancy, three months of construction 

improvements, and seven months of concession for a seven year lease. 

Miller (2010) advocates that resident turnover is a factor that can be mostly controlled.  

He states that more than sixty percent of turnover variables are controllable.  The SatisFacts 

(2009) Index lists a sample of controllable variables that can reduce resident turnover, which 

include: maintenance staff’s responsiveness and work quality, office staff’s courtesy and 

responsiveness, apartment’s pests and bugs control, community cleanliness/lighting/parking, and 

neighbors.  Uncontrollable variables that would steer a resident away from renewing may 

include: relocation, buying a home, found a better deal, unable to afford rent, and community 

location. According to Miller and Pulket (2001) the “bells and whistles” amenities and services 

is not the driving factor for resident retention.  A more effective approach is to focus on 

supplying the basic needs of the resident such as prompt service in the office, completing service 
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requests correctly in a timely manner, or maintaining great curb appeal.  SatisFacts (2009) has 

conducted research in their 2009 SatisFacts Index on the topics that influence the renewal 

likelihood decision.  The top five topics (Figure 2) that influence the likelihood of renewal 

include:  (1) Office staff promptly returns or responds to phone calls and emails, (2) Office staff 

follow-up on “completed” service requests, (3) Office staff is responsive and dependable, (4) 

Office staff is courteous and professional, and (5) Apartment’s appearance and condition.  All of 

these topics are categorized as controllable variables.  These controllable variables are beneficial 

for the community manager because the topics mentioned above can be improved to drive a 

higher retention rate.  Yet, while the top four factors are about the staff performance, these could 

be improved in a short time with limited resources.  The fifth factor, apartment appearance and 

condition, will take a longer time and more resources for improvement.  Besides, the installation 

of community amenities may be decided during the community construction, any new addition 

after the community is built would be significantly limited.  Thus, it is critical to understand 

which amenity is preferred by residents when they consider a community for housing options. 

Resident Satisfaction 

 Gruca and Rego (2006) explored the relationship between customer satisfaction and cash 

flow growth in various businesses.  These industries were divided into four categories: 

Nondurables, durables, services, retail and financial.  Although the residential property industry 

was not listed in this study, the inclusion of the hotel industry presents a good reference.  The 

hotel industry’s business model is similar to the residential property business; the hotel provides 

a temporary housing option for customers to stay, while multiple amenities were available for 

customer to use.  The major difference between the two industries is the duration of customer 

stay: a hotel guest could stay from one night to several weeks, while a resident of a community 
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would normally stay for at least a year.  In their study, the data clearly indicate that the hotel 

industry resulted in the highest association with customer service satisfaction and cash flow 

growth of all the industries included in the study (Gruca & Rego, 2006). The study explains how 

satisfaction of a customer benefits not only the present transaction, but primarily in the future for 

the next buying opportunity because of increased loyalty.  This correlates to the multifamily 

industry because the next buying opportunity is the time of renewal of the current resident at the 

apartment community.   

The Institute of Real Estate Management (2012) interviewed Cynthia Kim Nissen, an 

executive CPM of Berger Rental Communities, about the importance of resident satisfaction.  

She has implemented a “mom-and-pop” style of interaction between residents.  This style of 

interaction lets the residents feel more comfortable approaching the staff to request for help. Ms. 

Nissen indicated she does not believe in providing the largest floor plan or the most extravagant 

amenities to keep residents satisfied.  Instead, she implements programs with the Resident Event 

Committee which creates a sense of community for the residents.  This committee arranges 

events such as: breakfast on-the-go, Cash Cab, pumpkin carving and video contests; as well as 

charitable projects such as food drives, Toys for Tots, and Alex’s Lemonade Stand.  As a result 

of these efforts, Nissen reported renewal rates up to 21 percent higher than the industry average. 

 Miller and Piccotti (2008) to some extent disagree with the majority on the relationship 

between increased resident satisfaction and resident retention. Instead of focusing on increasing 

resident retention, they believe that minimizing resident dissatisfaction in areas with the greatest 

impact on renewal likelihood should be the primary goal for a successful implementation of a 

resident retention program.  The top areas that have the greatest impact on renewal likelihood 

can be referenced in Figure 2.  Four of the five top areas are related to office staff and how they 
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handle service requests.  Residents have a common tendency to notice a negative experience 

compared to a positive.  This proposes to remind office staff to be as responsive and professional 

to residents as possible.  If there happens to be resident dissatisfaction, the office staff must 

resolve the situation to prevent possible controllable turnover.   

 James, Carswell and Sweaney (2009) researched which services or community 

characteristics at a multifamily community have the greatest influence on the likelihood of 

recommending the apartment community to a friend.  The research was conducted using data 

from the largest consumer rating Web site for residents in the United States involving over 

460,000 ratings.   The following are the most significant factors that determine resident 

satisfaction with the greatest to least influence of recommending the apartment community to a 

friend in this order: office staff, parking, noise, maintenance, safety, building, grounds, rent, 

bedrooms, and bathrooms. Office staff was such a determining factor that if the residents rated 

the office staff with the lowest rating it resulted in a 6.6% chance of in recommending the 

community to a friend.  If the residents rated the office staff with the highest rating it resulted in 

80.9% chance of recommending the community to a friend.  This study clearly signifies the 

importance for community managers to focus on training excellent customer service skills to the 

office staff. 

 

Community Amenities 

 Community amenities are a key factor in attracting and retaining residents in market-rate 

communities (Dobrian, 2014).  Determining what kind of amenities residents prefer can be 

difficult for a community manager.  Amenities go in and out of fashion constantly, so choosing 

to offer the right amenity is warranted.  Julia Peterson, vice president of business development 
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for Ogden & Co., AMO, reported that one of the most important amenities are pet friendly 

amenities, which include dog runs, small dog parks, dog washing stations, and services for pet 

sitting (Dobrian, 2014).  Trisha Reiss, marketing director at Ogden & Co., AMO, has also 

published a list of other high-priority amenities that include outside spaces for grilling and fire 

pits, Wi-Fi center, and car-care centers. 

  

Summary 

The rental market in the multifamily housing industry is experiencing a wealth of success 

and growth (Freddie Mac, 2013).  Freddie Mac (2012) indicates that there will be a net growth of 

1.7 million new renter households by 2015.  Increased competition will be expected in the future 

(Freddie Mac, 2012).  Community managers need to identify how to retain their current residents 

because of the rising competition in the market.  It is estimated that the loss of each resident 

results in a $4166 loss of revenue, resulting in a decreased cash flow for the community (Miller, 

2010).  Miller (2010) advocates that resident turnover can be mostly prevented from controllable 

factors.  Miller and Piccotti (2008) believe that minimizing resident dissatisfaction in areas with 

the greatest impact on renewal likelihood should be the primary goal for a successful 

implementation of a resident retention program. It is important to identify the type of residents to 

analyze what amenities, services, and community building characteristics increases resident 

retention. Research conducted by Gruca and Rego (2006) explains the satisfaction of a customer 

benefits not only the present transaction, but primarily in the future for the next buying 

opportunity (because of increased loyalty).   Resident satisfaction factors were determined by 

examining market-rate communities, low-income single parent housing arrangements, and 

elderly residents.  Office professionalism was the greatest factor that influenced resident 
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satisfaction in market-rate communities.  If AFDC was available, feeling safe and if they had 

friends in the neighborhood were the greatest factors that influenced resident satisfaction in 

single parents with low income.  Lastly, neighborhood satisfaction and maintenance satisfaction 

were the top factors that influenced resident satisfaction in the elderly. The review of the 

literature supported the importance of the identification of factors that influence a renter’s 

decision to renew their lease.  The literature supports the idea that there will be an obligation to 

retain current residents in the future.  The factors that may influence a renter’s decision to renew 

may include controllable variables and amenities of a community.   



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER THREE 

 

 

 

METHODOLOGY 

 

 

 

The purpose of this study is to identify amenities and services that would influence 

resident’s rental decision in a multi-family, market-rate community. This chapter will present the 

methods proposed to conduct this study. 

 

 

Institutional Review Board 

 Permission will be requested from Ball State University Institutional Review Board prior 

to implementing this study.  The researcher conducting this analysis completed the Collaborative 

Institutional Training Initiative training (Appendix A). 

 

 

Subjects 

The data used in this study was collected by developing a survey with Qualtrics Survey 

Software.  The subjects in this study include 392 random survey respondents from a participating 

property management company’s portfolio of market-rate communities.  Calculating a 

confidence interval at 5 with the US renter population of 41,850,254, results in 384 subjects 

(Creative Research Systems, 2012).  
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Instruments 

The survey was developed based on a review of existing studies (Miller, 2010) and 

revised to fit the objective of this study.  The survey contains three sections.  In the first section, 

participants were asked to answer a series of questions to establish a demographic profile, which 

includes gender; their role in making the rental decision; household information; current monthly 

rent; employment; education; and household income.  In order to ensure that there are no minors 

who participate in this study, the opening question asked whether the participant is over the age 

of 18.  Those who answered no were directed to exit the survey.   

The second section of questions focuses on apartment amenities.  These questions are 

accommodated with a Likert style scale that asks how often amenities are used and how 

important these amenities affect rental decisions.  Amenities that were evaluated include: fitness 

center, laundry facility, business center, community pool, bark park, car care center, cyber café, 

playground, tanning bed, clubhouse, outdoor grilling area, outdoor fire pit, outdoor fireplace.  

The inclusion of these amenities is common ones offered by a market-rate multi-family 

community in the industry.  In terms of the usage, the range of responses for amenity usage 

include: Daily; 2-3 times a week; once a week; 2-3 times a month; once a month; less than once 

a month; never (1=Daily; 7=never).  If the amenity is not offered at the community where the 

participant lives, the participant was asked to indicate such amenity is not offered.  In terms of 

the importance of amenities that impact (a) renewal and (b) new rental decisions include: 

Critical; very important; important; slightly important; unimportant (1=Critical; 5=unimportant).   

If the amenity is not offered at the community where the participant lives, the participant was 

asked to indicate such amenity is not offered.   
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The third section of questions focuses on residents’ satisfaction of apartment home condition, 

leasing and maintenance staff performance, and maintenance service quality. These also used a 

Likert style scale to evaluate resident satisfaction.  The range of responses for apartment home 

condition, leasing staff, and maintenance staff include: Very satisfied; satisfied; neutral; 

dissatisfied; and very dissatisfied (1=Very satisfied; 5=very dissatisfied).  A series of 

maintenance service questions that evaluated the satisfaction of a single or multiple service 

requests ranged from responses that include: Always; often; sometimes; rarely; and never 

(1=Always; 5=never).  There are a total of 23 questions per survey (Appendix B) that was 

incorporated in the data collection. 

 

Methods 

 The researcher approached the vice president of a property management company at a 

university job fair.  During the meeting, the research objective and potential benefits were 

discussed about the opportunity for research collaboration.  After the initial verbal agreement 

was reached, a series of e-mail communication was then utilized to discuss further details of the 

research process.  A conference call with the human resources director and the vice president of 

the property management company was schedule to finalize the details of using the Qualtrics 

survey and the distribution to residents.  The management agreed to take part in this 

collaboration and distribute the survey to their resident through their internal e-mail system.  The 

management will not have access to the data directly and the researcher will not have the identity 

of participating residents.  This separation of information access will enhance the confidentiality 

and anonymousness of the data collection. 
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After a review of the survey with industry experts and academic scholars to acquire face and 

content validity, the revised survey was officially launched on March 13, 2014.  The property 

management company utilized an internal mass email list to send this e-mail to all of their 

residents who live in a market-rate multi-family community.  Data was collected by inviting 

participants with an introductory e-mail of the study.  The e-mail included a web link to the 

survey provided by Qualtrics Survey Software.  In the e-mail, the research objective was 

expressed and the rules of exclusion were explained.  After reading the e-mail and initiating the 

web link included in the e-mail, participants were brought to the Qualtrics website to take the 

survey.  An informed consent message appeared first with an option to agree or disagree to the 

terms of participation rules.  Agreeing to the terms will send the participant to continue the 

survey.  Disagreeing with the terms will send the participant to the end of the survey.  The 

participant may only participate in the survey if they are above the age of 18.  The participant 

will automatically be disqualified from the survey if they indicate that they are under the age of 

18.  Results were collected using the Qualtrics Survey Software.  These results may only be 

accessed by the principle investigator and the faculty advisor. 

Letter of Permission 

 A letter of permission was obtained from the vice president of the participating property 

management company.  The letter includes permission to use the participating property 

management company’s data in this research study.   

 

Data Analysis 

 Data was analyzed using SPSS v.21.0 for Windows (SPSS, 2013).  Descriptive statistics 

and frequency counts were executed on all variables.  Frequency counts (number and percent) 
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were used to determine the overall prevalence of specific survey questions among both 

experimental and control groups.  Nominal and ordinal data were analyzed using appropriate 

non-parametric statistics (e.g., Chi-square); interval and ratio data were analyzed using 

appropriate parametric statistics (e.g., independent samples t-tests; Analysis of Variance 

(ANOVA); Pearson’s correlation coefficient).  Statistical significance was at p ≤ 0.05.  These 

statistics techniques were used to assess the relationship among key variables and compare the 

differences among different groups based on demographic features. 

 

Summary 

The purpose of this study is to identify amenities and services that would influence resident’s 

rental decision in a multi-family, market-rate community.   Permission was acquired from the 

Ball State University Institutional Review Board prior to the study.  The researcher had 

completed the CITI certification prior to the data collection (Appendix A).  Additionally, the data 

was collected by the primary researcher with the help from the residential property management 

company.  Through the use of a web-based survey system powered by Qualtrics Survey 

Software, data was collected through an e-mail invitation to residents who live in a market-rated, 

multi-family community managed by the residential property management company.  Prior to 

the data collection, a letter of permission to use the participating property management 

company’s residents was received by the primary researcher, and the data was analyzed by using 

SPSS v.21.0 for Windows (SPSS, 2012). Descriptive statistics and frequency counts was 

executed on all variables with the statistical significance set at p ≤ 0.05.



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER 4 

 

 

 

RESULTS 

 

 

 

The purpose of this study is to identify amenities and services that would influence 

resident’s rental decision in a multifamily, market-rate community.  The research examined 

various amenities’ usage by the resident and the perceived importance that affects the resident’s 

renewal decision with their current place and rental decision with their future apartment home.  

Secondarily, the research examined the effect of office and maintenance staff performance.  This 

chapter will illustrate the results from the analysis performed on the sample set of randomly 

chosen residents who live in a market-rate, multifamily community. 

 

Background Information of Respondents 

A total of 392 web-based survey responses were collected from current residents who 

live in 19 market-rate apartment communities located in different states in the United States.  

After an initial review and examination, 321 surveys were retained for further analysis while 

others were discarded due to incomplete answers and/or response bias.  This resulted in an 

effective response rate of 81.9%.  Of the 321 respondents, 65.1% are female and 33.3% are male.  

The majority of respondents live by themselves (47.4%) or has one room mate (34.9%).  On 

average, 33% of respondents pay a monthly rent between $701 and $900, and nearly 31% of 

respondents pay a monthly rent between $901 and $1,100.  Most respondents indicate that they 
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are currently employed (81.9%), and the average household income is between $20,001 and 

$60,000 (29.9% between $20,001 and $40,000; 27.4% between $40,001 and $60,000).  When 

asked about their education level, about 61% of respondents have some college degree or a 

college degree.  

 

Findings 

 The first analysis was conducted with a focus on the usage of community amenity by 

respondents.  The reliability test results suggest that the items are reliable (Cronbach’s alpha = 

.689) for analysis.  Overall, there were 13 amenities included in the survey, including: fitness 

center, laundry facility, business center, community pool, bark park, car care center, cyber café, 

playground, tanning bed, clubhouse, outdoor grilling area, outdoor fire pit, and outdoor fireplace.  

Almost all communities have a community pool (89%), club house and fitness center (74%).  

The most uncommon amenity offered is the business center, only one property offers it.  Play 

ground and tanning beds are offered by only three properties as well.   

 

Table 1: List of Community Amenity Availability 

 

Community Amenity 

Availability 

Status 

Community Pool 17/19 

Fitness Center 14/19 

Clubhouse 14/19 

Outdoor Grilling Area 11/19 

Outdoor Fireplace 8/19 

Bark Park 7/19 

Outdoor Fire Pit 5/19 

Car Care Center 4/19 

Cyber Cafe 4/19 

Laundry Facility 3/19 

Playground 3/19 

Tanning Bed 3/19 

Business Center 1/19 
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When comparing the difference of amenity usage based on demographic variables, since 

not all community amenities are offered, the study focuses on common community amenities 

that are offered by participating communities to assess the actual usage to avoid result distortion.  

Hence, the top seven common communities are compared, including community pool, fitness 

center, clubhouse, outdoor grilling area, outdoor fireplace, bark park, and outdoor fire pit.  When 

comparing the usage of community amenity based on gender, the independent samples t-tests 

research results suggest that there is no statistically significant difference between male and 

female residents in terms of their use of community amenities.   

When assessing the different usage based on the number of people live in the unit using 

ANOVA, it is suggested that residents who have more people stay in the same unit will use the 

fitness center (F(4,152)=3.20, p=.015) and the community pool (F(4,179)=5.55, p=.000) more 

than those who live by themselves.  There are no significant differences identified among other 

community amenities.  Additionally, when the usage of amenity was compared based on the 

month rent, no statistics significance was identified.  The results of independent samples t-tests 

and ANOVA are listed in Table 2.     
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Table 2: Community Amenity Usage Comparison Based on Gender, Number of Residents in the Unit, 

and Monthly Rent. 

 

Gender 

Community 

Pool 
Fitness Center Clubhouse 

Outdoor 

Grilling Area 

Outdoor Fire 

Place 
Bark Park 

Outdoor Fire 

Pit 

Mean 
Std. 

Dev. 
Mean 

Std. 

Dev. 
Mean 

Std. 

Dev. 
Mean 

Std. 

Dev. 
Mean 

Std. 

Dev. 
Mean 

Std. 

Dev. 
Mean 

Std. 

Dev. 

Male 3.67 1.73 3.72 1.87 5.22 1.28 4.87 1.14 5.11 1.17 2.82 1.83 4.91 1.22 

Female 3.63 1.70 3.79 1.77 5.12 1.39 4.96 1.19 5.29 1.25 2.43 1.91 5.10 1.20 

Number 

of 
Residents 

                            

1 4.24 1.71 4.14 1.87 5.23 1.30 5.07 1.00 5.50 1.22 2.44 2.13 5.57 0.79 

2 3.41 1.68 3.82 1.71 5.28 1.37 4.68 1.17 4.75 1.16 3.00 2.07 4.40 1.26 

3 3.21 1.23 3.00 2.09 5.00 1.41 5.44 1.33 6.00 0.00 2.33 1.53 5.50 1.00 

4 2.47 1.12 2.57 0.85 4.38 1.41 4.60 1.14     2.20 1.64     

5 or more 3.00 2.65 2.00   6.00                   

Monthly 

Rent ($) 
              

~ 700 3.05 1.43 3.50 2.27 4.14 1.77 5.57 0.79 5.00 1.41 2.71 2.06 5.00 1.41 

701 ~ 

900 
4.00 1.67 4.00 1.79 5.50 1.06 4.82 1.08 6.00  4.33 2.25 4.50 2.12 

901 ~ 
1100 

3.58 1.78 3.76 1.75 5.09 1.38 4.67 1.20 4.86 1.46 1.80 1.03 4.90 1.29 

1101 ~ 

1300 
3.35 1.69 3.56 1.76 5.17 1.40 5.13 1.46 5.50 1.00 2.67 2.00 5.20 1.10 

1300 or 
above 

3.40 1.67 2.75 2.22 6.00  5.00 1.00 5.50 0.71 1.00  5.50 0.71 

Total 3.64 1.70 3.76 1.80 5.15 1.35 4.92 1.16 5.19 1.17 2.67 1.93 5.00 1.18 

Note: six-point scale (1=daily, 6=less than once a month) 

     

 The first research question in this study is to explore which community amenities are 

perceived important when making the renewal decision.  Based on the frequency test results, the 

most important amenity that resident perceived critical or very important when making the 

renewal decision is the community pool (29.3%), fitness center (23.0%), laundry facility 

(23.0%).   
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Table 3:  Key Community Amenity for Renewal Decision. 

 

  

Critical 

(%) 

Very 

Important 

(%) 

Important 

(%) 

Slightly 

important (%) 

Unimportant 

(%) 

Community Pool 10.9 18.4 32.7 15.6 22.4 

Fitness Center 9.3 13.7 30.8 17.1 29.0 

Laundry Facility 13.7 9.3 37.1 5.6 34.3 

Bark Park 6.2 5.6 47.7 6.2 34.3 

Outdoor Grilling 

Area 1.9 7.8 40.8 9.7 39.9 

Playground 3.1 5.6 34.0 6.9 50.5 

Clubhouse 2.2 6.5 31.2 18.1 42.1 

Car Care Center 2.5 4.0 62.3 7.2 24.0 

Business Center 1.6 3.7 32.1 11.5 51.1 

Outdoor Fire Pit 1.6 3.7 54.2 6.9 33.6 

Outdoor Fireplace 1.2 3.1 54.8 7.2 33.6 

Cyber Cafe 1.2 2.5 53.6 7.5 35.2 

Tanning Bed 1.9 1.6 41.4 6.2 48.9 

 

When comparing the perceived importance among the seven common community 

amenities based on gender, there is a significant difference in the perceived importance on bark 

park between male (M=3.77, SD=1.29) and female (M=3.47, SD=1.14) (t(314)=1.987, p=.048).  

When comparing the perceived importance among the seven common community amenities 

based on the number of resident in the unit, there is no significant difference identified.  In terms 

of the perceived importance based on the difference of monthly rent, the research results suggest 

that there is no statistically significant difference identified among fitness center, community 

pool, and club house.  However, the results indicate that respondents do perceive bark park, 

outdoor grilling area, outdoor fire pit, and outdoor fireplace differently based on their monthly 

rent.  Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicate that the mean score of bark park 

for the below $700 monthly rent group (M= 3.21, SD=1.08) was significantly different than the 

$701 to $900 group (M=3.81, SD=1.04).  It was also found that the mean score of outdoor fire 

pit for the below $700 monthly rent group (M=3.36, SD=0.97) was significantly different than 
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the $1101 to $1300 group (M=4.16, SD=1.17).  Taken all together, these results suggest that 

only minor significant differences were identified among different monthly rent groups.  The 

results are listed in Table 4.  

 

Table 4:   Community Amenity Perceived Importance on Renewal Decision Based on Gender, Number of 

Residents in the Unit, and Monthly Rent. 

 

Gender 

Community 
Pool 

Fitness Center Clubhouse 
Outdoor 

Grilling Area 
Outdoor Fire 

Place 
Bark Park 

Outdoor Fire 
Pit 

Mean 
Std. 

Dev. 
Mean 

Std. 

Dev. 
Mean 

Std. 

Dev. 
Mean 

Std. 

Dev. 
Mean 

Std. 

Dev. 
Mean 

Std. 

Dev. 
Mean 

Std. 

Dev. 

Male 3.26 1.32 3.40 1.30 3.94 1.07 3.74 1.14 3.71 1.02 3.77 1.29 3.71 1.02 

Female 3.17 1.29 3.42 1.29 3.90 1.11 3.81 1.11 3.66 1.04 3.47 1.14 3.66 1.04 

Number of 

Residents 
                            

1 3.38 1.24 3.53 1.25 3.91 1.06 3.81 1.10 3.69 1.00 3.54 1.18 3.69 1.00 

2 3.06 1.28 3.29 1.34 3.94 1.09 3.80 1.11 3.77 1.04 3.63 1.19 3.74 1.06 

3 3.16 1.34 3.65 1.31 4.00 1.15 3.77 1.23 3.61 1.02 3.71 1.32 3.55 1.12 

4 2.82 1.30 3.05 1.29 3.64 1.26 3.50 1.14 3.41 0.96 3.36 1.18 3.41 0.96 

5 or more 3.00 1.83 4.00 0.82 4.25 0.96 3.50 1.00 3.50 1.00 2.75 0.50 3.50 1.00 

Monthly 
Rent ($) 

              

~ 700 3.78 1.03 3.31 1.07 3.66 1.06 3.62 1.14 3.36 0.96 3.21 1.08 3.36 0.97 

701 ~ 900 4.04 1.06 3.55 1.37 4.03 0.96 3.94 1.05 3.75 0.98 3.81 1.04 3.75 0.98 

901 ~ 1100 4.29 1.02 3.37 1.34 3.94 1.21 3.61 1.12 3.68 1.02 3.55 1.24 3.67 1.04 

1101 ~ 
1300 

4.06 1.08 3.50 1.36 4.09 1.15 4.16 1.17 4.28 1.02 3.63 1050 4.16 1.17 

1300 or 

above 
4.57 1.13 3.29 1.25 3.71 0.95 3.71 0.95 3.71 0.76 3.86 1.57 3.71 0.76 

Total 3.20 1.28 3.43 1.29 3.91 1.09 3.78 1.11 3.69 1.01 3.57 1.19 3.67 1.03 

Note: 5-point scale was used (1=critical, 5=not important) 

A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to assess the 

relationship between the use of community amenities and the perceived importance of 

community amenities when making a renewal decision.  The results suggest that there was a 

correlation between the two variables, including community pool (r=.620, n=321, p=.000), 

fitness center (r=.495, n=321, p=.000), clubhouse (r=.268, n=321, p=.000), outdoor grilling area 

(r=.255, n=321, p=.000), outdoor fireplace (r=.144, n-321, p=.000), bark park (r=.386, n=321, 

p=.000), and outdoor fire pit (r=.138, n=321, p=.000).  Overall, there is a positive correlation 
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between community amenity usage and the perceived importance of these amenities on renewal 

decision.  Increases of community amenity usage are correlated with increases in perceived 

importance of community amenities on renewal decision.  

 The second research question in this study is proposed to explore which community 

amenities are perceived important when making a rental decision for a new apartment home in a 

market-rate multifamily community.  Using a five-point Likert scale, with 1 being critical and 5 

being unimportant , the respondents were asked to evaluate the importance of listed community 

amenities when making their new unit’s rental decision if they choose to leave the current place.  

Based on the frequency test results, the most important amenity that the resident perceived 

critical or very important when making the renewal decision is the community pool (36.4%), 

laundry facility (34.9%), and fitness center (31.8%).  The perceived importance of common 

amenities for a new unit’s rental decision in a ranking order is slightly different from the renewal 

decision.    

Table 5:  Key Community Amenity for New Rental Decision. 

 

  

Critical 

(%) 

Very 

Important (%) 

Important 

(%) 

Slightly 

important (%) 

Unimportant 

(%) 

Community Pool 17.1 19.3 23.7 15.3 24.6 

Laundry Facility 19.6 15.3 9.7 10.6 44.9 

Fitness Center 12.5 19.3 24.9 19.9 23.4 

Outdoor Grilling 5.3 13.4 16.2 17.1 48 

Clubhouse 5.9 11.5 18.7 18.7 45.2 

Bark Park 9.7 6.9 14.3 13.1 56.1 

Playground 4 9.7 12.8 11.8 61.7 

Car Care Center 3.4 9 17.1 15.9 54.5 

Outdoor Fire Pit 3.4 8.7 12.1 15.6 60.1 

Outdoor Fireplace 3.1 7.5 10.6 16.5 62.3 

Business Center 4 5 14 15.6 61.4 

Tanning Bed 2.8 4.4 8.4 11.5 72.9 

Cyber Cafe 1.9 5.3 12.5 11.2 69.2 
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When comparing the perceived importance among the seven common community 

amenities based on gender, there is a significant difference in the perceived importance on the 

outdoor grilling area between male (M=3.67, SD=1.39) and female (M=4.00, SD=1.22) 

(t(314)=-2.088, p=.038).  When comparing the perceived importance among the seven common 

community amenities based on the number of residents in the unit, several community amenities 

are found to have a significant difference in respondents’ answers, including fitness center (F(4, 

316)=3.739, p=0.005), community pool (F(4,316)=3.378, p=.010), and play ground (F(4, 

316)=20.123, p=.000).  When comparing the perceived importance based on the monthly rent, 

the results suggest that there are significant differences among monthly rent groups on the 

laundry facility (F(4,316)=11.720, p=.000).  Lower monthly rent groups perceive laundry facility 

is more important than higher monthly rent groups.  The results are listed in Table 7. 

The third research question in this study is proposed to explore whether tangible community 

amenities have the same influence on renewal decision and new unit rental decision.  A series of 

paired-sample t-tests were conducted and the results suggest that only laundry facility, 

clubhouse, outdoor grilling area were indentified with no significant differences on perceived 

importance between renewal decision and new unit rental decision.  In specific, the results 

suggest that most community amenities are perceived more important for renewal decision than 

new unit rental decision.  The results are listed in Table 8. 
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Table 6.  Community Amenity Perceived Importance on New Unit Rental Decision Based on Gender, 

Number of Residents in the Unit, and Monthly Rent. 

 

Gender 

Community 

Pool 

Laundry 

Facility 
Fitness Center 

Outdoor 

Grilling Area 
Clubhouse Bark Park Playground 

Mean 
Std. 

Dev. 
Mean 

Std. 

Dev. 
Mean 

Std. 

Dev. 
Mean 

Std. 

Dev. 
Mean 

Std. 

Dev. 
Mean 

Std. 

Dev. 
Mean 

Std. 

Dev. 

Male 3.24 1.47 3.63 1.58 3.29 1.41 3.67 1.39 3.79 1.27 4.13 1.34 4.27 1.19 

Female 3.03 1.38 3.36 1.64 3.17 1.29 4.00 1.22 3.89 1.28 3.92 1.36 4.13 1.22 

Number of 
Residents 

                            

1 3.41 1.41 3.40 1.65 3.39 1.35 4.01 1.22 3.95 1.20 4.13 1.30 4.49 1.02 

2 2.87 1.34 3.52 1.52 2.97 1.26 3.90 1.27 3.87 1.33 3.83 1.39 4.29 1.05 

3 2.81 1.47 3.68 1.78 3.68 1.35 3.84 1.44 3.84 1.24 4.06 1.50 3.55 1.31 

4 2.82 1.47 3.36 1.71 2.64 1.29 3.18 1.37 3.23 1.38 3.77 1.45 2.64 1.36 

5 or more 2.50 1.73 2.75 2.06 3.50 1.00 3.50 1.73 3.50 1.73 3.75 1.50 2.25 1.26 

Monthly 

Rent ($) 
              

~ 700 3.34 1.40 2.64 1.58 3.55 1.26 3.71 1.31 4.00 1.25 3.86 1.35 4.23 1.17 

701 ~ 900 3.23 1.35 3.59 1.57 3.25 1.38 3.99 1.20 3.91 1.20 4.28 1.19 4.25 1.21 

901 ~ 1100 2.81 1.50 3.48 1.63 2.92 1.28 3.87 1.38 3.65 1.37 3.92 1.40 4.01 1.28 

1101 ~ 

1300 
3.19 1.36 4.69 0.74 3.25 1.34 4.09 1.25 4.03 1.23 3.53 1.61 4.28 1.14 

1300 or 
above 

2.71 1.25 4.43 1.13 3.57 1.51 3.71 0.95 3.71 1.38 4.14 1.57 4.29 1.11 

Total 3.11 1.42 3.46 1.62 3.22 1.33 3.89 1.28 3.86 1.27 3.99 1.36 4.17 1.21 

Note: 5-point scale was used (1=critical, 5=not important) 
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Table 7: Paired-Sample T-Test Results. 

 

  Mean N 
Std. 

Deviation 
t df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Fitness 

Center 

Renewal Decision 3.43 321 1.290 
4.00 320 .000 

New Unit Rental Decision 3.22 321 1.334 

Laundry 

Facility 

Renewal Decision 3.37 321 1.391 
-1.17 320 .244 

New Unit Rental Decision 3.46 321 1.624 

Business 

Center 

Renewal Decision 4.07 321 1.058 
-3.11 320 .002 

New Unit Rental Decision 4.25 321 1.122 

Community 

Pool 

Renewal Decision 3.20 321 1.279 
2.07 320 .039 

New Unit Rental Decision 3.11 321 1.418 

Bark Park 
Renewal Decision 3.57 321 1.192 

-6.41 320 .000 
New Unit Rental Decision 3.99 321 1.361 

Car Care 

Center 

Renewal Decision 3.46 321 .981 
-9.69 320 .000 

New Unit Rental Decision 4.09 321 1.176 

Cyber Café 
Renewal Decision 3.73 321 1.015 

-10.75 320 .000 
New Unit Rental Decision 4.40 321 1.018 

Playground 
Renewal Decision 3.96 321 1.163 

-3.92 320 .000 
New Unit Rental Decision 4.17 321 1.212 

Tanning 

Bed 

Renewal Decision 3.99 321 1.066 
-8.14 320 .000 

New Unit Rental Decision 4.47 321 1.009 

Clubhouse 
Renewal Decision 3.91 321 1.089 

0.96 320 .338 
New Unit Rental Decision 3.86 321 1.272 

Outdoor 

Grilling 

Area 

Renewal Decision 3.78 321 1.114 
-1.92 320 .056 

New Unit Rental Decision 3.89 321 1.284 

Outdoor 

Fire Pit 

Renewal Decision 3.67 321 1.032 
-7.93 320 .000 

New Unit Rental Decision 4.20 321 1.159 

Outdoor 

Fireplace 

Renewal Decision 3.69 321 1.014 
-8.83 320 .000 

New Unit Rental Decision 4.27 321 1.112 

   

Summary 

The purpose of this study is to identify amenities and services that would influence 

resident’s rental decision in a multifamily, market-rate community.  A series of statistics 

analyses were conducted, including descriptive statistics, independent samples t-tests, Pearson’s 

Correlation, and paired-samples t-tests.  The results suggest that the most important community 

amenities influencing respondents’ unit renewal decisions in the following order of most 
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important are the community pool, fitness center and laundry center, while the most important 

community amenities influencing respondents’ new unit rental decisions are community pool, 

laundry center and fitness center.  Additionally, these perceived importance of community 

amenities were assessed based on some demographic characteristics, including gender and 

number of residents who live in the same unit.  All three research questions were assessed and 

the results will be discussed in detail in the following chapter.    



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER 5 

 

 

 

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION, AND LIMITATIONS 

 

 

 

The purpose of this study is to identify amenities and services that would influence a 

resident’s rental decision in a multi-family, market-rate community.  Specifically, the study 

investigated the following questions:  (1) What tangible community amenities are associated 

with the retention rate in a market-rate multi-family community?  (2) What tangible communities 

are associated with the new unit’s rental decision in a market-rate multifamily community?  (3) 

Do tangible community amenities have the same influence on renewal decision and new unit 

rental decision? 

This research study used data gathered from a randomly selected set of data consisting of 

392 resident surveys from participating property management companies in 2014.  This data was 

gathered to analyze and determine which amenities and services would influence a resident’s 

rental decision in a multi-family, market-rate community.  The subsequent sections will focus on 

the differences between this study and previous research.  Limitations of the study and 

suggestions for future research will also be presented. 

 

Association between Usage of Community Amenities and Demographic Variables 

This study evaluated the relationship between the resident usage of community amenities 

and demographics.  Previous research did not explore this relationship, therefore this study 
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focused on investigating the association between resident usage of community amenities and 

demographics using the data that has been collected.  The current monthly rent a resident pays 

has shown to have the most significant influence on resident usages.  The fitness center resulted 

with the greatest difference in average uses compared to each monthly rent group category.  

Residents who paid the lowest in rent had the lowest usage of the fitness center, while residents 

who paid more than $1300 used the fitness center most frequently.  Availability of this amenity 

is the main cause of this difference.  Residents who paid the lowest in monthly rent are less 

likely to have a fitness center at their community or the amenity’s quality may be poor.  The 

laundry facility has also shown a significant difference in a reverse reasoning from the fitness 

center.  Residents who pay the lowest in monthly rent used the laundry facility more frequently 

compared to higher monthly rent payers.   

 

Perceived Importance of Community Amenities on Renewal Intention  

The first research question is proposed to assess what tangible community amenities are 

associated with the retention rate in a market-rate multifamily community.  In order to address 

this question, this study has examined 13 different tangible community amenities based on 

resident usage and perceived importance on renewal decision.  Dobrian (2014) has suggested a 

list of high-priority amenities which include pet friendly amenities, outside spaces for grilling 

and fire pits, Wi-Fi center, and car-care centers.  The results of the research disagrees with these 

suggestions based on resident usage and perceived importance.  The results suggest that the most 

frequently used amenities such as the community pool, fitness center, and laundry center are 

positively correlated with the perceived importance.  This supports the statement specified by 

Miller and Pulket (2001) that the “bells and whistles” amenities are not the driving factor for 
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resident retention.    This is understandable given the fact that residents choose the community 

that provides the most beneficial services and amenities for their daily life within their budgetary 

consideration.  Among different types of communities included in this study, the result affirms 

that essential amenities are perceived more important than other newer and fancier services and 

amenities.     

This study evaluated the relationship between the perceived importance of community 

amenities and demographics.  Previous research did not explore this relationship, therefore this 

study focused on investigating the association between perceived importance of community 

amenities with a resident’s current apartment home and demographic variables using the data 

that has been collected.  The study concluded that gender, number of individuals live in the same 

unit, and the monthly rent have shown minor significant differences in resident usage of 

community amenities.  Additionally, respondents’ decision on unit renewal based on community 

amenities also reflects that no one was deemed critical, yet they are important enough to affect 

their decision.  The more people stay in the unit and the less monthly rent a resident has to pay, 

these respondents would request more of public community amenities to be available for 

residents to use.  When respondents live by themselves or with another one in the unit, and pay a 

higher monthly rent, their reliance on these community amenities tend to be lower.  This result 

can be interpreted as these individuals have more freedom to stay or leave current unit to another 

community, such freedom affords them to be less sensitive in terms of community amenities 

availability.  It is also noticeable that respondents who pay a higher monthly rent tend not to use 

the community amenities.  This might also suggest that these respondents to not view these 

amenities as critical or essential, they may view these amenities as good to have since they can 

find other alternatives to satisfied their needs. 



 

36 

 

Perceived Importance of Community Amenities on New Unit Rental Decision 

The second research question in this study is proposed to explore which community 

amenities are perceived important when making a rental decision for a new apartment home in a 

market-rate multifamily community.  This question was addressed by examining the same 13 

different tangible community amenities based on perceived importance on new unit rental 

decision. The results suggest that the most perceived important amenities in order of most 

important to the resident was the community pool, laundry facility, and fitness center which are 

positively correlated with the perceived importance.  This study also evaluated perceived 

importance of community amenities and demographics.  The three demographic groups that 

posed significant differences were gender, number of residents per unit, and current monthly 

rent.  The number of residents who reside in an apartment home has shown interesting results.  

Many of the amenities including community pool, fitness center, bark park and playground has 

shown a significant difference between a single resident and multiple residents living in an 

apartment home.  This leaves the researcher to believe that the unit mix and demographics of the 

community should not be neglected when choosing which amenities to add, improve, or remove 

from their community.  For example, apartment communities with 75% of their unit mix 

containing one bedroom units should not add or improve their playground.  According to this 

research study, the playground is not perceived important to residents who reside alone 

compared to a family of four or more.  The laundry facility has also proven to be an amenity that 

is highly affected by demographics.  The lower the monthly rent a resident is scheduled to pay 

each month results in higher perceived importance when making a new unit rental decision.  This 

can be explained by three possible outcomes which include:  The resident does not have laundry 

appliances equipped in their unit, they have washer/dryer connections but prefer using the 
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laundry facility, or they prefer using the laundry facility over their personal laundry appliances 

for cost benefit reasons.  Although the researcher cannot determine which specific outcome 

results from the perceived importance when selecting a new unit in this study, this suggests 

another venue for further exploration in the future. 

 

Comparison between Renewal Decision and New Unit Rental Decision  

The third research question in this study is proposed to explore whether tangible 

community amenities have the same influence on renewal decision and new unit rental decision.  

The results suggests that that community amenities that have the same influence on renewal 

decision and new unit rental decision include the laundry facility, clubhouse, and outdoor grilling 

area.  This outcome leads the researcher to believe that these amenities serve multiple benefits 

for a community manager such as helping retain current residents and attracting new prospective 

residents.  This study recommends that the laundry facility and outdoor grilling area have the 

potential to be the most effective amenities when it comes to retaining current residents and 

attracting new prospective residents.  The study showed 60.1% of residents viewed the laundry 

facility as important when making a renewal decision, while 69.8% of residents viewed the 

laundry facility as important when making a new unit rental decision.  The outdoor grilling area 

was viewed important to 50.5% of residents when making a renewal decision, while 37.4% of 

residents viewed the outdoor grilling area as important when making a new unit rental decision. 

In general, focusing on amenities that are perceived more important for renewal decision 

compared to new unit rental decision has shown to be more beneficial to cash flow when 

deciding to add, remove, or improve amenities.   
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Managerial Implication 

This proposes a recommendation to focus the community’s budgeted capital 

improvements on the most frequently used and most important amenities of the community’s 

residents.  In this study, the researcher has found that some amenities have more of an impact to 

a resident’s renewal and new unit selection decision.  This research assumes that the quality of 

an amenity is deemed more valuable than the quantity of amenities offered at a market rate 

community. The community manager must be aware that all aspects of the amenity such as 

presentation, maintenance, and convenience should be assessed to make improvements to 

quality.  If possible, an addition or improvement instead of implementing a new amenity is 

recommended.  Amenities can also be targeted to help problem areas of the community 

regarding retention rates and leasing agent closing ratios.  For example, the study has shown that 

the laundry facility is viewed most important when a resident makes a renewal decision.  This 

amenity should be targeted if a community is struggling with a high turnover rate.  The 

community manager must evaluate and assess their residents’ true needs and current usage to 

ensure that such investment in community amenity is worthy.   After all, only when community 

managers really out efforts in understanding the community’s status, residents’ actual usage 

satisfaction with the amenity can they develop adequate plans to retain and recruit residents.  

This will create an opportunity for larger margin in cash flow improvements for the community.    

 

Limitations and Recommendations for Future Studies  

For the purpose of the study, the following limitations should be noted.  First, the sample 

includes residents from two property management companies that are large and corporately 

owned.   This excludes residents from small, independently owned property management 
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companies. Due to the size difference, residents may have differences from this study in 

community amenity usage, perceived importance on renewal decision and new unit rental 

decision since some common community amenities identified in this study may be lacking.  It is 

not uncommon for large property management companies to own or manage more than 10,000 

residential apartment homes with over 100 apartment homes at each apartment community.  

Small, independently owned property management companies do not have the same personnel 

and budget like large corporations to manage a portfolio of this degree, hence their offering and 

customer base could be very dissimilar than what the large corporations have.  For instance, a 

community pool is critically important to residents and is used often at a larger apartment 

community, while a smaller community under 100 units may feel a playground is more 

important and will be used more often than a community pool.  This result can also be linked to 

the size of the single unit, as the research results suggest that larger units (with more people 

dwell in it) have a higher usage of community amenities.  Therefore, the results from this study 

may not be generalizable to all aspects of market-rate, multifamily units.   

The instrument used to collect the data did not evaluate a satisfaction rating with their 

current apartment home or if they will renew their lease.  The instrument in this study did not 

evaluate the measurement between resident satisfaction and actual likelihood of renewal of their 

lease.  The instrument must also clarify the reasoning behind renewal or non-renewal of a lease 

which may or may not be a controllable factor.  For example, a controllable factor may be the 

maintenance staff’s professionalism, while an uncontrollable factor may be that the resident is 

relocating for their job.  This study did not investigate these factors, which ultimately led to not 

being able to answer why residents renewed or did not renew their lease with their current 

apartment home.   
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The instrument used to collect the date did not evaluate uncontrollable variables that 

impact the resident’s renewal decisions, such as moving due to job relocation and buying a 

house.  Although a resident may use the amenity very often and feel satisfied with the service, 

these uncontrollable variables will results in turnover in the community.  The results from this 

study are not an affirmation that turnover rate can be significantly lowered and addressed since 

not all turnover can be treated equally the same.  Future studies on resident satisfaction and 

retention should investigate renters that have recently renewed their lease or did not renew their 

lease to explore this issue.  By interviewing renters or asking open-ended questions in a survey to 

clarify the reasoning behind their decision.  Residential property management professionals can 

benefit from this type of study and utilize this research result to improve their performance, since 

scholarly journals in this area of study is limited.   
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Appendix A - 1 

IRB Approval Letter 

     

  

Office of Research Integrity 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) 

2000 University Avenue 

Muncie, IN 47306-0155 

Phone: 765-285-5070 

 

The Institutional Review Board received the above protocol. After review and consideration, the 

IRB concluded that this project does not meet the definition of 'research with human subjects' at 

this time, as specified by federal regulations at 45 CFR 46. 

Research: A systematic investigation, including research development, testing and 

evaluation, designed to develop or contribute to generalizable knowledge. 

(Activities which meet this definition constitute research for purposes of this policy, 
whether or not they are conducted or supported under a program which is considered 
research for other purposes.) 

    

    

DATE: February 27, 2014 

    

TO: Shunsuke Cameron 

  

FROM: Ball State University IRB 

    

RE: IRB protocol # 577053-1 

TITLE: Impact of Resident Satisfaction on Retention Rates in Multifamily 

Market-rate housing 

SUBMISSION TYPE: New Project 

    

ACTION: DETERMINATION OF NOT HUMAN SUBJECTS RESEARCH 

DECISION DATE: February 27, 2014 

REVIEW TYPE: Administrative Review 
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Human Subject: A living individual about whom an investigator (whether professional 

or student) conducting research obtains: (1) data through intervention or interaction with 

the individual or (2) identifiable private information. 

Consequently, this project does not require IRB approval as submitted. The IRB accepts this 

information for our records and will retain it in our files. Thank you for providing the IRB with 

these materials for review. Please contact the Office of Research Integrity if any details of the 

study are to change so that the IRB may reconsider the protocol, if necessary. 

If you have any questions regarding this decision or would like to respond in person, please 

contact the Office of Research Integrity. 

  

 

 

Bryan Byers, PhD/Chair Christopher Mangelli, JD, MS, MEd, 

CIP/Director Office of Research Integrity 

Institutional Review Board   
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Appendix B – Example of Resident Satisfaction Survey 

 

Resident Satisfaction - Sterling Final 

 

Dear survey participant,      

 

We are researchers from Ball State University collaborating with the property management 

company of your apartment home community, The Sterling Group.  We are interested in 

identifying key factors influencing your rental decision and your perception on amenities and 

overall performance at your apartment community.   This project was reviewed and approved by 

Ball State University Institutional Review Board (IRB). The questionnaire will take about no 

more than 15 minutes. Your participation is considered voluntary and the survey is anonymous. 

No one, including the researchers, will be able to deduce your identity from the responses you 

provide.     If you have any questions or concerns about the study, you may contact Dr. Alan Yen 

at cyen@bsu.edu.  In addition, if you have any questions or concerns regarding your rights, you 

may also contact the Office of Research Integrity at (765)285-5070 or irb@bsu.edu.  We thank 

you for your time.      

 

Sincerely,         

 

Shun Cameron  Graduate Student  Department of Family and Consumer Sciences  College of 

Applied Sciences and Technology  Ball State University     Alan Yen, PhD  Assistant Professor  

Department of Family and Consumer Sciences  College of Applied Sciences and Technology  

Ball State University 

 

After reading the consent information, do you agree to participate in this study? 

 Yes - Continue (1) 

 No - Exit Survey (2) 

If Yes - Continue Is Selected, Then Skip To Are you over the age of 18?If No - Exit Survey Is Selected, Then 

Skip To End of Survey 
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Q1 Are you over the age of 18? 

 Yes (1) 

 No (2) 

If Yes Is Selected, Then Skip To What is your gender? If No Is Selected, Then Skip To End of Survey 

 

Q31 What is your gender? 

 Male (1) 

 Female (2) 

 Prefer not to Answer (3) 

 

Q25 Are you a decision maker regarding rental housing decisions 1 ?  1. Rental housing 

decisions include leasing and renewing an apartment home.   

 Yes (1) 

 No (2) 

 

Q26 How many people live in your apartment home including yourself? 

 1 (1) 

 2 (2) 

 3 (3) 

 4 (4) 

 5 or more (5) 

 

Q29 What is your total current monthly rent for your apartment home? 

 Below $700 (1) 

 $701 - $900 (2) 

 $901 - $1100 (3) 

 $1101- $1300 (4) 

 Above $1301 (5) 

 

Q27 Are you currently employed? 

 Yes (1) 

 No (2) 

 Prefer not to Answer (3) 

 

Q28 What is your highest level of education? 

 High School or GED (1) 

 Some College (2) 

 College Degree (3) 

 Professional Degree (4) 

 Masters or Doctorate Degree (5) 

 Other (6) 
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Q30 What is your average household income? 

 Below $20,000 (1) 

 $20,001 - $40,000 (2) 

 $40,001 - $60,000 (3) 

 $60,001 - $80,000 (4) 

 Above $80,000 (5) 

 

Q40 What is the name of your apartment community? 
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Q5 How often do you use these amenities? 

 Daily (1) 
2-3 

Times a 
Week (2) 

Once a 
Week (3) 

2-3 
Times a 
Month 

(4) 

Once a 
Month 

(5) 

Less than 
Once a 
Month 

(6) 

Never (7) 
Not 

Offered 
(8) 

Fitness 

Center (1) 
                

Laundry 

Facility (2) 
                

Business 

Center (3) 
                

Community 

Pool (4) 
                

Bark Park 

(5) 
                

Car Care 

Center (6) 
                

Cyber Cafe 

(7) 
                

Playground 

(8) 
                

Tanning 

Bed (9) 
                

Clubhouse 

(10) 
                

Outdoor 

Grilling 

Area (11) 

                

Outdoor 

Fire Pit 

(12) 

                

Outdoor 

Fireplace 

(13) 
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Q34 How important do these amenities affect your RENEWAL decisions with your CURRENT 

apartment home? 

 Critical (1) 
Very 

Important (2) 
Important  

(3) 
Slightly 

important (4) 
Unimportant 

(5) 
Not Offered 

(6) 

Fitness 

Center (1) 
            

Laundry 

Facility (2) 
            

Business 

Center (3) 
            

Community 

Pool (4) 
            

Bark Park 

(5) 
            

Car Care 

Center (6) 
            

Cyber Cafe 

(7) 
            

Playground 

(8) 
            

Tanning 

Bed (9) 
            

Clubhouse 

(10) 
            

Outdoor 

Grilling 

Area (11) 

            

Outdoor 

Fire Pit 

(12) 

            

Outdoor 

Fireplace 

(13) 
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Q33 Assuming that you want to find a new place to live, how important do these amenities affect 

your FUTURE rental housing decisions?  

 Critical (1) 
Very Important 

(2) 
Important  (3) 

Slightly 
important (4) 

Unimportant (5) 

Fitness 

Center (1) 
          

Laundry 

Facility (2) 
          

Business 

Center (3) 
          

Community 

Pool (4) 
          

Bark Park (5)           

Car Care 

Center (6) 
          

Cyber Cafe 

(7) 
          

Playground 

(8) 
          

Tanning Bed 

(9) 
          

Clubhouse 

(10) 
          

Outdoor 

Grilling Area 

(11) 

          

Outdoor Fire 

Pit (12) 
          

Outdoor 

Fireplace 

(13) 

          

 

 

Q13 How pleased are you with the interior condition of your apartment home? 

 
Very Satisfied 

(1) 
Satisfied (2) Neutral (3) Dissatisfied (4) 

Very 
Dissatisfied (5) 

Interior 

Condition (1) 
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Q32 How pleased are you with the exterior condition of the apartment community? 

 
Very Satisfied 

(1) 
Satisfied (2) Neutral (3) Dissatisfied (4) 

Very 
Dissatisfied (5) 

Exterior 

Condition (1) 
          

 

 

Q14 How would you rate your satisfaction regarding your office staff? 

 
Very Satisfied 

(1) 
Satisfied (2) Neutral (3) Dissatisfied (4) 

Very 
Dissatisfied (5) 

Professionalism 

(1) 
          

Courteousness 

(2) 
          

Responsiveness  

(3) 
          

Dependability 

(4) 
          

Returns and 

responses to 

phone and 

emails (5) 
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Q16 How would you rate your satisfaction regarding your maintenance staff? 

 
Very Satisfied 

(1) 
Satisfied (2) Neutral (3) Dissatisfied (4) 

Very 
Dissatisfied (5) 

Professionalism 

(1) 
          

Courteousness 

(2) 
          

Responsiveness 

(3) 
          

Dependability 

(4) 
          

Speed of 

handling 

maintenance 

requests (5) 

          

Quality of 

maintenance 

work (6) 

          

 

 

Q15 Have you requested any maintenance services during the past year? 

 Yes (1) 

 No (2) 

If Yes Is Selected, Then Skip To Did the maintenance staff clean up th...If No Is Selected, Then Skip To 

End of Survey 

 

Q17 How often did the maintenance staff clean up the problem area of the home after they 

finished the work? 

 Always (1) Often (2) Sometimes  (3) Rarely (4) Never (5) 

Clean 

Problem 

Area (1) 

          

 

 

Q18 How often did the maintenance staff fix the problem on the first attempt? 

 Always (1) Often (2) Sometimes  (3) Rarely (4) Never (5) 

Maintenance 

Request 

Properly 

Completed 

on First 

Attempt (1) 
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Q19 How often were you notified about any delays in completing the request by the office staff? 

 Always (1) Often (2) Sometimes  (3) Rarely (4) Never (5) 

Notified 

Regarding 

Delays (1) 

          

 

 

Q36 How often were you informed about the cause of delay in completing the request by the 

office staff? 

 Always (1) Often (2) Sometimes  (3) Rarely (4) Never (5) 

Notified 

Regarding 

Delays (1) 

          

 

 

Q35 How often were you notified about the anticipated completion date would be by the office 

staff? 

 Always (1) Often (2) Sometimes  (3) Rarely (4) Never (5) 

Notified 

Regarding 

Completion 

(1) 

          

 

 

Q23 How often did an office staff member contact you to confirm your satisfaction with the 

work performed by the maintenance staff? 

 Always (1) Often (2) Sometimes  (3) Rarely (4) Never (5) 

Confirmation 

of 

Completion 

(1) 
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Appendix C 

 

Letter of Permission to Use Property Management Company’s Data 
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Appendix C – Letter of Permission to Use Property Management Company’s Data 
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Appendix C – Letter of Permission to Use Property Management Company’s Data 
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Figure 1 

 

Cost of Turnover  
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Figure 1 - Cost of Turnover 
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Figure 2 

 

Renewal Decision Drivers 
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Figure 2 – Renewal Decision Drivers 

 


