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The demand for housing in the Nashua Regional Planning Commission (K&P@safar outstripped supply over the past several
years resulting in significant increases in housing costs for both owners and renters. Indeed, the lack of availablecbpasiatly
rental units, is challenging the ability of many people to findding at all. According to the New Hampshire Housing Finance Authority
(NHHFA), the vacancy rate for all rental units in the Nashua area dropped from an already low 2.8% in 2011 (5% is tomsdered
healthy vacancy rate) 10.3% in 2022. The vacan@te for studio apartments and for-and 4bedroom units is effectively 0%.

Thehome-buying market is also suffering froam extremely lowinventory of homes available for sale. Tkieltiple Listing Service
(MLS) Housing Inventory indicates @neerage number of months to absorb current properties listed for sale dropped from over nine
months in 2011 to less than one month by 2023. Generally-ameith supply is considered to be a healthy market. The relationship
between the number of homes alable on the market and home prices is clearly illustrated in the gbagbbw.

Home Salesn the Nashua Regiofrom 2011 to 2022 Given the lack of overall inventory, it is n
surprising that housing costs have escala
$500 4.0 sharply in recent years. The median purch:
__$450 / 35 price for owneroccupied homes in the regio
g $400 3.0 % | increased from $216,000 in 2012 to $435,C
T $350 ' § in 2022, an increase d01%.That said, 48%
3 $300 25 3 of all homes on the market and almost 80%
£ $250 2.0 £ condominiums are considered to
§ $200 15 5 affordable to homeownership household:
O $150 ? earning 100% of the median income. With t
c 10 o . .
3 $100 g sales price of new homes approachi
2 $50 0.5 S $500,000, however, only 10% of them &
$0 0.0 affordable to medianincome  home
’L > S q A9 N ownership householddncreasing the suppl:
7’0\/ 2° 7'0\/ 7’0\/ ’LQ\/ 2 7’0\/ ’LQ’\/ 2 ”'Q’L 7’0’)’ 'LQ’L of affordable homes for sale, therefore, will t

= Median Price Number Sold . challenging.

Sources: MLS Residential Property Sales data collected by New Hampshire |



On the rental side, the combine
impacts of soaring prices and lo
inventory are much more significan
Between 2Q3 and 2022, medial
monthly rents for all unit types in th
region increased from $1,169 to $1,9(
with two-bedroom units averagin
$1,980. The cost of a odeedroom unit,
however, rose at a much sharper rat
Rents for onebedroom units now
average $1,863per month and the
average cost for a studio unit is $1,52
Based on the most recent availakt
estimates, only 35.2% of all units ai
15.6% of twebedroom are at or below
the affordability threshold of $1,650 pe
month. As a result of the lack ¢
affordable units, 48.1% of all rente
households in the region are no
O2y a A RS NB Rcostd &zNR&G
meaning that they spend 30% or mo
of their income on housing.

Nashua Regioal Rental Vacancy Rates by Number of Bedrooms
from 2011 to 2022
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-\ || ——Studio —1-Bdrm

Source: New Hampshire Housing 2-Bdrm 3-Bdrm 4+Bdrm

For the housing market to return to a healthy balance, a significant increase in the availability of housiraf athitgpeswill be
required. Fortunately, there are a number of alternats/for new housing development, including mdiéimily housingwhich can
be developed in ways that meet demand while protecting the character of our communities and the qualityafdifie residents.
This Regional Housing Needs Assessment provides a comprehensive overview of -haodiggmographierelated data ad
analy®s, a review of the needs of certain subpopulations such as people and families experiencing homelessnel§sadaousing
development targets for each community in thlashua RegianThe plan culminates withseries of alternative housing stiegies
F2N) YSSGAYy3a GKS NBIA2Yy Qa3 RAODSNBAGE 2F K2dzaAy3d ySSRao



Shelter is one of the most basic human needs. Having a place to call home that is safe, decent, and affordable is bighe§the
priorities of most if not all people. At the community and regional level, an adequate supply of a diversity of housirantypees

is critical to ensuring that current residents and futgenerationscan remain in their communities as their needs change due to age,
marital status, family size, physical ability, and other life changes. Economically, it is also important that a regi&ain eaiotsing

supply suitable to attract the workforce necessaily2 & dzLJLJ2 NIIi G KS NBIA2yQa SO2y2Yeé | yR
communities.

In recognition of the importance ¢
housing to all communitie$yH RSA 67.
lll-e states that:

a!'tf OAGATSya 27
_ balanced supply of housing whids
O] ", “‘ 3 ~affordable to persons and families

RN

| B ., 1YW low and moderate income.

‘ \ : . ~. Establishment of housing, which

« H o~ decent, safe, sanitary, and affordable
low- and moderateincome persons an
families is in the best interests of ea
community and the state of Ne\
Hampshire and serves a vital pub
need. Opportunity for development
such housing shall not be prohibited
unreasonably discouraged by use
municipal planning and zoning powe
or by unreasonable interpretation ¢
ddzOK LJ2 6 SN& ¢

w



Preparing aRegional Housing Needs Assessnisnine ofb wt /m@sé important responsibilities and one of the few statutorily
required duties of aregional planning commissiolNew Hampshir&SA 36:47, 1l states that:

GXSFEOK NBIA2YyIf LIXIYYyAy3d O2YYAaaAirzy akKlrftt O2YLWAES | NB3IAA
assessment of the regional need for housing for persons and families of all levels of income. The regional housing needs
assessment shallbeupddR SOSNE p &SIFNHE FYR YIRS F@gFAtloftS G2 |ff Ydzy?:

Most NRPC communities also recognize the importance of housing and include a housing section in their masiEngRewional
Housing Needs Assessmegthterefore,is ako meant to aid member communities in complying with RSA 674:2, 111 (1), which states that
I G26yQa YIFLadSNI LX Iy YIFeé AyOfdRRSY

G! K2dzaAy3a aSO0lAz2y 6KAOK | aasSaasSa 20t K2dzaAy3da O2yRAGAZY
of incomeand ages in the municipality and the region as identified in the regional housing needs assessment performed

by the regional planning commission pursuant to RSA 36:47, Il, and which integrates the availability of human services

with other planning undertaky 6& GKS O2YYdzyAde o¢

In addition to the statutes stated above, amdaccordance with RSA 674:59, |, the State also require that:

LY SOSNE YdzyAOALI tAlGe GKIFIG SESNOA&ASE (GKS LIR2eSNI G2 | R2LI
regulatiors shall provide reasonable and realistic opportunities for the development of workforce housing, including
rentalmultt¥ I YAt &€ K2dza Ay 3odé

NRPCalong with eight other regional planning commissions within the state, the New Hampshire Housing FinanceyAatitbtite
New Hampshire Office of Planning and Development coordinated their activities beginning in latarZDtoughout 2022, to
produce a statevide housing needs assessmgasg well as individual housing needs assessments for each region.

In addiion to evaluating current conditions and projecting future needs, the purpose of this document is to provide actionaisk; real
solutions for municipalities, businesses, developers, hodgiogsed entities, and other stakeholders on ways they can inelgt the

projected needs of their communitiest & |y Sy KIFIyOSYSyid G2 GKAA& @&SIFNDa dzLJRIFGS FyF
| F YLIAKANS / 2dzy OAf T 2024 Statdgic PlsinIall RRCk wilkprodide StQtégies for mebtrwpusing eeds of

specific supopulations and communities of interest when conducting their Regional Housing Needs Assessments.



This RHNAas been undertakem partnership with the New Hampshire Office of Planning and Developmenvasdunded by the
American RBscue Plan Act (ARPA) State and Local Fiscal Recovery Fund Grant. It is a requirement of the ARPA funds received by the
State of NH to include Fair Housing and Equity Assessment (FHEA) elentaet®RRHNA. This comprehensive addition will help
communitiesbetter understand what the existing barriers to housing access are, how barriers are disparately inghaetisg groups

across the region, and what they can do to address such disparities.
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Over 85% of residents su
example pictured above is typical of newer homes built in the region in recent years.



There are thirteen communities the Nashua
Regonal Planning CommissidiNRPC)egion
Ambherst, Brookline, Hollis, Hudson, Litchfie
Lyndeborough, Mason, Merrimack, Milfor
Mont Vernon, Nashua, Pelham, and Wiltpall
of which are in Hillsborough County. TRRPC

Regionis made up of a diverse laschpe B
comprised of urban, suburban, and rur
communities. Our more urban communities a
centered around vibrant downtowns, ofte
featuring historic mill buildings, legacies of N¢
oy 3t yRQaA AYRdzA G NR I €
with over 90,000 resides, is the second
largest city in New Hampshire and is t
business and commercial hub of the region. (
more rural communities feature charmin §

traditional New England town centers togeth L } ‘: /8 | h‘ ‘
with extensive wetlands, woodlands, and acti view of Brookline Center one of the reglon 's rurafesidential communities.
farmland. Photograph by Seth Dewey Photography

Generally,lonRSy aAde NBAARSYUGAIFIT RS@GSt2LIYSyld KIF& OKI NI OnigieNderisi§ R I NP ¢
development has occurred in the City of Nashua, along the F.E. Everett Turnpike/DW Highway iodvietomack in westcertral

Hudson and in theenterof Milford. Located only 40 miles north of BostahK S NB 3 A 2 y Ghié BosIhRIEARaS be@rdthe (i 2
drivingfactor Ay & G A Ydzf | { grgvdh sifick e Mid@a! sedtyrgrad hashadl RANB OGO A YLJ @disingy GKS
market Other attributes that make th&lashua Regioan attractive location include itgroximity tothe mountains, lakefeaches,

and other recreational and cultural attractiotisat New Hampshire offers



Map 1. The NRP(Region
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This housing needsssessmenprovides data on current and future housing needs. The information provided is intended to inform
0KS LldzotAO 2F GKS NBIA2Y Qacludédisimiehdédo b® 2sédR By (imuricipalitied: iy Ranniiige & R 4 |
development ofbalanced housig stock. This assessment includes analysis of historical trends and existing conditions and makes
projections of future conditionas well asnventoriesof housing needs. The assessment also includes the identification of tools and
techniqueswhichcommunities can use to further balance housing based on proven successful housing solutions identifiedewthin
Englandand across the nation. The assessment activities also included extensive outreach to residents in every community within the
region. The outreach was conducted through surveys, focus groups, a public project website, and direct communications through
email, targeted social media, and public press releaBes RHNAontains sevembroadsectionsas outlined below

1.) existing demographic coitibns including population and household trends, public school enroliment, employment,
commuter patterns and communities of interest;

2.) existing housing unit trends and characteristiosluding housing supply, building permit activity, occupancy, tenme a
vacancy rates, age of housing stock, and assisted housing;

3.) housing market, costs and affordabilitycluding household income, home values, rental costs, market trends casid
burdened households;
4.) Fair Housing;

5.) housing supplytargets for both population and housing units, regional fair share of workforce housing, and housing
preferences;

6.) strategies for meeting local housing neetls/ Of dzZRAy 3 | OO0S&aa2N® 5¢StftAy3a !yAada FyR a
7.) resources for meeting local needwluding alternative housing and regulatory options, local tools and resources, and state
and federal programs
The data used in this reportomes primarily from th010and 2020US Census and the American Community Su(xCS). However,
it should be noted thaACS datatersii 2 KI @S f I NHSNJ YI NHAYyAd 2F SNNBNXY Ly a2vYS Ol &
that ACS data should be more carefully considered. In addition to Census and ACS data, this assessumtiénéslinformation from
the New Hampshire Housing and Finance Authority (NHHFA). In many cases, NHHFA is collecting their data directly frong communit
departments and representatives, research agencies, internal and external housing experts, andndgrmmembers.Public input
was obtained through a comprehensive resident survey, an employer survey, focus gittupssidentsand individual interviews
with various social services providers.




An understanding of the current housing supply, tymés
housing availability, affordability, populatiomrojections
shifting demographics and migration patterns, can be u
to better predict future housing needs for both the regic
and individual member communities. Further, tt
information can be utilized to help establish and carry «
policies that address and seek to improve the quality of
within the region.

There are certain faors that have an enormous impact ¢
the supplyand demandof housing in an areaThe supply
and cost of housing are influenced by the availability
necessary infrastructure, such as public water and se\
and access to transportation routesEmploymet
opportunities and income levels also impact demand
housing and people's ability to afford adequate housing.

H
"”]u

i
i | |£|n

‘hr‘

New marketrate apartments under construction in downtown Nashua

LY FRRAGAZ2YZ blIC! KIFa OAGSR GKS p[ Qad 6 KAOK lawydnbleaSsNHHES,lj dzI G S
2019) As a result, NHHFA suggests that the state, its regions, and municipalities must critically consider areas where housing
development is possible (land), what the current conditions are for workforce availability (labor), whdteadevelopment costs
(lumber),whatare the regulatory practices that discourage or slow housing development (Evesyvhat type of financing is available

to developers and borrowers (loans). These factors have shaped and influenced the state of hatlsimthe Nashua Regioand

will seeminglhcontinue TheNBE 3 A 2 Y Q& K 2 @ defihed byodenyographia ahd/economic trends. Housing need is influenced

by population growth, housing stock, and the earning potential of the population.



The RHNA use®(sus data to determine the degree to whi /
population, income, and housingtocks have changed ow
time up to now. Within population data is a breakdown
cohorts into age, gender, race, as well as other more spe
groups. Income data is also used to define what proportiol
household budgets are being used on housing af
households of specific income levels are being concentrate
ways that could result in lowncome populations being §
underserved. The assessment also uses this data to d ==
G02YYdzy AGASE 2F Ay (S adpulatior &8
groupsthat are vulnerable to unfair treatment relative tc
housing.

¢tKS |aasSaaySyid ARSY(GATFASA
characteristics. Housing stock characteristics such as nui §
of total units, quantity of units by building type, units built
any given yea, unit age, size, number of bedrooms, u
locations, if the housing is owned or rented, sale price,
rents are collected from the past and the current timefrar
to establishtrends in housing. The availability and affordabil
of housing within the @égionare calculated based on factor
such as vacancy rates, prices, and the proportion of inci
households are spending on available housing. Data al
trendlines for housing affordability to be determined alo
specific household incomes and among ooamities of
interest.

| AAG2NRO 1 2YS Ay | dzRa2YyQa ¢24Yy
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The 2020 Census recorded 217,543 residents ir

Nashua RegionBetween 2010 and 2020, tt Figurel. Population Changes between 2010 and 2020, by Municipa
Nashua Regidd & LJ2 LJdzf | U &dvay5.7%

adrasSQa wyR fFNBSaaG C

an increase of 11,778 residents. This is highert % 5.0 13,00 15%
020K (GKS O2dzyieqQa LRL (‘és :
and the statewide population growth rate of 4.6¢ 2 ,
Though all communities in tHéashua Regiogrew 2 10.3% <
between 2010 and 2020, growth rates vari j:/ 8.6% 10%2
considerably between communities. Brooklineh 2 3.0 6.7% o)
the highest growth rate at 13%, well over dout & ' =
the regional rate of growth, followed by Pelnam  © 2.0 4.8% 4 5o - §
10.3% and Hollis at 8.6%. Lyndeborough (1.0 & 4.9% 3.8% . 5.6% 1325 [ 1 5% @
Litchfield (2.5%), and Hudson (3.8%) had thelov @ , 927 25% 117,138 % 1,016 6.0%]
percentag growth rates. % 552 648 638 I I I 1

R R zZ 207 219
bt aKdzs GKS NBIAZ2YQa 00 ] I I m B ® ml
numerical population gain adding 4,828 n \Qe*‘;\ O\b\\&\z\o\\\%\)epoo@?}b@osé;@s é@&.\\s@"b éo°°®¢y°’be>\\?>@ $\\‘@Q
residents, far exceeding all other communities, & N L AN &goo N (@ R
reaching an altime population high of ovel DN N

91,000. Pelham, Merrimack, and Milford ea
added more than 1,000 residents. On the oppos
end’ the more rural Communltles Of Mont Verno Source: U.S. Decennial Census 2010 and 2020 (Table Pl)

Mason, and Lyndeborough added the fewe
residents, totaling only 260 across all three towr

NRPC Municipalities

11



Tablel. Population Changes between 2010 and 2020, by Municipality

Municipality Numeric Change Percent Change
Ambherst 11,201 11,753 552 4.9%
Brookline 4,991 5,639 648 13.0%
Hollis 7,684 8,342 658 8.6%
Hudson 24,467 25,394 927 3.8%
Litchfield 8,271 8,478 207 2.5%
Lyndeborough 1,683 1,702 19 1.1%
Mason 1,382 1,448 66 4.8%
Merrimack 25,494 26,632 1,138 4.5%
Milford 15,115 16,131 1,016 6.7%
Mont Vernon 2,409 2,584 175 7.3%
Nashua 86,494 91,322 4,828 5.6%
Pelham 12,897 14,222 1,325 10.3%
Wilton 3,677 3,896 219 6.0%

NRPC Tota 205,765

Hillsborough County 400,721

New Hampshire 1,316,470 1,377,529‘

SourceU.S.Decennial Census 2010 and 2020 (Table P1)



Migration accounted for just over half (50.5%) Table2. Net Migration between 2010 and 2020, by Municipality
the Nashua Regiddba 2 OSNJ tf LI2L

11,778 between 2010 and 2020 for a total of 5,¢ 2010 Total | 2020 Total ~ Changein L . Net

people. Migration played a particularly significe [N N L e s LUV AU
role in fastergrowing towns and in communitic | EE————— (20102020)
with relatively older populations. lfiastgrowing | Amherst 11,201 11,753 552 268
towns like Brookline and Pelham, migratior | Brookline 4,991 5,639 648 413
accounted for 64.7% and 74.9% dfie total Holis 7,684 8,342 658 700
population increase, respectively. In Mont Vernc | Hudson 24,467 25,394 927 321
migration accounted for 84% of total growth and | Litchfield 8,271 8,478 207 -19
|l 2t ft A& mnc> 2F GKS {3z |Lyndeborough 1,683 1,702 19 -32
was due to migration since there werd2 more | Mason 1,382 1,448 66 17
deaths than births over the period. In sorsl®wer Merrimack 25,494 26,632 1,138 242
growth communities such as Litchfield a Milford 15,115 16,131 1,016 845
Lyndeborough, there was a net emtigration of = yiontvemon 2.409 2584 175 147
residents. State_vwde, migration gccounted for 8" [Nashua 86,494 91,322 4.828 1972
pf total population growth meaning that natural Pelham 12.897 14222 1,325 993
[1ereg was @ much more signiicant CoRbUor on 3677] 3% 219 104
NRPC Tota 205,765 \ 217,543 11,778 5,971

birth rates fall, it is expected that migration will pl:
an increasingly significant role in populati
growth.

Data Source: US Decennial Census (Z0ED) NH Department of State (Vital Statistics)

The New Hampshire Office #lanning and Developmeptojects that thepopulation of theNashua Regiowill increase by 16,087
(7.39%) taa total 0f233,603 by 2030. This increase would be at a rate considerably higher than that of the prior decade and would be

attributable almostentirely to migration. By 208 (1 KS NBIA2y Qa LR LJzZ F GA2Yy A& LIMABROISR |
residentst ¢ KA& RSOfAYS Ay 3INRBGGK NIGSa A& FYyaGAOALI GSR RdzS tdi2 RSOf
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age It should be notedhowever, that while the overall increases projected for the region may be reasonable for planning purposes
in the shortterm, there are many factors that could impact migration that are difficult to project at this pwintluding the potential
impacts of hybrid and remote work and climatated migrationlt should also be noted thadrojections for individual communities
bear little relation to historic growth rates. Population projections for the region and each N&tR@unity are providedh Table3

on the following page.

Families enjoing the playground at Benson Park in Hudson

14
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Table3. Population Projection to 2050, by Municipality

Population Projection

Population Change

Municipality Czeonzs?Js
Ambherst 11,753 12,625 13,043 13,075 7.42% 11.25%
Brookline 5,639 6,017 6,198 6,212 6.71% 10.16%
Hollis 8,342 8,940 9,227 9,249 7.17% 10.87%
Hudson 25,394\ 27,313| 28,232| 28,302 7.56% 11.45%
Litchfield 8,478 9,119 9,426 9,449 7.56% 11.45%
Lyndeborough 1,702 1,831 1,892 1,897 7.56% 11.45%
Mason 1,448 1,557 1,610 1,614 7.56% 11.45%
Merrimack 26,632 28,581 29,514 29,585 7.32% 11.09%
Milford 16,131 17,286 17,840 17,881 7.16% 10.85%
Mont Vernon 2,584 2,779 2,873 2,880 7.56% 11.45%
Nashua 91,322 98,159| 101,435| 101,683 7.49% 11.35%
Pelham 14,222 15,233 15,717 15,754 7.11% 10.77%
Wilton 3,896 4,190 4,331 4,342 7.56% 11.45%

NRPO otal

217,543

233,630

241,339

241,922

7.39%

SourceNHOffice of Planning and Developmeg&tate, County, anMunicipal Population Projections: 202050
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As discussed briefly above, the composition of the population by age group has important implications for overall pogaation

t SNKFLJA Y2NB AYLRZNIFyGtex AG Ffaz2 KFa AYLR2NIUIFYOd AVYiaséhdd (A 2y a
size and type andherefore, demand Particularly,older people are more likely to nedwbusing that accommodates consinad

physical ability and other agelated needs.

Figure2. Regional Population Change by Age between 2010 and 2020
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Source: American Community Survey&ar Estimates 2068010 and 201020 (Table S0101)

17



As can be seen in tigraph above, thergvere significant
changes in the populatiomge compositionbetween
2010 and 2020. The two oldest age groups p-G
CSENBE YR A cep significSnklyNdy 53.1¢
and 33.8%, respectivelyfor an increase 0f20,101
persons.Early career age groupg & HHin & S ||
Guen &SINAR&é>X 3INBG Y2RSN
respectively, totaling 4,961 persons. On the other e
0KS @2dzy3Sadmdg 3,SS I INNEREdZLR

tof I S OF NESNI-nn3 S, S NRBEHA:
.Sl NRE¢ a K NJzy { 0 My Py::
decrease of a total of 10,108 persons. Clearly,
number of families with children is declininghich may
reflect both declining birth rates as well aslack of | ;
affordable housing options for younger families. Tl &% ‘ : .
aging of the population may also suggest a growing n People aged 55 to 64 and 65+ are ttaxstestgrowmg age groups in the
for ageappropriate housing alternatives. region
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Within the context of housing, race and ethnicéige evaluated primarily as a factor in assessing segregation or fair hetedatgd
issuessince it is assumed that housing choices and needs do not tend to vary by race or ethnicity. That said, there is ancorrelatio
betweenrace ethnicity, and incomewhich does have implications for housing affordability and accessibility. As can be Seguren

3onthe next pagetenonl A A LI YAO GKAGS LRLMzAZA FGAZ2Y YI1S&a dzLJ + £ NBS Yl a2\
Gl AaLIl yAO 2NIE[ HEA W2 F ye NI OS
Figure3. Regional Population by Race in 2020 ¢ KS RAAGNROGdzi A

non-Hispanic white populatior
generallyconforms to the overal
population density across NRF
municipalities. As can be seen
Map 2 on the following page
however, minority populations
are far more likely to be

Native Hawaiian or
Other Pacific
Islander alone

American Indian or 0.03%
Alaska Native alone
0.1%

Asian alone

_ 4.5% concentrated m certain areas.
i'aCk_or Afrl'ca"‘ These concentrations include
merican alone . . .
. T
White Alone, Not 6% wo or notable.cluster of Hispanic/Latin
Hispanic more people in and around downtowi
81.0% faces Nashuaand a concentration o

. : N Asian (mostly South Asial
Hispanic or Latino

of any race people in south Nashua and in tf

8.0% western part & Hudson. In
addition, there are small clustet
of Asian populatios across the
Town of Merrimack.

Source: U.S. Decennial Census 2020 (Table P2)
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Map 2. Population Density by Race in 2020
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Figure4. Regional Population Change by Race between 284 2020
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Source: U.S. Decennial Census 2010 and 2020 (Table P2)
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small populatiorsizes in 2010
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Among the NRPC municipalities, Nast
is by far the most diverse community
the Region, with a 29.7% share of rac
other than nonHispanic white. Seve
other towns have about +12% share o
races other than noiHispanic white, anc
the remaning five towns have about-¢
10%.

As canbe seen inFigure4, while non
Hispanic whites still make up a significe
majority of the regional population, tht
region is diversifying, most notably wit
an increasein the Hispanic populatior
and people whoidentified as two or
more racesBetween 2010 and 2020, th
LJ2 Lddzt F GA2y 2F al A
NI OS¢ | yR LIS2 LXwSor
Y2 N5 NEwQt@nést. 3 NJ

F oa! &AYY I NRYISEeWNIFRSRF (BNIE | OKA 2 8 & K SR
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Figure5. Population by Race in 2020, by Municipalities
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Source: U.S. Decennial Census 2010 and 2020 (Table P2)
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Gl 2dzaSK2t Ré A&
describe people who occupy saangle
housing unit. Understanding th
OKI NI O SNR&alAOa
household composition and ho
household composition is changir
has important implications fo
housing needs and preferences. T
US Census Bureau splits househ
composition into two primary
categories: family households ar
non-family households. Famil
households consist of married coupl
or single householders living wit
other family members. Nofamily
households consist of those livir
alone or those living with unrelate
peopk.

Figure6. Regional Households by Composition in 2020

Householder living alone— 25 20%

Female householder, no partner, no
PRrTEr " & 6
alone

Male householder, no partner, no
.  NOP ! . 4.1%

alone
Cohabitating couple 7.7%
0% 20% 40% 60%

Percent of Households

Source: American Community SurveY&ar Estimates 2018020 (Table DP02)

As can be seeim Figure6, mosthouseholds in the region are married couples, at 54.5%. Cohabitating (unmarried) couples make up
7.7% and householders living alone make up 25.2%. A total of 13.0% are single househibkdrit a partner but not alone (e.g.,
single householders with one or more children, single householders with one or more paceanfsyvhich 8.6% are female
householders and 4.1% are male householders.
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Figure7. Regional Households Change by Selected Criteria between 2010 and
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LIS2LJX S dzy RSNM byy £ 1000 o
10.3% {2,884 households)These 2 3,000 L 0% Eé
trends reflect an aigg population g @
and lower birthrates, and also lear £ 2,000 L 10% 5
to smaller households. In respons < 1,000 .
the region will need more housin 0 L 0%
suitable for senior citizens includir

handicappeeaccessible housing ¢ -1,000 L _10%
well as additional smaller units to -2,000 10.3%

accommodate the growing numbe -3,000 ' L -20%
of people living alone. Householder living ~ With one or more With one or more

It is important to note, however, tha alone people under 18 people 65 and over

people in smaller households do n

necessarily desire smaller hom  Source: AmericaBommunity Survey-¥ear Estimates 2068010 & 20162020 (Table DP02)
and older people do not necessatri

seek to live in senior housing.
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Figure8. Regional Households by Size
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More than 50% of the households in thashua Regiol
are lperson households (25.2%) and-p&rson
households (35.7%). 17.0% arep&son households
14.1% are $erson households, and the remaining 8.(
are households with 5 or more peopldhe regional
average household size is 2.57. Among N
municipalifes, Brookline has the largest avera
household size at 3.10, followed by Pelham at 2.
Notably, Brookline and Pelham are also tfestest
growing NRPC communities. Wilton has the small
average householdize at 2.29. Communities with .
higher percatage of singldamily homes tend to attrac
more families with children. Perceptions of schc
district quality are also a factor. Areas with larg
concentrations of multfamily housing such as parts
Nashua and Milford tend to have smaller househ
sizes. Areas with high concentrations of older hon
and/or senior housing tend to have more older reside
who typically live in oneor two-person households
These patterns can be seenMap 3.



Figure9. Average Household Size in 2020, by Municipality
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Figurel0. Regional Household Change by Size between 2010 and 2020
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Percent Change

Between 2010 and 2020pne-
person households increased |
3,470 household®or by 17.7%¢
the largest increase of an
household categoryTwo-person
households the largest overal
category in total number
increased by2,899 householdsr
by 4.6% followedbythree-person
householdswhich grewby 1,018
householdsor 3.7%.

The largest decline was tHg421-
household or-3.2% drop infour-
person households andhe 563
drop householdor (-3.9%) in five-
person households.

There was a slight increase s
person households, however, th
trend toward smaller household:
is predominant

These changesuggest that the demand for additional housing units generally exceeds the rate of population growth, and that the
demand for smaller housing unitslikely increasing.
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Map 3. Average Household Size in 2020, by Census Block Group
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Figurell. Regional Household by Head of Household Age in 20
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21.6% of all households in the region have a hea
K2dzaSK2fR 0S0isSSy GKS |
KSFR 0S0Gs6SSy anp (2

|.

0SU6SSY dop U2 nnéx wmp¢
G2 TtTnész mpow: KIF@S I K
KSIR 0SG6SSy atvp G2 yr
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As siown inFigurel2, between2010 and 2020, the
regional head of household age changed in a notz
pattern ¢ a general decrease in the lower age grot
and a general increase in the older age groups.
two age groups consisting of the bulk of the worki
age populatorcdop G2 nné | yR <
by 23.2% and 16.4%, respectively. On the other ¢
the two next age groupg app (2 c fEé
increased by 25.8% and 53.9%, respectively. TI
trends correlate closely with the increase in smal
households and a decrease in larger households
households with childrenas demonstrated in the
preceding tables and figures.



Figurel2. Regional Household Change by Head of Household Age between 2010 and 2020
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Median household incomes in most NR
communities are higher than the state ar
county median incomes. This is especially tru
the higherincome towns of Brookline, Amhers
Hollis, and Mont Vernon. On the other end of t
spectrum, Milford, Nashua, and Wilton we
below both the county average and statewi
I SN} 3Sd Ly 3ISYSNI =X
incomes were significantly higher thahat of

renters. For Renter Households, the med
household income in Wilton is far below sta
and regional averages at $27,222 and is

lowest in the Nashua RegiaonBecause the
overall number of renters in Wilton is small, tt
suggests a concentrian of lowincome renters,
likely in the downtown area. Pelham ($35,0£
and Hudson ($40,893) also have median rer
household incomes below state and cour
medians. In all communities, the incon
disparity between renter and owner househols
is consideable, though that disparity is far wide
in some communities such as Wilton and mt
less pronounced in Nashua, Merrimack a
Milford which have larger numbers of highe
end rental housing.
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Table4. Median Household Income i2022, by Municipality

Municipalities All Households Owners Renters
Ambherst $136,006 $145,021 $51,104
Brookline $142,033 $144,737 $65,536
Hollis $131,745 $138,034 $55,875
Hudson $110,227 $116,771 $40,893
Litchfield $112,386 $119,858 $70,833
Lyndeborough $98,125 $101,000 $68,125
Mason $102,647 $106,042 $75,536
Merrimack $108,422 $112,403 $52,350
Milford $74,285 $103,365 $48,048
Mont Vernon $125,551 $126,581 $72,000
Nashua $73,785 $98,689 $50,025
Pelham $108,223 $117,014 $35,045
Wilton $76,462 $92,404 $27,222

$82,099 $106,773

Hillsborough County

$77,923 $94,989

New Hampshire
Source: American Community SurveYé&ar Estimates 2018020 (Tabld325119)

$48,056
$45,468




Map 4. Median Household Income in 2022
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OWNERS Household Income = 2010
2015
Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 2006-2010 and 2016-2020 (Table B25118) 2020

Household Income levels for both owners and renters had generally shifted higher from 2010 tél@02@er, theupshiftin2 ¢ y S NB& Q
household income wagenerally higher than the upshift ientersQ K 2 dza S K 2HbuRehald/ifd@mé Br owners increaseamong
income groups above $100,000 and decredsey 2y 3 Ay O02YS 3INRdzLJA 6St 26 bPmnnznnnd ¢KS
largest increase.
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Figurel5. Owner Households by Percent of AMI, by Municipality
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Figurel6. Renter Households by Percent of AMI, by Municipality
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Figurel7. Regional Households by Tenure in 2020

Renters
28.7%

Oowners
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Source: American Community SurveY&ar Estimates 2016
2020 (Table B25118)
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A substantial majority, more than twihirds, of the
regionQ @ouseholds live in ownesccupied homes and i
most NRPC communities, the figure is 85% or highs!
can be seen orMap 5, the highestconcentrations of
renters are found around downtown Nashua, in
Merrimack east of the F.E. Everett Turnpjkaround
downtown Milford, in southeast Nashua and northwe
Nashua along 101A.eRter households make up 75%
more of total householdsin central Nashua Not
surprisingly, areas with high concentrations of ren
households also have high concentrations of mfaltnily
housing and access to public water and sewer. On
other end of the spectrum, the eastern part ofoBkline,
the western part of Merrimack, the northern part «
Hudson, and the eastern part of Pelham had the le
renter-occupied householdst less than 5%.



Map 5. Share of RenteOccupied Households
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Changes in employment levels ha

Figure1l7. Numeric Change in Employment between 2010 and 2020, a significant impact othe demand

by Municipality and in Descending Order for housing. Between 2010 and 20:

total employment in the Nask

2500 labor market area grew from 91,04

2063 to 94,789, a net increase of 3,7¢

2000 jobs or 4.1%. Merrimack experience

by far the largest increase at 2,0¢

1500 jobsor 14.0%, followed by Hudson

) 1108 1,108 jobs or 10.8%. Wilton

o 1000 experienced the highest numeric ar

8 percent cecline in employment a
T 0 527 431 jobs 0r31.9%.

§ I 198 189 194 ., o 5 A4 28 75 Though job growth in the regio

0 H s - = 1oL g between 2010 and 2020 we

~ e @ > & > o o o «© l significant, jobs increased at a low

_50%5‘@0 %o*o éa‘}\o 06‘5\0 Qé‘@& @'\{‘o‘ &é .&3&\ @"’o Aé“o 0«0"% & & rate than the overall populatior

) < v & oz?’ -431 growth rate of 5.6%. Since the regi

1000 NS did not experience populatior

NRPC Municipalities growth basedon natural increase

SourceNH Economic and Labor Market Information Bureau 2010, 2020 Data this suggests that new residents a

moving to the region for reasons

other thanemployment andare either commuting jobs to outside of the region, working remotely, or are retired. As can be seen on
the following pages, commuting times in the Nashua Region are significant and growing.
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Table5. Employment Change between 20land 2020, by Municipality

2010 to 2020 2010 to 2020
(Numeric Change) (Percent Change)
Municipality % of % of
Total Private Gov't | NRPC | Total Private Gov't NRPC Total Private Gov't Total Private Gov't

Total Total
Ambherst 4,470 3,872 598 4.9%| 4,534| 3,973 561 4.8% 64 101 -37 1.4% 2.6%| -6.2%
Brookline 516 327 189 0.6% 714 530 184 0.8% 198 203 -5 38.4%| 62.1%| -2.6%
Hollis 1,920 1,432 488 2.1%| 1,845| 1,409 436 1.9% -75 -23 -52 -3.9%| -1.6%| -10.7%
Hudson 10,274| 9,348 926 | 11.3%| 11,382| 10,482 900 | 12.0%| 1,108 1,134 -26 10.8%| 12.1%| -2.8%
Litchfield 826 486 340 0.9% 846 515 331 0.9% 20 29 9 2.4% 6.0%| -2.6%
Lyndeborough 111 75 36 0.1% 83 52 31 0.1% -28 -23 51 -25.2%| -30.7%| -13.9%
Mason 163 120 43 0.2% 168 125 43 0.2% 5 5 0 3.1% 4.2% 0.0%
Merrimack 14,687 | 13,515 1,172| 16.1%| 16,750 15,702 1,048| 17.7%| 2,063 2,187 -124 14.0%| 16.2%| -10.6%
Milford 6,254 | 5,456 798 6.9%| 6,368| 5,727 641 6.7% 114 271 -157 1.8% 5.0%| -19.7%
Mont Vernon 156 77 79 0.2% 142 72 70 0.1% -14 -5 9 -9.0%| -6.5%| -11.4%
Nashua 48,137| 43,484 4,653| 52.9%| 48,664| 44,116| 4,548| 51.3% 527 632 -105 1.1% 1.5%| -2.3%
Pelham 2,183| 1,697 486 2.4%| 2,372| 1,905 467 2.5% 189 208 -19 8.7%| 12.3%| -3.9%
Wilton 1,352| 1,164 188 1.5% 921 726 195 1.0%| -431 -438 7| -31.9%| -37.6% 3.7%

NRPC Tota 91,049 9,996‘ 100%‘94,789 100.0%

SourceNew Hampshire Economic and Labor Market Information Bureau 2010, 2020 Data
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Figurel8. Median Commute Time in 2020, by Municipality
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Figure1l9. Commute Times in 2020, by Municipality

100%
8%
90% 15% 15%

80%
70%
60%
50%

40%

Percent of Residents

30%

20%

Q 2
Q N o
S X o X

B Less than 10 minutes<
m 10 to 19 minutes

NRPC Municipalities ~ 20 t0 29 minutes
m 30 to 39 minutes

Source: American Community Surveyéar Estimates 2018020 (Table B0g303) ™ 40 to 59 minutes
60 more more minutes

| NRPC Regional Housing Need Assessment2023

42




Figure20. Average Regional Commute Times
The regional median commute time is 29.1 minutes. Am
NRPGnunicipalities, Nashua has the shortest commi
time and Mason has the longest. These observati
appear reasonable givenaldhua is the regional job centt
and regional transportation hub while Mason is
m 10 to 19 minutes community fartrer away from Nashua and is not on a ma
m 20 to 29 minutes highway. Other similar communities also hal@nger
commute timesincludingBrookline, Lyndeborough, Mor
_ Vernon, a Pelham. It is striking to note that only 10%
4010 59 minutes iKS NBIA2YQa ¢ eNdifittdor IS8 219
60 more more minutes commute forthirty minutes or more and2% have &
commute time of 60 minutes or longer. As can be see
Source: American Community SurveyY&ar Estimates 2018020 the figure below, thepercentage of workers commuting ol
(Table B08303) of the region is also growing.

m Less than 10 minutes

m 30 to 39 minutes

Figure21. Regional Commuter by Home Origin and Work Destination in 2014 and 2019

80,000
67,739
62,434
» 60,000 54,372
3 48,060 °0,103
>
€ 40,000
5
0
© 50,000 31.2% | 31.6% |
0
2014 2019

m Residents Commuting Out of Region
B Residents Commuting Within Region

Source: On the Map App (U.S. Census Bureau) VWorkers Commuting into Region

43



Despite overall population growth, tot&12 school enrollment in the region declohby 10.6%. between 2013 and 202ZMhis trend
corresponds with an overall decline of the 0 to 18 age group and declining fertility rates. The sharp drop between 200Z0and 2
however,is likely due in part to a shift to private schools and home schoblkrguse opandemicrelated remote learning impacts.

It is uncertain whether this shift will reverse with the return tegarson instruction iralli K S NXB 3 A 2sifi@siDespi@ dezldifg R A
enroliment trends, the view that new housing will result in a financial burden to local schools persists.

Figure22. Total School Enrollment in thBlashua Region
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Source: NH Department of Education 2&2(R1 Enrollment Data
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Figure23. K-12 School Enroliment from 2013 to 2021
Though overall school enroliment

14000 declining, one exception is the uptick in

12 11433 Readiness. This increase, though mod:
000 -

10166 O °© o ° - - 0842 could impact future enrollment in uppe

_, 10000 ———————e—3—3 grades. It is alsomportant to note that

é 8000 _ 7463 9407 while overall enrollment has dropped &

= —————————o- ——— . 8319 3,277 regionwide, there is considerabl

UEJ 6000 variation by community. In general, th

4000 NEIA2YyQa avYlffSNI (

1736 1853 decline, and Mason actually gained o

2000 g . S a0dzRSyd® bl aKdz Qut

0 dropped by over 1,000 with an especia

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 large drOp n 202(.)' Huo!son had the larg

proportional decline with a loss of 7S

School year students and was the only community

—e—K-Readiness —e—Elementary (1-5) —e=—Middle (6-8) —e=High (9-12) see a drop in every year since 2013. On

Source: NH Department of Education 2281 Enrollment Data other hand, enrollment in Brookline |

trending upward.

Brookline was théastestgrowingNRPC community between 2010 and 2(24s the largest average household sanel is currently
GKS NBIA2YyQa Y2ad I FFtdzSyd O2 Pathday, xhé 8ecohtystesighoNivgZomaunity, KddvewarS K 2 f R
experiened a significant net declinean indication that factors other than growtisoinfluence changes in enrollment.
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Table6. Change in KL2 School Enrollment from 2014 to 2021, by Municipality

School Year 2014 2015 2016 | 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 Total
Amherst 49 22 47 19 16 11 65 69 44
Brookline -42 -1 4 -32 43 6 5 14 -3
Hollis 13 32 32 6 17 23 31 5 51
Hudson 223 47 111 96 75 125 81 35 793
Litchfield 26 24 38 42 1 3 68 8 204
Lyndeborough 3 -2 2 -13 0 -2 0 -4 -16
Mason 9 10 7 11 10 6 1 9 1
Merrimack 37 133 66 74 10 58 185 22 277
Milford 89 91 73 7 39 15 119 7 426
Mont Vernon 1 13 -32 7 -21 -3 1 -17 -51
Nashua 9 23 151 29 69 184 613 130  -1070
Pelham 3 57 23 32 39 67 15 88 313
Wilton 17 21 9 16 18 3 27 15 30

NRPC Totd] 507 425 411 222 64 332 1145 471 3277

Source: NH Department of Education 281 Enrollment Data
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Table7. School Enrollment per Unit by Housing Type

Housina Tvoe New Greater Nashua
g iyp Hampshire PUMA

Mobile Home or Trailer 0.23 0.14
Onefamily house detached 0.50 0.55
Onefamily house attached 0.37 0.58
2 Apartments 0.35 0.49
3-4 Apartments 0.40 0.43
5-9 Apartments 0.32 0.32
10-19 Apartments 0.24 0.30
20-49 Apartments 0.20 0.18
50 or MoreApartments 0.07 0.08
Boat, RV, van, etc. 1.15 0.00
All Housing Types 0.42 0.45

Data Source: Analysis using A&&&r (20162020) Microdata Sample
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With overall publieschool enrollments dropping i
almost all communities, the average number of stude
enrolled in public schools per dwelling unit, also kno
as the generation rate, is also declining. The table to
left provides estimates of studérenroliment by housing
type. These generation rates are useful in planning
future school facility needs based on growth and ar
critical component in establishing impact fees for put
school facilities. It is common for people to overestimi
student generation rates. Often these are based
outdated assumptions of family composition. As of 20
GKS NB3IA2YQa | OSNF3IS K2c
household and only 39.1% of all households have tt
or more people.



The total number of housing units in tiNashua Regiomcreased by 7.4% between 2010 and 2020, and by 18.6% between 2000 and
2020. The rate of growtthowever,varied considerably by community. Between 2000 and 2010 and between 2000 and 2020, the
towns of Brookline, Hollis, Litchfield, Milford, Mont Vern®&elham all exceeded regional growth rates. Brookline, Pelham, and Mont
Vernon have been growing at an especially significant rate. The lowest growth rates overybaraferiod were in Merrimack,
Nashua, and Wiltarhowever, Nashua followed by Merrimaakperienced the largest numerical increases at 4,276 and 1,550 net new
units, respectively.

The percentage change in the number of units by commu
since 2000 is showm Figure24 on the following page. Th
total number of units in each community together with t
number of units added since 2020 is shown subsequently

It should be noted that not all commutigs are reporting new
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUS) as new wwtigch will likely
reduce the unit count in those communities.

New Multi-family Construction in Nashua
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Figure24. Change in Housing Units between 2000 and 2020, by Municipality
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Table8. Change in Housing Units between 2000 and 2020, by Municipality

Change from 2000 Change from 2010 { Share of Region

Total Housing Units

T— to 2020 to 2020
2000 2010 2020 Numeric | Percent Numeric Percent | 2000 2010 2020
Amherst 3,752 4,280 4,466 714 19.0% 186 4.3%| 5.0%| 5.2% 5.0%
Brookline 1,384 1,700 1,877 493 35.6% 177 10.4%| 1.9%| 2.1% 2.1%
Hollis 2,491 2,929 3,184 693 27.8% 255 8.7%| 3.3%| 3.5% 3.6%
Hudson 8,165 9,212 9,839 1,674 20.5% 627 6.8%| 10.9%| 11.2% 11.1%
Litchfield 2,389 2,912 3,146 757 31.7% 234 8.0%| 3.2%| 3.5% 3.5%
Lyndeborough 587 687 709 122 20.8% 22 3.2%| 0.8%| 0.8% 0.8%
Mason 455 571 588 133 29.2% 17 3.0%| 0.6%| 0.7% 0.7%
Merrimack 8,959 9,818 10,517 1,558 17.4% 699 7.1%| 12.0%| 11.9% 11.9%
Milford 5,316 6,295 6,846 1,530 28.8% 551 8.8%| 7.1%| 7.6% 7.7%
Mont Vernon 720 868 974 254 35.3% 106 12.2%| 1.0%| 1.1% 1.1%
Nashua 35,387| 37,168 39,663 4,276 12.1% 2495 6.7%| 47.3%| 45.0% 44.7%
Pelham 3,740 4,598 5,258 1,518 40.6% 660 14.4%| 5.0%| 5.6% 5.9%
Wilton 1,451 1,530 1,630 179 12.3% 100 6.5%| 1.9%| 1.9% 1.8%

NRPC Tota 74,796 82,568 88,697 13,901 18.6% 7.4% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

SourceU.S. Census 2000, 2010, 2020 (Table H1)
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Figure25. Regional Housing Units by Type in 2020

Mobile home Boat, RV, or van
2.5% 0.05% 10-19 units

| 4.5%

1-unit _ .
detached ' Multi-family 20 o more
units
1-unit 9.8%
attached
6.4%

61.0% 36.5%

Source: American Community SurveY&ar Estimates 2018020 (Table DP04)

Note: 1-unit attached housing units are 1) separated by a gretmcof wall, 2) have

a separate heating system, 3) have individual meters for public utilities, and 4) have nc
units located above or below. The last criterion most likely differentiatesitl
attached housing from 2init multi-family housing. Unfortunately, based on these
criteria, ADUs are not counted as units separated from the primary residence
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The majority of all housing units in tr
Nashua Regign 61%, were singlamily
detached homesfollowed by multifamily
housing at 36.5% and mobile homes at 2.t
Among the types of muHfiamily housing, the
largest share, 9.8%asin buildings with 20
or more units, 6.5%vashousing in buildings
with 2-units, and 6.4%was 1-unit attached
housing, ad the remaining 14.1%was
roughly evenly split between buildings wi
between 3 and 19 units.

Between 2010 and 2020, th¢ashua Regiol
had a net increase of 4,129 housing units.
the units added, singlamily detached units
saw the largest numerical erease at 1,94¢
dzyAlda o00ddf:03 GKACTL
the largest percentage increagel,379 units
(19.7%). Most of the larger mudamily
projects developed were in Merrimack ar
Nashua. Though singfamily detached
dwellings still dominatethe @A 2 Yy Q a
market at 61% of total units, they represe
a smaller share of the overall increase
units added at 47.1%.



Figure26. Regional Change in Housing Types between 2010 and 2020
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Source: American Community SurveY&ar Estimates 2068010 and 2018020 (Table DP04)
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Table9. SingleFamily Housing Building Permit from 2010 to 2020, by Municipality

SingleFamily Permits by Year

Municipality
Ambherst 17 12 5 1 10 14 40 31 24 24 36
Brookline 12 7 14 26 21 22 16 16 18 20 39
Hollis 12 4 12 19 18 15 9 16 31 51 29
Hudson 44 13 25 50 42 71 69 75 54 12 32
Litchfield 11 6 9 16 9 15 11 2 7 14 31
Lyndeborough 0 5 0 2 6 3 1 1 3 2 3
Mason 4 2 1 0 4 1 3 7 5 5 3
Merrimack 9 15 8 14 19 17 37 37 31 57 58
Milford 16 15 6 16 14 28 49 60 74 52 115
Mont Vernon 6 6 6 7 10 5 5 12 24 14 4
Nashua 31 52 48 76 59 54 57 57 51 53 29
Pelham 7 5 34 30 27 50 97 90 51 45 20
Wilton 2 0 1 4 4 2 8 8 15 18 4

NRPC Tota 171 ‘ 142 ‘ 169 ‘ 261 ‘ 243 297 402 412 388 367 403
Data SourcelNH Department of Planning and Developme220-2020Building PermiDatacollected from municipality)
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Table10. Multi -Family Housing Building Permit from 2010 to 2020, by Municipality

Municipality

Multi -family Permits by Year

NRPC Tota

39‘

59‘ 340‘

194‘ 319

2020
Amherst 0 0 28 0 2 0 2 4 14 10 4
Brookline 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 3 0 0 12
Hollis 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 6 4 4 2
Hudson 0 1 7 11 0 8 4 15 16 8 94
Litchfield 2 8 8 6 8 0 2 47 4 7 0
Lyndeborough 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 1
Mason 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Merrimack 10 3 6 3 4 0 2 0 200 358 77
Milford 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 124 0 5 5
Mont Vernon 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nashua 12 36 289 164 292 56 182 114 166 14 2
Pelham 13 I 3 10 8 6 0 10 43 11 17
Wilton 0 3 -2 0 3 -2 0 -2 0 5 1

Data SourceNH Department of Planning and Developme20-2020Building PermiDatacollected from municipality)
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Figure27. Percent of Housing Units by Tenure in 2020, by Municipality
Out of the 82,800 occupied units in tt

13% 13%

100% oo 159 0 % 9% 1o o Nashua Regign58,680 units (70.9%
90% 16% 19% were  owneroccupied and the
80% A3 e remaining 2_4,120 units (29.1%) we
0% renter—_occupled: Notg that owner
occupied dwelling units include bot
60% singlefamily and multifamily dwellings
50% Hosodl.., osoll. Among t_he NRPC municipalities,
0% oL S 879dll "> W1 W 8794 o N except Milford and Naska had a large!
71% share of ownetoccupied housing thai
30% 57% 550 the regional average, typically betwee
20% 85-90%. Brookline had the highest she
10% of owneroccupied housing, at 95.49
whereas Wilton stood out among th
0 .
0% . "

Percent of Housing Units

group with only 80.6%. On the othe

Qz

@\\ oo@ o & .@;\\\e o*° & «‘l‘@ @,\\\o* & & s\\& (},\‘ end, Milford and Nashqa hathe Iqwest
TS Ny & & $§ share of ownefoccupied housmg, a
N N 57.2% and 54.7%, respectively.
NRPC Municipalities m Owner-occupied Over the past 10 years, renteccupied
Source: American Community SurveY&ar Estimates 2015020 Renter-occupied housing grew at a far higher rate the
(Table S2502) owner-occupied housing, an increase

19.8%.

This may reflect the disproportionately larger increase in home purchase prices over increases in monthhreinisave kepmany
renters out of the homeownership market. Owreccupied housing grew by a relatively modest rate of 2.5% since 2010.
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Figure28. Regional Change in Housing Units by Tenur Figure29. Regional Housing Units by Tenure
between 2010 and 2020
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Source: American Community Surveyé&ar Estimates 2068010 and Source: American Community SurveYé&ar Estimates 2012020
20162020 (Table S2502) (Table S2502)
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Age of the housing stock can be an indication of housing quality or conditions. Older homes are more likely to contaal thot=ats

to resident health such as lead paint, asbestos]d, or lead pipes. They may also suffer from deterioration, substehééectrical

systems outdated plumbing substandard septic systems, and other challeng@sler homes can also be more costlymaintain,

which has implications for housing affordability. On the other hand, purchasegand rents in older buildingsao also be more
FFF2NRFIOES® LG Aa yz2aGF0f S (K Il-idconiehdisehakidmd & yv@riapwithithd BeBsasiracG avithO S y (i NJ
the highest concentrations of pr&£960-built housing. It is also important to stress, however, tti region contains a wealth of well

maintained older homes that contribute greatly to the character of our communities and offer housing and lifestyle chesces le
available in other parts of the countryrhe image on the left depicts an older mimily dwelling that shows evidence of
deterioration. Thehistoric homes in Amherst Village on the righnta®@ NA G A OF £ LI NI 2F (GKS G266y Qa Of I :

The largest concentrations of p960 housingrefoundA y (1 KS NB I A 2 v Aized a2esRENIS netgRbhiBoodizhkbuhd
downtown NashuaMilford, and Wilton. Overall, Wilton had the highest percentage of housing built before 1960 at 53.3% and
Lyndeborougtad the next highest percentage 36.3%. The relatdly high percentage of okt housing stock in these communities
also reflecs lower overall rates of new housing development.
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Figure30. Age of Housing Units in 2020, by Municipality
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Map 6. Housing Units Built Pr4960

Units Built Pre-1960

as a percent of all units by Census Tract
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Source: ACS 5-Year Estimates 2016-2020
Table 52504
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The fousing needs and preference$ i K S NI 3 Apdpligtian a2 higRI$ diderse and variedependingon lifestyle, income,
wealth, age, physical ability, and other factdfisusing offerings targeted to seniarsthe region range fromge55-plus independent
living communities to assisted living facilities and nursing hofResponses to the RHN&Arveys indicate that@a i 2 F (G K S
seniors prefer to remain in their own homes as opposed to living in amesgected communityOthers opt to live with family either

as part of a single household or in an accessory dwellingkmithose seeking alternative independent living options, the region has
manyage55-plusdevelopments which typically offer singkevel homesor multi-level homes with firsfloor principal bedroom#n a
condominium community where all or most outdoor maintenance is providgmime also offer amenities such as clubhouses and
walking trails. Historically, many communities in the region incentivized the ol@vednt ofagerestricted housingThoughin recent
years, many of these incentives have been rolled lmhekto concerns related to thievel ofdevelopment, challenges in enforcing
age restrictions, and the cost of the units offered. Purchase pricesoimek in many 55+ communities tend toward the high end of
the market.

Singlefamily home in a 55+ community in Merrimack, above left. Incosrestricted senior housing in
Nashua, above right.
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