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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Rural and small town residents in the Northern Rockies are in need of a broader array of housing options, 

particularly to address affordability considerations, rental shortages, and lack of opportunities for 

households seeking entry-level opportunities to build equity. 

This study examines the feasibility of developing housing cooperatives in the three states of Idaho, 

Montana, and Wyoming. It considers opportunities to facilitate the development of housing cooperatives 

to meet housing needs in rural areas and small communities, especially when other forms of housing may 

not be suitable or achievable.    

The components of the feasibility study: 

 An online survey to solicit feedback from various stakeholder groups in the three-state region;   

 Focus groups with selected survey respondents;  

 Technical resources on issues related specifically to housing cooperatives;  

 A literature review to identify general housing trends (detailed in the study’s appendix); and 

 Case studies of housing cooperatives and related shared equity housing models (summarized in 

the study’s appendix).     

NeighborWorks Montana and the Montana Cooperative Development Center (MCDC) partnered on this 

feasibility study to serve a shared goal of strengthening rural communities across Montana and adjacent 

states.  Grants from United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) -  Rural Development and 

NeighborWorks Montana supported this tristate feasibility study, which was completed with guidance 

from a steering committee.    

A. Overview: Housing Cooperatives 

Housing cooperatives can address a variety of housing needs, such as developing below-market housing 

units; preserving the existing affordable housing inventory; creating new, high-quality, senior housing 

suitable for downsizing households; and providing alternatives to renting.     

Benefits of housing cooperatives include flexibility in the types and structure of housing cooperatives, 

financial benefits for co-op members, a sense of community, pride of ownership, and stability in the 

housing market. However, effective governance and ensuring adequate reserves for maintenance are 

typical challenges in cooperative housing. 

The main distinction between a housing co-op and other forms of home ownership is that in a housing co-

op, residents don't directly own real estate. Instead, cooperative members each own a share in the 

cooperative. Together, the members own the cooperative, while the cooperative owns the building, land, 

and any common areas. Forming a cooperative must consider the challenges such as sustainable 

leadership, effective governance, and budgeting for maintenance and repairs. Three basic types of housing 
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co-ops can be categorized by the method in which members can accumulate home equity: no-equity 

(including leasehold), limited equity, and market equity.  

Best practices for a successful housing cooperative include knowledgeable developers and lenders who 

also know the local community; strong background in management, operational and financial aspects of 

cooperative housing; access to technical support and expertise; and educational outreach to prospective 

members. 

Housing cooperatives, particularly limited-equity or no-equity models, are often considered as part of an 

array of shared-equity housing models that support permanently affordable homeownership.  Shared 

equity housing includes community land trusts or deed-restricted homes that restrict resale prices to 

preserve affordability for current and future homebuyers. Other shared-equity models, such as a shared 

appreciation loan program or a resident-owned community do not restrict the resale price of the home.  

 

B.   Stakeholder Input 
147 respondents participated in the online survey conducted for this study.    Of these respondents, 62 

percent were from Montana, 32 percent were from Idaho and 6 percent were from Wyoming.   Half of the 

respondents were from towns with populations of less than 10,000.  

The focus group discussions and interviews indicated that communities in Idaho, Montana and Wyoming 

are facing a variety of housing needs.  Shortages of housing were noted in resort communities, entry-level 

workers, seasonal employees, and senior housing.   

Respondents indicated that low-income households and seniors were the top population groups to target 

for housing cooperatives.   There was also strong support for workforce housing for middle income 

professionals such as teachers, medical workers and laborers.    

However, many respondents noted a lack of familiarity with the housing co-op model and the need for 

technical assistance. There was widespread interest in education and training on the housing co-op model, 

financing for housing co-ops, and marketing to build support for potential co-op models. Respondents 

indicated a need for more research and education regarding financing and legislative barriers.   

While there is a lack of information about housing cooperatives in the study region, people are familiar 

with the other models such as electrical and food producer cooperatives.  These existing cooperatives 

might be tapped to help foster the development of housing co-ops.   

There was significant interest in a pilot community program, particularly from selected communities in 

Idaho and Montana. 

B.     Market Analysis  
A market analysis to evaluate housing need in the study area considered population and housing trends. 

There was significant variation in growth rates within the different regions of each state.    While some 

counties have seen declining population over the last five years, other counties have been experiencing 
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double digit population growth.  High growth counties often experience housing shortages as new 

construction lags behind demand for new housing units.   Counties with a larger population base are more 

likely to support a housing cooperative development and would be more attractive to developers and 

financing agencies.   

1. Population Trends 

 In the study area, Idaho is the most populous state and also experienced the highest rate of 

growth among the three states. The fastest growing counties in Idaho were generally the more 

populated counties.   Idaho has the highest percentage of the population living in urbanized areas 

and the highest percentage of population under age 18.    

 Montana has the highest percentage of the population living in rural areas and the highest 

percentage of the population over age 65. High growth areas included small population counties 

in eastern Montana with growth attributed to the oil boom.  Montana counties with outdoor 

amenities near national parks and other public land also experienced high growth.  

 Wyoming had the smallest number of residents and lowest growth rate. In Wyoming, higher rates 

of growth were typically in the more populated counties.     

 

Since the 2000 Census, there has been dramatic growth in the population age 65 and over.   In Idaho, the 

number of seniors increased by 60 percent since the year 2000 and in Montana and Wyoming, the senior 

population increased by 42 percent during this same time period.   This number of seniors is expected to 

continue to increase over the next 15 years.    

2. Housing Trends 

There is significant variability within the study area in regards to housing costs.   According to the US 

Census American Community Survey, the median value of owner occupied housing in the study area 

ranged from $160,500 in Idaho to $189,300 in Wyoming.   Census data indicates that median monthly 

rents range from a high of $778 in Wyoming to $696 in Montana.    

Counties with the highest median monthly rents and highest median home value for each state are 

typically high growth counties, counties that have a resource extraction economic base, and counties that 

are high amenity with a recreation based economy.   Throughout the study area, there are counties where 

half or more of rental households are experiencing a cost burden.  Idaho has the largest percentage of 

renter households experiencing a cost burden.    

Homeownership rates are generally higher in the three-state region compared to national rates.   

Homeownership rates in all the region and nationwide, however, have been declining since the economic 

and housing market downturn in 2008.   Some of the lowest rates of homeownership are on the Indian 

Reservations.    

3. Age of Housing 

The age of the housing stock is an indicator to determine whether there is an adequate supply of safe and 

decent housing units.  Older houses built before 1980 comprise just under half of the housing stock in the 

three state region.  There is significant variability among counties within each state.  In Montana and 
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Wyoming, older houses comprise around 57 percent of the housing stock.  Many rural counties that have 

experienced declining or minimal population growth, have housing stock with 70 percent or more of the 

housing units built prior to 1980.    

 

D.   Financial and Cost Considerations for Housing Cooperative Development   
Financial strategies will vary depending on the housing co-op’s organizational structure and target market.   

In order to identify the appropriate strategies, it is important to clearly define the vision for the project 

and to conduct a feasibility study that will identify the target market. The feasibility study includes a 

market analysis, evaluates different build-out scenarios and may include a site selection component.   

The preliminary cost estimate and projected sales data will help determine if it is feasible to proceed.    

While the feasibility study identifies a preferred scenario, a business plan is a separate document that 

is a detailed blueprint for how the preferred scenario will be implemented.  It will include the 

management plans and a budget for operating costs. The co-op model must be sustainable over time so 

that member fees/revenue will generate enough funds to cover operational costs and long-term capital 

improvements.    

 

E.  Other Considerations for Housing Cooperative Development 

 Risk analysis: The study offers a risk analysis to identify potential challenges and suggests 

strategies to minimize the risks and optimize conditions that lead to a sustainable housing 

cooperative. 

 Partnerships:   Potential team members that can help bring the housing cooperative project to 

fruition include a local sponsor, co-developer, lenders and funders, market/planning/business 

analyst, marketing agent, attorney, and a project architect/engineer/contractor.  Successful 

projects most often result from establishing partnerships with other government agencies, 

community organizations, non-profit groups and private businesses to accomplish the goals of the 

plans.   

 

F.   Next Steps  

The study concludes with several recommendations to pursue the prospect of developing 

housing cooperatives in the three-state area.  

1. Education and Training  

Respondents to the stakeholder survey most frequently cited education and training as necessary 

elements to develop successful housing co-ops. The cooperative development centers that serve each of 

the three states are candidates to take the lead in organizing these training opportunities or to partner 

with other organizations to host a workshop or similar event.   
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To supplement training and educational opportunities, it would be helpful to have an on-line repository 

for technical resources, such as the sample by-laws, feasibility studies, pro-form spreadsheets and other 

documents collected as part of this study. 

2. Pilot Communities  - “Prepare to Launch”  

The stakeholder survey and focus groups indicated a high degree of interest from communities in Idaho 

and Montana to participate as pilot communities to develop a feasibility study for a housing cooperative 

project in their community. It is recommended that MCDC conduct a multi-day hands-on workshop for 

those communities that are prepared to proceed with a feasibility study. Interested communities would 

be invited to submit an application indicating their interest and “readiness” to participate.    

3. Legal & Tax Analysis  

A number of legal and tax related questions have emerged that require expertise to conduct the necessary 

research to determine the status of current legislation in each state.    

4. Community Housing Co-op Network 

Building capacity among communities would facilitate the development of this housing type.  The 

“Prepare to Launch” event described above would provide a valuable opportunity to form a support 

network among the participants. 

5. Advocacy for Rules and Regulations to Facilitate Development of Co-ops 

 Secondary mortgage market: Fannie Mae has regulations for secondary mortgages in 22 states 

where there is a demand for co-op shares, but not yet in Idaho, Montana, or Wyoming.  It may be 

necessary to advocate with Fannie Mae in order to demonstrate the demand for secondary 

mortgages for co-op shares in the study area.    

 Programs for down payment assistance are typically not available to assist with the purchase of 

co-op shares.  It would require a change in policy to allow these programs to be used for housing 

co-ops.    

 The comprehensive legal analysis described above may identify other potential changes in 

policies and legislation.     

6. Collaboration with Lenders 

It will be important to identify lenders open to financing housing cooperatives and meet with them to 

discuss the opportunities and barriers.  
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II. INTRODUCTION  

A.  Study Objectives 

The purpose of this study is to examine the feasibility of developing housing cooperatives in the three 

states of Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming.  This study examines opportunities to facilitate the development 

of housing cooperatives to meet housing needs in rural areas and small communities, especially when 

other forms of housing may not be suitable or achievable.   The outcomes of this study include:  

1. Determine the market conditions that would be favorable to the formation of housing 

cooperatives.  

2. Identify the key challenges that should be addressed in order to establish a housing cooperative.  

(e.g., financial, legal, community capacity.)   

3. Review best practices and resources that are available to facilitate the formation of housing 

cooperatives.  

4. Identify strategic actions for study partners to promote the establishment of housing cooperatives 

in the northern Rocky Mountain region.  

 

B. Partners 

NeighborWorks Montana and the Montana Cooperative Development Center (MCDC) are partnering on 

this feasibility study as they share the goal of strengthening rural communities across Montana and 

adjacent states.  The mission of MCDC is to develop and promote cooperatives to meet the economic and 

community needs of rural Montana.  The mission of NeighborWorks Montana is to create opportunities 

for families and individuals to live in affordable homes in strong communities.   

Grants from United States Department of Agriculture(USDA) -  Rural Development and NeighborWorks 

Montana are supporting this tristate feasibility study. Additional resources will be required for future 

planning for implementation.    The study was completed with guidance from a steering committee 

comprised of staff and board members from NeighborWorks Montana and MCDC.   Also on the committee 

were staff from Northwest Cooperative Development Center which provides services to a multi-state area 

including Idaho and the Rocky Mountain Farmers Union, which serves Colorado and Wyoming.    
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C.   Methodology  

Figure 1 illustrates the various research components that were relied upon to conduct this study.    The 

study process commenced with a presentation and roundtable discussion at “Back to Basics Summit: 

Designing Local Food And Housing Cooperatives For Rural Montana” sponsored by the Montana 

Cooperative Development Center in March 2016.    Additional outreach included a presentation and 

discussion at the Montana Department of Commerce – Housing Division, Montana Statewide Housing 

Partnerships Conference in May 2016.    

As part of the process, the project team created an online survey to solicit feedback from various 

stakeholder groups in the three-state region. (See Appendix for survey form).   Additionally, focus groups 

were conducted with survey respondents who indicated an interest in participating in more detailed 

discussion on the housing cooperative model.     

To supplement information from the survey and focus groups, the study process included a literature 

review to identify general housing trends, technical resources, and issues related specifically to housing 

cooperatives.    The project team also conducted research and interviews to develop case studies of actual 

housing cooperatives in order to ascertain best practices and lessons learned.     

Figure 1:   Study Components 
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III.  HOUSING COOPERATIVE OVERVIEW 

 

Rural and small town residents in the Northern Rockies are in need of a broader array of housing options, 

particularly to address affordability considerations, rental shortages, and lack of opportunities for 

households seeking entry-level opportunities to build equity.  Housing cooperatives may address these 

needs with strategies that include developing below-market housing units; preserving the existing 

affordable housing inventory; creating new, high-quality, senior housing suitable for downsizing 

households; and providing alternatives to renting.    Additional benefits of housing cooperatives include 

flexibility in the types and structure of housing cooperatives, financial benefits for co-op members, a sense 

of community, pride of ownership and more stability in the housing market.  

 

C. Housing Cooperative Basics 

Cooperative members each own an interest in the cooperative. Together, the members own the 

cooperative, while the cooperative owns the building, land, and any common areas. Each cooperative 

member owns the right to reside in a specific dwelling unit, governed by that member's shareholder 

agreement, proprietary lease or occupancy agreement. At the same time, forming a cooperative must 

consider the challenges such as sustainable leadership, effective governance, and budgeting for 

maintenance and repairs. 

 

The main distinction between a housing co-op and other forms of home ownership is that in a housing co-

op, residents don't directly own real estate. Instead, cooperative members each own a share in the 

cooperative. Together, the members own the cooperative, while the cooperative owns the building, land, 

and any common areas. Each cooperative member owns the right to reside in a specific dwelling unit, 

governed by that member's proprietary lease or occupancy agreement. Some cooperatives may operate 

as a hybrid, where the members cooperatively own the land under the homes  and community spaces but 

housing units are owned individually.  

The members, as a group, are democratically responsible for overall cooperative governance, including 

electing the board of directors, amending the bylaws, and making decisions about the sale of the 

cooperative's property or dissolving the cooperative corporation. The members elect a board of directors, 

which is responsible for the operation of the cooperative. The board hires and oversees management, sets 

policies, approves operating budgets, and approves candidates for cooperative membership. 

A new member buys a cooperative corporation share at closing, which represents ownership in the 

cooperative and the right to occupy a specific space in the building or a particular home in the community. 

“For a cooperative to thrive, members need to work together on a variety of issues, which 
creates opportunities for developing community. Cooperatives are an affordable form of home 

ownership that represents a different economic model that people are excited about.”  
http://coophousing.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/2015-NAHC-Report-Final.pdf  

 

http://coophousing.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/2015-NAHC-Report-Final.pdf
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The new member also agrees to pay the cooperative a monthly amount to cover operating expenses. A 

new member can borrow part or all of the share price, secured by his/her interest in the cooperative. The 

member must individually qualify for the share loan, and is individually liable for this debt. 

One or more lenders will provide the cooperative with a blanket mortgage, used to purchase, build, or 

rehabilitate a building. Part of each member’s monthly fee is used to retire the blanket mortgage. 

Typically, members do not need to individually qualify, nor are they individually liable for the blanket 

mortgage. 

In most instances, cooperatives and their members receive the same mortgage interest tax deduction 

benefit as conventional homeowners. Members can deduct the pro-rata share of the cooperative’s 

mortgage interest and real estate taxes on their tax return, along with any interest paid on a share loan.   

D.  Types of Housing Co-ops 

Three basic types of housing co-ops can be categorized by the method in which members can accumulate 

home equity: no-equity (including leasehold), limited equity, and market equity.  

1. No-Equity  

In a no-equity cooperative, the members do not build any equity. A no-equity model is commonly used to 

meet the transitional needs of college students as well as a source of low-cost affordable housing. There 

are two types of no-equity co-ops, distinguished by ownership: a leasehold co-op, and a true no-equity co-

op.    (For more information, see  North America Students of Cooperation, https://www.nasco.coop/ )    

2. Limited-Equity  

The differences between a limited-equity cooperative and a no-equity cooperative in the structure and 

performance are often nominal.  In this model, however, homeowners are allowed to realize a modest 

growth in equity between initial purchase of shares and resale of the shares. A limited-equity co-op limits 

the maximum resale prices of co-op units to maintain long-term housing affordability. This helps to retain 

the value of any public subsidy that may have been used in financing the creation of the co-op. When a 

member-owner sells his/her share in a limited equity co-op, any return on the sale is limited by a formula 

established in the co-op’s bylaws. To prioritize access to households most in need of affordable housing, 

the co-op’s legal documents may also specify upper income limits for new members.   Studies indicate that 

homeownership among shared equity homeowners is stable with low rates of foreclosure and that 

homeowners are typically able to resell their homes with the same frequency as other homeowners.    

Two target groups have been popular for limited equity co-ops.   

 Seniors - Senior cooperative housing has been successful in the upper Midwest with just a 
few senior co-ops outside Minnesota, Iowa and Wisconsin.  Out of 100 senior 
cooperatives, 96 are limited equity.   They have been primarily started with a private 
sector developer and many have accessed the HUD Section 213 mortgage insurance 
program.    The senior cooperative housing sector has several support organizations for 
both technical assistance and development.   These projects have proved to be 
sustainable over time.  Senior housing cooperatives are limited to residents  55 years and 
over if using HUD financing. 

 

https://www.nasco.coop/
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 Moderate-income homebuyers - Limited equity co-ops can meet a market niche to 
provide stable moderate income housing for renters seeking an option to build equity and 
preserve affordability.  Most limited equity co-ops have been developed by not-for-profit 
housing development organizations seeking to stabilize moderate priced housing.  Most of 
the limited equity properties in this sector have been conversions of existing rentals.  The 
original purchase/conversion often was subsidized in some form and the initial equity 
shares price was below cost. The not-for-profit developer may help establish the 
cooperative and provides some initial training for the board.  Once completed, these 
cooperatives generally are independently owned and self-managing.   These projects have 
lacked the support network of senior co-op developments and have had sustainability 
challenges.    
(Source:  Cooperative Development Services, “State of Cooperative Housing”, 2014) 

www.uwcc.wisc.edu/pdf/State%20of%20Co-op%20Housing,%20Needs%20and%20Opportunities%209-4-14.pdf 

3. Market Equity  

In a market equity co-op, members buy and sell shares at market value. As in all co-ops, residents do not 

own a specific piece of property, but instead own a share of the cooperative corporation that owns the 

building. A market rate co-op otherwise operates in a manner similar to a condominium.  Purchase prices 

and equity accumulation are comparable to condominium or single-family ownership.    These projects are 

generally located in large urban areas.  

 

E. Housing Cooperatives: In a Continuum of Shared Equity Housing Options 

Housing cooperatives, particularly limited-equity or no-equity models, are often considered as part of an 

array of shared-equity housing models that support permanently affordable homeownership.  Shared 

equity housing includes community land trusts or deed-restricted homes that restrict resale prices to 

preserve affordability for current and future homebuyers. Other shared-equity models, such as a shared 

appreciation loan program or a resident-owned community do not restrict the resale price of the home. 

Some of these housing types can incorporate forms of cooperative ownership, as well. Each of these 

models is explained further, below.  

1. Community Land Trust 

The housing created through a community land trust (CLT) permits residents nearly the same rights of 

ownership as an owner of a deed-restricted home. These homeowners, however, lease the underlying 

land from the CLT, a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization.  CLTs may either rehabilitate existing housing or 

build new units. Properties on CLT land are often a detached house or an attached townhouse. However, 

the building may also be a multifamily property condominium, cooperative, or rental complex, or a mixed-

use structure containing both commercial and residential space. In these instances the building’s owner 

may be a common interest community, a cooperative housing corporation, a nonprofit corporation, a 

limited partnership, or even a for-profit business. 
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2. Deed-Restricted Home 

 Includes a variety of owner-occupied housing, including detached houses, duplexes, row houses, 

townhouses, and condominiums. The deed restrictions preserve affordability over time through a 

restrictive covenant appended to a property’s deed (or in some cases, to a property’s mortgage) that 

specify that sales and resales of the property must remain within the financial reach of a targeted class of 

low- or moderate-income homebuyers.  These covenants may be permanent or may expire after a 

specified period of time. Typically, affordability must last at least 30 years for a deed-restricted home to 

be considered among the ranks of shared equity homeownership. 

3. Shared Appreciation Loan 

A no-interest “soft second” mortgage loan that requires no payment to the nonprofit or public agency 

program sponsor until the time of resale (or refinancing the first mortgage). At the time of sale, the 

homeowner repays the original loan plus appreciation in the market value. While the home is bought and 

sold for the fair market value, this silent second “shared appreciation” mortgage loan acts as a subsidy to 

make the home affordable for low- to- moderate-income households. Receiving a portion of the 

appreciation then allows the program sponsor to keep pace with rising home prices and increase the 

amount of the shared appreciation loan accordingly to the next low- to- moderate-income homebuyer. 

4. Resident-Owned Community (ROC) 

Manufactured home communities that have converted from investor ownership of the land underneath 

the units to residents’ cooperative ownership of the land. As a cooperative, each household can vote on 

decisions related to the governance and operation of the community.  ROC USA is an organization that 

works to help residents of for-sale mobile home parks form cooperatives and buy their 

communities. The organization finances community purchases and guarantees technical 

assistance for the homeowners for the life of the loan.  

F.  Cooperative Housing: Benefits and Challenges  
Whether from a resident-member’s or a developer’s perspective, the unique nature of cooperative 

housing creates its own set of benefits and challenges. Some pros and cons may also vary across different 

equity types, housing types, or populations (e.g., senior, student, or manufactured housing). The long 

range goal of any housing cooperative is to be sustainable over time.    Measures of health are the ability 

of the co-op to market shares and maintain full occupancy.     Another measure of health is the ability to 

work through board and/or management changes successfully.    

1. Economic and social benefits of cooperative housing for resident-members:  

 Entry costs are typically lower than conventional home ownership, and there can be greater 
flexibility in financing.    

 The right equity model provides ownership and/or economic benefit for the target group.   

 Co-ops offer greater control of tenure and stability compared to rental.  

 A cooperative’s goal is to deliver benefits to its resident-members, rather than profit, accruing to a 
rental property owner. 

 Co-op membership retains many of the advantages of traditional homeownership, such as tax 
benefits and equity accumulation. 
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 Cooperative structure permits screening new members, which can help develop a meaningful 
sense of community. 

 Co-ops offer valuable opportunities to develop leadership skills via cooperative board 
membership. 

 Cooperative members benefit from economies of scale inherent in cooperative operating costs, as 
well as participation in a non-profit enterprise.  

 Co-ops generally allow freedom from maintenance of single-family home.  Ease of home 
maintenance and the desire to remain in their communities were primary factors influencing 
seniors’ decision to move to a co-op.  
 

2. Challenges of cooperative housing for resident-members:  

 The board requires qualified and interested member candidates.  

 Fully occupied co-ops may have waitlists for prospective new residents.  

 A housing co-op requires sufficient time and energy from resident-members.  

 Resident-members must typically have board approval to make renovations.  

 Resident-members may be subject to restrictions regarding the sale of their shares. 

 Effective governance is essential, including maintaining member engagement and board function 
and addressing conflicts that develop.  

 A co-op that opts to lower resident-members’ fees and thus reduce the reserve for maintenance, 
can experience problems when high-cost maintenance needs arise.  

 

3. Elements that contribute to successful and sustainable cooperative housing:  

 The developer is familiar with the residential cooperative business model. 

 The project is not overbuilt. 

 The co-op employs a professional property management company that understands the co-op 
model and is willing to work closely with the co-op board. 

 Lenders are acquainted with the cooperative model and associated funding mechanisms. 

 Monthly fees are adequate to cover operating expenses and high cost maintenance items. 

 Cooperative boards are well trained and can effectively work together.  

 Cooperatives boards utilize support through an active network with other co-ops, membership 
associations and training programs  

 A team with the expertise, local knowledge and capacity to create the co-op is on hand to guide 
and facilitate the overall effort. 

 There is an educational/outreach effort to teach potential clientele about rural cooperative 
housing.    

 Team members have a sound background in management, operational and financial aspects of 
shared equity housing models or are willing to seek training and support to acquire necessary 
skills.  
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G.  How To Start A New Cooperative  
Below is a graphic summarizing the general steps in forming a cooperative.  The specific elements of 

formation correspond to the actual type of cooperative under formation.  Each step in the cooperative 

formation process ends with the question, “Do we move forward?”, before moving to the next one. 

Figure 1:   Steps to Starting a Housing Cooperative 
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IV.  STAKEHOLDER INPUT   

 

A. Survey Analysis 

 

1. Survey Respondents   

There were a total of 147 respondents who participated in the survey.    Of these respondents, 62 

percent were from Montana, 32 percent were from Idaho and 6 percent were from Wyoming.   Half of 

the respondents were from towns of less than 10,000.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Figure 2:    Place of Residence  

 

Source:  MCDC Housing Co-op Survey 

Montana
62%

Idaho
32%

Wyoming
6%

Figure 3:   Size of Community 

 

Source: MCDC Housing Co-op Survey 

<10,000
50%

10,000 -
50,000

31%
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19%

“This is perfect timing for our region as it allows for us to continue our planning process and develop 

more knowledge and specifics related to our housing needs of the area.” 

 

“Financing, community understanding and acceptance, land availability, and developer incentives are all 

necessities to help bring housing co-ops to fruition.” 

 

“More support and technical assistance to educate community leaders on the benefits of housing 

cooperatives in rural communities.” 

 

(Feasibility for Housing Cooperatives in the Northern Rockies - Survey Responses) 
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2. Target Groups   

According to the survey, respondents indicated that low-income households and seniors were the top 

population groups to target for housing cooperatives.   There was also strong support for workforce 

housing for middle income professionals such as teachers, medical workers and laborers.    

Table 1:   Target Populations for Housing Cooperatives  

Target Group % of Responses 

Seniors 72% 

Low-income households  75% 

Workforce housing for teachers, hospital workers, laborers and similar jobs 61% 

Single-professionals seeking alternative to renting 56% 

Persons with disabilities – special needs population 53% 

Active – retired households seeking to downsize 51% 

Renters interested in jointly purchasing building from landlords 39% 

Workforce housing for service employees in resort areas 39% 

Tribal members seeking alternative to renting 19% 

Seasonal – Second Home Market 15% 

 

3. Opinions on Housing Co-ops 

On a scale of one to four, with four representing strong agreement and one equal to strong disagreement, 

respondents ranked their feelings about number of statements regarding housing cooperatives.    The 

statements that had the strongest agreement dealt with lack of familiarity with the co-op model and the 

need for technical assistance.  Statements regarding the lack of a market for housing co-ops had the 

strongest disagreement.    Half of respondents selected “Don’t Know” to statements regarding financing 

and legislative barriers indicating a need for more research and education in these areas.   

Table 2:   Level of Agreement with Statements Regarding Housing Co-ops 

 Average 
Rank 

Don’t 
Know 

Community members are not familiar with the housing co-op model. 3.60 6% 

There is a need for technical assistance to help communities establish housing co-ops. 3.41 15% 

There is lack of understanding about tax benefits associated with being a member of a 
housing co-op. 

3.39 27% 

It is difficult to obtain financing to develop a housing co-op. 3.36 51% 

Local financial institutions are unfamiliar with housing co-op models. 3.35 34% 

I would be interested in attending an educational workshop regarding housing co-ops. 3.29 10% 

Changes to state legislation would make it easier to establish housing co-ops. 3.23 63% 

It is difficult for individuals to get financing to purchase a share in a housing co-op. 3.20 55% 

There is lack of legal expertise necessary to assist with establishing a housing co-p. 3.16 35% 

Housing co-ops could support downtown revitalization efforts. 3.08 33% 

The market in my community is too small to support a housing co-op. 1.79 35% 

The private market is meeting local housing needs and there is no demand for 
housing co-ops. 

1.51 13% 
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4.  Factors Required for a Successful Housing Cooperative Development 

Survey respondents were asked to indicate what factors would be necessary to develop a successful 

housing cooperative in their communities.    The most common response was the need for education and 

training on the housing co-op model.    Financing or funding for housing co-ops and marketing to build 

support and recruit potential co-op models were the next two most popular answers.   

Table 3:   Survey Responses Regarding Factors Necessary for a Successful Housing Co-op 

 # of Respondents 

Education – General overview, workshops for housing agencies, local 
government, lawmakers, lenders 

40 

Financing/Funding to develop housing co-op  21 

Community Outreach to build local support & build interest among 
potential co-op members  

20  

Technical assistance and resources  12 

Identify willing stakeholders/developers/lenders/community leaders 
to undertake project 

9 

Legislation to make it easier to form co-op 7 

Successful pilot project  6 

Review land use regulations (zoning)  4 

Affordable land  2 

Population to support project – young people  2 

Tax benefits  2 

 

B. Focus Group Input  

The project team conducted five focus group discussions via conference calls, as well as several individual 
interviews during the month of May, 2016.   Overall, approximately 50 people participated in focus group 
calls.   Meeting participants represented a variety of interests in both the public and private sectors.  
Primary topics that were discussed during the focus group calls included:  

1. Housing Needs in the Region 

The focus group discussions and interviews indicated that communities in the three-state region (Idaho, 

Montana and Wyoming) are facing a variety of housing needs, which might, in part, be addressed through 

the formation of housing cooperatives.  Resort communities, in particular, are experiencing a sharp 

increase in the rate of gentrification, attributed to the growing number of high-priced vacation and 

retirement homes in places like Ponderay, Idaho and Whitefish, Montana.    In general, participants spoke 

of shortages of decent, available, affordable housing for those who are just entering the workforce such as 

teachers, healthcare professionals, police officers, firefighters, oil and gas field workers, prison workers, 

service workers, refinery workers, new farmers and ranchers in small towns across the region.  In McCall, 

Idaho, for example, where 200 job openings are advertised, there are only two rental housing units 

available. Seasonal employees have an especially difficult time finding housing.   Participants also noted 

that there was a shortage of senior housing in all income groups.  Overall, the existing affordable housing 

stock is in poor and deteriorating condition, and even those who have the means to buy or lease a 

moderately priced home or apartment unit are unable to find one.     
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2. Primary Targeted Populations for Cooperative Housing 

Federal programs that serve low and very low income households, primarily housing tax credits, are very 

much in demand and severely oversubscribed.tThose whose earn 80 to 120 percent of area median 

household income (MHI) are finding it more difficult to secure housing.  The discussion revealed that 

housing co-ops could fill the gap in homeownership opportunities for young families and singles who are 

just entering the workforce.  A co-op can provide the chance to build equity and serve as entry-level 

housing for those who may ultimately prefer to purchase a home in the traditional housing market.   

Cooperatives can also serve seniors.  Focus group participants noted that there are an increasing number 

of “active” seniors who want to downsize and cannot find housing unless they are willing to move 

elsewhere.  Retiring ranchers and farmers could be targeted for cooperative housing development in rural 

communities throughout the region.   

Some participants suggested a cooperative that would serve both workforce and senior housing needs.  

The mixed generational model would offer opportunities for mentoring, shared supportive services and a 

greater sense of community.  Some noted that we could also try to target both lower and middle income 

families within a single co-op in order to make use of a variety of financial tools. 

Other populations that might benefit from the cooperative housing model include persons with disabilities 

and persons who are transitioning from group homes, the prison system and other institutions.  There was 

also support expressed for associated cooperative facilities and programs including: 

 Community centers or club houses for housing cooperative members 

 Transportation and daycare services 

 Tool lending libraries 

 Community gardens 

 Farming opportunities (individual homes surrounded by agricultural land) 
 

3. Concerns and Opportunities 

Lack of information was identified as the primary obstacle to developing housing cooperatives.  To address 

this, many suggested developing educational programs that would help people understand how co-ops 

work as well as market them to potential members.   Participants expressed interest in learning more 

about how cooperatives are established – understanding the process, step by step.  Distinguishing 

cooperatives from other collective housing models such as condominiums would also be helpful.   

While there is a lack of information about housing cooperatives in the study region, people are familiar 

with the cooperative model in other aspects of their lives.  Many small town and rural communities are 

served by electrical and food producer cooperatives.  These existing cooperatives might be tapped to help 

foster the development of housing co-ops.   

Some of those interviewed pointed to the difficulty that would be faced in overcoming the western notion 

of individual home-ownership and independent thinking, as well as a general “fear of the unknown”.   

Conversely, participants noted that “millennials” may be more willing to accept a cooperative model. 
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Assembling capital for starting a cooperative may prove challenging.  Local banks may have to carry the 

loans locally, rather than selling them on the secondary market.  However, in those communities where 

there are active housing committees or task forces, local bankers are very interested in resolving financing 

issues.  Given the shortage of housing, many businesses are unable to attract employees.  Addressing 

housing needs, therefore, has to be part of overall effort to improve local and regional economies. 

Several participants noted that a diversified funding approach could be used, including partnerships with 

private sector employers, federal and state agency housing programs, the National Cooperative Bank and 

supportive services programs such as the carpentry program at the Fort Belknap Indian reservation in 

Montana.  Two respondents suggested federal mutual self-help programs might be explored as well.   

The lack of available land and associated infrastructure can also constitute a significant obstacle.   In some 

communities, the cost of land would make it prohibitive to develop a cooperative.  It may be possible, in 

those situations, to partner with a community land trust, which would own the land separately.  In 

communities that have urban renewal programs, second story housing cooperatives, located above Main 

Street businesses, may present an interesting alternative to trying to assemble land and install 

infrastructure.  Communities can make use of local urban renewal program dollars as well as income tax 

credits for historic preservation in some cases. 

The lack of local capacity to provide technical assistance for cooperative housing development was 

identified as a significant obstacle for small communities.  For example, several local government 

representatives wondered if zoning laws might have to be altered to accommodate housing cooperatives.  

Participants noted that it will be important to “integrate” housing cooperative projects into 

neighborhoods and communities.  Many pointed to the need for infill developments, rather than 

constructing co-ops in isolated areas of a community.  Everyone agreed that it was important to overcome 

any “stigmas” associated with housing projects. 

4. Pilot Communities 

There was significant interest in a pilot community program.  Several communities in Idaho including 

McCall, Ponderay, Driggs and Bonners Ferry are eager to be part of a Pilot program.  These communities 

have active economic development programs with strong housing components.  McCall is part of the West 

Central Mountains initiative and is competing in the “America’s Best Community” contest.  It is in the 

process of establishing a housing trust through a joint effort involving local governments, the cooperative 

extension service, a regional economic development program and the local bank.   

Whitefish, Montana is enthusiastic about the pilot program, as well, and has a housing task force and will 

be conducting a housing needs assessment during the summer of 2016.  Whitefish local government 

officials, business representatives and a local developer all participated in focus group discussions.  Circle, 

Montana, in McCone County, has a shortage of housing for retiring farmers and ranchers and is very 

interested in participating in a pilot program.  The area is served by the Great Northern Development 

Corporation, which has funding through the Montana Big Sky Trust Fund to examine a business model 

(including cooperatives) for a senior/assisted living facility to be called Redwater Manor in Circle.  They 

intend to hire a consultant this summer and have identified a potential site near the community’s hospital.    
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V. MARKET ANALYSIS  

A. Population Trends 

1. Rural vs. Urban Population  

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, an urban area is comprised of densely settled core of census tracts 

and/or census blocks that meet minimum population density requirements, along with adjacent territory 

containing non-residential urban land uses.  To qualify as an urban area, the town must encompass at 

least 2,500 people, at least 1,500 of which reside outside institutional group quarters.  “Rural” 

encompasses territory not included within an urban area.  The two types of urban areas include: 

 Urbanized Areas (UAs) of 50,000 or more people 
 Urban Clusters (UCs) of at least 2,500 and less than 50,000 people 

According to Table 1, of the three states, Idaho has the highest percentage of the population living in 

urbanized areas while Montana has the highest percentage of the population living in rural areas.  

Table 4:  Urban and Rural Population by State – 2010 Census  

 Idaho Montana Wyoming 

Total Population 1,567,582 989,415 563,626 

Population in Urbanized Areas 791,843 262,137 138,136 

Population in Urban Clusters 314,527 290,877 226,857 

Population in Rural Areas 461,212 436,401 198,633 

% of Population in Urbanized Areas 51% 26% 25% 

% of Population in Urban Clusters 20% 30% 40% 

% of Population in Rural Areas  29% 44% 35% 

Source:   http://www.census.gov/geo/reference/ua/urban-rural-2010.html 

In addition to the rural and urban definitions, the U.S. Census also distinguishes between metropolitan 

and micropolitan statistical areas.    A metro area contains a county with a core urban area of 50,000 or 

more population while a micro area contains a county with an urban core of at least 10,000 (but less than 

50,000) population. Each metro or micro area consists of one or more counties and includes the counties 

containing the core urban area, as well as any adjacent counties that have a high degree of social and 

economic integration (as measured by commuting to work) with the urban core.   The appendix includes 

maps that indicate the metro and micro areas in each state.    Counties that are classified as either a 

Fannie Mae’s Economic and Strategic Research group reports a “demographic sea change” in 
the housing market, characterized by the rise of Millennials, increased diversity, and a growing 

elderly population; and new household growth is being driving by traditionally underserved 
segments.”     (www.FannieMae.com/singlefamily/HomeReady)  

http://www.census.gov/geo/reference/ua/urban-rural-2010.html
http://www.fanniemae.com/singlefamily/HomeReady
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metro- or micropolitan area, would have a larger population base to support a housing cooperative 

development and would be more attractive to developers and financing agencies.   

2.  Population Change  

In the study area, Idaho is the most populous state and also experienced the highest rate of growth among 

the three states.   Wyoming had the smallest number of residents and lowest growth rate.  

Table 5:   Population Change from 2010 to 2015  

 2010  2015 # Change % Change 

Idaho 1,567,582 1,654,930 87,348 5.6% 

Montana 989,415 1,032,949 43,534 4.4% 

Wyoming 563,626 586,107 22,481 4.0% 

Source:  U.S. Census of the Population and U.S. Census Population Estimates 

There was significant variation in growth rates within the different regions of each state.    While some 

counties have seen declining population over the last five years, other counties have been experiencing 

double digit population growth.    The fastest growing counties in Idaho were generally the more 

populated counties.   In Montana, high growth areas included small population counties in eastern 

Montana with growth attributed to the oil boom.  Montana counties with outdoor amenities near national 

parks and other public land also experienced high growth.     In Wyoming, higher rates of growth were 

typically in the more populated counties.   High growth counties often experience housing shortages as 

new construction lags behind demand for new housing units.    

Table 6:  Counties with Growth Rates Exceeding 1% per year between 2010 and 2015 

IDAHO COUNTIES 2010 2015 # Change % Change 

Ada County 392,365 434,211 41,846 10.7% 

Canyon County 188,923 207,478 18,555 9.8% 

Kootenai County 138,494 150,346 11,852 8.6% 

Twin Falls County 77,230 82,375 5,145 6.7% 

Bonneville County 104,304 110,089 5,785 5.5% 

MONTANA COUNTIES     

Richland County 9,746 11,960 2,214 22.7% 

Gallatin County 89,513 100,739 11,226 12.5% 

Wibaux County 1,017 1,130 113 11.1% 

Fallon County 2,890 3,190 300 10.4% 

Roosevelt County 10,425 11,476 1,051 10.1% 

Garfield County 1,206 1,314 108 9.0% 

Sheridan County 3,384 3,687 303 9.0% 

Dawson County 8,966 9,625 659 7.3% 

Yellowstone County 147,972 157,048 9,076 6.1% 

Flathead County 90,928 96,165 5,237 5.8% 

Granite County 3,079 3,240 161 5.2% 
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WYOMING COUNTIES 2010 2015 # Change % Change 

Natrona County 75,450 82,178 6,728 8.9% 

Teton County 21,294 23,125 1,831 8.6% 

Campbell County 46,133 49,220 3,087 6.7% 

Laramie County 91,738 97,121 5,383 5.9% 

Crook County 7,083 7,444 361 5.1% 
 

  

 
Source:  U.S. Census of the Population & U.S. Census Population Estimates  

 

3.  Aging & Disabilities  

According to the U.S. Census, Montana has the highest percentage of the population over age 65 while 

Idaho has the highest percentage of population under age 18.    

Figure 4:   % of Population by Age  

 

Source:  U.S. Census –Annual Population Estimates - 2014 

Since the 2000 Census, there has been dramatic growth in the population age 65.   In Idaho, the number of 

seniors increased by 60% since the year 2000 and in Montana and Wyoming, the senior population 

increased by 42% during this same time period.   This number of seniors is expected to continue to 

increase over the next 15 years.    

Table 7:   Change in Population Age 65+ 

 2000 2014 # Increase  % Increase  

Idaho 145,916 233,376 87,460 60% 

Montana 120,949 171,155 50,206 42% 

Wyoming  57,693 81,641 23,948 42% 

Source:    U.S.  Census of the Population & U.S. Census Population Estimates 

26.8 22.2 23.8

9.7
9.8 10

50.2 52.3 53.1

13.3 15.7 13.1

I D A H O M O N T A N A W Y O M I N G

< 18 18-24 25-64 65+



24 
 

As indicated in Table 8, the percentage of the population with a disability is dramatically higher for the 65 

and over age cohort.   New housing for seniors should be designed to accommodate disabilities related to 

diminished mobility, sensory functions and cognitive abilities.  Often, senior housing cooperatives will 

include supportive services to assist the aging population.   

Table 8:   Percent of Population with Disabilities by Age Group  

 18-64  65+ 

Idaho 10.9% 37.7% 

Montana 10.9% 35.6% 

Wyoming  10.4% 35.4% 

Source:    U.S.  Census of the Population & U.S. Census Population Estimates 

B. Housing Trends 

1. Housing Costs   

According to the US Census American Community Survey, the median value of owner occupied housing in 

the study area ranged from $160,500 in Idaho to $189,300 in Wyoming.     Census data indicates that 

median monthly rents range from a high of $778 in Wyoming to $696 in Montana.    

Table 9:  Housing Costs  

 Idaho Montana Wyoming 

Median Monthly Housing Cost – Owner with 
mortgage 

$1,212 $1,290 $1,357 

Median Monthly Cost- Renter 
 

$738 $696 $778 

Median Home Value $160,500 $187,600 $189,300 

Source:  U.S. Census, American Community Survey – 2010-2014 

 

There is significant variability within the states in regards to housing costs.   The following tables indicate 

the counties with the highest median monthly rents and highest median home value for each state.    

These counties include high growth counties, counties that have a resource extraction economic base and 

counties that are high amenity with a recreation based economy.      

Table 10: Top Five Counties with Highest Median Monthly Rents by State  

Idaho Montana Wyoming 

Blaine - $934 
Teton - $852 
Ada - $844 

Kootenai - $823 
Gem - $775 

Gallatin - $850 
Flathead - $771 

Petroleum - $770 
Missoula - $769 

Golden Valley - $766 

Sublette -$1,180 
Teton - $1,108 

Campbell - $921 
Sweetwater - $908 

Natrona - $831 
 

Source:  U.S. Census, American Community Survey – 2010-2014 
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Table 11: Top Five Counties with Highest Median Home Value 

Idaho Montana Wyoming 

Blaine - $373,000 
Teton - $220,700 

Bonner - $215,600 
Valley - $202,2000 
Boise - $187,700 

Gallatin - $263,000 
Missoula - $237,300 

Ravalli - $233,400 
Flathead - $226,700 
Carbon - $212,300 

 

Teton - $675,000 
Sublette - $284,400 
Johnson - $225,400 

Park - $213,200 
Campbell - $206,500 

Source:  U.S. Census, American Community Survey – 2010-2014 
 

2. Cost Burden  

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, housing affordability is defined as follows:   

“The conventional public policy indicator of housing affordability in the United States is the percent of 

income spent on housing. Housing expenditures that exceed 30 percent of household income have 

historically been viewed as an indicator of a housing affordability problem. The conventional 30 

percent of household income that a household can devote to housing costs before the household is 

said to be “burdened” evolved from the United States National Housing Act of 1937. 

(http://www.census.gov/housing/census/publications/who-can-afford.pdf)   

Renter households are more likely to be experiencing a cost burden because they typically have lower 

incomes than owner-occupied households.   Additionally, owner households that purchased homes in 

years when housing costs were lower have stable mortgage payments while renters are subject to rent 

increases as a result of higher market demand for rental units.  The following table indicates that Idaho 

has the largest percentage of renter households experiencing a cost burden.   Throughout the study area, 

there are counties where half or more of rental households are experiencing a cost burden.   

Table 12:  % of Renter Occupied Units with Housing Cost Greater than 30% of Income Level  

 Idaho Montana Wyoming 

Statewide  44.6% 41.8% 36.0% 

Counties with highest 
% of households – 
renters experiencing 
cost burden 
 

Madison – 64.3% 

Washington – 57.5% 

Latah – 56.3% 

Bannock-48.1% 

Kootenai -47.1% 

Missoula – 52.9% 

Mineral – 49.9% 

Gallatin – 47.4% 

Flathead – 47.1% 

 

Albany – 56.3% 

Teton – 44.8% 

Laramie – 39.0% 

Natrona – 37.8% 

Platte – 37.7% 

Source:  U.S. Census, American Community Survey, 2010-2014 (Table GCT2515)  

 

  

http://www.census.gov/housing/census/publications/who-can-afford.pdf
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3. Home Ownership 

Homeownership rates are generally higher in the three-state region compared to national rates.   

Homeownership rates in all the region and nationwide, however, have been declining since the economic 

and housing market downturn in 2008.   Declining homeownership rates may be indicative of the difficulty 

to find entry level housing for first-time homebuyers as well as difficulty qualifying for financing for 

households with higher debt due to student loans and wages that have failed to keep pace with overall 

cost of living increases.   Some of the lowest rates of homeownership are on the Indian Reservations.   

Three reservations in Montana have homeownership rates lower than 50%, including Northern Cheyenne 

(49.2%), Fort Belknap (48.9%) and Rocky Boy’s (43.4%).    

Table 13:   Homeownership Rates from 2000 to 2014 

 2000 2010 2014 

Idaho 72.4% 69.9% 69.2% 

Montana 69.1% 68% 67.7% 

Wyoming  70.1% 69.2% 69.3% 

United States 66.2% 65.1% 64.4% 

Source:    U.S.  Census of the Population & U.S. Census American Community Survey 

 

4.     Age of Housing 

Often, housing that is affordable for low and moderate income households is of poor quality.  The age of 

the housing stock is an indicator to determine whether there is an adequate supply of safe and sound 

housing units.  Concerns with older homes include deferred maintenance, lack of modern features, lead-

based paint, accessibility and lack of energy efficient construction. The cost to improve homes that have 

not received routine maintenance or upgrades can be a deterrent to rehabilitation.  It can be difficult to 

obtain financing for homes that require extensive repairs or do not meeting FHA home inspection criteria.  

 

Older mobile homes have additional issues. Mobile homes built before 1976 predate the HUD Code 

established in “National Manufactured Housing Construction and Safety Standards Act”. Mobile homes 

built prior to the enactment of these standards were generally built of flimsy and non-durable materials. 

In addition, materials used were sometimes highly flammable and the homes lacked sufficient ventilation 

and insulation. Often building components contained toxic materials such as asbestos and formaldehyde.  

Mobile homes also have high energy costs.  

 

According to the Census estimates from 2014, older houses built before 1980 comprise just under half of 

the housing stock in the three state region.   In Montana and Wyoming, older houses comprise around 57 

percent of the housing stock.   There is significant variability among counties within each state.    Many 

rural counties that have experienced declining or minimal population growth, have housing stock with 70 

percent or more of the housing units built prior to 1980.    

 
 



27 
 

 
 
Figure 5:   % of Housing Stock by Age – Idaho, Montana, Wyoming 

 
 
 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2009 – 2013 
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Multi-Family Housing Shortage 

Another aspect of the aging housing stock, is the lack of new multi-family developments 

in rural areas.    Many of the existing apartment buildings in rural areas were 

constructed under the Rural Housing service (RHS) 515 program.   A major challenge for 

the (RHS) is to preserve the stock of affordable multifamily housing in its 515 program. 

Most of these apartments were built during the 1970’s and 80’s. New production has 

been very slight during the past decade while the supply of apartments affordable to 

rural low-income families is declining as restrictions on affordability expire.   Without 

effective preservation programs, RHS’s 515 stock of housing will continue to decrease, 

and many families will be displaced from the homes they rent in the coming years. 

Converting properties to market-rate housing cooperatives is one strategy to preserve 

affordability.    

 

Source:   Reynolds, Bruce J.  (2005) A Property Rights Approach to Preserving Subsidized 

Multifamily Rural Housing with Cooperatives. USDA/RD/Cooperatives Programs. NCERA 194 

Annual Meeting Minneapolis, MN 
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VI.  FINANCIAL & COST CONCERNS 

A. Overview   

Financial strategies will vary depending on the co-ops organizational structure and target market.   In 

order to identify the appropriate strategies, it is important to clearly define the vision for the project and 

to conduct a feasibility study that will identify the target market.   As noted in the Cooperative Housing 

Development Toolbox, “The vision or concept will help define which practical issues and feasibility 

questions need to be resolved along the way and will also lead to next steps to help the group translate 

their now  well defined vision of a housing cooperative into reality.”    This initial research will provide a 

sound foundation for a business plan that reflects market demand, anticipates the full range of costs for 

the project and includes appropriate marketing, financial, organizational and other strategies to increase 

chances for a successful project.   

As noted previously, the survey responses and focus group input indicated a significant level of interest in 

the potential for housing cooperative models among communities in Idaho and Montana.    The 

communities that expressed this interest indicated that the common parameters for developing a housing 

cooperative included:  

 Key target markets include seniors, workforce housing and moderate to middle income 
households seeking an alternative to renting.  

 Provide below market rate units to meet work force housing needs especially in high cost areas.  
 The co-op model should offer an opportunity for the buyer/co-op member to build equity.   
 Limited equity models would preserve affordability. 
 The co-op model must be sustainable over time so that member fees/revenue will generate 

enough funds to cover operational costs and long-term capital improvements.    

B. Housing Cooperative Financial Model 

In addition to identifying the market and guiding principles for a housing cooperative project, it is 

important to understand the components of the financial model.    Each component should be addressed 

in the business plan and should incorporate appropriate strategies that were identified in the feasibility 

study.   Figure 6 illustrates the components of the housing cooperative financial model as it would apply to 

new construction.   

 

“The participating subgrantees emphasized the importance of change and flexibility—the 

programs need to be adaptable to shifts in market conditions and their funding streams and also 

to changes in client demand” 

Source:  Urban Institute, Homeownership for a New Era, 2015 

 



29 
 

Figure 6:   Housing Cooperative Financial Model  
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C. Development Costs  

Description: The initial feasibility study will demonstrate if there is sufficient market demand for the 

project and include an estimate of development costs to indicate if the price range will be competitive for 

the target market.  This study may identify potential funding resources to bring development costs below 

market rate for comparable housing units.    The development costs should account for everything related 

to land acquisition, site preparation and construction.  A preliminary architectural report will contain cost 

estimates for the project. These cost estimates are the foundation for deciding whether to proceed with 

the project and they provide critical information for the project loan application.   Typically, the following 

items will be included in these estimates.   

• Land Acquisition Cost  
• Engineering/Infrastructure costs (e.g., roads, sidewalks, site survey & layout, surface water 

drainage, sewer system, water supply, electrical system, street lighting, site preparation, and 
landscaping);  

• Predevelopment Studies & Architectural Services – Marketing studies.   Soil reports.   Site plan & 
building design.       

• Construction – Costs for construction, contractor overhead/profit, construction management fee.    
• Permit & Fees - Utility hook-ups or septic/well, building permits,  

Findings:   Based on interviews, case studies and the literature review, following are findings regarding 

development costs.    

 

• The feasibility study includes a market analysis, evaluates different build-out scenarios and 
may include a site selection component.   The preliminary cost estimate and projected sales 
data will help determine if it is feasible to proceed.    
 

• Preparation of the cost estimates must be thorough.   Underestimating costs at this stage can 
create funding shortfalls later on in the project.   Project budgets should include contingency funds 
for cost overruns or unanticipated costs.   The Federal Home Loan Bank has useful guidelines for 
determining costs of projects.  
www.fhlbdm.com/media/cms/Impementation_Plan_Final_12415_REVI_80A33E07BE672.pdf  
 

• Inexpensive construction techniques may initially lower overall development costs but could result 
in higher long-term maintenance costs.   Attention should be paid to quality control.     
 

• Carefully consider design features that may add unnecessary costs.   Involve real estate 
professionals, potential co-op members and contractors early in the design phase to help evaluate 
options and determine which features to include in the final design.    

D. Other Project costs  

Description:  In addition to construction costs, the project must account for “soft cost” related to 

development and start-up.  Unlike traditional real estate development, the cooperative development 

should include a prefunded replacement reserve to pay for future capital improvements as well as a 

reserve fund to cover expenses from unexpected vacancies.   Another cost aspect of developing 

housing cooperatives is to make certain that the project has adequate capital for the start-up phase.    

http://www.fhlbdm.com/media/cms/Impementation_Plan_Final_12415_REVI_80A33E07BE672.pdf
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Until enough revenue is generated from monthly membership fees, the cooperative must be able to 

cover personnel costs, maintenance costs, utility payments and other costs.   Other project costs 

include:  

• Professional fees – Legal fees related to cooperative formation, project manager (contract 

administration, bookkeeping and overseeing construction) accounting and other services.   Pre-

funded replacement reserve for future capital improvements 

• Working capital reserve to cover start-up costs, property maintenance, unexpected vacancies 

• Marketing Costs – Work with realtor on commission or pay fees up-front  

• Financing Costs – Loan origination fees, title insurance, property insurance,  

• Utilities – Water, sewer, electric, trash removal, snow removal  …..   

• Equipment, supplies, furnishings for office/common areas ….   

Findings:   Based on interviews, case studies and the literature review, following are findings regarding 
estimating other project costs.    
 

• While the feasibility study identifies a preferred scenario, a business plan is a separate 
document that is a detailed blueprint for how the preferred scenario will be implemented.  It 
will include the management plans and a budget for operating costs.  
  

• A co-op that opts to reduce the reserve for maintenance in order to lower initial costs can 
experience severe problems when high-cost maintenance needs arise   
  

• Plan for operational reserves for the initial three-year start-up period (Northwest Montana 
CLT)  
 

• Sources of start-up capital may include revenue from reservation (pre-sales or deposits), lines 
of credit, construction loans, community contributions.     
 

• According to Cooperative Development Foundation, “The sale of cooperative memberships 
can make or break a project; therefore, an ample marketing budget is essential.   The HUD 
Section 213 program for cooperatives requires at least 80 percent of units to be sold before 
approving a loan.”   

E. Funding Resources  

Description:   The Urban Institute concluded that to successfully market a shared equity project, there 
must be a large enough price different between a shared equity unit and a market rate unit to attract 
potential buyers.   A key strategy to develop below market rate housing cooperatives is to reduce the 
overall project costs through grants, donations and other funding sources.    Case studies of housing 
cooperatives indicate that many rely on a variety of funding sources to offset project development costs.   
Common sources of funding include:  

• Donations – Donation of land from a local government, non-profit or philanthropist is an effective 
way to reduce the project costs.    
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• Grants/loans - Communities may be able to use the grants to fund feasibility studies or preliminary 
architectural reports.   Community Development Block Grants may also fund planning studies and 
infrastructure development.  HUD, USDA and other agencies have grant and loan programs that 
could be applied to housing co-ops.     
 

• Non-Profits/Foundations – Local non-profits may contribute funds to assist with housing projects 
that meet specific community needs.   Some shared equity projects have successfully applied for 
grants from foundations that support housing development.   
 

• In-kind – Other contributions – This may include some form of sweat equity.   Some municipalities 
may waive or lower permit fees or utility hook-up fees to promote permanent affordable housing.    
Civic groups may donate labor or businesses may donate materials to a project.   
 

• Member Deposits – Deposits from potential members may fund some of the start-up costs and 
are generally required to secure a construction loan, line of credit.    
 

• Other cooperatives – During the roundtable discussion at the MCDC Back to Basic Summit, it was 
noted that rural electric cooperatives may be able to access funds for housing cooperative.  The 
Adams– Friendship Cooperative homes had assistance from the local rural electric cooperative.   
 

• Fundraising/Capital Campaigns – Projects that serve special need groups may engage in 
fundraising to raise capital to offset overall project costs.    

Findings:   Based on interviews, case studies and the literature review, following are findings regarding 

estimating funding resources.    

 

• Many grants are targeted to low income households.  Households that exceed these limits may 
be excluded from buying into the cooperative.    One approach is to have a mixed-income 
cooperative where some units are income-restricted while other units are available to all income 
levels.    
 

• While offering different levels of initial equity investment can provide more flexibility, it may 
result in tensions among members with different levels of financial commitment.     
  

• There was interest in forming partnerships with a local Community Land Trust (CLT) to share in 
the cost of land acquisition.  
 

• In rural communities, local economic development agencies, housing authorities and community 
development agencies have been instrumental in assisting housing projects secure various types 
of funding.   Funding applications are more likely to be successful when they are supported by 
local community plans.  
 

• Since the members own a co-op share instead of real property, homeownership programs 
through USDA, HUD have not traditionally been used for the co-op model.   Changes to the 
programs may be required to access these funds.  
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F.  Co-op Financing  

Once the project costs are added to the development costs, the purchase price for individual shares can 

be determined and marketed to potential members.   There are typically two ways that a co-op can sell 

shares to finance development of the project.    

In one scenario, the co-op is financed entirely by the sale of member shares.    Members purchase a share 

through a combination of a down payment and a “share loan” that is secured by the member for the 

remainder of the share cost.   In this model, there is no blanket mortgage.   The revenue from selling 

“member shares” pays for project development.    Some senior cooperatives may require a large up-front 

investment with the assumption that seniors have assets, such as equity in an existing home, that can be 

converted to purchase a share in the co-op.   The buyer can supplement their down payment with a loan 

from a lender that serves the housing cooperative market.   These loans are called “share loans” and are 

made to individual buyers that are secured by the member’s share in the co-op.    

In an alternate scenario, the housing cooperative corporation applies for a blanket loan (master mortgage) 

that covers development costs.    Blanket loans are secured by the property that is owned by the 

cooperative.    Members of the cooperatives each pay their individual share of this blanket debt as part of 

their monthly payment to the cooperative.    The cooperative generally requires an initial downpayment.  

The down payment can be financed through a share loan.    

Findings:   Based on interviews, case studies, and the literature review, following are findings regarding co-

op financing.    

 

 Co-ops that are financed through a combination of buyer equity/share loans must rely on a pre-
sales or reservation deposits from potential members in order to obtain the construction loan for 
the project.     
 

 It is important to work closely with a lender to develop a lending instrument for share loans.   
 

  Lenders have expressed concern about the ability to sell the loans on the secondary market.   In 
some states, Fannie Mae will purchase co-op share loans provided borrowers occupy the property 
as a principal residence or second home. The property that secures Fannie Mae’s first lien is the 
borrower’s ownership interest in a co-op housing corporation that is represented by stock or 
shares in the co-op housing corporation.  Fannie Mae, however, has not drafted regulations for 
any of the three states in the study area so this option is not yet available in Montana or Idaho.   
Another option may be the National Cooperative Bank which provides 15 – to 30- year  for blanket 
mortgages  and 15-30 year mortgages  for share loans.  It offers products that can meet Fannie 
Mae requirements to be sold on the secondary market or portfolio loans that can be held by the 
lending institution.  (www.fanniemae.com/content/guide/selling/b4/2.3/04.html    &    
www.ncb.coop/)  
 

 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development  Section 213 program  provides mortgage 
insurance for housing co-op projects to qualified lenders.  There is no income limits for households 
that would purchase shares, however, there is statutory limit on per unit costs.   The program 
does require 80 – 100 percent reservation of the units.     

http://www.fanniemae.com/content/guide/selling/b4/2.3/04.html
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G. Operating Costs  

Description:  The cooperative corporation is responsible, as the owner of the property for all legal and 

financial obligations as well as on-going maintenance and administrative duties.  Typically, the co-op board 

will contract with a property management company for administration, maintenance and upkeep.   Other 

operating costs include utilities, taxes/insurance, accounting services, repairs, and other expenses.   

Findings:   Based on interviews, case studies and the literature review, following are findings regarding 

operating costs.   

  

• In order for a project to be sustainable the operating costs should be covered by monthly 
member fees and should not rely on grants or other subsidies.  
 

• Small co-ops may find it difficult to cost effectively contract for property management services, 
especially in rural areas.   With a small number of co-op units, it is not possible to get the 
benefits from an “economy of scale”.   Additionally, small co-ops must distribute the operating 
costs among fewer members resulting in higher monthly charges per share.   Pooling resources 
among several co-ops in a region may be one way to address these issues.  
  

• In addition to the standard operating costs, the co-op may include other services.   In a senior 
co-op this may include supportive services such as congregate meals, transportation or home 
health care.   The fees for these services are added to the monthly carrying charges for each 
member.  

H. Monthly Member Costs  
Description:  In addition to the individual share loan payment, the member pays a monthly fee, also 

called a carrying charge or maintenance charge, based on the number of shares or size of the unit to 

cover operating cost.      

 

Findings:   Based on interviews, case studies and the literature review, following are findings regarding 

estimating monthly carrying charges.   

 

 While the total monthly charge may be similar to a market rate rental unit, the advantage of the 
co-op is that the member is building equity by paying off the share loan.  
 

 Even in limited equity co-ops, the members may also realize some appreciation in the value of 
their share based on a formula established in the by-laws.    
 

 It may be difficult to qualify potential buyers.   Some co-ops and lenders require credit counseling 
in order to qualify for a share loan.  
 

 There are questions regarding whether a share loan is classified as “real property” or “personal 
property”.   This may affect the ability of the co-op members to deduct mortgage interest and 
qualify for a home equity loan.   An analysis of state legislation should be undertaken to address 
this concern.   
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VII. RISK ANALYSIS  

A risk analysis identifies potential challenges and the strategies to minimize the risks and optimize conditions 

that lead to a sustainable project.  A risk analysis notes underlying assumptions in designing the project and 

identifies important trends that should be monitored.  Many of the strategies identified in the risk analysis 

can be built into the business plan while other strategies provide a policy framework to respond to 

unanticipated events.     

There are a number of advantages to identifying and preparing for risks in the planning stage.  This analysis 

can help mitigate the negative effects of a threat and protect the financial stability of the operation.  

Anticipating risks may suggest adjustments to marketing strategies, by-laws or other project components.     

Additionally, this sort of analysis can build support for the project by demonstrating that the planning has 

considered both positive and negative outcomes.   

Another advantage of a risk analysis is that it may help an organization identify new opportunities and 

partnerships.    It can convert strategic threats into a more solid business plan.  Following are examples of 

some issues that a housing cooperative project may have to address.  These risks will not apply to all 

projects.  Likewise, there will also be risks that are not included in this table but that are unique to local 

circumstances.   These should be identified in the feasibility study. 

Table14:  Risk Analysis for Housing Cooperative  

Risk: Strategy: 
The cost of development and monthly fees are too 
high to attract buyers.    

Conduct a rent analysis to determine 
comparable monthly costs for similar units.    
Share costs plus monthly fees should be at or 
below market rates.    

Marketing materials should emphasize that 
over time a share loan is more stable than 
rents.   

Offset cost of project development with other 
funding sources  

Coordinate with other community minded 
cooperatives to identify funding sources.   (i.e. 
local rural electric co-op.) 

  

“It is never too late to act, but acting on earlier signs rather than waiting for the inevitable can 

dramatically reduce the loss of member value and increase the chance of survival” 
Source: NAHC, Cooperative Housing Quarterly, Spring 2016 



36 
 

Risk  Strategy 

Potential buyers are unfamiliar with the housing 
co-op model resulting in low sales.   It can be 
difficult to get a commitment when the project is 
not yet built and there is a lag time before the 
product is move-in ready.    

Build community support and  generate 
interest among potential buyers with 
educational workshops and outreach during 
the planning and development stage. 

Include local realtor(s) as part of planning team 
to assist with design, help develop a marketing 
strategy and build local expertise with the co-
op model.   

Provide an adequate budget for marketing.  

Keep future co-op residents involved 
throughout the project with steady 
communication and interaction.   Residents 
should be involved in the planning stage to 
make sure the project matches their needs.   

There is lack of buy-in from the local community.  
Lack of community support makes it difficult to 
form partnerships and to obtain grants and other 
funding.    Potential co-op members may not feel 
comfortable buying into a project that is not 
embraced by community leaders.   

Work closely with local community leaders in 
the early stages of planning.    

In addition to the local sponsor for the project, 
a local planning team should consist of 
members of local government, local realtor, 
local builder, local lending institution and other 
community members. 

Local knowledge is important.  A local 
developer and lender may be more invested in 
the community but it may take time to 
cultivate the interest and expertise on a local 
development team.  

There is lack of technical expertise in the 
community to develop a business plan, provide 
legal services and contract for property 
management.  An assessment of co-ops by 
University of Wisconsin notes that rural housing 
co-ops struggle in isolation and were remote from 
any mutually supportive networks.  

 

Promote collaboration with different 
community partners to bring different skills 
and resources to the project. 

Identify educational and training opportunities.  
Work with MCDC and other cooperative 
development centers to provide on-going 
training and technical assistance.     

Network with other communities that are 
doing co-op pilot projects.    

Contract for professional services with a firm 
that has experience with co-ops to be part of 
the local team.    
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Risk Strategy 

The development plan underestimates cost and 
timeline to bring the project to completion 
resulting in lost sales.  It will likely take time to 
secure financing for co-ops since lenders are 
unfamiliar with product and may need to develop 
new procedures/rules to handle co-ops.   It may 
take longer to market co-op shares and meet the 
pre-sales requirements.   

 

Have an independent third party review costs 
estimate for thoroughness.   Grantors and 
lenders may provide this service.  

Build extra time for finance and marketing into 
the project timeline and communicate to 
stakeholders so they have realistic 
expectations.  

 

The co-op board may lack qualified or interested 
members.   Effective governance is essential, 
including maintaining member engagement and 
addressing conflicts that may develop. 

Training for Board is critical and is available 
through organizations such as the National 
Association of Housing Cooperatives.  
Cooperative development centers can provide 
training and technical assistance.   Thorough 
by-laws and a good management plan that 
outlines responsibilities and procedures is a 
useful tool for effective governance.   

The co-op must manage unsold shares or vacant 
units.    If the project proceeds with less than 100% 
pre-sale agreements, the co-op must cover the 
carrying charges on the vacant units.   Vacant units 
may also be an issue if an owner sells the shares 
back to the co-op corporation or defaults on their 
share loan.   

There should be a reserve fund to account for 
vacancies.   

 The Cooperative Development foundation 
recommends a strategy to recruit local 
businesses or sponsors to guarantee unsold 
shares.  This will help in securing financing.   

After the project is complete, some co-ops will 
rent vacant units on an interim basis to 
generate revenue to cover the costs until all 
the shares are sold.    

Potential buyers are unable to obtain financing for 
share loans.  

Work with lenders to develop and offer loan 
products that allow wealth constrained 
borrowers to purchase shares.   The lender 
should be part of team from the planning stage 
to build local expertise for the project.  

 

There may be state policies and legislation that 
discourage the formation of cooperatives.   

 

Contract with a legal professional to conduct a 
similar legal review for the states in the study 
area.   
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VIII.   PARTNERSHIPS  

A. Project Team  

Following are potential team members that can help bring the housing cooperative project to fruition.  

 Local Sponsor - This is the organization or group that is spearheading the initiative to develop a 
housing cooperative.   It may be a housing agency, economic development agency, local non-profit 
or private sector developer.  
 

 Co-Developer – This partner has the expertise in arranging financing, contracting for services and 
setting up the organizational structure.   They work closely with the local sponsor and other team 
members to move the project forward.   The developer is instrumental in presenting the concept 
and value of a cooperative.  Upon completion, the developer will transfer the responsibility of the 
co-op to the members and must work with a board of directors during this transition.  In some 
cases, the developer will continue as property manager for several years of transition.   
 

 Lenders and Funders – This may be a combination of national funders, government agencies and 
local lenders.   It is important to engage lenders early in the project.    
 

 Market/Planning/Business Analyst – The analyst will conduct the feasibility study/market studies.   
These studies will help identify the target market, include a competitive analysis and identify 
potential risks.     A strong market analysis will help secure financing.   A review of case studies 
indicates that projects that were not successful often lacked a detailed market/feasibility study.   
 

 Marketing Agent – This is typically a real estate professional with local knowledge who can help 
identify a product that will be in demand by local buyers and can help develop and implement the 
marketing strategy.  The Northwest Community Land Trust in Kalispell recruited a realtor who was 
willing to undergo specialized additional training to effectively market the land trust homes.  
 

 Cooperative Attorney – Prepares legal documents, contracts, by-laws and has a strong command 
of state statutes, federal rules and IRS requirements.  
 

 Project Architect/Engineer/Contractor – Design and building professionals must work closely with 
the rest of the team to design a facility that meets the vision and needs of the cooperative.  

“A cooperative development team involves collaboration among a range of specialists.   In most 

respects, the development team assembled for a co-op housing project is no different than the team 

for a conventional housing project.   However, because the end result is different, it’s helpful to know 

where special considerations should be given.” 

Northcountry Cooperative Foundation, Cooperative Housing Development Toolbox 
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B. Other Partners 

The public input and case study research indicate that successful projects most often result from 

establishing partnerships with other government agencies, community organizations, non-profit groups and 

private businesses to accomplish the goals of the plans.  Partners can help access funds, bring technical 

expertise and help with on-going marketing and maintenance of the project.    Multiple partners can help 

generate a broad base of community support and assist with outreach and education.  Additionally, grant 

makers are more likely to fund projects that are leveraging community resources from several partners.  

There are a variety types of partnerships that may be available to groups that are pursuing development of 

a housing cooperative.  Types of partnerships are described below.  

 Local Government Partnerships – Agreements with local government agencies may range from land 
leases, infrastructure development, grant writing assistance, dealing with zoning issues and other 
coordination on city services.  Formalizing the arrangements through a memorandum of 
understanding may help avoid potential use conflicts.    
  

 Public – Private Partnerships – These often include partnerships with other public housing agencies 
or private organizations to develop new facilities.  Financing arrangements, maintenance 
responsibilities, and other roles and responsibilities are set forth in a contract or memorandum of 
understanding.     
 

 Non-profit/foundations - Foundations or may be a source of funds for initial feasibility studies or 
matching funds to help leverage larger grants.   They may also provide certain in-kind services that 
can be used as a match or write letters of support to help the project secure other funding.     
 

 Community Land Trusts - A community land trust (CLT) is a non-profit community organization that 
holds land in trust order to provide affordable housing and other opportunities. CLTs make homes 
available at affordable prices to households with limited incomes.    CLTs are established in all three 
states and have experience in identifying funding and working with local Realtors and lenders to 
establish procedures for this limited equity housing.   During the public input and outreach stage, a 
number of CLTs expressed interest in the housing cooperative model.   Not only may CLTs be able 
to partner for land acquisition, but they have established partnerships in the community and 
expertise in developing shared equity housing.    
 

 Other Cooperatives -  Cooperatives follow seven internationally recognized principles that guide 
their business conduct.  Two of those principles relate to community and helping other 
cooperatives through “Cooperation among Cooperatives”.   There have been examples of rural 
electric cooperatives working to help address community housing needs.   Credit unions are 
formed under the cooperative model and could potentially be the local lending partner for 
housing co-op projects.   
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Keys to a Successful Partnership  
 
1. A Commitment from Executive Leadership:  
A successful partnership can result only if there is commitment from leadership of each 
organization to assist with development of the project. Well-informed leaders play a critical role 
in developing effective partnerships.  
 
2. Statutory Compliance for Partnering:  
Partnerships with local government must comply with state and local regulations for open 
meetings, freedom of information, contacts and other requirements.    
 
3. On-going Participation:  
Once a partnership has been established, the partner must remain actively involved in the project.  
On-going monitoring of the performance of the partnership is important in assuring its success.  
 
4. A Well-Crafted Plan:  
A carefully developed plan will substantially increase the probability of success of the partnership. 
This plan should clearly describe the responsibilities of all partners.  
 
5. Effective Communication with Stakeholders:  
More people will be affected by a partnership than just the officials and leaders who established 
the partnership. It is important to communicate with the co-op board and involve all stakeholders.  
These may include affected employees, the members of the co-ops and elected officials.  
Successful implementation should positively affect the work environment and relationships with 
sponsoring organizations, employees and other stakeholders.  Periodic updates to the local 
governing bodies will ensure that newly elected officials are aware of such partnerships and 
continue to support the project.   
 
6. The Right Opportunity:  
Not every situation is ripe for a true partnership. Partnerships should be carefully evaluated and 
both parties should set reasonable expectations.  
 
7. The Right Partner:  
The "lowest bid" is not always the best choice for selecting a partner. The partner’s experience, 
long-term viability, and willingness to work with the project team are important factors in 
identifying the right partner.  
 
8. Well-Defined Management Processes:  
It is critically important that both public and private sector parties agree on key management 
processes early in the formation of the relationship. These include management responsibilities, 
quality assurance, reporting requirements, and financial arrangements. 
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IX. NEXT STEPS 

A.  Training - Educational Workshops  

When asked what factors would be necessary to develop successful co-ops, respondents to the 

stakeholder survey most frequently cited education and training.    The need for education was reiterated 

by participants in the focus groups.    Training was identified as a need for all interested parties including 

local leaders, developers, realtors, housing specialist, lenders and consumers.  While various national 

organizations offer training sessions, the expense of conference fees, plus travel, limits the number of 

community members who can attend these events.   Potential training opportunities that may be more 

accessible to the northern Rockies include presentations at various conferences in the three-state area, 

webinar programs, regional multi-day workshops or on-site training for community teams interested in 

the topic.   The cooperative development centers that serve each of the three states are candidates to 

take the lead in organizing these training opportunities or to partner with other organizations to host a 

workshop or similar event.   

B. Technical Resources Clearinghouse  
To supplement training and educational opportunities, it would be helpful to have an on-line repository 

for technical resources.   The on-line portal could provide links to web sites with resources for housing 

cooperatives.   Additionally, as part of the research for this study, the project team has compiled sample 

by-laws, feasibility studies, pro-form spreadsheets and other documents that can be posted in an on-line 

clearinghouse.   The on-line clearinghouse could also include features such as a calendar of events or a 

news feed.   The steering committee should evaluate the various options to host the clearinghouse.   

Potential platforms include using an existing web site (i.e. MCDC web page) or creating an on-line group 

on a site such as LinkedIn.  For the clearinghouse to be useful, it will be important to identify a lead agency 

to establish the on-line site and be responsible for on-going updates of content.   

C. Pilot Communities  - “Prepare to Launch”  

The stakeholder survey and focus groups indicated a high degree of interest from communities in Idaho 

and Montana to participate as pilot communities to develop a feasibility study for a housing cooperative 

project in their community.    Funding to work with communities is available as part of a phase 2 – 

implementation portion of the grant.   Due to the number of communities that expressed interest in 

becoming a pilot community, it is recommended that MCDC conduct a multi-day hands-on workshop for 

those communities that are prepared to proceed with a feasibility study.   Interested communities would 

be invited to submit an application indicating their interest and “readiness” to participate.   Selected 

communities who attend the event would receive one-on-one technical assistance on from various 

experts.   (See appendix for sample Request for Interest application and an outline of the workshop 

format.)    If additional communities are interested in the housing co-ops, but are not prepared to 

participate in the fall, the study sponsors may seek funding to hold a second event in 2017.   
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D. Legal & Tax Analysis  

A number of legal and tax related questions have emerged that require expertise to conduct the necessary 

research to determine the status of current legislation in each state.   For example, there was a question 

regarding whether a member’s share of equity in a housing co-op is considered to be real property or 

personal property.    This distinction may affect a co-op members’ ability qualify for a home equity loan.   

There were also questions about the ability of a member to deduct their share of mortgage interest a 

share loan.   Additionally, the Center for Housing Policy conducted a study of 22 states to assess policies 

and legislation that either support or hinder formation of shared equity housing developments.   ID, MT 

and WY were not part of the review and it may be useful to conduct a similar review for the states in the 

study area.  (www2.nhc.org/media/documents/State_Policy_Inventory-Report_FINAL_v3_4.pdf)    Phase 2 

of the grant may provide some funding for MCDC to contract with a legal professional to conduct such a 

review.  

E. Community Housing Co-op Network 

This study has documented a high degree of interest in the development of housing cooperatives as a 

potential strategy to address a number of housing needs in the northern Rockies.  According to the survey, 

however, stakeholders in the three-state study area have very limited experience or knowledge of the 

cooperative housing model.    Building capacity among communities would facilitate the development of 

this housing type.    Access to support networks that offer peer-to-peer consultation is an effective way to 

disseminate information about best practices and to foster skill building among stakeholders.    The CDS 

study of housing cooperatives in the upper Midwest indicated that housing cooperatives that had access 

to a support network, were more likely to be sustainable over time.    The “Prepare to Launch” event that 

will bring together pilot communities can provide an opportunity to form a support network among the 

participants.   For example, following the event, MCDC could organize quarterly conference calls with the 

participants so they can continue to share their experiences and create a knowledge base in this region.    

First round participants in the “Prepare to Launch” event could also become mentors for subsequent 

events or training sessions.  

F. Advocacy for Rules and Regulations to Facilitate Development of Co-ops 
As noted previously, Fannie Mae does not have regulations for secondary mortgages for co-op shares in 

the states of Idaho, Montana and Wyoming.   They do have regulations for 22 other states where there is 

a demand for co-op shares.   It may be necessary to advocate with this agency in order to demonstrate the 

demand for secondary mortgages for co-op shares in the study area.   Also, as noted previously, programs 

for down payment assistance are typically not available to assist with the purchase of co-op shares.  It 

would require a change in policy to allow these programs to be used for housing co-ops.   Additionally, the 

legal review that was recommended previously, may identify other potential changes in policies and 

legislation.    Advocacy groups such as the Montana Housing Coalition and other organizations with a 

mission of providing safe, decent and affordable housing, may be able to assist with lobbying efforts for 

changes to policies, administrative rules and legislation.    

http://www2.nhc.org/media/documents/State_Policy_Inventory-Report_FINAL_v3_4.pdf
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G. Collaboration with Lenders 

Identify lenders open to financing these types of projects and meet with them to discuss the 
opportunities and barriers for financing. Opportunities may include bring a speaker to the study area to 
give a presentation; get a panel discussion on housing on the agenda with credit unions in the study 
area;  get the regional HUD and the USDA staff who have experience with housing co-ops to come to the 
study area. 
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A.  Literature Review  

 

Office of Policy Development and Research of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

(1982). The Rural Cooperative Housing Demonstration Program: Observations and Assessment 

Adapted from abstract: Sponsored by the Office of Policy Development and Research of the U.S. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development, with the assessment of the program being an effort of 

Battelle's Columbus Division. Throuqhout the conduct of this work, the basic question pursued was 

whether small, self-managed cooperative housing presented a viable alternative for low-income rural 

families. While it had been demonstrated before this program that this form of housing was feasible, a 

more critical issue was really involved. Specifically, is it possible to convene a group of experienced 

housing specialists and, with appropriate training and materials, develop a delivery system which would 

enhance the process? 

Mushrush, Paula, Larson, M., and Krause, J.  (1997). Social Benefits of Affordable Housing Cooperatives. 

Center for Cooperatives: Davis, California. 

Adapted from introduction: Comparison of the social characteristics of residents in different types of 

federally funded affordable housing programs. A study of residents in three types of subsidized Section 8 

affordable housing within a rural county in Northern California. The three Section 8 housing models 

investigated are River Community Homes (RCH), a limited-equity, cooperatively owned, 40-apartment 

housing complex; Humboldt Plaza (HP), a 125-apartment privately owned housing complex; and separate 

locations rented through private landlords who accept federal Section 8 vouchers. 

Reynolds, Anne and Jeffers, H. (1999) An Assessment Of Loan Regulations For Rural Housing 

Cooperatives. University of Wisconsin Center for Cooperatives: Madison, Wisc. 

Adapted from summary: USDA’s Rural Housing Service has a loan program in place to provide assistance 

for rural housing cooperatives. Although the program has been available for many years, it has been used 

very rarely. This research assessed the reasons for this lack of use. Case studies of four existing 

cooperative housing projects in Arizona, New Mexico, and New York were conducted, along with a review 

and critique of the USDA regulations that affect the cooperative housing program. All of the cooperatives 

were organized in the late 1970s or early 1980s. They range from eight to thirty-nine units, located in 

either the countryside or on the edge of small towns. The members are all low income, and many of them 

have lived for years in the co-op. Each of the co-ops has faced major crises, and they all struggle with 

issues of ownership and governance. Unfortunately, they have largely struggled in isolation, remote from 

any mutually supportive networks, or even contact with other cooperatives. 

Cooperative Development Foundation. (2001)  Developing and Sustaining Rural Senior Cooperative 

Housing Development (USDA RBS 99-12) US Department of Agriculture: Washington, DC. 

A report on the benefits of rural senior housing cooperatives for communities and the low- to moderate-
income older people living in them based on a resident survey of 108 respondents in 21 communities in 
Iowa, Minnesota, and nearby states. 
 



46 
 

Nolan, Jill Eversole and Blaine, T. (2001) Rural Cooperative Housing for Older Adults: An Emerging 

Challenge for Extension Educators. Journal of Extension 39 (2) 

Adapted from summary: As the American population continues to age, identifying alternative housing 

options for older Americans, particularly those who wish to remain in rural communities, will pose a 

challenge to families and community leaders. This article presents findings of a survey of residents of 

seven rural housing cooperatives oriented toward serving older residents. The results reveal that residents 

were influenced to move to the cooperatives primarily by considerations involving ease of home 

maintenance and a desire to remain in their communities. The findings also demonstrate that residents 

believe that living in cooperative housing has had a positive influence on their quality of life. Extension 

educators should consider prioritizing educational efforts to teach clientele about rural cooperative 

housing.  

Northcountry Cooperative Foundation. (2004) Cooperative Housing Development Toolbox: A Guide for 

Successful Community Development. 

A comprehensive manual to assist community leaders with choosing, planning and organizing co-op 

housing developments. Includes co-op basics, benefits of housing co-ops, a review of all steps of  housing 

co-op development, and best practices and worst practices. 

 

Kennedy, Tracey; Jerrnolowicz, A.; Lambert, M.A.; Reilly, J.; and Rotan, B.  (2004). Keys to Successful Co-

op Housing. Cooperative Services Program Rural Business and Cooperative Development Service, U.S. 

Department of Agriculture, Service Report 44.  (February 1995 - Slightly revised August 2004) 

From the abstract: Successful housing cooperatives usually have key operating practices and philosophies 

in common. These include a need for understanding some basic cooperative concepts such as the joint 

ownership and user-owner nature of the cooperative form of business, as well as at-cost operation and 

democratic control processes. In addition, a sound background in management, operational, and financial 

aspects of cooperatives aids in ensuring the success of new or existing housing cooperatives. 

 

Gray, Jim; Marcus. J.; and Carey, J.M. (2005) “Cooperative Housing: A Model Worth Considering for 

Affordable Homeownership and Strengthened Communities.” Journal of Housing and Community 

Development 62(6): 20-24 

Adapted from introduction: Community development agencies and housing authorities face increasing 

challenges to creating affordable homeownership opportunities. Rising land prices and construction costs, 

pressures to participate in smart growth strategies that discourage single-family development, and 

decreasing public subsidies are all hurdles in the path to affordable housing. Most authorities are also 

dealing with expiring Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) and HUD mortgage buildings. Backed by 

studies that have shown cooperative housing performs better financially than rental housing and creates 

substantial social benefits, several local governments are recognizing cooperatives provide a better means 

than condos in meeting their community development goals. 
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Reynolds, Anne and Thompson, C. (2005) Legal Manual for Small Rural Home Cooperatives. University of 

Wisconsin Center on Cooperatives: Madison, Wisc. 

Adapted from the introduction: This manual is designed to help people in rural Wisconsin develop housing 

cooperatives composed of a small number of adjacent single family homes specifically designed for senior 

citizens. (A companion manual, the Development Manual for Small Rural Home Cooperatives, covers the 

development process in detail.) These manuals refer to and are based on a cooperative housing 

development that took place in Adams-Friendship, Wisconsin. The co-op was supported by a State of 

Wisconsin Homecoming Community Housing Partnership grant, which helped pay for some of the pre-

development costs, and by development assistance from the Foundation for Rural Housing. The funding 

sought to create an alternative for rural residents to moving into a nursing home, a concern for many 

senior citizens. The manuals are designed to help others “jump start” their own development process. 

 

Reynolds, Anne and Thompson, C. (2005) Development Manual for Small Rural Home Cooperatives. 

University of Wisconsin Center on Cooperatives: Madison, Wisc. 

Adapted from the introduction: This manual is designed to help people in rural Wisconsin develop housing 

cooperatives composed of a small number of adjacent single family homes specifically designed for senior 

citizens. A companion manual, the Legal Manual for Small Rural Home Cooperatives, covers governance 

and the legal structure of the cooperative model in more detail, and includes sample documents. 

 

These manuals refer to and are based on a cooperative housing development that took place in  

Adams-Friendship, Wisconsin.  The co-op was supported by a State of Wisconsin Homecoming Community 

Housing Partnership grant, which helped pay for some of the pre-development costs, and by development 

assistance from the Foundation for Rural Housing. The funding sought to create an alternative for rural 

residents to moving into a nursing home, a concern for many senior citizens. 

The manuals are designed to help others "jump start" their own development process. 

 

Reynolds, Bruce J.  (2005)  A Property Rights Approach to Preserving Subsidized Multifamily Rural 

Housing with Cooperatives. USDA/RD/Cooperatives Programs. NCERA 194 Annual Meeting 

Minneapolis, Minn. 

Adapted from the introduction: A major challenge for the Rural Housing Service (RHS) is to preserve the 

stock of affordable multifamily housing in its 515 program. Most of these apartments were built 

during the 1970’s and 80’s. In general, government programs for low-income family housing have proven 

to be more effective in producing an available supply than in maintaining it over the long-run. Over the life 

of the program 527,089 apartment units were produced. New production has been very slight during the 

past decade while the supply of apartments affordable to rural low-income families is declining, as is 

evident by the fact that about 431,000 units remain. Without effective preservation programs, RHS’s 

515 stock of housing will continue to decrease, and many families will be displaced from the homes they 

rent in the coming years. This paper outlines a strategy of converting ownership in 515 projects from a 

landlord system to market-rate housing cooperatives as a means to leverage the property rights 

assignment needed to achieve efficient long-term maintenance of 515 properties. 
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NCB Capital Impact. (2006) HOMEBASE: The Playbook for Cooperative Development.  

Adapted from the introduction: This guide is designed to help show how cooperatives are created, the 

development process, and a detailed overview of cooperative creation through both new construction and 

conversion. Contents address how to convert or construct a housing cooperative; how to finance the 

development of a housing cooperative, including sources of funds; and a basic curriculum for training 

resident owners and their boards of directors. 

 

Davis, John Emmeus, (2006) Shared Equity Housing: The Changing Landscape of Resale-Restricted, 

Owner-Occupied Housing. National Housing Institute: Washington, DC.  

Adapted from the introduction: This study examines shared equity homeownership, a means to ensure 

that the homes remain affordable to lower income households on a long-term basis by restricting the 

appreciation that the owner can retain, preserving affordable housing in areas where rising prices are 

forcing lower income households out of the market. At the same time, by placing the owner within a 

community-based support system, such as a community land trust or limited equity cooperative, shared 

equity homeownership can mitigate the risks of homeownership, potentially increasing the benefits of 

homeownership both for the owner and the neighborhood in which she lives. 

 

Ward , Sally K., with Charlie French and Kelly Giraud. (2006) Building Value and Security for 

Homeowners in “Mobile Home Parks:” A Report on Economic Outcomes. Carsey Insitute, University of 

New Hampshire: Durham, NH.  

A study to gather data and test the hypothesis that resident-ownership provides both an important 

vehicle for preserving affordable housing in New Hampshire and economic benefits to homeowners in 

ROCs.  

 

Jacobus, Rick and Lubell, J. (2007) Preservation of Affordable Homeownership: a Continuum of 

Strategies. Center for Housing Policy: Washington, DC.  

Adapted from the introduction: This paper examines the range of different policy options that 

communities have adopted to reduce the cost of homeownership, with a particular focus on the 

effectiveness of each option in preserving affordable homeownership opportunities over time. This review 

provides an overview of the range of mechanisms that local governments use to ensure that housing 

funds invested in affordable homeownership today are able to serve additional families into the future. 

The discussion of subsidy retention programs includes examination of limited equity cooperatives. 

 

Neighborworks Montana. (2010). Statewide Community Land Trust Feasibility Study: “Trust Montana” 

Cooperative housing and community land trusts each offer the capacity of shared equity housing. This 

report produced collaboratively by Neighborworks Montana and the North Missoula Community 

Development Corporation explores ways to address the need for long-term land stewardship in areas 

where no entities were available or willing to receive donations of land or money to purchase land that 

could be held permanently in trust. The Feasibility Study concludes that a statewide Community Land 

Trust (CLT) would be desirable and conditionally feasible – predicated mainly on dedicated, dependable, 

funding sources. 



49 
 

Sherriff, Ryan. (2010) Shared Equity Homeownership State Policy Review. Center for Housing Policy: 

Washington, DC. 

Adapted from the introduction: Shared equity homeownership encompasses a variety of programs, 

usually administered by the public sector or nonprofit organizations, that provide long-term (generally, 30 

years or more) or permanent affordable homeownership opportunities to low- and moderate-income 

families. These programs typically involve the investment of large public subsidies to reduce the purchase 

price of  homes, together with resale restrictions and / or appreciation-sharing mechanisms that help 

ensure  the homes stay affordable to future purchasers and preserve the value of public subsidy. This 

report presents a review of programs and policies across 22 states that either support or hinder the 

development of shared equity homeownership units by state and local governments or nonprofit 

organizations. In some cases, state programs or policies stand in the way of local programs, making it 

difficult to effectively preserve affordable homeownership. In other cases, state governments have 

adopted policies intended to encourage and support local shared equity homeownership programs. 

Overall, these programs and policies provide an illustrative guide for ways to improve state regulations 

and practices to better promote long-term affordable homeownership and the preservation of 

homeownership subsidies, toward the goal of serving a substantially larger proportion of the families who 

qualify for current subsidies at little or no additional public cost. 

 

Temkin, Kenneth with Theodos, B. and Price, D. (2010) Balancing Affordability and Opportunity: 

An Evaluation of Affordable Homeownership Programs with Long-term Affordability Controls Cross-Site 

Report. The Urban Institute: Washington, DC. 

Adapted from the introduction: This white paper shows that shared equity programs are successful in 

creating homeownership opportunities for lower income families that allow purchasers to accumulate  

assets, while, at the same time, creating a stock of affordable housing that remains within the  financial 

reach of subsequent lower income homebuyers. Moreover, homeownership among shared equity  

programs is sustainable: only a very small number of shared equity homeowners lose their home  because 

of foreclosure; and a very high percentage of these low- income, first-time homeowners  (over 90 percent 

in the three programs for which data were available) remain homeowners five years  after purchasing a 

shared equity home. Finally, shared equity homeowners are not trapped: they resell their homes with the 

same frequency and for the same reasons as other homeowners. 

 

Sherriff, Ryan. (2011) Balancing Asset-Building Opportunities with the Ability to Preserve Affordability in 

a Homeownership Program. Center for Housing Policy: Washington, DC. 

Adapted from the introduction: This white paper argues that when designing an affordable 

homeownership program, each community should identify a locally appropriate balance between the goal 

of helping individual homeowners to build financial assets and the community’s interest in maintaining 

long-term affordability. The paper provides a summary and brief analysis of several approaches for 

achieving this balance. 

 

George, Lance and Jann Yankausas. (2011) Rural Housing Note: Preserving Affordable Manufactured 

Home Communities In Rural America: A Case Study. Housing Assistance Council: Washington, DC. 

Manufactured housing is an important yet often overlooked segment of our nation’s housing 
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stock, especially in rural communities. Despite its importance to the American housing sector, 

there is a dearth of information on manufactured housing, particularly for homes in community 

or land‐lease settings. This case study highlights the process Green Acres Court, a rural manufactured 

home community in Kalispell, Montana, undertook to convert from investor to cooperative resident 

ownership. 

 

National Association of Housing Cooperatives. (2012). Housing Cooperatives in the USA. NAHC: 

Washington, DC. 

A thorough overview of housing cooperatives in the U.S., with history, finance options, and legal 

considerations. 

 

Kang, Mihyun  with Melinda Lyon and Jessy Kramp .(2010) Older Adults’ Motivations And 

Expectations Toward Senior Cohousing In A Rural Community. Housing And Society. Volume 39, Issue 2, 

pp. 187–202. 

Adapted from the abstract: Senior Cohousing is a type of cohousing that specifically focuses on adults 

aged 55 or older by accommodating varying levels of physical abilities as well as varying levels of financial 

status  (The Cohousing Association of the United States, 2010). The purpose of this study was to examine 

older adults’ motivations and expectations toward Senior Cohousing in a rural community. The most 

common themes related to the motivations to move into Senior Cohousing were community, autonomy, 

and downsizing.  Regarding older adults’ expectations for environmental factors, respondents expected an 

area for  conversation, natural light and a view to the outdoors, neutral color, and energy efficiency for 

their living environment. This study provided insights into the views of participants in a rural Midwestern 

community toward Senior Cohousing as a new option for a senior living environment. 

 

Lubell, Jeffrey. (2013) Filling the Void Between Homeownership and Rental Housing: A Case for 

Expanding the Use of Shared Equity Homeownership. Joint Center for Housing Studies: Harvard 

University, Cambridge, Mass. 

This paper focuses on a set of policy options that fall in between the traditional tenure options of rental 

housing and homeownership and are sometimes referred to collectively as “shared equity 

homeownership.” 

 

Stockinger, Joan and Kevin Edberg. (2014) State of Cooperative Housing, Needs and Opportunities 

Cooperative Development Services: St. Paul, Minn. 

A survey to identify the location, performance, and technical assistance needs of housing cooperatives in 

Iowa, Minnesota, and Wisconsin. The study also considers the prospects for new cooperative 

development in these states.  

 

Cooperative Development Foundation. (2014) Creating Cooperative Housing Options for Rural Seniors. 

A paper based on the first two of five webinars on manufactured home cooperatives held in 2013 on 

senior housing cooperatives. Terry Lewis addresses what cooperatives are and how the member-owned 
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model can allow rural seniors to build new roots in their communities. Char Thompson, executive director 

of the Wisconsin Foundation for Rural Housing, shared her successful case study about a small 

manufactured housing cooperative that sprouted and thrived in the Adams-Friendship area of Wisconsin. 

 

Lawton, Julie D. (2015) The Legal Hybrid of Housing Cooperatives. Cooperative Housing Journal. 

National Association of Housing Cooperatives: Washington, DC. 

An overview of the legal issues surrounding whether a housing cooperative is personal property, 

rental property or real property, with a brief compilation of the more influential judicial and regulatory 

opinions addressing this question. 

 

Thompson, David J.  (2015) A Tale of Two Communities: The Economic Value of Living in a Resident-

Owned Manufactured Community versus a Manufactured Rental Home Community. Cooperative 

Housing Journal. National Association of Housing Cooperatives: Washington, DC. 

A study of the 20-year comparative success of the resident-owned Leisureville Mobile Home Park in 

Woodland, Calif. The 150-space manufactured home community transformed from rental to resident 

ownership in 1994. 

 

George, Lance and Jann Yankausas (2015) Case Study: Financing a Cooperatively Owned Rural 

Manufactured Home Community. Cooperative Housing Journal. National Association of Housing 

Cooperatives: Washington, DC. 

This study is adapted from “Preserving Affordable Manufactured Home Communities in 

Rural America: A Case Study” and published by the Housing Assistance Council in 2011 and includes an 

update for 2015. 

 

Berlin, Loren. (2015).”From Stigma to Housing Fix: The Evolution of Manufactured Homes.” Land Lines. 

Lincoln Institute of Land Policy: Cambridge, MA. 

Article examines how improving access to high-quality manufactured homes in resident-owned 

communities can expand the supply of sustainable and equitable affordable housing.  

 

Theodos, Brett with  Kenneth Temkin, Rob Pitingolo, and Dina Emam. (2015) Homeownership for a New 

Era: Baseline Report on the Cornerstone Homeownership Innovation Program. Urban Institute: 

Washington, DC.  

Adapted from the executive summary: This report details the baseline findings of an evaluation of nine 

shared equity homeownership programs in the United States. It describes shared equity program models 

and characteristics, the challenges and strategies used to recruit homebuyers, descriptive information on 

program applicants, and the implications of shared equity homeownership programs on policy and 

practice.  

The findings suggest three required elements to implement or expand a shared equity program: 1. 

Providing operational support is critical for groups that do not have sufficient program revenue to cover all 

operating expenses. 2. Identifying and accessing a source of homes that can be sold at below-market 
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prices and retained in a shared equity portfolio is essential for the continued expansion of any shared 

equity program. 3. Working with area lenders to develop and offer mortgage products that allow wealth-

constrained borrowers to purchase shared equity homes is vital for home sales. 

Northcountry Cooperative Development Fund. (undated). Cooperatives: An Accessible and Lasting Tool 

for Home Ownership. 

An overview of how housing cooperatives work. Of note is a useful chart on p. 6: “Housing at a Glance,” 

that compares market-rate co-ops, limited equity co-ops, condos, rental, and single-family housing. 

 

National Community Land Trust Network. (undated) Permanently Affordable Housing: Sector Chart & 

Glossary of Terms. A helpful graphic to understand and compare different shared-equity housing models. 

 

 

PowerPoints 
 

While not at the same level of detail as the papers in the literature review above, these PowerPoint 

presentations offer valuable insights into selected topics related to cooperative housing with indications 

for possible additional resources. 

 

Larry Mathe and Chris Goettke, National Cooperative Bank. Cooperative Housing/ Share Loan 

Financing. (undated)  

A valuable explanation of different finance options available to housings cooperatives with definitions of 

terms. 

 

Hugh Jeffers, Love Funding. (undated) Developing a Cooperative through FHA Financing: A model that 

works for Individuals, developers and the community.  

A thorough overview of financing options for housing cooperatives with a focus on pre-sale Management 

Approach with FHA 213 Financing. 

 

Ryan, Doug. (2015) Unsubsidized Affordable Housing? Manufactured Housing in Montana- Bridging the 

Gap -Building Housing Partnerships. CFED. 

Includes statistics on current manufactured homes in Montana and outlines opportunities and challenges 

in public policy for manufactured homes.  
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B. Case Studies in Brief 

Below are summaries of several case studies describing successful, as well as attempted, efforts to 

produce housing cooperatives or other shared equity housing. The full case studies can be found at 

[http://www.mcdc.coop/mcdc 

1. Adams-Friendship Cooperative Homes, Friendship, Wisconsin 

2. Bear Paw Development Corporation, Havre, Montana 

3. Duvall Riverside Cooperative, Duvall, Washington 

4. Green Acres Cooperative, Kalispell, Montana 

5. Oak Street Cooperative, Bath, Maine  

6. North Missoula CDC Land Stewardship Program, Missoula, Montana 

7. Ravalli County Council on Aging, Ravalli County, Montana  

 

 

1. Adams-Friendship Cooperative Homes, Friendship, Wisconsin 
Summary: The Adams-Friendship Cooperative Homes is a five-unit senior housing cooperative 

founded in 2004 and located in Friendship, Wisconsin (pop. 2,500).  The community was developed as 

an alternative housing model with support from the State of Wisconsin Department of Health and 

Human Services, the Wisconsin Foundation for Rural Housing, and the Adams-Columbia 

Electric Cooperative. Residents did the research on their options and selected their own 

homes to create the community. It is a hybrid cooperative model that resembles a community 

land trust but there is no third party nonprofit ownership. The cooperative members have a 

99-year occupancy interest in their unattached modular homes. However, the cooperative 

owns the land and the improvements to the land.  

2. Bear Paw Development Corporation, Havre, Montana 
Summary: The Bear Paw Development Corporation serving Hill County, Montana (pop. 16,096) sought 

to develop a senior housing cooperative in 2007-2009. After a housing needs assessment in 2007, the 

Bear Paw Senior Housing Task Force confirmed that there was significant demand and support for 

developing new independent senior housing in Hill County. Statistical data indicated that Havre could 

support 26 to 28 units of cooperative housing. Despite  attracting several prospective residents who 

made deposits, there was difficulty with attracting a developer with experience building cooperative 

senior housing. Outstanding questions for future efforts include where to find the developer, how to 

adjust the risk, and how to finance the project. 

 

3. Duvall Riverside Village Cooperative, Duvall, Washington 

Summary: Duvall Riverside Village Cooperative is a 25-unit resident-owned manufactured 

home community in Duvall, Washington (pop. 7,639), about 30 miles from Seattle. Duvall 

Riverside Village opened in the late 1970s and converted to a resident-owned community in 

2012. As a resident-owned community, the land is cooperatively owned, belonging to its 
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members in perpetuity. As part of the cooperative governance, members control the rent and 

make the rules.  A democratically member-elected board of directors manages the business 

of running Duvall Riverside Village. Each member household in the community has a say in 

who sits on the board, how to spend money, the annual budget, and whether to make 

changes to the rent.  

 

4. Green Acres Cooperative, Kalispell, Montana 
Summary: The Green Acres Cooperative, located just outside Kalispell, Montana (pop. 20,972) in 

Flathead County, is a 32-unit manufactured home community originally developed in 1973 that 

residents purchased in August 2010. The previous owners of Green Acres Court chose to sell the 

property to the residents to benefit from new legislation in Montana that provided tax credits to 

sellers of manufactured home communities to their residents. The cooperative incorporated in 

January 2010 as a public benefit corporation under the Montana Nonprofit Corporation Act. Through 

this process the cooperative developed a board of directors, filed its articles of incorporation, and 

provided education and training to residents. Challenges include inexperience in the practical details 

of community management as well as larger systemic issues related to cooperatives and cooperative 

viability. [Adapted from Case Study: Financing a Cooperatively Owned Rural Manufactured Home 

Community. By Lance George and Jann Yakausas in 2015 Cooperative Housing Journal (National 

Association of Housing Cooperatives) , pp. 27-30 

 

5. Oak Street Cooperative, Bath, Maine  
Summary: The Oak Street Cooperative in Bath, Maine (pop. 8,514) was a five-unit multifamily 

property that existed from 2007-2013 before converting to rental units. While the original co-

operative was short-lived, it is regarded as a useful model for future efforts in the region.  City 

planners pursued a limited-equity co-op for low-to-moderate income households as a path to 

homeownership and greater stability for neighborhoods. Challenges included that most of the co-op 

members had never been homeowners before. In addition, being on a co-op board and working 

closely with the other members was an entirely new experience.  Despite its dissolution, the Oak 

Street Co-op has been credited with inspiring the development of other small housing co-ops, 

including Faire Brande and Raise-Op Housing Cooperative in the city of Lewiston, about 26 miles away. 

 

6. North Missoula CDC Land Stewardship Program, Missoula, Montana 
Summary: The Land Stewardship Program (LSP) run by the North Missoula Community Development 

Corporation (NMCDC) in Missoula, Montana (pop. 66, 788) supports 47 units in three locations in the city: 

Whittier Court, Clark Fork Commons, and Burns Street Commons. Seven new downtown units are 

scheduled to break ground in Fall 2016. The program operates as a community land trust, and provides 

permanently affordable homeownership under a system where homeowners own their homes, but the 

land under their home is owned by NMCDC, which they lease from the organization.   
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7. Ravalli County Council on Aging, Ravalli County, Montana  
 

Summary: The Ravalli County Council on Aging explored the possibility of a senior housing cooperative to 

meet local housing needs in 2006-2009. The agency had received a donation of 20 acres of land in the 

town of Hamilton (pop. 4,348) and explored developing 12 acres for senior cooperative housing. However, 

the project did not go through, despite several meetings with interested prospective residents, a market 

analysis, and hiring an expert consultant.  Reasons for the failure of the effort included the need for a 

developer with local knowledge and a lack of regional experience with financing housing cooperatives.   
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C. Sample RFI for Pilot Communities  

   

Prepare to Launch 
Housing Cooperative Workshop 

Montana Cooperative Development Center  
 

Subject:  Housing Cooperative Pilot Community Selection Process 
 
The Montana Cooperative Development Center and Neighborworks Montana would like to thank 
you for your participation in our Housing Cooperative Feasibility Study.  You are receiving this e-
mail because you have indicated your interest in being selected as a pilot community for the next 
phase of this project. 
 
In this second phase, six to eight communities will be selected to participate in the “Prepare to 
Launch” Workshop, to be held September ____ 2016, at Fairmont Hot Springs Resort, just west of 
Butte, Montana.   The purpose of the “Prepare to Launch” workshop will be to provide technical 
assistance to communities to enable them to evaluate the viability of developing a housing 
cooperative in their locality.  

Interested communities are invited to complete an application indicating their interest and 
“readiness” to participate.  The selected communities must commit to bringing a team of three to 
four individuals that will be responsible for continuing project efforts after the workshop.   Project 
teams may be comprised of city/county officials, housing agencies, builders, financial institutions, 
economic development agencies, chambers of commerce and others. The workshop will include 
some informational presentations but will primarily offer an opportunity for each local community 
team to work one-on-one with experts to develop a preliminary feasibility plan for their 
communities.  There will be a small stipend available to project teams for travel-related expenses. 
The amount of the stipend will be determined, once the participating communities are selected.  

The application may be completed on line at: (link) 
Please complete and submit this application no later than ________.    
 
Pre Application Conference Call 
The Montana Cooperative Development Center will hold a phone conference call on ______, at 
_______.  At that time, you can indicate your interest in applying and ask any questions related to 
this Request.  The call in information is as follows:            
 
If you are unable to participate in the call, please send an e-mail noting your intent to submit an 
application and any questions you might have about this Request.  Your e-mail must be submitted 
no later than ______.  We will provide the answers to your questions to everyone who has 
indicated an intent to submit. 
Thank you for your continued interest. (Signatures) 
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Prepare to Launch 
Housing Cooperative Workshop 

Montana Cooperative Development Center  
 

Request for Information 
1. Applicant Information 
 
Agency/Organization  
Contact Person 
Complete Address (Street, City, State) 
Phone Number 
Email Address 
 
Please list Additional,  Partners, Sponsors, etc. that are involved in this project 
 
 
2.  Community Profile 
 
Community/Region 
State 
Population Size 
Median Household Income 
Median Age 
Median Housing Costs 
 Owner-Occupied 
 Rental 
Community Economic Character (Check all that may apply) 
 Tourism and Recreation-Based/Second Homes 
 Agricultural Center 
 General Service Center 
 Resource-Based (timber, mining, etc.) 
 “Bedroom Community” 
 Suburb/Exurb 

  
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Other – Please Explain:   
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3.  Targeted Market(s) for your Proposed Housing Cooperative 
(Check all that may apply) 

Seniors 
Entry-Level Workers (teachers, firefighters, medical workers, police officers) 
Low and/or Moderate Income Residents 
Families 

 
 
 
 
 
 
4. Readiness 
 
Project Team  
Please list the members of your project team that you would anticipate participating in the 
“Prepare to Launch Workshop”.  These might include local community development and housing 
specialists, city/county planners, local bankers, real estate professionals, cooperative extension 
agents, housing developers, chamber of commerce representatives, and elected officials.  For 
each member, please provide the following information: 

Name 
Agency or Organization 
Position 
Expertise 
Ability to Attend the September Ready to Launch Workshop? (yes or no) 

 
Site Location 
Do you have an identified building site? (yes or no) 
 Land only 
 Land and Existing Building 

  
 
 
 
 
 

  

Other – Please Explain:   

Other – Please Explain:   
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Market Evaluation 
Have you conducted any preliminary market analyses or surveys? (yes or no) 
  

 
 
 
 
 

 
Funding  
Have you identified potential funding sources for the implementation of your housing 
cooperative project? (yes or no) 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
5.  Other Information you would like to provide 
Please provide us with any additional information you think might be helpful in determining 
whether your community is “ready to launch” a cooperative housing initiative.   
 

 
 

  

If yes, please explain:   

If yes, please explain:   



60 
 

D. Metro & Micropolitan Communities 

Map 1:    Idaho Metropolitan and Micropolitan Counties  
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Map 2:   Montana Metropolitan and Micropolitan Counties  

 

 

  

 

Source:   
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Map 3:   Wyoming Metropolitan and Micropolitan Counties 

Source:   ….. 

 

 

 


