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1. EXxecutive Summary

This is a housing needs analysis for a region that covers the Roaring Fork Valley
and the Colorado River Valley; from Aspen and Snowmass Village to Glenwood
Springs, and from Parachute to Edwards. It encompasses up- and down-valley
locations, and is characterized by innumerable cross-commuting patterns.
Although no formal designation exists for this large region, the team of
municipalities and counties that led this effort call it the Greater Roaring Fork
Region (GRFR) for the purpose of analysis.

Study after study has documented unaffordable housing prices, inventory
shortages, and an ever-expanding commute shed for workers. Moreover, decades
of implementing best practices in most of the region’s communities has helped
many, but left still many more needs unmet. This study provides an
understanding of the dynamics, interdependencies, and the “face” (with a regional
workforce, resident, and employer survey) of regional housing needs. The
purpose is to create a common language with uniformly-collected information and
analysis from which regional solutions can finally address regional problems.

What are the key takeaways from this study?

e The region has a 2,100-unit shortfall Table 1. Housing Units Needed by AMI, 2017 & 2027
in housing for households at 60
percent of area median income
(AMI) and less, and a 1,900-unit Income Category Units Units
shortfall for households between 100 bl D
and 160 percent AMI, the “missing 201 2022
middle” (Table 1). Less than 60% AMI 2,118 2,383
e Market imbalances throughout the 61% to 80% AMI 2,748
region mean that shortfalls by 81% to 100% AMI 590
affordability level are much worse in 101% to 120% AMI 703
certain areas.
121% to 140% AMI 195
e Overspending costs the region $54 141% to 160% AMI 968 1,105
million per year. Greater than 160% AMI == =
e More than 26,000 workers (out of RSl T L S U N ———
47,000 employed residents) cross s Reme e
paths in their daily commute versus
just 19,000 employed residents who live where they work.
173102-Final Report_032719 1



Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study

e This cross-commuting impacts roads,
quality of life, and the environment.

e Year-round business has grown,
which can increase the region’s
resilience to another down-turn.

e The population is aging and retiring;
over the next 10 years, it is projected
that the population over 65 will
increase 60 percent (7,800 people).

e Non-local property ownership and
STRs put undue pressure on the
housing market’'s prices, which
impacts the local workforce and the
permanent resident population.

What is the study area geography?

The study area geography was built on
the boundaries of zip codes throughout
the Greater Roaring Fork Region and is
divided into six distinct areas, illustrated
in Table 2 and Figure 1.

Figure 1.

Legend
- Municipalities

|_ N | Counties
- Aspen to Snowmass
. Basalt Area
Carbondale Area
Eagle to Gypsum e’
' . Glenwood Springs Area
- New Castle to Parachute

Table 2. Study Area Geography Definitions
Area Municipality Zip Code
Aspen to Snowmass Village Aspen 81611, 81612
Snowmass 81615, 81654
Woody Creek 81656
Basalt Area Basalt 81621
Carbondale Area Carbondale 81623

Glenwood Springs Area Glenwood Springs 81601, 81602

New Castle to Parachute Battlement Mesa 81635
Parachute 81635

New Caslte 81647

Rifle 81650

Silt 81652

Eagle to Gypsum Eagle 81631
Dotsero 81637

Gypsum 81637

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
Y:\Projects\DEN\173102-Roaring Fork Valley Regional Housing Needs\Data\[173102-Text Boxes.xIsx]Units Needed Table
for Report

Greater Roaring Fork Region Study Areas

mfcatt
otsero S Ie weirds
el
G)
vEsny Eagle
Fulford

Marble

Gunnison

Mount Crested Butte



How are housing needs and gaps
defined?

A mismatch between the distribution of
supply and the distribution of demand is
called a “gap.” In this housing analysis,
two kinds of gaps are identified.

e Overall gaps — Does each local area
have sufficient supply (in sheer
numbers) to meet locally-generated
demand?

e Gaps by income — Is that supply
appropriately distributed to meet the
needs of households by income level?

What types of findings are there in
this analysis?

The findings indicate two types of
conditions:

e Oversupply — when the number of
housing units (regardless of
affordability level) exceeds local
housing demand; areas are referred
to as being “net suppliers” or have a
“net surplus” or “excess” of housing.

e Undersupply — when local housing
demand exceeds the local supply of
units (regardless of affordability
level); areas are referred to as having
a “net deficit” or “shortfall” of
housing.

Economic & Planning Systems | RRC Associates

Housing is Integral to the Economy

Nationwide, housing accounts for nearly 50 percent of
all capital and represents the largest portion of most
households' net worth. As a result, supply shortages
and affordability challenges manifest as quality of life
challenges. For example, rising housing costs and
stagnating incomes lead households to spend more of
their income on housing.

When households spending more of their income on
housing, their discretionary spending drops, which leads
to lower local spending on goods and services. When
households try to avoid cost burden, many try to find
affordable housing farther away from their jobs, schools,
etc. Under both scenarios, household spending on
housing and/or transportation increases, and
discretionary spending decreases.

While the causality of these shifts is debatable (because
households do make trade-offs), both scenarios lead to a
diminished quality of life and negatively impact the
economy. That is why an optimally located housing
supply supports resident and workforce mobility,
productivity, and contributes to a higher quality of life.

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
Y:\Projects\DEN\173102-Roaring Fork Valley Regional Housing Needs\Data\[173102-Text Boxes xIsx]Housing
is Integral
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How should the
findings be interpreted?

The housing analysis was
completed with layers of
uniformly available data
at the regional and
sub-regional levels. The
following are notable
limitations of these data:

e Geographic
boundaries — Zip code
boundaries allowed for

regional

analysis of supply and
demand factors without
omitting the impacts of
unincorporated areas.

As a result, findings at

the sub-regional level

are not exclusively the
municipalities. For
example, the

Carbondale Area

includes El Jebel and

other unincorporated
parts of Pitkin, Garfield,
and Eagle counties.

seamless

Definitions

Affordable housing

For decades, the federal government has defined "affordable"
by the rule that no household should spend more than 30
percent of its income on housing, implying high-income
earners, hourly-wage workers, young professionals, the elderly
on fixed incomes, and everyone in between. Affordable
housing means a place to live that is "affordable" so that when
the rent or mortgage is paid, money is left over for basic
necessities like food, transportation, healthcare, and all that
contributes to one's socioeconomic mobility and quality of life.

Area Median
Income (AMI)

This metricidentifies the midpoint of an area's household
income distribution, in which 50 percent of households earn
more and 50 percent earn less. Percentages of AMI are used to
isolate different levels of affordability need, such as 60, 80, 100,
and 120 percent AMI. In analysis like this, information and data
are broken down by AMI to determine needs and preferences,
and in policy, AMI metrics are used to qualify a household's
eligibility to purchase or rent a home at different levels of
affordability.

Cost Burden

Based on the definition above, as identified by the federal
government and the housing industry, owner and renter
households that spend more than 30 percent of theirincome on
housing are considered cost-burdened. At this level of housing
cost expenditure, households are likely to be experiencing a
level of financial stress on other quality of life expenditures.

Overspending

Referring specifically to the amount that households spend on
housing costs, "overspending" is the amount spent above the
cost-burden threshold of 30 percent of income. For example, if
a household's spending threshold is $1,000 per month but they
spent $1,400 per month, their overspending is $400.

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
Y:\Projects\DEN\173102-Roaring Fork Valley Regional Housing Needs\Data\[173102-Text Boxes.xisx] Defiritions

Recency of estimates and orders of magnitude — Data in this analysis are
representative of a similar vintage (2017); however, it is important to note that
employment measures are an average of 12 months of employment in 2017
whereas housing inventory measures reflect the middle of the year. If specific
beginning, middle, or end of year measures were used, the analysis would be
skewed by seasonality. As such, estimates of housing supply (e.g. totals,
occupied, and vacant), as well as gaps should be interpreted as orders of
magnitude. Furthermore, because the geographies are larger than the
municipalities after which the areas are named, the estimates of housing supply
are also generally larger than actual estimates for individual municipalities.

Projection of Gaps

Additional to the 2001 and 2017 housing gaps, a forward-looking analysis of what
the gaps might look like 10 years out has also been completed. The analysis
utilizes the same demand components as outlined above, making reasonable
assumptions about the continuation or shift in underlying conditions. (See the
discussion of Housing Gaps on page 21.)

4
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Summary of Findings

This summary highlights the major findings of the research, analysis, and process
that address the questions at the heart of the region’s relevant housing questions.
The findings are also delineated by demand-side trends, supply-side trends,
considerations of stated preferences, and case studies.

1. The region generates more demand for housing than it has.

In 2017, the region had a 2,000-unit shortfall for households at 60 percent
AMI and below, a 700-unit shortfall for those at 100 to 120 percent AMI, and
a 1,200-unit shortfall for the “missing middle”—households between 120 and
160 percent AMI. By 2027, it is projected that the shortfall of units affordable
to households at or below 100 percent AMI will balloon to 5,700 units, and
the shortfall for the missing middle will remain the same.

Figure 2. Overall GRFR Housing Gaps by AMI, 2017

120% AMI =
Gap = -
703Znits $84,480 - ,96535,,,-,5

100% AMI = $117,600 140% AMI =

$70,400 - o AMI - $98,560-

$98,000  100-\*” [#0%a, , $137,200 Cap=

968 units
@™

80% AMI = O ) 160% AMI =
$56,320- Y, $112,640 -
$78,400 $156,800

60% AMI = &
$42,240-
$58,800

Gap =
2,118 units
5.000 10,000
Total Households (demand) and - Housing Units
Total Housing Inventory (supply), 2017 by AMI
Source: U.S. Census ACS 5-year estimates, - Households
B19019, B25063, B25118; Economic & Planning Systems by AMI
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2. Housing in the Eagle to Gypsum area is

meeting housing demands from other parts

of the region. " L
Government officials in the area

need to look at the long-term big
picture and decide if they want to

This area contains 1,300 housing units that
essentially meet housing demands emanating
from other parts of the region. On the basis of
affordability, however, the area has a small
(200-unit) shortfall for households at 60 percent
AMI and a 160-unit shortfall at 140 to 160
percent AMI. Those conditions, however, are Source: Resident / Workforce Survey 2018
likely to change over the next 10 years,* when a iy o Fol Yy Reglorel Housing
1,100-unit shortfall at 60 percent AMI and a 150

unit shortfall at 80 to 100 percent AMI are

projected to emerge.

attract young professionals who will
stay to raise families or just cater to
the wealthy..."

3. Housing in the New Castle to Parachute area is also meeting housing
demands from other parts of the region.
This area contains 2,600 units that meet housing demands emanating from
other parts of the region. On the basis of affordability level, the local supply
amply meets demands being generated locally.

4. Demand for housing in the Glenwood Springs area exceeds its
supply.
The area has an overall 2,000-unit shortfall, which is projected to remain
relatively the same over the next 10 years. That shortfall is also spread
across nearly every income level, but the shortfall for the missing middle
category (120 to 160 percent AMI) is projected to double by 2027 (from 500
to 1,000 units).

5. The Carbondale area’s inventory is also meeting non-local demand.

The area’s housing supply has a net 1,200 units meeting non-local housing
demand, which is projected to remain relatively constant through 2027. On
the basis of affordability level, the current 600-unit shortfall at 60 percent
AMI is projected to stay the same, and shortfalls at every level between 80 to
140 percent AMI are anticipated to emerge.

6. The Basalt area’s housing market is fairly balanced.

In 2017, it is estimated that the area had a 500-unit excess of units (though
this falls within a margin of error2). On the basis of income, however, current
1,000-unit shortfalls (under 80 percent AMI) are projected to expand and
widen to approximately 1,600 at 120 percent AMI or below.

1 1t should be noted that for this and other areas of the GRFR, the same projection assumptions were used.

2 The U.S. Census ACS 2017 5-year estimate for the Town of Basalt is approximately 2,200 housing units with
a nearly 300-unit margin of error (MOE), +/- 14 percent. Given that this analysis uses the zip code 81621, a
MOE of 14 percent could suggest that the balance of local demand and supply is closer to zero (0).

6
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7. Demand for housing in the Aspen to

Snowmass area exceeds supply.

The Aspen to Snowmass area currently has a
3,000-unit shortfall, which is projected to
increase to 3,400 units by 2027. As expected in
such a high-priced market, the shortfall is
spread across the entire affordability spectrum
(except for above 160 percent AMI, which
contains an excess of 1,000 units). Collectively,
the area has a 4,000-unit shortfall for

"Aspen may be beautiful and offer
some great things, but if you are
financially stressed 24-7 and living
paycheck to paycheck even with good
jobs, the quality of life actually
[stinks]."

Source: Resident / Workforce Survey 2018

households under 160 percent AMI, and by :‘erd“gg;158‘\[[’;2‘];723_13;?;;'e“j;;;ksx;{?Reg"’“"”“°“5'"9
2027, that shortfall is projected to increase to
5,200 units.

Where is this demand coming from?

Jobs and people generate demand for housing. Business and employment growth
translate to housing demand, and households choose where to live based on a
variety of factors. At different life stages, people and households have different
preferences for what they want in a house, their neighborhood, and a community.

8. Year-round business growth means more need for resident housing.

Job growth is a sign of the economic health, and between 2001 and 2017,
the GRFR added more than 10,000 jobs to its year-round business sectors.
Relative to the state, the region accounts for 2 percent of Colorado’s jobs,
but captured more than 2.5 percent of the state’s growth during this time.

9. Seasonal housing needs are relatively the same as they were more
than a decade ago.
The magnitude of seasonal jobs has remained relatively constant in actual
numbers but declined as a portion of overall employment.3 During the
recession, many of the seasonal workforce needs were met by international
workers.

10. Proprietorships are a mainstay of the regional economy.

Proprietorships will continue to be a ubiquitous phenomenon of the labor
force and business activity in the GRFR as long as there is seasonality in the
larger economy. An analysis shows that the GRFR had approximately 33,000
sole proprietors in 2017, up from 22,000 in 2001.4

See the discussion of

Seasonality on page 31.

4 See the discussion of Proprietorships on page 32.
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11. The regional population grew by young and old, but mostly old.

The GRFR grew by 28,000 residents (approximately 10,000 households)
between 2001 and 2017, more than 1,700 persons per year. Just over 20
percent of the growth was in population between 35 and 64; more than 40
was under 35; and nearly 60 percent was over 65. Over the next 10 years,
the regional population is projected to grow by 24,000 people—33 percent
under 35; 30 percent 35 to 64; and 30 percent over 65.

12. An aging population requires different housing solutions, care, and
services.

Although longer life expectancies can be

attributable to advances in medical treatment
and healthier lifestyle, living longer means these
medical services and treatments need to be
available. It also means that different housing
solutions need to be addressed. Elderly
households frequently express an interest in
downsizing and lower maintenance living
arrangements, but also express frustration that
there are so few, if any, opportunities in the
region. Not only does the lack of appropriate R F RO
housing impact their quality of life, it negatively Y:\Projects\DEN\173102-Roaring Fork Valley Regional Housing
impacts the region and municipal sales tax AT e s
revenue collections.®

"The only way I will be able to remain
in this area when I retire is if | am
able to obtain an apartment in one of
the senior housing complexes in the
area. There is so little housing
available in this area that someone
on a fixed income can afford."

13. Lower mortgage interest rates were supposed to work in people’s
favor.

Although approximately 3,500 households paid off their mortgages between
2000 and 2017, they were not replaced by a proportional number of new
owner households. As a result, the percentage of owner households with a
mortgage dropped from 79 percent to 73 percent over this time. lronically,
historically low borrowing conditions were supposed to incent more
households into homeownership, but they exacerbated the unsustainable
increase in housing sales prices and instead ushered in a period of ownership
disinvestment.

5 Analysis of Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Expenditure Survey data shows that older households spend
less on typical taxable retail items and more on “experiential” purchases, such as travel. While elderly
households typically spend less than households of working age (35 to 64), a bulk of their purchases (i.e.
travel) do not generate local sales taxes.

8
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Housing supply matters by type, price, and location

Housing supply constraints, land availability, and a variety of factors (adequate
infrastructure, roads, sewer, utilities, and public services) impact where a
household chooses to |live. Considering substantial rates of second
homeownership and inventory used for short-term rentals, this set of
circumstances becomes a major market challenge.

14. The overall housing inventory grew proportionally to jobs.

The region added 11,900 housing units (nearly 750 units per year) between
2000 and 2017—almost identical to the net increase in wage and salary jobs.
Unfortunately, much of that construction (60 percent) took place in primarily
out-commuting locations—i.e. the New Castle to Parachute and Eagle to
Gypsum areas (36 and 25 percent, respectively). Moreover, 16 percent of the
new inventory is estimated to have been built for the second homeowner
market—defined as “vacant, for seasonal use.”

15. Non-local ownership increased its toehold in the region.
While the portion of residential properties (single family and multifamily) in
local ownership decreased from 73 to 72 percent, nearly 60 percent of new
residential property valuation added between 2005 and 2017 was in the
hands of non-locals.5

16. Short term rentals (STR) are a constraint on housing for residents.”

A current snapshot of STRs in the GRFR reveals more than 1,600 listings—
more than 3 percent of the region’s entire housing stock (i.e. total housing
inventory). As expected, a majority of STRs are located in the Aspen to
Snowmass area, with smaller proportions in the other areas of the region,
ranging from less than 1 percent of total inventory in New Castle to
Parachute to approximately 3 percent of the Carbondale area’s inventory.8

17. The cost to build housing has increased.

Rising home prices are not just the product of market demand factors; they
are the result of costs and/or shortages of labor and materials.® Since 2001,
materials costs have appreciated 56 percent, and the cost of labor has risen
by 70 percent. Confounding this trend was the net loss (and lack of recovery)
of more than 1,300 construction jobs after 2008.

6 |ocal ownership was defined as when the property owner zip code was among the 19 zip codes used to
define the GRFR. Non-local ownership was designated when the property owner zip code was anything other
than one of the zip codes defined as the GRFR.

7 The term short-term rental (STR) or vacation rental refers to the rental of a furnished home, apartment, or
condominium for a “short-term stay.” Definitions of “short-term” vary from 5 days or fewer to up to 60 days.
STRs can be managed independently by owners or third-party representatives and/or advertised via online
platforms such as www.airbnb.com, www.vrbo.com, or others.

8 Although this study does not delve into a measurement of the impact that STRs have, their impact can be
generally understood as a constraint on supply, which under any circumstances (holding all other demand
drivers constant) will cause an increase in the price of housing.

9 Typically, the cost of constructing a house accounts for 55 to 60 percent of the sales price of a home. Of that,
approximately half is the cost of materials and half is the cost of labor.
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How unaffordable are housing prices?

The type of demand and supply constraints the region experiences inevitably lead

to affordability challenges.

Rates of commuting

increase,

ownership and

investment declines, and the community and environment suffer. Most concerning
is that this impacts the community, its heritage, and the people’s quality of life.

18.

19.

A second homeowner-driven market has
driven its workforce away from their jobs.
The region’s workers have struggled for decades
with the price of housing, and that is one of the
main reasons why the region has become so
large; workers have sought more affordable and
available housing farther and farther away from
their jobs. In 2017 and 2018, the (weighted)
average price of housing in the GRFR fluctuated
between $700,000 and $1,000,000—from just
under $400,000 in the New Castle to Parachute
area to the out-of-reach high in the Aspen to
Snowmass area of $2.4 million.

An investor-driven market exposes its
workforce to the risk of equity loss.

"I'am appalled at the housing
condition! | will continue to fight to
find a place for my family and to
attend meetings in the area to ensure
others in my situation have an
option, but | am losing hope in this
valley caring about the housing and
life quality of its non-wealthy, non-
retired locals and workers."

Source: Resident / Workforce Survey 2018

Y:\Projects\DEN\173102-Roaring Fork Valley Regional Housing
Needs\Data\[173102-Text Boxes.xIsx] Sheet1

In years following the Great Recession10, nearly every one of the areas
(including those whose housing markets are oriented more to the workforce)
of the region experienced serious housing price drops and protracted
volatility. While forecasting another market contraction was not a part of this
study, continued expansion of the second homeowner market does illuminate
the risk that another downturn may have similarly detrimental impacts on

the region’s resident population and workforce.

10 The National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER) defines an economic recession as: “a significant decline
in economic activity spread across the economy, lasting more than a few months, normally visible in real GDP,
real income, employment, industrial production, and wholesale-retail sales.” The Great Recession refers to the
period of economic contraction beginning in December 2007 and ending in June 2009.

10
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The gap between what a household can afford and the median price
of a home will widen further.

The affordability gap has widened in each area of the region—from $116,000
in the Eagle to Gypsum area to $290,000 in the Carbondale area and $1.4
million in the Aspen to Snowmass area.l1,12 Given the upward trajectory of
the Federal Reserve’s overnight borrowing rate, it is easy to imagine
mortgage rates rising higher over the next decade. Although forecasting is
filled with uncertainty, affordability gaps could widen by another 100 to 400
percent (depending on area) over the next 10 years.

Cross-commuting patterns are the “market” solution to affordability
challenges.

The Aspen to Snowmass area imports an

average of 7,500 workers per day, and
Glenwood Springs is a net importer of 2,400

workers. The other areas generally export
workers. From a policy perspective, these cross-
commuting patterns are what happens when the
“market is left to its own devices.” That is, the
market may be “taking care of itself”, but it is

"No one is asking for palaces on top
of Red Mountain. We just want
'starter homes', like the rich people
all around us had in the 1950s."

Source: Resident / Workforce Survey 2018

not tak|ng care of Workers' quality_of-“fe_for Y:\Projects\DEN\173102-Roaring Fork Valley Regional Housing

Needs\Data\[173102-Text Boxes.xIsx] Sheet1

those who would rather not commute as far.

Cost burden costs the region $54 million a year.

Although some households are making quality of life trade-offs when they
choose to spend more than 30 percent of their incomes on housing, the
economic impact of “overspending” cannot be overlooked. It is estimated
that overspending amounted to approximately $54 million in 2017, averaging
$320 per month for each of the region’s 14,100 cost-burdened households.
The impact is that $320 per month spent regionally would recirculate locally
in very different ways (creating jobs) in the hands of households rather than
the hands of non-local landlords or residential mortgage bond-holders (e.g.
Wall Street).

11 this analysis uses regional median household incomes from the Department of Housing and Urban
Development as well as current underwriting conditions. The affordability gap is the difference between the
median price of a home sold and what a household (4 persons) earning the median income.

12 1he analysis utilizes historic 30-year fixed rate mortgage information from the Federal Reserve Bank of St.
Louis, an average property tax mill levy of 52 mills, factors for insurance and utilities, as well as a 10 percent
down payment.
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Findings and Conclusions: Household and Employer Surveys

The survey-based component of the study was conducted during late winter and
spring 2018. An extensive survey-based effort targeted both local residents/
employees and employers. Full results of the surveys are presented in a report
that discusses key findings. In addition, the survey results have been portrayed in
a series of Appendices that are provided under separate cover. Below, selected
highlights of the survey research are summarized.

What are workers and residents saying?

Feedback from the surveys support an overall conclusion: residents and
employers throughout the region are experiencing housing problems and the
similarities between survey results from both groups are striking. To a large
extent, housing issues are being felt throughout the area and the problems
generally don’t respect city or county boundaries.

Among residents, dissatisfaction with current residence was probed in a variety of
ways. Overall, about 1 in 10 residents report they are “somewhat” or “very”
dissatisfied with their current residence. Similarly, about 9% report dissatisfaction
with the community where they live. Responses to this question are similar across
the region although average satisfaction ratings with residence are somewhat
lower (more dissatisfaction) in the Aspen/Snowmass area (3.8) compared to
Glenwood Springs through Battlement Mesa (4.0), and Eagle through Dotsero
(4.2). Survey results show that renters are more than twice as likely to be
dissatisfied (19% compared to 7% owners).

Further exploration of dissatisfaction shows that couples with children, single
parents with children and unrelated roommates are relatively more likely to rate
satisfaction with their residence to be a low. Although the majority of respondents
did not report dissatisfaction with their residence, the problems experienced by
those that are dissatisfied are challenging and the complaints aired in open-ended
comments reinforce these findings. Targeting the dissatisfied segment of
residents should be a focus of local programs.

The relatively low level of dissatisfaction of residents is in seeming contrast to the
widely held belief by residents and employers alike that housing is a “serious” or
“critical” _problem. While many are not dissatisfied with their homes, they
recognize the housing problems are widespread and that housing issues create
other impacts including traffic and commuter-related congestion and service
quality issues as explained in open-ended comments obtained through the survey.
The fact that this opinion is shared by most residents living throughout the region
(76%0), is illustrated by the graph below. Similarly, employers called it a problem
at the same level, 76%. Consensus between residents and employers that
availability of housing represents a major problem provides an environment
where public and private sector cooperative efforts become more viable.

12
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Hrea of residence
overall Aspen thru 0ld Basaltthry  Clorwosd Springs
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Retiring workers are a time bomb - problems exist today but they will only get
worse. The currently housed work force will be getting smaller because of
increasing percentages of retirees in the next few years, and a significant number
of retiring workers now live in deed restricted units exacerbating the challenges.
The survey finding that many older households want to stay in their community
and in their current residence worsens the problems. The survey data can be
analyzed further as policy discussions on retirement-related issues move.

Survey respondents were asked how they expect to use their home in the future.
This figure varies from 82% in Aspen/Snowmass to 64% in Glenwood to
Parachute. While few respondents expect to sell and move outside the area (8%
overall), this expectation was relatively higher in the down valley areas (12%)
and very low in Aspen (4%). Overall, the results show general similarities across
the region; in other words, all communities can expect a significant number of
residents to want to stay in their community and in place into the future. The
survey results also suggest that there is a segment of the community that will be
interested in renting or purchasing a smaller home upon retirement—about 26%
say they are “extremely” or “very” likely. Encouraging the development of some
new smaller homes for retiring workers should be considered as a part of local
housing plans.

Percent Responding Average Rating

R Im -
Q20: When you

retire, how likely
are you:

to rent/purchase a
smaller home

i
w
I

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
M Don't know 3
B 1-NotatAll Likely

2 M 5-Extremely Likely

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado
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Live/Work Patterns. The relationship between where households live and where
they work in the region is central to understanding current housing demand
patterns and to planning for future housing and transportation policies. Analyzing
these patterns is complex because households typically have more than one
worker and for most, the decision where to live is based on a calculus that
includes a variety of considerations. Commuting patterns and demand are closely
tied to housing problems. The fact that significant percentages of employees are
commuting long distances has a variety of implications. The data can support
analysis of policy options and the relationship between commuting and housing
tradeoffs.

Commuting. With the exception of Aspen, most households in the region have one
or_more workers working outside their community. Another way of looking at
these data is to consider the pull of Aspen as an employment center. Survey
results show that in communities between Snowmass and El Jebel, between 62%
and 97% of respondents have one or more household member working in Aspen.
Among Carbondale residents the figure drops to 49%, and it then falls off even
more sharply among Glenwood Springs (16%) and Rifle (8%) residents.
Nonetheless, a still significant 18-20% of New Castle and Silt households report
one or more persons working in Aspen. The survey clearly shows widespread
commuting that provides the demand that is served in part by RFTA and by other
efforts including employer transportation assistance or subsidies.

The survey also explored where current residents “would like to live if you could
afford the cost of housing.” Results show 91% of Aspen respondents prefer
Aspen, 67% of Snowmass residents prefer Snowmass, and 56% of Basalt
residents prefer Basalt. Significant majorities living in Carbondale (75%) and
Glenwood Springs (64%) also prefer their communities. Among towns further
west the figure dips to between 40 and 50%. For residents in Eagle it is a high
78%, and in Gypsum it is 63%. These data are important, with many implications.
For example, they suggest that while Aspen may be the location of employment
for many, it is not necessarily everyone’s preferred place to live. Additionally, the
data provide a measure of current living conditions in the region; this metric could
be used to measure change over time as individual communities work on policies
and infrastructure to enhance their livability and attractiveness.

Employers Subsidizing Transportation Costs. Assistance with the costs of
commuting are quite widely provided in the Aspen/Snowmass area (31%) and in
the Basalt/Carbondale area (38%). Transportation subsidies are less common in
Glenwood Springs and for residents further to the west (18%), and in Eagle
County (12%).

Preferences — Important Factors in Looking for a Place to Live. Cost of housing to
buy/rent was most identified (receiving an average score of 4.6 on a five-point
scale). Of interest, while there are some differences by community (for example,
Aspen residents choosing “proximity to place of employment” and “proximity to
bus/shuttle”) the overall averages are fairly similar across the geographic areas.

14
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Examples include “community character” and “energy efficiency” which were rated
of relatively high importance and received similar ratings from all geographic
areas.

Interest in Considering a Deed-Restricted Unit? There was an overall willingness
to consider purchasing units with deed restrictions among about two-thirds of
survey respondents. However, this figure varies geographically with 83%
willingness in Aspen/Snowmass, to more like 50 to 70% in other areas. The open-
ended responses to this question help to explain the thinking of residents. Those
that are not interested sometimes cite the loss of resale value, a “poor
investment” and “not worth it,” and inability to qualify, and concerns/dislike for
the program as reasons for saying “no, they would not consider it.”

Open-Ended Comments. The Household Survey contained a large number of
“open-ended” questions that permitted respondents to comment or expand upon
a quantitative response. Taken together, these comments represent over 300
pages of input. In an effort to make these results readily available the consultant
team has provided several different summaries of the results. Various “themes”
emerge from written comments and they are categorized into various sub-
categories. Additionally, a listing of verbatim comments from several of the key
open-ended questions is presented as an Appendix to the full report.

A Comments Tool. Provided to assist in reviewing comments, the tool is a means
for self-exploration of the comments using an Excel based feature. A reader can
investigate comments by community and can also get a feel for the range of
suggestions and the total number of individual responses received in response to
each survey question. The tool has been provided under separate cover and it can
be shared with interested individuals upon request

15
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What are employers saying?

The primary purpose of the Employer Survey was to understand local housing and
employment issues from the perspective of employers. The survey collected a
variety of data on employment patterns, the impact of housing availability on
retaining/recruiting employees and business operations, employer opinions, and
activities regarding local workforce housing, and related issues. A total of 300
employer surveys were received. The responding employers represent a diverse
range of sizes, locations, and industry sectors. The responding employers account
for 14,485 total peak-season employees (taking the maximum of winter
employment and summer employment for each employer), an appreciable share
of total employment in the region.

Employer Demographics. The survey contained a series of questions designed to
characterize employers on the basis of location, industry sector, square footage,
and other functional characteristics. Employer location - Responses were obtained
from employers throughout the region, with the greatest representation in the
employment centers of Aspen (43%) and Glenwood Springs (20%). Industry
sector - Survey respondents were distributed across a broad variety of industry
sectors, led by construction (10% of respondents), retail trade (10%),
professional/scientific/technical services (8%), and bar/restaurant (7%). Square
footage - Employers occupied a diverse range of spaces, with 22% occupying less
than 1,000 square feet, 32% occupying 1,000—-2,499 square feet, 15% occupying
2,500 — 4,999 square feet, 11% occupying 5,000 — 9,999 square feet, and 20%
occupying 10,000+ square feet. The median space occupied was 2,200 square
feet, and the average (pulled up by very large employers) was 19,251 square
feet. The broad representation of employers in the sample provides a data base
that could be used to further explore policy options in the future (i.e. employer
opinions and support for housing initiatives, fees or subsidies, etc.).

Employees by job status. Employers were asked to report their total number of
year-round full-time, year-round part-time, seasonal full-time, and seasonal part-
time employees, in both the summer and winter seasons. Findings included:

e Year-round vs. seasonal job status: Most jobs with responding employers
are held by year-round employees in both summer (80% of employees)
and to a lesser degree winter (69%). A significant share of employees are
seasonal in summer (20%) and to a higher degree in winter (31%o).

e Full-time/part-time job status: Most persons employed by responding
employers are full-time workers (32 or more hours per week), while a
minority are part-time (under 32 hours/week).

16
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Unfilled jobs at the present time. Fully 45% of responding employers said they
had unfilled jobs at the present time, including 37% with unfilled full-time jobs
and 19% with unfilled part-time jobs. This past winter (2017/18 season), 32% of
responding employers had jobs they were unable to fill. The share of employers
with unfilled jobs varied from 18% for employers with 1 to 4 workers to 60% for
employers with 50+ workers. Employers—including respondents both fully staffed
and understaffed—were on average understaffed by 2.8% this past winter.

Persons unable to accept a job or who left employment because they lacked
affordable housing. In the past 12 months, 47% of responding employers had
workers decline a job or leave their employment due to a lack of affordable
housing. Employers had an average of 3.2 job candidates or employees in this
situation, which is equivalent to 6.3% of their peak season employment.

Ease of finding and retaining qualified employees, and challenges in recruiting.
Most employers (57%) say it has gotten harder to find and retain qualified
employees over the past three years, while 28% say it has stayed about the
same, and just 1% say it has gotten easier (13% don’'t know). Fully 86% of
responding employers say they have challenges in recruiting and retaining
employees, including 74% of the smallest employers and 100% of the largest.
The biggest challenge by far is a lack of affordable housing, cited by 66% of

employers.

How difficult is it for your employees to find affordable housing? Employers were
asked to rate how difficult it is for various employee groups to find affordable
housing. A majority of employers believe it is “5-very difficult” for: retail/service
clerks (65%), seasonal employees (63%), general Ilabor/service (56%),
construction/repair/skilled trades (57%), and entry level professionals (55%). A
significant but smaller share of employers say that finding affordable housing is
very difficult for office support staff (45%), mid-management (39%), and upper
management (38%).

Overall

Percent Responding Average Rating

Retail/service clerks I 15% 13% _

Seasonal employees I 13% 15% _

Q14: How Generallabor‘fservicel 17% 17% _

difficult is it

Construction / repair / skilled trades I 22% _
for you

employees to Entry level professionals I 21% 14% _

find affordable

housing in the Office support staff I 24% 18% _
ion?

region: Mid-management . 23% 21% _

Upper management . 16% 22% 12’%_

=

9060066

M 1- Not at all Difficult 2 3 - Moderately Difficult 4 M 5 - Very Difficult

@
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Impact of housing availability on work performance of employees. Almost three-
quarters of employers (73%) feel that the availability of affordable housing has
impacted the work performance of their employees, rising from 61% of the
smallest employers to 81% of the largest. Impacts include displeasure with wage
rates due to high housing costs (48%), high turnover (29%), tardiness from long
commutes (29%), high absentee rates (8%), and other issues (7%, e.g. fatigue
from long commutes, inability to expand business, etc.).

Seriousness of the issue of affordable/employee housing for local residents. In a
key finding from the research, there is broad agreement among employers of all
sizes that affordable housing is a problem for residents. This opinion is shared by
residents. Most employers feel that affordable/employee housing is a serious
issue, with 28% rating it as “the most critical problem in the area,” and 48%
rating it as “one of the more serious problems.”

Total Peak Season Employees (maximum of either
summer or winter)

5-9 10-24 25-49 50-99 100+

Grand
Total

The most critical
28%
problem in the area

21% I31% 37% | 20% 26% 32%

One of the more B8y 00 B 570088 4096 57% 39% | 50%
Qi6: Do you feel serious problems
affordable/
. A moderate
employee housing 189% 14% 20% 20% 30% | 14%
. problem
for local residents
is: One of our lesser
problems

2% 2%

4% | 7% 4% 4% 5%
Mot a problem 3% ‘

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork [ Colorado River Valley [ Eagle County Employer Survey
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Employer Actions. The survey probed specific actions currently being undertaken
by employers to address housing needs, as well as their potential willingness to
assist in the future. Provision of housing and housing assistance to employees was
evaluated. A significant share of employers—the largest employers in particular—

provide some type of housing assistance to their employees. Specifically, 17% of
respondents provide housing (including 10% of the smallest employers,
increasing to 41% of the largest). Additionally, 10% of employers provide other
types of housing assistance, including 2-13% of small to medium employers and
36% of the largest. Responding employers provide housing to 1,030 employees in
summer and 1,055 employees in winter— roughly equivalent to 9% of their
summer _employees and 8% of their winter employees. Slightly over half of the
employees housed are seasonal employees (53% of employees housed in
summer, 54% in_winter), while 46-47% of those housed are year-round

employees.

Additionally, responding employers provide other types of housing assistance to
275 employees in summer and 260 employees in ski season—roughly equivalent
to 2% of their summer and winter employees.

Willingness to assist with provision of affordable housing in the future. About one
in five employers (21%) stated they would be willing to assist with the provision
of affordable housing in the future, while 28% are unwilling, and fully half (51%)
are uncertain. The high level of uncertainty may imply a potential openness to
assisting, subject to the details of what that might entail.

Total Peak Season Employees (maximum of either

Grand .
summer or winter)
Total
1-4 5-9 10-24 25-45 50-98 100+
Q20: In the future, Yes I 21% || 17% I 18% 25% | 21% 23% 32%
would you be willing
to assist with the
. . No Iza% 39% ISB% 25% 21% 189% 9%

provision of
affordable/employee
housing? Uncertain l 51%  44% l 49% 50% 58% 59%  59%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley [ Eagle County Employer Survey
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(If willing to assist) Preferred type(s) of assistance. Among employers who
expressed a willingness to assist, the most preferred types of assistance are
leasing housing for employees (57%) and constructing units for employees
(46%). Lesser shares cite subsidizing rents (24%), providing down payments
(17%), contributing to damage deposits (13%), and other approaches.

(If willing to assist) Type(s) of employees you would assist. Among employers
who expressed a willingness to assist, a strong preference is apparent for
assisting year-round employees (95% of employers would assist), with much
lower shares willing to assist ski season employees (18%) or summer season
employees (18%). Survey results indicate that there is broad interest in assisting
with housing by employers (25% overall, with over 50% “uncertain”) the
preferred types of assistance are narrow: leasing and constructing, and assisting
year-round employees, not seasonal. This finding provides direction for future
policy discussions, cooperative measures between employers and households, and
any potential regulatory efforts.

Open-ended Comments. The Employer Survey included several opportunities for
open-ended comments. A complete listing of these comments is presented under
separate cover. The comment feedback obtained from the following question
included responses that have been grouped into the various topics:

Q24: Do you have any other comments or suggestions regarding affordable
housing for employees in the region?

o Affordable Housing Concerns.

e Support vs. Opposition to Employee Housing.

e The Role of Government in Affordable Housing.
e Other Themes and Comments.

20



2. Economic and Demographic Analysis

Details underlying the findings in the Executive Summary are presented in this
chapter. This provides a more detailed illustration of the findings, the
methodologies, and assumptions.

Housing Gaps

This regional housing needs assessment offered an opportunity to augment the
standard approach to estimating housing gaps by income. The intent was to use
data sources representative of the complexity of the economic, demographic, and
market dynamics in the region. Recognizing the various influences of housing
demand, the following data layers were used to create a linear relationship
between employment and housing:

e Wage and salary employment

e Proprietors

e Out-commuters

e In-commuters (netted out)

e Multiple job holdings

e Non-working residents

e Ratio of population to occupied housing (i.e. household size)

As a result, the housing gaps that can be estimated reveal the notion of
“undersupply” or “oversupply” of housing. The results also speak to the dynamics
between the different areas of the region, pointing to where some area housing
inventories have a shortfall of units (relying on other areas to supply housing and
workers), while others contain an excess of units (serving as the residence of
choice for workers employed regionally).

173102-Final Report_032719
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Assumptions for Housing Gaps Projection

Wage & Salary Employment

It was assumed that wage and salary employment would grow at 1.0 percent
annually for the next 10 years (compared to the historic 1.2 percent) and that
growth by sector would continue along their varying rates of grow relative.
Likewise, the incomes of each sector were projected using their relative rates of
appreciation relative to an overall 1.5 percent wage level growth (compared to
approximately 3.0 percent for the GRFR).

Proprietors

It was assumed that the number of proprietors would continue to grow in
proportion with the scale of wage and salary employment. Their income levels
were also escalated in proportion to the wage and salary employment levels,
aligned by sector.

In- and Out-Commuters

Commuting patterns were projected out 10 years based on their current
trajectories. Their income levels were projected out using an alignment of income
levels by wage and salary sector with the commuting patterns.

Non-Working Population

The projection of non-working populations was taken from DOLA's county level
forecasts of population by age and calibrated to the GRFR geographies using the
apportionments developed in this analysis. The forecast of income levels for this
cohort were developed through a projection of the shifts in population by age by
income from the U.S. Census.

Housing Inventory

The overall results of the gaps analysis projection were most sensitive to growth
assumptions in housing supply. The analysis compared rates of growth for 2001
to 2017 as well as 2007 to 2017. It was determined that the rates of housing
production before 2007 were unrepresentative of development patterns during
any of the past 10 years and would not be appropriate for projection. The volume
of production for the 2007-17 period equaled approximately 75 percent of the
volume of production during the entire 2001-17 period. As such, the analysis
factors growth in the housing supply at 75 percent of the 2001-17 inventory
growth. To accommodate shifts in housing supply by affordability level, the
relative shifts in housing supply by price and rent levels were projected out and
recalibrated by AMI according to projected income levels.

Income Levels

Underlying a number of the projection layers is the forecast of income levels using
HUD AMI definitions. An overall forecast rate of 1.0 percent was used for each of
the areas within the GRFR.

Mortgage Interest Rates

The average interest rate on a 30-year FRM loan has been at historical lows during
the past decade. Given the recent increases in the Federal Reserve borrowing
rate, mortgage lending rates have already begun to rise. It is estimated that by
2027, the average interest rate may be closer to the averages seen in 2001 and
2002.

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

Y:\Projects\DEN\173102-Roaring Fork Valley Regional Housing Needs\Data\[173102-Text Boxes.xlsx]Projection of Gaps
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Regional Housing Gaps

The boundaries of the region’s economy and population are fluid—intermingled
with the markets of Vail and Grand Junction. Some people live and work in the
region, others live elsewhere and work here, while others live here but work
elsewhere. Though the region covers a very large geography, it has too few
housing units for the economic activity it creates (regardless of affordability
level). The region is currently estimated to be short approximately 300 units, a
deficit that is projected to get larger over the next 10 years. While that does not
appear to be an insurmountable challenge, the real problem lies in the
mismatched distribution of inventory by
affordability levels. AMI, 2017 & 2027

In 2017, the region had a 2,100-unit

shortfall for households at 60 percent AMI Regional Gaps 2017 2027

and below, a 700-unit shortfall for those

at 100 to 120 percent AMI, and a 1,200- Less than 60% AMI nRl

unit shortfall for the “missing middle”— 61% to 80% AMI — 2718
81% to 100% AMI 590

households between 120 and 160 percent 101% to 120% AMI 703

AMI. By 2027, it is projected that the 121% to 140% AMI 195

shortfall of units affordable to households 141% to 160% AMI 968 1,105

at or below 100 percent AMI will balloon Greater than 160% AMI

to 5,700 units, and the shortfall for the Souree: Economic & Flanning Systems
Y:\Project s\ DEN\173102-Roaring Fork Valley Regional Housing
missing middle will remain the same.

Needs\ Data\ [173102-Housing Gaps-Version 2.xIsx] Hist Gaps Tablesfor

Figure 3. Regional Housing Gaps by AMI, 2017
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Table 3. Regional Housing Units Needed by
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Eagle to Gypsum Area

As will be illustrated later in the chapter, the
average sales price for housing in the Eagle
to Gypsum Area was a little more than
$515,000 in the 3™ quarter of 2018—nearly
80 percent lower than the average price of
housing in the Aspen to Snowmass Area, 34
percent lower than the Basalt area, 28
percent lower than the Carbondale Area, and
marginally lower than the Glenwood Springs
Area. As a result, housing demand emanating
from other parts of the region (and even
beyond in which housing prices are higher)
have resulted in a local housing inventory
that contains 1,300 housing units effectively
meeting non-local housing demands.

Table 4. Eagle to Gypsum Area Housing

Units Needed by AMI, 2017 & 2027

Eagle to Gypsum 2017 2027
Area

Less than 60% AMI 210 1,110
61% to 80% AMI
81% to 100% AMI 150
101% to 120% AMI
121% to 140% AMI
141% to 160% AMI 156 164

Greater than 160% AMI ---

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

YAProjects\DEN\ 173102-Roaring Fork Valley Regional Housing
Needs\Datal [ 173102-Housing Gaps-Version 2.xIsx] Hist Gaps Tablesf or

Considering the income levels of local-generated demand, however, the inventory
was fairly well aligned in 2017 except for a small (200-unit) shortfall for
households at 60 percent AMI and a 160-unit shortfall at 140 to 160 percent AMI.
Problematic for the area and region is that those conditions are likely to change in
the next 10 years, with a projected 1,100-unit shortfall at 60 percent AMI and an
emerging gap (150 units) at 80 to 100 percent AMI.

Figure 4. Eagle to Gypsum Overall Housing Gaps by AMI, 2017
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24

Housing Units
by AMI

Households
by AMI




New Castle to Parachute Area

The New Castle to Parachute Area is
currently the most affordable part of the
region with average housing prices at

Economic & Planning Systems | RRC Associates

Table 5. New Castle to Parachute Area
Housing Units Needed by AMI, 2017 & 2027

approximately $310,000 in the 3™ quarter New Castle to 2017 2027
of 2018—nearly 90 percent lower than the Parachute
Aspen to Snowmass Area, more than 60
percent lower than the Basalt Area, more Less than 60% AMI
than 40 percent lower than the Glenwood 61% to 80% AMI
. 9 9 e S
Springs Area, and nearly 60 percent lower CECR00 1
than the average in the Carbondale Area 101%to 120% AMI
g ) 121% to 140% AMI 136
V) 0,
As a result, demand pressures from the 141% to 160% AMI 321 457
. . . Greater than 160% AMI 334 65
entire region have created a market in " : .
ource: Economic & Planning Systems
which there are Currenﬂy an estimated V.\P;o\lecls\\l?EN\ﬂzmeroanngForkva\leyReg\]onalHousmgm
Needs\ Data\ [ 173102- Housing Gaps- Version 2.xIsx] Hist GapsTablesfor
2,600 housing units meeting non-local
demands. Over the next 10 years, this
supply surplus is projected to remain
relatively constant. On the basis of
affordability level, the market has only
minor shortfalls, but for the missing middle
spectrum.
Figure 5. New Castle to Parachute Overall Housing Gaps by AMI, 2017
120% AMI = Gap -
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Glenwood Springs Area

The average housing price in the Glenwood Table 6. Glenwood Springs Area Housing
Springs Area was approximately $530,000 Units Needed by AMI, 2017 & 2027

in the 3 quarter of 2018. Although this
was approximately 30 percent lower than

Glenwood Springs 2017 2027
the Basalt Area, 25 percent lower than the
Carbondale Area, and nearly 80 percent Less than 60% AMI 1,126 483
lower than the Aspen to Snowmass Area, 61% to 80% AMI 107 688
this part of the region generates more 81% to 100% AMI 403
housing demand than it supplies. 101% to 120% AMI 169
121% to 140% AMI 157 597
Overall, the area has a 2,000-unit shortfall, 141% to 160% AMI 381 436
which is projected to remain relatively the Greater than 160% AMI 301
Source: Economic & Planning Systems
same over the neXt 10 years' That Shortfa" Y:\Projects\ DEN\173102-Roaring Fork Valley Regional Housing

Needs\Data\[173102-Housing Gaps-Version 2.xsx] Hist Gaps Tablesfor

is also spread across every income level,
and is projected to expand in the missing
middle category (120 to 160 percent AMI)
by 2027.

Figure 6. Glenwood Springs Overall Housing Gaps by AMI, 2017
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Carbondale Area

The average price of housing in the
Carbondale Area was approximately
$720,000 in the 3™ quarter of 2018—nearly
10 percent lower than the average price
of housing in the Basalt Area, and
approximately 70 percent lower than the
Aspen to Snowmass Area.

The area’s housing supply has a net of
1,200 units meeting non-local housing
demand, which is projected to remain
relatively constant through 2027. On the
basis of affordability level, the current 600-
unit shortfall at 60 percent AMI is projected
to stay the same, and shortfalls at nearly
every level between 60 to 140 percent AMI
are anticipated to emerge.

Economic & Planning Systems | RRC Associates

Table 7. Carbondale Area Housing Units
Needed by AMI, 2017 & 2027

Figure 7. Carbondale Area Housing Gaps by AMI, 2017
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Basalt Area

The average price of housing in the Basalt 1y g. Basalt Area Housing Units Needed
Area was approximately $780,000 in the 3™ by AMI, 2017 & 2027

quarter of 2018, and though higher than
other down-valley locations, its average

; ’ ; Basalt Area 2017 2027
cost of housing is still 70 percent lower
than the Aspen to Snowmass Area. Less than 60% AMI 761 1,070
o _ 61% to 80% AMI 195 358
In 2017, it is estimated that the area had a 81% to 100% AMI 43
500-unit excess of units (falling within a 101% to 120% AMI - 143
margin of error13), generally a balance of 121% to 140% AMI
local housing supply that is largely meeting 141% to 160% AMI
the locally-generated housing demand. On Greater than 160% AMI
. . Source: Economic & Planning Systems
the bas IS Of I ncome t] hOWeve r L Cu r re nt Y:\Projects\DEN\173102-Roaring Fork Valley Regional Housing

Needs\ Data\[173102-Housing Gaps-Version 2.xIsx] Hist Gaps Tablesf or

1,000-unit shortfalls (under 80 percent
AMI) is projected to expand and widen to
approximately 1,600 at 120 percent AMI
or below.

Figure 8. Basalt Area Housing Gaps by AMI, 2017
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Source: U.S. Census ACS 5-year estimates, Households
B19019, B25063, B25118; Economic & Planning Systems by AMI

13 The U.S. Census ACS 2017 5-year estimate for the Town of Basalt is approximately 2,200 housing units
with a nearly 300-unit margin of error (MOE), +/- 14 percent. Given that this analysis uses the zip code 81621,
a MOE of 14 percent could suggest that the balance of local demand and supply is closer to zero (0).
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Aspen to Snowmass Area

It is a statement of the obvious that the 1 peo. Aspen to Snowmass Area Housing
Aspen to Snowmass Area is the highest-  Units Needed by AMI, 2017 & 2027

priced market in the Greater Roaring Fork
Region with an average sales price of
approximately $2.4 million in the 3™

Aspen to Snowmass 2017 2027

quarter of 2018. It is also no surprise that Area

the local housing supply does not meet the Less than 60% AMI 483 481

locally-generated housing demands. 61% to 80% AMI 1,401 2,101
81% to 100% AMI 766 1,204

In 2017, the area had a 3,000-unit 101% to 120% AMI 663 861

shortfall, which is projected to increase to 121% to 140% AMI 420 245

3,400 units by 2027. As expected in such a 141%to 160% AMI 227 327

high-priced market, the shortfall is spread Greater than 160% AMI

. . Source: Economic & Planning Systems
across the entire affordability spectrum Projects DE 273102-Roaring o valey Regfonal Hausing

Needs\ Data\[173102-Housing Gaps-Version 2.xIsx] Hist Gaps Tablesf or

(except for above 160 percent AMI, which
contains an excess of 1,000 units).
Collectively, the area has a 4,000-unit
shortfall for households under 160 percent
AMI, and by 2027, that shortfall is
projected to increase to 5,200 units.

Figure 9. Aspen to Snowmass Overall Housing Gaps by AMI, 2017
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Demand-Side Trends

Demand for housing is driven by economic and demographic growth. At the core,
economic growth is the primary demand driver, measured in jobs. But jobs, in-
and out-commuting patterns, and other socioeconomic and demographic factors
collectively represent a composite metric for housing demand. In a region where
economic strength comes from tourism, recreation, and a service sector that
caters to second homeowners, the demographic component of housing demand is
also rooted in non-residents. As such, this series of findings shed light on the
various elements of demand that characterize the Greater Roaring Fork Region
housing market.

Employment

Employment growth is a sign of the region’s economic health, which is good for
businesses, the workforce, residents, and the communities. Service-oriented
businesses (e.g. retailers) benefit by having a growing demand base from
business-to-business transactions and from the households of new job-holders.
Residents also benefit because it means there is tax revenue from daytime
population expenditure (and visitation) to pay for essential public goods and
services (e.g. police, fire, schools, parks, etc.).

Total employment levels in the GRFR grew from 40,000 jobs to approximately
50,400—an average of 1.3 percent growth per year between 2001 and 2017, as
illustrated in Figure 10. 14 By comparison to general wage and salary
employment levels at the state, the GRFR contains approximately 2 percent of
Colorado’s total wage and salary jobs, yet captured more than 2.5 percent of the
state’s overall employment gains between 2001 and 2017.

The following Figure 11 through Figure 16 illustrate the total employment
trends and portion of seasonality over time for each section of the GRFR.

14 Employment reached its peak, however, in the GRFR in the 3™ quarter of 2008 at more than 55,000 jobs.
Employment subsequently declined by approximately 20 percent regionwide by 2010 and has steadily
increased since then, albeit not to pre-recession levels. The region’s largest industry losses were felt in the
Mining (60 percent loss), Construction (40 percent loss), and Information (35 percent) sectors, collectively
amounting to approximately 5,500 jobs.
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Figure 10. Total GRFR Wage & Salary Employment & Seasonality
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Figure 11. Total Aspen to Snowmass Wage & Salary Employment & Seasonality
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Figure 12. Total Basalt Wage & Salary Employment & Seasonality
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Figure 13. Total Carbondale Wage & Salary Employment & Seasonality
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Figure 14. Total Glenwood Springs Wage & Salary Employment & Seasonality
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Figure 15. Total New Castle to Parachute Wage & Salary Employment & Seasonality
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Figure 16. Total Eagle to Gypsum Wage & Salary Employment & Seasonality
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A collection of seven visitation- and nonvisitation-oriented sectors accounted for
more than 80 percent of the overall growth in the region: Retail (5 percent);
Transportation & Warehousing (5 percent); Real Estate (9 percent); Educational
Services (12 percent); Health Care (22 percent); Arts, Entertainment &
Recreation (8 percent); and Accommodation & Food Services (20 percent).

Table 10. GRFR Wage & Salary Employment by Industry

2008-17 2001-17
By Industry, GRFR 2001 2008 2017 TotalA %ofA TotalA Ann.A Ann.%
Agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting 279 241 363 122 -4% 84 5 1.66%
Mining 314 2,110 823 -1,286 41% 510 32 6.22%
Utilities* 257 345 456 110 -4% 198 12 3.63%
Construction 6,885 8,664 5,588 -3,076 98% -1,297 -81 -1.30%
Manufacturing 857 775 783 8 0% -74 -5 -0.56%
Wholesale trade 862 1,126 997 -130 4% 135 8 0.91%
Retail trade 5,076 6,065 5,556 -509 16% 480 30 0.57%
Transportation and warehousing* 705 1,552 1,263 -289 9% 557 35 3.71%
Information 672 766 516 -250 8% -156 -10 -1.64%
Finance and insurance 888 1,097 896 -201 6% 8 0 0.05%
Real estate and rental and leasing 1,425 2,424 2,323 -101 3% 898 56 3.10%
Professional, scientific, and technical services 1,739 2,565 2,311 -254 8% 573 36 1.80%
Management of companies and enterprises 271 221 247 26 -1% -24 -2 -0.58%
Administrative and waste management services 2,161 3,669 2,792 -877 28% 631 39 1.61%
Educational services 3,122 3,843 4,430 587 -19% 1,308 82 2.21%
Health care and social assistance 2,260 3,217 4,515 1,298 -41% 2,255 141 4.42%
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 2,290 2,501 3,112 611 -19% 822 51 1.94%
Accommodation and Food Services 6,206 7,558 8,276 719 -23% 2,070 129 1.82%
Other Services 1,417 1,855 1,742 -113 4% 325 20 1.30%
Public Administration 2,321 2,984 3,445 460 -15% 1,124 70 2.50%
Total 40,007 53,578 50,432 -3,145 100% 10,425 652 1.46%

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
YaProjects) 102-Roaring Fork egional Housing T3102-Q 2032610 xisX| TABLE 7.1- GRFR jobs
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Table 11. Aspen to Snowmass Wage & Salary Employment by Industry

2008-17 2001-17

By Industry, Aspen to Snowmass 2001 2008 2017 TotalA % ofA TotalA Ann.A Ann.%
Agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting 22 33 87 54 -10% 65 4 8.91%
Mining 0 10 0 -10 2% 0 0 0.00%
Utilities* 61 63 54 -9 2% -7 0 -0.72%
Construction 821 787 419 -368 69% -402 -25 -4.11%
Manufacturing 89 46 62 16 -3% -27 -2 -2.21%
Wholesale trade 72 63 68 5 -1% -4 0 -0.40%
Retail trade 1,502 1,555 1,390 -165 31% =142 =7 -0.48%
Transportation and warehousing* 223 256 264 8 -2% 42 3 1.08%
Information 244 209 126 -83 15% -118 -7 -4.06%
Finance and insurance 265 308 235 =73 14% -31 -2 -0.77%
Real estate and rental and leasing 839 1,309 1,302 -7 1% 463 29 2.78%
Professional, scientific, and technical services 577 838 665 -173 32% 89 6 0.90%
Management of companies and enterprises 32 29 75 46 -9% 43 3 5.38%
Administrative and waste management services 889 1,854 786 -1,068 199% -103 -6 -0.76%
Educational services 500 639 632 -7 1% 132 8 1.48%
Health care and social assistance 591 562 799 237 -44% 208 13 1.91%
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 1,539 1,781 2,192 412 -77% 653 41 2.24%
Accommodation and Food Services 3,433 3,644 4,024 379 -71% 591 37 1.00%
Other Services 495 668 685 18 -3% 191 12 2.06%
Public Administration 886 1,060 1,313 253 -47% 427 27 2.49%
Total 13,080 15,713 15,177 -535 100% 2,098 131 0.93%
Source: Economic & Planning Systems

Y:AProjects\DEN\173102-Roaring Fork Valley Regional Housing Needs\Datal[173 102-QCEW-083018-Version 2-032619 xisx| TABLE 11- AS jobs.

Table 12. Basalt Wage & Salary Employment by Industry
2008-17 2001-17

By Industry, Basalt Area 2001 2008 2017 TotalA % of A TotalA Ann.A Ann.%
Agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting 10 18 26 9 -2% 17 1 6.49%
Mining 0 5 5 0 0% 5 0 0.00%
Utilities* 8 15 21 7 -2% 14 1 6.78%
Construction 752 1,002 605 -396 101% -147 -9 -1.35%
Manufacturing 156 130 109 =21 5% -47 -3 -2.22%
Wholesale trade 70 81 60 -22 6% -11 -1 -1.01%
Retail trade 268 287 401 113 -29% 132 8 2.54%
Transportation and warehousing* 75 76 68 -8 2% -7 0 -0.64%
Information 60 52 46 -6 2% =15 il -1.71%
Finance and insurance 62 64 55 = 2% -7 0 -0.71%
Real estate and rental and leasing 72 115 125 10 -3% 53 3 3.47%
Professional, scientific, and technical services 183 205 204 0 0% 22 1 0.71%
Management of companies and enterprises 10 9 14 6 -1% 4 0 2.22%
Administrative and waste management services 136 366 BBV -30 8% 201 13 5.85%
Educational services 12 0 48 47 -12% 36 2 9.24%
Health care and social assistance 119 162 186 24 -6% 67 4 2.82%
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 142 151 82 -69 18% -61 -4 -3.42%
Accommodation and Food Services 206 328 446 118 -30% 240 15 4.95%
Other Services 113 272 114 -158 40% 0 0 0.03%
Public Administration 53 49 43 -6 2% -11 -1 -1.39%
Total 2,507 3,386 2,994 -393 100% 487 30 1.12%

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
Y:\Projects\DEN\173102-Roaring Fork Valley Regional Housing -QCH XIsx]TABLE 2.1- B jobs
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Table 13.

Carbondale Wage & Salary Employment by Industry

2008-17 2001-17
By Industry, Carbondale Area 2001 2008 2017 TotalA % ofA TotalA Ann.A Ann.%
Agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting 88 48 77 29 19% =148 il -0.84%
Mining 64 31 26 -5 -3% -38 -2 -5.45%
Utilities* 1 8 90 82 53% 89 6 32.51%
Construction 1,226 1,306 855 -450 -291% -371 -23 -2.23%
Manufacturing 194 166 108 -59 -38% -86 -5 -3.61%
Wholesale trade 59 80 88 8 5% 29 2 2.49%
Retail trade 450 532 477 -56 -36% 26 2 0.35%
Transportation and warehousing* 18 90 103 13 9% 86 5 11.74%
Information 63 69 65 -4 -3% 2 0 0.24%
Finance and insurance 95 111 98 -13 -9% 3 0 0.16%
Real estate and rental and leasing 120 181 191 10 6% 71 4 2.96%
Professional, scientific, and technical services 152 293 365 71 46% 213 13 5.62%
Management of companies and enterprises 3 11 18 7 5% 15 1 12.14%
Administrative and waste management services 336 353 606 252 163% 270 17 3.75%
Educational services 144 206 275 68 44% 131 8 4.13%
Health care and social assistance 182 316 384 68 44% 202 13 4.78%
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 136 117 136 19 13% 0 0 0.01%
Accommodation and Food Services 398 637 686 49 31% 288 18 3.45%
Other Services 132 133 197 65 42% 65 4 2.54%
Public Administration 88 131 130 -1 -1% 42 3 2.44%
Total 3,948 4,819 4,974 155 100% 1,025 64 1.45%
Source: Economic & Planning Systems
Fork egi Housing Needs\Data\[173102-QCEW-083018-Version 2-0326 19 xIsx] TABLE 3.1- C jobs.
Table 14. Glenwood Springs Wage & Salary Employment by Industry
2008-17 2001-17

By Industry, Glenwood Springs 2001 2008 2017 TotalA % ofA TotalA Ann.A Ann.%
Agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting 28 34 17 -17 -6% -11 -1 -3.09%
Mining 35 4 10 6 2% -25 -2 -7.57%
Utilities* 132 157 166 9 3% 34 2 1.45%
Construction 1,569 1,442 1,146 -296 -100% -423 -26 -1.94%
Manufacturing 104 94 94 1 0% =9 -1l -0.60%
Wholesale trade 333 286 187 -98 -33% -145 -9 -3.53%
Retail trade 1,847 2,069 1,697 -371 -125% -150 -9 -0.53%
Transportation and warehousing* 99 237 150 -87 -29% 51 3 2.62%
Information 217 144 64 -80 -27% -154 -10 -7.39%
Finance and insurance 284 338 301 -37 -12% 17 1 0.36%
Real estate and rental and leasing 117 238 219 -19 -6% 102 6 4.02%
Professional, scientific, and technical services 589 738 630 -108 -36% 41 3 0.43%
Management of companies and enterprises 8 20 25 5 2% 17 1 7.13%
Administrative and waste management services 279 274 305 31 10% 26 2 0.57%
Educational services 1,114 1,136 1,351 215 72% 237 15 1.21%
Health care and social assistance 1,067 1,519 2,099 579 195% 1,031 64 4.32%
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 166 139 387 247 83% 220 14 5.41%
Accommodation and Food Services 1,455 1,608 1,830 222 75% 376 23 1.45%
Other Services 338 338 340 3 1% B] 0 0.05%
Public Administration 647 819 912 92 31% 265 17 2.17%
Total 10,426 11,632 11,929 297 100% 1,503 94 0.85%

36

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

Y A\Projects\DEN\173102-Roaring Fork Valley Regional Housing Needs\Data\[173102-QCEW-083018-Version 2-032619 xIsx] TABLE 4.1- GW jobs



Economic & Planning Systems | RRC Associates

Table 15. New Castle to Parachute Wage & Salary Employment by Industry

2008-17 2001-17
By Industry, New Castle to Parachute 2001 2008 2017 TotalA %ofA TotalA Ann.A Ann. %
Agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting 108 89 122 33 -1% 14 1 0.76%
Mining 215 2,059 781 -1,278 46% 566 35 8.41%
Utilities* 48 92 99 7 0% 51 3 4.58%
Construction 1,111 2,480 1,224 -1,256 45% 113 7 0.61%
Manufacturing 122 138 228 91 -3% 106 7 3.98%
Wholesale trade 227 407 383 -25 1% 156 10 3.32%
Retail trade 667 1,056 959 -97 3% 292 18 2.30%
Transportation and warehousing* 103 653 352 -300 11% 249 16 7.97%
Information 16 70 87 17 -1% 71 4 11.09%
Finance and insurance 104 162 125 -37 1% 21 1 1.17%
Real estate and rental and leasing 155 402 301 -100 4% 147 9 4.25%
Professional, scientific, and technical services 95! 276 191 -85 3% 97 6 4.49%
Management of companies and enterprises 126 127 100 -27 1% -26 -2 -1.41%
Administrative and waste management services 259 393 418 25 -1% 159 10 3.04%
Educational services 662 994 1,109 115 -4% 447 28 3.27%
Health care and social assistance 221 503 805 302 -11% 584 37 8.42%
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 117 102 54 -48 2% -63 -4 -4.72%
Accommodation and Food Services 334 847 777 -71 3% 443 28 5.42%
Other Services 199 297 176 -122 4% -23 -1 -0.76%
Public Administration 208 362 429 67 -2% 221 14 4.62%
Total 5,095 11,508 8,720 -2,788 100% 3,625 227 3.42%
Source: Economic & Planning Systems
Fork egi Housing Needs\Data\[173102-QCEW-083018-Version 2-0326 19 xIsx] TABLE 5.1- NCP jobs
Table 16. Eagle to Gypsum Wage & Salary Employment by Industry
2008-17 2001-17

By Industry, Eagle to Gypsum 2001 2008 2017 TotalA %ofA TotalA Ann.A Ann. %
Agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting 23 21 35 14 12% 12 1 2.57%
Mining 0 1 2 1 0% 2 0 0.00%
Utilities* 8 10 25 15 13% 17 1 7.29%
Construction 1,406 1,648 1,338 -310 -262% -68 -4 -0.31%
Manufacturing 192 201 182 -19 -16% -11 -1 -0.35%
Wholesale trade 100 210 211 1 1% 111 7 4.78%
Retail trade 341 565 632 67 57% 291 18 3.93%
Transportation and warehousing* 188 240 325 85 72% 137 9 3.49%
Information 72 222 129 -94 -79% 56 4 3.66%
Finance and insurance 78 115 83 -32 -27% 5 0 0.38%
Real estate and rental and leasing 123 179 185 5 5% 62 4 2.59%
Professional, scientific, and technical services 144 215 256 41 35% 112 7 3.64%
Management of companies and enterprises 93 26 15 =14 -9% =77 -5 -10.62%
Administrative and waste management services 263 429 340 -88 -75% 78 5 1.63%
Educational services 691 867 1,015 148 125% 325 20 2.44%
Health care and social assistance 80 155 242 87 74% 163 10 7.19%
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 189 212 261 49 41% 72 5 2.05%
Accommodation and Food Services 381 493 514 21 18% 133 8 1.89%
Other Services 140 148 229 81 69% 89 6 3.11%
Public Administration 438 563 619 56 48% 181 11 2.18%
Total 4,951 6,520 6,638 118 100% 1,687 105 1.85%

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
Y:A\Projects\DEN\173102-Roaring Fork Valley Regional Housing XIsx] TABLE 6.1- EG jobs
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Seasonality

Greater year-round business activity bodes well for the overall economy, whereas
seasonal employment places strain on the economy in the form of temporary
housing and overcrowding conditions. 15 In 2017, seasonal employment
accounted for an average of 8 percent of total wage and salary jobs in the GRFR.
Both the 15t and 3™ quarters represent peak seasons (for different parts of the
region), accounting for 10 or 11 percent of the entire workforce. Seasonal
employment during peak season is as high as 12 percent (Aspen to Snowmass) or
as low as 6 percent (Glenwood Springs).

Four sectors account for two-thirds of all seasonal employment: Construction (8
percent); Real Estate (7 percent); Arts, Entertainment, & Recreation (30
percent); and Accommodations & Food Services (22 percent).

As GRFR communities have become more aware of the economic volatility created
by seasonality, the proportion of seasonal workforce has dropped. Overall growth
in employment levels has actually been the product of year-round business sector
expansion. Although the magnitude of seasonal jobs has remained relatively
constant (in actual number of jobs), its proportion has dropped by 1.5 percent
regionwide.16

15 Seasonality was very meticulously defined for this analysis using data from the Colorado Department of
Labor & Employment’s Quarterly Census of Employment & Wages establishment level data series. The
granularity of data was leveraged to identify when a particular establishment’'s employment level for any
particular month (usually during peak season) reached the overall geography’s (e.g. Aspen to Snowmass,
Basalt, etc.) seasonal peak for a respective year. To accomplish this, quarterly employment trends were
created, from which annual employment levels were identified, and from which quarterly metrics were
calculated as the percent above/under the annual employment levels. The analysis then utilized the more than
500,000 records of establishment level data to identify the annual average employment levels for all
establishments in the GRFR for each so to calculate the monthly employment level as a percent above or below
the respective establishment’s annual average. Those percentages were then compared to the seasonal peaks
for each geography for each year to determine whether that particular establishment was behaving as a part of
the “seasonal” industry.

16 seasonal jobs, for example, during peak season in Aspen to Snowmass accounted for 13 percent in 2001,
whereas they accounted for under 12 percent in 2017. Seasonal jobs in Carbondale dropped from 11 percent to
less than 9 percent; in Glenwood Springs from 7 to 5.5 percent; in New Castle to Parachute from 10 percent to
7 percent; and in Eagle to Gypsum from 9 percent to 7 percent. Basalt has remained relatively constant at 9
percent.
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Figure 17. Seasonal Employment as Percent of Total Employment
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Proprietorships

According to an analysis of secondary sources (Bureau of Economic Analysis and
the U.S. Census Nonemployer Statistics), the GRFR had approximately 33,000
sole proprietors in 2017—up from 22,000 in 2001.17 It should be noted, however,
that individuals who identify as sole proprietors can also be wage and salary
workers engaged in separate business activities, and some may file multiple
Schedule Cs.18

17 sole proprietors are a designation given to individuals who file an IRS Schedule C. The Internal Revenue
Service requires individuals to report their income from a business or a profession practiced as a sole
proprietor. An activity qualifies as a business if: a) the primary purpose for engaging in the activity is for
income or profit, and b) the activity is engaged with continuity and regularity.

18 Although independent sources of information confirmed the same magnitude of sole proprietorships in the
GRFR, the overall estimate of 33,000 proprietorships likely does not translate to individuals. Using information
from the 2018 GRFR Resident Survey, average multiple job-holdings was 1.4 across the region. This would
translate to approximately 23,600 individuals.

2015

2016
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Population

The population of the GRFR grew
by approximately 28,000 people
between 2001 and 2017, from
75,000 to more than 103,000
(Table 17). Overall, the region
gained approximately 1,700
people per year.

Nearly 40 percent of the region’s
population growth occurred in the
New Castle to Parachute Area,
and nearly 30 percent of the
region’s growth occurred in the
Eagle to Gypsum Area.

40

Table 17. Regional Population Trends, 2001-2017

Population 2001 2017 Growth Ann.%
Aspen to Snowmass Area 13,547 14,866 1,319 0.6%
Basalt Area 4,490 6,440 1,950 2.3%
Carbondale Area 13,046 16,182 3,136 1.4%
Glenwood Springs Area 13,132 16,026 2,895 1.3%
New Castle to Parachute Area 21,814 32,391 10,576 2.5%
Eagle to Gypsum Area 9,430 17,235 7,805 3.8%
Total 75,457 103,139 27,682 2.0%

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

Y:\Projects\DEN\173102-Roaring Fork Valley Regional Housing Needs\ Data[ 173102-DOLA-

083118-Version2.xIsx] Pop Growth Tables
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Population by Age
Under 16 Years

Regionwide, slightly more than 20 Table 18. Regional Population Change by Age,
percent of the new population growth Under16Yyears
was aged 16 years or under. By area, the

portions of total population change Population Change (00-17) Total Under as %
ranged between 10 and 30 percent. 16

Among the more family-oriented areas of Aspen to Snowmass Area 1319 156 12%

. Basalt Al 1,950 234 129

the region, the under 16s accounted for aselt Ared ' %

. Carbondale Area 3,136 627 20%

nearly 30 percent of total population Glenwood Springs Area 2,895 506 17%

growth in the New Castle to Parachute New Castle to Parachute Area 10,576 2,867 27%

Area, and more than 20 percent in the Eagle to Gypsum Area 7805 1,687 22%

Total 27,682 6,078 22%

Eagle to Gypsum Area. They also : . ;
Source: Economic & Planning Systems
accounted for 20 percent and near|y 20 :y\:geby;’:j-v;;nZ‘XISX]PDDG;O\::H:TyaE::ona\ fousing Needs\ Datal [ 173102-Population
percent of total population growth in the
Carbondale and Glenwood Springs Areas, respectively.

This age group, however, accounted for just over 10 percent of total population
growth for both the Aspen to Snowmass and Basalt Areas.

Figure 18. Change in Population Under 16 Years
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New Castle to Glenwood Gypsim Area
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35 to 64 Years

Regionwide, the age cohort between 16
and 64 years (working age population)
accounted for nearly 60 percent of total
population growth between 2000 and
2017. For the most part, the growth of
this age cohort was generally consistent
throughout the different areas of the
region.

In the Glenwood Springs, New Castle to
Parachute, Eagle to Gypsum, and the
Basalt Areas the population of working
age accounted for a little over 60 percent
of the total population growth between
2000 and 2017.

Table 19.
64 Years

Regional Population Change by Age, 16 to

Population Change (00-17) Total 16 to 64 as %
Aspen to Snowmass Area 1,319 -226 -17%
Basalt Area 1,950 1,207 62%
Carbondale Area 3,136 1,436 46%
Glenwood Springs Area 2,895 1,765 61%
New Castle to Parachute Area 10,576 6,658 63%
Eagle to Gypsum Area 7,805 4,895 63%
Total 27,682 15,736 57%

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

DEN\1731 173102-Population
hyAgehyTlacl Version 2.xIsx] Pop Growth Tables

In the Carbondale Area, this age group accounted for less than half of total

population growth.
loss of more than 200 persons this age.

In the Aspen to Snowmass Area, however, there was a net

Figure 19. Change in Population 16 to 64 Years
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65 Years and Over

Table 20. Regional Population Change by Age, 65

Regionwide, th f
egionwide, the age group of 65 years  — =< - =

and older accounted for more than one-
fifth of total population change between

2000 and 2017. Population Change (00-17)  Total 65and as%
Over
As with the other age groups, the

- - . 0,
proportions of population change varied Aspen to Snowmass Area LN 05
i Basalt Area 1,950 510 26%
widely by area. In the New Castle to Carbondale Area 3,136 1073 34%
Parachute and Eagle to Gypsum Areas, Glenwood Springs Area 2,895 623 22%
this age group accounted for 10 and 16 New Castle to Parachute Area 10,576 1,051 10%
. Eagleto G A 7,805 1,222 16%
percent of total population change, R : : °
) Total 27,682 5,868 21%

respeCtlver' Source: Economic & Planning Systems

YAProjects\DEN\17: Fork g Data\[
by Age by Tract-Version 2.xIsx] Pop Growth Tables

In the Glenwood Springs and Basalt

Areas, this age group accounted for 22

and 26 percent of total population change. In the Carbondale Area, this group
accounted for more than one-third of the shift, and in the Aspen to Snowmass
Area, the growth in this age group accounted for over 100 percent of the
population shift.

Figure 20. Change in Population 65 Years and Over
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Population Projection by Age

An analysis of the State Demographer data by age shows that over the next 10
years, population in the region will increase by a little more than 25,000 people,
comprising of only 5 percent population under 16, and more than 60 percent
population aged 16 to 64, and more than 30 percent for the population over 65.

Under 16 Years

A sign of declining birth rates, the Table 21. Regional Population Projection, Under 16

population under the age of 16 Y°&rs

regionwide is projected only to increase

by 5 percent over the next 10 years. Population Projection Total Under as %
(2017-27) 16
The New Castle to Parachute, Eagle to
Gypsum, and Basalt Areas are the only Aspen to Snowmass Area 899 73 8%
- - - - 9
areas projected to see an increase in this Basalt Area 1,752 88 5%
i . . Carbondale Area 2,921 -10 0%
age cohort, while this age group is Glenwood Springs Area 2,687 -50 -2%
projected to lose only an insubstantial New Castle to Parachute Area 10,037 786 8%
number in the Carbondale Area. Eagle to Gypsum Area 7,256 595 8%
Total 25550 1,336 5%
On the Other hand’ bOth the GIenWOOd YS\?’:T::S:\::N?lr;aolrl;ziiirzlga;]r:Zﬁe?:es;:r:iausngNeeds\Da{a\[ﬂzmz—DoLA
Springs and Aspen to Snowmass Areas oA e
are projected to see a net loss in this age
group.
Figure 21. Population Projection Under 16 Years
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Under 16 years
S/ 16 to 64 years

65 years and over Source: Economic & Planning Systems; ESRI BAO; DOLA; U.S. Census
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16 to 64 Years

This age group is projected to account
for more than 60 percent of regional
population growth between 2017 and
2027.

Interestingly, there is less variation in
the growth of this age group as a portion
of the total population shift than there is
in the younger age category.

Growth in this group is projected to
account for more than 70 percent in the
Basalt and Eagle to Gypsum Areas, and
projected to account for approximately
60 percent in the remaining four areas.

Economic & Planning Systems | RRC Associates

Table 22.
Years

Regional Population Projection, 16 to 64

Figure 22. Population Projection 16 to 65 Years

|
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(2017-27)
Aspen to Snowmass Area 899 537 60%
Basalt Area 1,752 1,249 71%
Carbondale Area 2,921 1,691 58%
Glenwood Springs Area 2,687 1,543 57%
New Castle to Parachute Area 10,037 6,067 60%
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Source: Economic & Planning Systems; ESRI BAO; DOLA; U.S. Census
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65 Years and Over

Growth in this age group is reflective of Table 23. Regional Population Projection, 65 to

the net migration of population at Y&rs

retirement age. Quality of life factors

often influence residents’ decisions to Population Projection Total 65 and as %

remain in place after retirement. This is (2017-27) Over

particularly the case in several of the up-

allev locations Aspen to Snowmass Area 899 435 48%

v y ! ) Basalt Area 1,752 415 24%
hil h Ki lati Carbondale Area 2,921 1,240 42%

While the working age population Glenwood Springs Area 2,687 1,193 44%

accounted for a predominance of the New Castle to Parachute Area 10,037 3,184 32%

population growth for the Basalt and Eagle to Gypsum Area 7,256 1,456 20%

Total 25,550 7,923 31%

Eagle to Gypsum Areas, the retirement _ »
Source: Economic & Planning Systems
age cohort accounts for less than 25 and o Frcale e w7302 00
20 percent of the projected growth,
respectively.

In New Castle to Parachute, this age group accounts for approximately one-third
of growth, and it accounts for roughly 40 percent in both the Carbondale and
Glenwood Springs Areas. In the Aspen to Snowmass Area, the older age cohort
accounts for nearly half of projected population growth.

Figure 23. Population Projection 65 Years and Over
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While the social and economic impacts of those trends would require further
study, analysis of national data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer
Expenditure Surveyl® shows that as households age (and retire) they spend less
than households of working age. Research has also shown that older households
spend more on experiential goods and services (like travel) and less on typical
taxable retail items. This pattern in a geography with an aging population has
implications for sales tax revenue generation. Without bringing in more
households, sales tax revenues to the region’s municipalities are at risk of
stagnating.

New Mortgage Investment

The rate of homeownership often swings with the broader market. For example,
between 2002 and 2008, homeownership rates were on the rise in the U.S., but
plummeted shortly after the Great Recession. Using the analysis trend, which
encapsulates two economic cycles, this analysis looks at a period (2001 to 2017)
when the average borrowing rate on a 30-year fixed rate mortgage dropped from
approximately 7 percent to approximately 4 percent.

Figure 24. Interest on 30-Year Fixed Rate Mortgage, 2001-2017
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Source: Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis; Economic & Planning Systems Y:\Projects\DEN\173102-Roaring Fork Valley Regional Housing Needs\Data\[173102-FRM.xlsx]30-YR FRM Rates 71-18

19 https://www.bls.gov/cex/data.htm
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Although these tremendous and historically

low borrowing conditions were

supposed to incent more households into homeownership, the price of housing in
the region (as described later) presented a challenge to even maintaining a level
portion of owner households with a mortgage. Nevertheless, the portion of owner
households with a mortgage dropped from 79 percent to 73 percent, as illustrated

in Table 24.

While this downward trend has meant financial

Table 24. Owner Household Mortgage Status

freedom for about 3,500
households, it also has meant a lack of broader investment (for reasons generally
beyond the individual household’s control) in the communities.

Mortgage Status Eagleto New Castle Glenwood Aspen to
Gypsum to Parachute Springs Carbondale Basalt Snowmass Total
2000
Owner Occupied Housing
Units w/ mortgage 80% 68% 86% 84% 81% 73% 79%
Units w/o mortgage 20% 32% 14% 16% 19% 27% 21%
Total Units 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Owner Occupied Housing
Units w/ mortgage 1,518 3,247 2,475 2,319 823 2,185 12,566
Units w/o mortgage 384 1,532 415 448 192 818 3,788
Total Units 1,902 4,779 2,890 2,767 1,014 3,003 16,355
2017
Owner Occupied Housing
Units w/ mortgage 74% 70% 82% 68% 72% 65% 73%
Units w/o mortgage 26% 30% 18% 32% 28% 35% 27%
Total Units 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Owner Occupied Housing
Units w/ mortgage 3,035 5,420 2,941 2,632 1,242 2,733 18,002
Units w/o mortgage 1,084 2,308 660 1,267 480 1,458 7,256
Total Units 4,119 7,728 3,600 3,899 1,721 4,191 25,258

Source: U.S. Census & ACS 5-year estimates, H84, H62, B25075, B25063; Economic & Planning Systems
I

Y:\Projects\DEN\173102-Roaring Fork Valley Regional Housing Needs\Data\[1731

dSheet1
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Supply Trends

Economic & Planning Systems | RRC Associates

As mentioned above, housing market growth typically responds to a variety of
conditions, such as employment or population growth. At the heart of supply
growth are a variety of capacity factors, such as: land availability; developable
land or parcels; construction capacity; adequate infrastructure including roads,
water, sewer, electricity; and public services to accommodate growth. Also key to
growth in supply are external factors, such as neighborhood or community
“infrastructure” that can channel growth.

Residential Construction

Between 2001 and 2017, the
region added 11,900 housing
units, an average of nearly 740
units per year. More than 60
percent of the construction
activity occurred in the New
Castle to Parachute and Eagle to
Gypsum areas (36 and 25 percent
of total residential construction
activity, respectively). Residential
construction in the Carbondale
Area accounted for 14 percent of
all regional activity, and Aspen to
Snowmass, Basalt, and Glenwood
Springs each account for less
than 10 percent of activity each.

Table 25. Housing Unit Trends, 2001-2017

Housing Units 2001 2017 Growth Ann.%
Aspen to Snowmass Area 10,783 11,721 938 0.5%
Basalt Area 2,020 3,103 1,082 2.7%
Carbondale Area 5,062 6,672 1,609 1.7%
Glenwood Springs Area 5,501 6,508 1,006 1.1%
New Castle to Parachute Area 8,705 12,955 4,250 2.5%
Eagle to Gypsum Area 3,523 6,539 3,017 3.9%
Total 35,595 47,498 11,903 1.8%

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

Y:\Projects\ DEN\173102-Roaring Fork Valley Regional Housing Needs\ Data\ [ 173102-DOLA-

083118-Version 2.xIsx] Pop Growth Tables
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Non-Local Ownership

The second homeowner market places a significant constraint on the supply of
housing to meet demands for the local workforce and residents. To assess the
level of constraint that the GRFR experiences, the following summarizes an
analysis of wvacant housing (particularly representative of “for seasonal,
recreational use” that is indicative of the second homeowner market) as well as
short-term rentals (STR).

Vacant Housing
Of the 11,900 residential units Table 26. Vacant Unit Trends, 2001-2017
added regionally, 16 percent were

defined as vacant, for seasonal Vacant Units 2001 2017 Growth Ann.%
use—an increase in approximately
120 units per year. Aspen to Snowmass Area 4,530 4,521 9 0.0%
Basalt Area 326 514 188 2.9%
Throughout the region, however, Carbondale Area 545 854 309 2.8%
the number of units built for Glenwood Springs Area 335 501 166 2.5%
. New Castle to Parachute Area 608 1,507 899 5.8%
second homeowner (OI’ |nvestor) Eagle to Gypsum Area 343 674 331 4.3%
purposes increased in areas to Total 6,687 8,571 1,384 1.6%
greater or |esser extents. Wh||e Source: Economic & Planning Systems
the proportion of seasonal use : i i [
housing in the Aspen to Snowmass
Area remained constant (at
approximately  4,500), Basalt Vacant Units (as % of 2001 2017 Growth Ann.%
added approximately 190 seasonal Inventory)
use units, Carbondale added
K Aspen to Snowmass Area 42% 39% -3% -0.5%
more than 300, Glenwood Springs Basalt Area 16% 17% 0% 02%
added nearly 170, New Castle to Carbondale Area 11% 13% 2% 1.1%
Parachute added 900, and Eagle Glenwood Springs Area 6% 8% 2% 1.5%
to Gypsum added 330 seasonal New Castle to Parachute Area 7% 12% 5% 3.2%
. Eagle to Gypsum Area 10% 10% 1% 0.4%
use units. Total 19% 18% 1%  -0.3%
Source: Economic & Planning Systems
Non-Local Property Ownership B

Another part of the analysis

utilized current (2017) and historic (2005) County Assessor data to identify the
portion of properties (and total residential valuation) identified as local and non-
local ownership.29 Overall, the portion of residential properties (which includes
single family and multifamily properties) that are locally-owned decreased slightly
from 73 to 72 percent. In the Carbondale, Basalt, and Aspen to Snowmass areas,
local ownership dropped 2 percent, 4 percent, and 1 percent, respectively, and

20 | gcal ownership was defined as when the property owner zip code was among the 19 zip codes used to
define the GRFR. Non-local ownership was designated when the property owner zip code was anything other
than one of the zip codes defined as the GRFR.
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increased slightly for the Eagle to Gypsum and New Castle to Parachute areas

(Glenwood Springs was unchanged).

As for total property valuation,
nearly 60 percent of new
residential property valuation
added between 2005 and 2017
was in non-local ownership. The
New Castle to Parachute Area
added the highest portion of
valuation in local ownership (94
percent), followed by Glenwood
Springs (86 percent),
Carbondale (77 percent), Eagle
to Gypsum (76 percent), and
Basalt (61 percent). Just 29
percent of new residential
property valuation in the Aspen
to Snowmass Area was locally-
owned (versus 71 percent non-

locally owned residential
property).
All else being equal, when

demand is constant and supply
is constrained, the price of
housing is pushed higher. This
has historically been the case in
the region for the past decade

Table 27.

Non-Local Ownership Trends, 2005-2017

Residential Parcels 2005 2017 Growth Ann.%
Aspen to Snowmass Area 9,734 10,795 1,061 0.9%
Basalt Area 2,113 2,443 330 1.2%
Carbondale Area 3,528 4,205 677 1.5%
Glenwood Springs Area 4,507 5,277 770 1.3%
New Castle to Parachute Area 9,107 11,015 1,908 1.6%
Eagle to Gypsum Area 3,840 5,783 1,943 3.5%
Total 32,829 39,518 6,689 1.6%
Source: Economic & Planning Systems.

YAProjcets DEN 173902-K a Valicy Reg) g Nocdsh Datan 173102-

Propadty Dwnaesip-Vision vl Cronth Table

Non-Local Ownership (as 2005 2017 Growth Ann.%
% of Total Res. Parcels)

Aspen to Snowmass Area 53% 54% 1% 0.1%
Basalt Area 18% 22% 4% 1.6%
Carbondale Area 16% 18% 2% 1.1%
Glenwood Springs Area 12% 12% 0% 0.1%
New Castle to Parachute Area 15% 13% 2% -1.4%
Eagle to Gypsum Area 26% 25% -1% -0.2%
Total 28% 27% -1% -0.2%

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

Y\Projects\ DEN\173102-Roaring Fork Valley Regional Housing Needs) Data\[ 173102-
Property Ownership-Version 2.xIsx] Growth Tables

and a half. For permanent residents, the prevalence of second homeownership
constrains the supply and pushes up prices. Not only does this mean rising
property values (property taxes), but for new residents it means locking in
greater portions of household income on the cost of housing (new mortgage
holders21) — both of which are affordability problems.

21 an analysis of survey responses indicates that, despite lower mortgage interest rates over time, newer
residents are spending much more of their income on housing than those who have been in the region longer.
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Short Term Rentals

Short term rentals (STR) Table 28. Regional Short-Term Rentals
place constraints on

housing inventory for the Short-Term Rentals (STR) Housing STRs as % of
local workforce and Inventory Inventory
residents, exacerbating
upward price pressures on Aspen to Snowmass Area 11,721 1,094 9.3%
p p p P ; g
housing_zz Basalt Area 3,103 75 2.4%
Carbondale Area 6,672 203 3.0%
A current snapshot of Glenwood Springs Area 6,508 149 2.3%
. New Castle to Parachute Area 12,955 28 0.2%
STRs in the GRFR reveals :
o Eagle to Gypsum Area 6,539 68 1.0%
more than 1,600 ||St|ngS— Total 47,498 1,617 3.4%
more than 3 percent Of Source: Economic & Planning Systems
. . . Y:\Projects\DEN\ 173102-Roaring Fork Valley Regional Housing Needs\ Dat a\ [ 173102- AirDNA- Ver sion
the region’s entire housing st

stock (i.e. total housing

inventory). As expected, a

majority of STRs are located in the Aspen to Snowmass area, with smaller
proportions in other areas of the region, ranging from less than 1 percent of total
inventory in New Castle to Parachute to an approximately 3 percent of the
Carbondale Area’s inventory.23

Residential Construction Costs

It is frequently overlooked that rising home prices can also be attributed to
increases in labor costs and materials. On one hand, increases in the cost of labor
benefit households and their spending, but play a role in the escalation of new
housing costs.

22 The term short-term rental (STR) or vacation rental refers to the rental of a furnished home, apartment, or
condominium for a “short-term stay.” Definitions of “short-term” vary from 5 days or fewer to up to 60 days.
STRs can be managed independently by owners or third-party representatives and/or advertised via online
platforms such as www.airbnb.com, www.vrbo.com, or others.

23 Although this study does not delve into a measurement of the impact that STRs have, their impact can be
generally understood as a constraint on supply, which under any circumstances (holding all other demand
drivers constant) will cause an increase in the price of housing.
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Typically, the cost of constructing a house accounts for 55 to 60 percent of the
sales price of a home. Of that, approximately half is the cost of materials and half
is the cost of labor. Since 2001, the cost of construction materials (utilizing
Producer Price Index data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics) has appreciated
56 percent, and the cost of labor for single family home construction has risen
between 56 and 69 percent (depending on location within the GRFR).

Figure 25. Residential Construction Costs
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Source: U.S. Census ACS; MLS; Economic & Planning Systems Y:\Projects\DEN\173102-Roaring Fork Valley Regional Housing Needs\Data\[173102-BLS Construction Wages.xisxJTABLE - 236115

Additionally, as noted under the demand-side findings, the number of
Construction sector jobs dropped considerably during this time (a total loss of
1,300 jobs between 2001 and 2017). Post-recession, nationwide anecdotes
abound as to the practice of contractors poaching workers from other construction
sites. As a result, wages in the residential construction industry appreciated
considerably beyond the appreciation of wages in the wage and salary
employment base generally.
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Housing Affordability Trends

As stated earlier, housing affordability is more than a personal challenge; it's one
that leads to negative impacts on a community’s economic health and quality of
life. Neighborhoods, schools, and a community’s heritage and culture can be
negatively impacted over time. The economic component, though, follows a
constant feedback loop that has negative consequences for the regional economy.

Prices

What can be said about housing prices that isn’t already known? It’'s unreasonable
to think that anyone working an ordinary job could afford to buy a home in
Aspen—a market that for the last 40 years has been driven by some of the
world’s wealthiest households. As nearly everyone is aware, the price of housing
varies considerably from area to area within the GRFR.

Figure 26. GRFR Overall Average Housing Sales Prices
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The following Figure 27 through Figure 32 illustrate the housing sales price
trends of each area of the GRFR. In 2004, Eagle to Gypsum, New Castle to
Parachute, and Glenwood Springs average housing sales prices were below
$400,000. As of the end of 2017, only the New Castle to Parachute area offered
an average sales price below $400,000. The markets of Eagle to Gypsum
(influenced also by the Vail economy) and Glenwood Springs have average prices
of approximately $540,000, and both Basalt and Carbondale are around
$700,000. The average priced house in the Aspen to Snowmass market is $2.4
million.
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There has been, however, extreme volatility in these markets. In fact, some of
the markets in the GRFR are still below their pre-recession peaks. The Eagle to
Gypsum market is currently still 8 percent below its average price in 2008. The
New Castle to Parachute market is nearly 40 percent below its average pricing
during 2008; Glenwood Springs is 12 percent above its 2008 average pricing;
Carbondale is 14 percent below; Basalt is 25 percent below; and the Aspen to
Snowmass market is more than 100 percent above its 2008 pricing.

This trend tends to confirm why workers look for housing down valley, in what
appears to be more stable markets. But there is something alarming about the
trends of the past decade and a half. The investor-driven demand (and
overbuilding) leading up to 2008 affected the markets that cater largely to
working families—Basalt, Carbondale, and Eagle to Gypsum (more will be said
about the balance of where in the GRFR worker housing demand is).

Figure 27. Aspen to Showmass Overall Average Housing Sales Prices
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Figure 28. Basalt Overall Average Housing Sales Prices
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Figure 29. Carbondale Overall Average Housing Sales Prices
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Figure 30. Glenwood Springs Overall Average Housing Sales Prices
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Figure 31. New Castle to Parachute Overall Average Housing Sales Prices

Average Existing $400,000

Home Sales Price $350,000

Trends,

New Castle to $00000 | ~\A S U

Parachute Area
$250,000 $306,528
$200,000
$150,000 e
$100,000

Source: MLS; Economic & Planning

Systems 550,000

Y:\Projects\DEN\173102-Roaring Fork Valley

Regional Housing Needs\Data\[173102-MLS.

092818.xIsx]Data Summary s,

€00¢
¥00¢
S00¢
900¢
£00¢
800¢
600¢
0T0¢C
1T0C
10¢
€T0¢
¥10¢
ST0C
910¢
LT0T
810¢

57



Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study

Figure 32. Eagle to Gypsum Overall Average Housing Sales Prices
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The affordability gap is the difference between the median price of a home sold
and what a household (4 persons) earning the median income, using median

household

income definitions from the Department of Housing and Urban

Development, can afford with current underwriting terms.24 In the following
Table 29 and Table 30, the HUD income definitions are illustrated alongside
the affordable purchase prices for each of the GRFR areas and affordable

maximum rents.

Table 29.

HUD Income Definitions

Income Definitions Eagleto New Castle Glenwood Aspen to
Gypsum to Parachute Springs Carbondale Basalt Snowmass
2000
HUD AMI $79,600 $79,600 $47,400 $47,400 $47,400 $68,100
Less than 60% AMI $47,760 $47,760 $28,440 $28,440 $28,440 $40,860
61% to 80% AMI $63,680 $63,680 $37,920 $37,920 $37,920 $54,480
81% to 100% AMI $79,600 $79,600 $47,400 $47,400 $47,400 $68,100
101% to 120% AMI $95,520 $95,520 $56,880 $56,880 $56,880 $81,720
121% to 140% AMI $111,440 $111,440 $66,360 $66,360 $66,360 $95,340
141% to 160% AMI $127,360 $127,360 $75,840 $75,840 $75,840 $108,960
2017
HUD AMI $98,000 $98,000 $70,400 $70,400 $70,400 $89,500
Less than 60% AMI $58,800 $58,800 $42,240 $42,240 $42,240 $53,700
61% to 80% AMI $78,400 $78,400 $56,320 $56,320 $56,320 $71,600
81% to 100% AMI $98,000 $98,000 $70,400 $70,400 $70,400 $89,500
101% to 120% AMI $117,600 $117,600 $84,480 $84,480 $84,480 $107,400
121% to 140% AMI $137,200 $137,200 $98,560 $98,560 $98,560 $125,300
141% to 160% AMI $156,800 $156,800 $112,640 $112,640 $112,640 $143,200

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

Y:\Projects\DEN\173102-Roaring Fork Valley Regional Housing Needs\Data\[ 173102-AM | Calculations xisx| TABLE - AM | Levels

24 1he analysis utilizes historic 30-year fixed rate mortgage information from the Federal Reserve Bank of St.
Louis, an average property tax mill levy of 52 mills, factors for insurance and utilities, as well as a 10 percent

down payment.
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Table 30.

60

Affordable Purchase Prices

Affordability Targets Eagleto New Castle Glenwood Aspen to
Gypsum to Parachute Springs Carbondale Basalt Snowmass
2000
HUD AMI $79,600 $79,600 $47,400 $47,400 $47,400 $68,100
Affordable Purchase Price
Less than 60% AMI $148,200 $148,200 $79,100 $79,100 $79,100 $123,600
61% to 80% AMI $205,200 $205,200 $113,000 $113,000 $113,000 $172,300
81% to 100% AMI $262,200 $262,200 $147,000 $147,000 $147,000 $221,000
101% to 120% AMI $319,100 $319,100 $180,900 $180,900 $180,900 $269,800
121% to 140% AMI $376,100 $376,100 $214,800 $214,800 $214,800 $318,400
141% to 160% AMI $433,100 $433,100 $248,700 $248,700 $248,700 $367,200
Affordable Rent
Less than 60% AMI $1,194 $1,194 $711 $711 $711 $1,022
61% to 80% AMI $1,592 $1,592 $948 $948 $948 $1,362
81% to 100% AMI $1,990 $1,990 $1,185 $1,185 $1,185 $1,703
101% to 120% AMI $2,388 $2,388 $1,422 $1,422 $1,422 $2,043
121% to 140% AMI $2,786 $2,786 $1,659 $1,659 $1,659 $2,384
141% to 160% AMI $3,184 $3,184 $1,896 $1,896 $1,896 $2,724
2017
HUD AMI $98,000 $98,000 $70,400 $70,400 $70,400 $89,500
Affordable Purchase Price
Less than 60% AMI $288,200 $288,200 $195,400 $195,400 $182,800 $247,000
61% to 80% AMI $398,000 $398,000 $274,300 $274,300 $261,700 $347,200
81% to 100% AMI $507,800 $507,800 $353,200 $353,200 $340,400 $447,400
101% to 120% AMI $617,400 $617,400 $432,000 $432,000 $419,300 $547,700
121% to 140% AMI $727,200 $727,200 $510,900 $510,900 $498,200 $647,900
141% to 160% AMI $837,000 $837,000 $589,700 $589,700 $577,000 $748,100
Affordable Rent
Less than 60% AMI $1,470 $1,470 $1,056 $1,056 $1,056 $1,343
61% to 80% AMI $1,960 $1,960 $1,408 $1,408 $1,408 $1,790
81% to 100% AMI $2,450 $2,450 $1,760 $1,760 $1,760 $2,238
101% to 120% AMI $2,940 $2,940 $2,112 $2,112 $2,112 $2,685
121% to 140% AMI $3,430 $3,430 $2,464 $2,464 $2,464 $3,133
141% to 160% AMI $3,920 $3,920 $2,816 $2,816 $2,816 $3,580

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

Y:\Projects\DEN\173102-Roaring Fork Valley Regional Housing Needs\Data\[173102-AM | Calculations xisx] Sheet3
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In 2004, when interest on an average 30-year fixed rate mortgage was
approximately 6 percent, households in each of the areas of the GRFR had an
affordability gap, ranging from approximately $20,000 for households in Eagle to
Gypsum to $168,000 for households in Carbondale and $264,000 for households
in Aspen, as shown in Table 31.

By 2017, although purchasing power had increased with a drop in the interest
rate on a 30-year FRM to under 4 percent, the affordability gap still increased in
all areas except New Castle to Parachute (where an increase in household
incomes has benefitted households). The affordability gap for households in Eagle
to Gypsum increased to $116,000; in Glenwood Springs from $72,450 to
approximately $148,000; in Carbondale from $168,000 to $289,000; and in
Basalt from $52,000 to $113,000.

Table 31. Affordability Gaps

Affordability Gaps Eagleto New Castle Glenwood Aspen to
Gypsum to Parachute Springs Carbondale Basalt Snowmass
2000
Affordable Purchase Price $273,000 $207,500 $207,500 $207,500 $358,000 $358,000
Median Priced Home $292,500 $295,000 $279,950 $375,000 $410,000 $621,750
Affordabiliy Gap -$19,500 -$87,500 -$72,450 -$167,500 -$52,000 -$263,750
2017
Affordable Purchase Price $404,300 $307,600 $307,600 $307,600 $447,300 $447,300
Median Priced Home $520,000 $299,500 $455,000 $596,825 $560,000 $1,800,000
Affordabiliy Gap -$115,700 $8,100 -$147,400 -$289,225 -$112,700  -$1,352,700
2004 to 2017 Change
Affordable Purchase Price $131,300 $100,100 $100,100 $100,100 $89,300 $89,300
Median Priced Home $227,500 $4,500 $175,050 $221,825 $150,000 $1,178,250
Affordabiliy Gap -$96,200 $95,600 -$74,950 -$121,725 -$60,700  -$1,088,950

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

Y:\Projects\DEN\173102-Roaring Fork Valley Regional Housing Needs\Data[173102-Housing Gaps-Version 2 xisx] Sheet2

Given the recent upward trajectory of the Federal Reserve’s overnight borrowing
rate, it is easy to imagine mortgage interest rates rising higher over the next
decade. Although forecasting is filled with uncertainty, a projection of house
prices and incomes along their current paths illustrates the growing threat of
ever-expanding affordability gaps.
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Commuting Patterns

In total, more than 26,000 workers cross paths on 1 e 32. Aspen to Snowmass Out-
the roads in the region every day. The following Commuting Patterns
tables and maps illustrate the magnitude of this

cross-commuting within the region. Aspen to Snowmass Area 2015 as%
Aspen to Snowmass Area Total local jobs 15,605 100%
. Local residents / Local workers 5,692 36%
In 2015 (the most recent year for which cross- R ———— 9,913 64%
commuting pattern data were available from the
U.S. Census), just over a third of the area’s entire Total working residents 8,157  100%
. Local residents / Local workers 5,692 70%
local workforce (15,600 jobs) was_local labor. M(?re Out-commuters 2.465 0
than 60 percent of the workforce is made up of in- Source: Econormic & Planning Systems
commuters. Although it is estimated that there are B o 8 Tt P e
approximately 5,700 local resident/workers, there
are another nearly 2,500 employed residents that
commute out for their jobs.
Figure 33. Aspen to Snowmass Out-Commuting Patterns
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Basalt Area

In 2015, there were approximately 2,200 jobs in
the Basalt Area, only 15 percent of which were
In-commuters
accounted for a massive 85 percent of the local
jobs. On the other hand, there were an estimated
3,200 working residents of the Basalt Area, 90
percent of whom commuted out to jobs elsewhere

filled by local resident/workers.

in the region.

Figure 34. Basalt Area Out-Commuting Patterns
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Table 33. Basalt Area Out-Commuting

Patterns
Basalt Area 2015 as %
Total local jobs 2,241 100%
Local residents / Local workers 329 15%
In-commuters 1,912 85%
Total working residents 3,171 100%
Local residents / Local workers 329 10%

Out-commuters 2,842 90%

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
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Carbondale Area

In 2015, it is estimated that there were
approximately 4,600 jobs in the Carbondale Area,
35 percent of which were filled by local residents
and 65 percent of which were filled by in-
commuters. Characteristic of a community that has
historically been more of a bedroom community
than an employment center (although it has twice
as many jobs as the Basalt Area), there are 8,200
employed residents in the Carbondale Area, 80
percent of whom commute somewhere else in the
region for their jobs.

Figure 35. Carbondale Area Out-Commuting Patterns
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Carbondale Area 2015 as %
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Glenwood Springs Area

In 2015, there were an estimated 11,200 jobs in Table 35. Glenwood Springs Area Out-
the Glenwood Springs Area, 35 percent of whom  Commuting Patterns

were local resident/workers, and 65 percent of

which were filled by in-commuters. In the local Glenwood Springs 2015 as %
labor force, however, there were an estimated

. Total local jobs 11,236 100%

8,800 employed residents, more than 55 percent Local residents / Local workers 3.905 =
of whom commuted somewhere else for their jobs. In-commuters 7,331 65%
Total working residents 8,798 100%

Local residents / Local workers 3,905 44%

Out-commuters 4,893 56%

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

YAP DEN\173102-Roaring Fork Valley Regi ta\[173102-LEHD-by
2ip-083118-Version 2.xsx] Hist GapsTablesfor Report

Figure 36. Glenwood Springs Out-Commuting Patterns
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New Castle to Parachute Area
In 2015, there were an estimated 9,300 jobs in the

New Castle to Parachute Area, more than 55
percent of residents live and work in the area, and

Table 36. New Castle to Parachute Area

Out-Commuting Patterns

slightly less than 45 percent commute in from New Castle to Parachute 2015  as%
elsewhere. Similar to the bedroom community -

i . i Total local jobs 9,256 100%
dynamic of the Carbondale Area, this area contains Lo e/ oe) weias 5,166 56%
significantly more employed residents than are In-commuters 4,090 44%
necessary for its workforce. The area has 14,900

| d id £ wh Total working residents 14,909 100%
employed resi ents, 65 percent of whom commute Local residents / Local workers 5,166 35%
somewhere else in the region (as well as to extra- Out-commuters 9,743 65%
regional locations, such as Grand Junction). Jouee Fronome Pamnng Symem et

Zip-083118-Version 2.xIsx] Hist Gaps Tablesfor Report
Figure 37. New Castle to Parachute Area Out-Commuting Patterns
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Eagle to Gypsum Area

In 2015, there were an estimated 5,300 jobs in
the Eagle to Gypsum Area, approximately 40
percent of residents lived and worked in the area,
and more than 60 percent of which commuted in
from elsewhere. The ratio of local jobs to local
employed residents is nearly one-to-one; however,
nearly 65 percent of these employed Ilocal
residents commute somewhere else for work
(within the region, to Vail, or to Grand Junction).

Table 37.

Commuting Patterns

Eagle to Gypsum Area Out-

Eagle to Gypsum Area 2015 as %
Total local jobs 5,324 100%
Local residents / Local workers 1,976 37%
In-commuters 3,348 63%
Total working residents 5,518 100%
Local residents / Local workers 1,976 36%
Out-commuters 3,542 64%

Figure 38. Eagle to Gypsum Area Out-Commuting Patterns
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On the surface, these trends imply greater wear and tear on the region’s roads. At
a deeper level, this points directly to a quality of life and sustainability problem.
The economic demand drivers of the GRFR, i.e. limited land, land and housing
values, ownership patterns, business sectors that cater to the visitor economy,
prevalence of short-term rentals, etc., suggest an economic infrastructure that

cannot easily be changed.
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Jobs to Population

As mentioned at the beginning of this
commuting data section, the preceding

Table 38.

Jobs to Population

.

Area

Persons (Scale) Legend

Population
Employed Population

Locally-Employed Residents

tables and maps illustrate the location Population and Pop. Emp'd Total Locally-
and magnitude of cross-commuting Employment Pop Jobs Emp'd
that occurs daily in the GRFR (a
. Aspen to Snowmass Area 14,866 8,157 15,605 5,692
magnitude O_f more  than 26_'000 Basalt Area 6,440 3,171 2,241 329
workers crossing paths on the region’s Carbondale Area 16,182 8,219 4,594 1,598
roads) Comparlng the populatlon and Glenwood Springs Area 16,026 8,798 11,236 3,905
emplovment b area. shown here in New Castle to Parachute Area 32,391 14,909 9,256 5,166
) ploy y ’ W ! Eagle to Gypsum Area 17,235 5,518 5,324 1,976
Figure 39, reveals the same order of Total 103,139 48,772 48,256 18,666
magnitude—i.e. that those cross- as % of Pop. 100% 47% 47% 18%
. Source: Economic & Planning Systems
commuting patterns of 26,000 workers ViPraestane sz 0oL
083118-Version 2.xIsx] Popto Emp Tables
are accounting for approximately
29,000 jobs.
It is estimated that nearly 47 percent Population and Pop. Emp'd Total Locally-
of the regional population holds a job Employment Pop  Jobs Emp'd
(prlr_narlly !n th_e reglon)'_anq that the Aspen to Snowmass Area 100% 55% 105% 38%
portion of jobs in the region is roughly Basalt Area 100% 49% 35% 5%
equivalent, also approximately 48,000 Celloomdalie fss Lbg Al = e
. . . Glenwood Springs Area 100% 55% 70% 24%
(nOte that this numbe_r is derived from New Castle to Parachute Area 100% 46% 29% 16%
U.S. Census commuting data and is Eagle to Gypsum Area 100% 32% 31% 11%
slightly lower than the Department of Total 100% 47% 47% 18%
. R . Source: Economic & Planning Systems
Labor information reported previously). N—— e
083118-Version 2.xIsx] Popto Emp Tables
Analysis, however, indicates that only
18 percent of the jobs are held by
workers who live locally.
Figure 39. Population, Employed Population, and Locally-Employed Population
\ Eagle to
Gypsum Area
New Castle to Glenwood yP
Parachute Area Springs Area /—“
Basalt
~, _ Area
Carbondale Aspen to

Snowmass Area

—n

Source: Economic & Planning Systems; ESRI BAQ; DOLA; U.S. Census
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How much does this affect the economy?

When a household spends more than 30 percent of its income on mortgage or
rent, it is characterized as being “cost-burdened.” Although some households

choose to spend more than this for a variety of reasons, the economic impact of

“overspending” cannot be overlooked.

Figure 40. Cost-Burdened Households in GRFR, 2017

120% AMI =

$84,480 -
100% AMI = $117,600 140% AMI =
$70,400 - o o $98,560
120% 14054, $137,200

$98,000 100~

o
80% AMI = o« [T~ 60, 160% AMI =
$56,320- o Y,  $112,640 -
$78,400 $156,800
3
&
&
60% AMI = &
$42,240-
$58,800
N
<
R
o
©

5.000 10,000

Households by Income and Cost-

Burdened Households by Income,
- Households
2017 by AMI
- Cost-Burdened
Households

Source: U.S. Census ACS 5-year estimates,
B19019, B25063, B25118; Economic & Planning Systems
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Table 39.

70

Cost-Burdened Households in GRFR by Area, 2017

Cost Burden, 2017 Eagleto New Castle Glenwood Aspen to

Gypsum to Parachute Springs Carbondale Basalt Snowmass Regional
Cost-Burdened Households
Less than 60% AMI 1,399 2,762 1,470 1,366 575 1,595 9,167
61% to 80% AMI 311 487 326 305 95 252 1,775
81% to 100% AMI 30 346 247 239 22 48 932
101% to 120% AMI 30 16 25 22 22 48 162
121% to 140% AMI 30 16 25 22 22 48 162
141% to 160% AMI 30 16 25 22 22 48 162
Greater than 160% AMI 289 239 357 312 181 390 1,769
Subtotal Households 2,117 3,883 2,475 2,286 939 2,429 14,129
All Households
Less than 60% AMI| 1,807 3,799 1,922 1,652 849 2,861 12,889
61% to 80% AMI 793 1,333 703 604 439 1,048 4,919
81% to 100% AMI 524 1,269 635 650 404 703 4,185
101% to 120% AMI 503 1,096 597 528 186 496 3,406
121% to 140% AMI 563 1,012 579 469 161 473 3,256
141% to 160% AMI 563 547 252 338 126 371 2,197
Greater than 160% AMI 1,111 2,392 1,319 1,579 425 1,248 8,074
Total Households 5,865 11,448 6,007 5,818 2,588 7,201 38,927
Cost-Burdened as % of Total
Less than 60% AMI| 77% 73% 76% 83% 68% 56% 71%
61% to 80% AMI 39% 37% 46% 50% 22% 24% 36%
81% to 100% AMI 6% 27% 39% 37% 5% 7% 22%
101% to 120% AMI 6% 2% 4% 4% 12% 10% 5%
121% to 140% AMI 5% 2% 4% 5% 14% 10% 5%
141% to 160% AMI 5% 3% 10% 6% 18% 13% 7%
Greater than 160% AMI 26% 10% 27% 20% 43% 31% 22%
Subtotal Households 36% 34% 41% 39% 36% 34% 36%

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

Y:\Projects\DEN\73102-Roaring Fork Valley Regional Housing Needs\Data\[173102-Housing Costs as Percent Income by Tract-Version 2 xisx] Sheet2
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In the GRFR, it is estimated that overspending amounted to approximately $54
million in 2017, averaging $320 per month for each of the 14,100 cost-burdened
households in the region. Layering the analysis of owners with and without a
mortgage also illustrates a growing problem (again, in spite of the supposedly
beneficial trend of lower mortgage interest rates) that over the last decade and a
half, approximately 40 percent of all new owner households in the region are
cost-burdened.

The macroeconomic implication is that this $320 per month could be spent
differently and recirculate through the regional economy. Household discretionary
spending typically accounts for a much larger portion of regional economic activity
than that which is derived from mortgage payments, the economic benefits of
which accrue largely outside the region.z

Table 40. Economic Impact of Overspending, 2017

Economic Impact of Cost Eagleto New Castle Glenwood Aspen to

Burden, 2017 Gypsum to Parachute Springs Carbondale Basalt Snowmass Regional
Overspending

Owner Households $6,026,876 $6,810,810 $5,744,398 $5,982,059 $3,331,465 $6,152,412 $34,048,021
Renter Households $2,818,782 $4,530,871 $3,943,572 $1,781,000 $1,268,688 $5,528,696 $19,871,610
Total Overspending $8,845,658 $11,341,681 $9,687,970 $7,763,059 $4,600,154 $11,681,109 $53,919,631
Cost-Burdened Households

Owner Households 1,317 2,380 1,322 1,541 681 1,403 8,645
Renter Households 800 1,503 1,152 745 259 1,026 5,484
Subtotal Households 2,117 3,883 2,475 2,286 939 2,429 14,129
Monthly Overspending

Owner Households $381 $238 $362 $323 $408 $365 $328
Renter Households $294 $251 $285 $199 $409 $449 $302
Subtotal Households $348 $243 $326 $283 $408 $401 $318

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

Y:\Projects\DEN\173102-Roaring Fork Valley Regional Housing Needs\Data[ 173102-Housing Costs as Percent Income by Tract-Version 2 xIsx] Sheet3

25 While a downstream analysis of “where” these dollars go (e.g. local versus non-local landlords or local
versus non-local mortgage bond holders) is not possible without rigorous and proprietary data collection, it is
understood that these dollars would be spent on a different array of goods and services benefitting not only
local households’ quality of life but also benefitting the local economy.
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3. Household Survey

Introduction

This section provides a summary of the results from the 2018 Roaring Fork/
Colorado River Valley/Eagle County Household Survey that was conducted during
late winter and spring 2018. A series of graphs illustrate key findings from the
study concerning household characteristics, household income, housing cost, and
housing preferences and satisfaction. In addition, the survey results have been
presented in a series of Appendices to this report that are provided under
separate cover. The Appendix tables serve as a technical summary of findings;
they break survey responses down by various segments of responses including
whether the household is an owner or renter (tenure), as well as other attributes
including the geographic location of the residents in the study area, income, and
length of time residing in the region.

Survey Distribution. Survey packets were mailed to a random sampling of
households located between Aspen and Parachute/Battlement Mesa along the
Roaring Fork/Colorado River valleys, as well as to residents of Eagle County
located between Eagle and Dotsero. The mailing list was purchased from a
commercial vendor and provides a relatively current source of addresses that
included owner and renter households. The mailed packet consisted of a cover
letter (explaining options to complete the survey, including on-line in either
English or Spanish), a paper survey, and a postage paid return envelope.
Additionally, the survey included an invitation to participate in a prize drawing for
one of 10 $50 grocery store gift certificates. That prize drawing message was
presented on a small slip of paper separate from the survey form in order to
preserve the anonymity of respondents.

Survey Responses. The sample consisted of 6,000 surveys sent, with a total of
273 surveys returned as undeliverable. The mailing resulted in 948 returned
paper forms (including 6 Spanish language surveys), an overall response rate of
16.5% based on delivered surveys. Additionally, the survey was publicized via
Facebook in the valleys with ads in English and Spanish. A total of 100 surveys
were completed based on the Facebook invitations. Finally, an “open link” version
of the survey was made available throughout the study area with ads, public
notices and some advertising. As summarized below, the open invitation version
of the survey resulted in 1,063 responses.

The mailed invitation segment of survey responses was obtained through random
distribution and as a result, confidence intervals have been estimated for that set
of survey respondents. The 95 percent confidence interval for a sample of 948 is
+/-3.0 percentage points (larger for subgroups of respondents and questions with
smaller sample sizes). The responses from the Facebook and Open Invitation

173102-Final Report_032719
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sources were not obtained through random sampling and as a result, confidence
intervals were not calculated for these subgroups. It is noted that survey
responses from all sources of survey distribution have been compared and are
similar.

Survey Responses by Source
Mailed Invitation to Random Sample: 948
Facebook Invitation 100

Open Invitation 1,063

TOTAL RESPONSES 2,111

Weighting of the Data. The survey results were weighted on the basis of
household income, housing tenure (own/rent), and zip code of residence to
enhance representativeness. Household income by housing tenure by zip code
was derived from US Census American Community Survey (ACS) 2012-16 five-
year data, adjusted forward to 2018 on the basis of the 2016-18 change in the
QCEW employment series average weekly wage. Geographic distributions of
households by zip were based on the ACS 2012-16 five-year data. Housing tenure
by zip was based on the 2010 Decennial Census. As a result of the weighting, the
results have been made representative of the distribution of households on the
basis of place of residence, housing tenure, and household income, both within
each zip in the study area, and across zips in the study area.

Analysis of the Survey Results. The survey results provide a large data set that
can be analyzed in a variety of ways. The consultant team considers the Mailed
Invitation pool of responses to be most representative of regional households.
However, because the results from the Facebook and Open Invitation segments of
the sample closely resemble the random sample, the entire set of responses have
been combined for much of this report. The sample is sufficiently large to permit
analysis based on geographic subareas of the region, as well as by individual
communities. The following discussion is primarily oriented around graphs that
portray the “Overall” set of responses, as well as responses from four distinct
geographic subareas based on zip codes of respondents: Aspen through Old
Snowmass, Basalt through Carbondale, Glenwood Springs through Battlement
Mesa/Parachute, and Eagle through Dotsero.
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Respondent Characteristics

The survey contained a series of questions designed to characterize household
demographics as well as other background information. Results are portrayed in a
series of graphs.

Place of Residence of Respondents, Grouping of Respondents by Area.

The survey contained a zip code identification and additionally respondents were
asked where they live now? These results were then regrouped into four primary
subareas as shown below. The majority of the discussion in this report is based on
these areas; however, in selected instances the data are broken down to the town
level. It is possible to examine all of the survey questions by town, although small
sample sizes for some communities require caution in their use.

Aspen thru Old Aspen | 169
Snowmass snowmass [JJj 5%
old snowmass ] 2%

Woody Creek || 2%
Total | 25%
Basalt thru Carbondale sasalt I 79
willits JJ] 3%
El Jebel ] 4%
carbondale [ 15%
Total | 28%

Glenwood Springs thru Glenwood springs [ 19%
Battlement Mesa new Castle [l 7%
silt il 4%

rifle JI 8%

Parachute/Battlement Mesa i 4%

Total | 41%

Eagle thru Dotsero Eagle/Brush Creek 304
Gypsum | 2%
Dotsero Q%
Taotal 6%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey
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Location of Residence of Survey Respondents.

The survey obtained responses from residents throughout the region. While most
of this discussion is summarized in terms of four general geographic areas, the
data permit analysis at the individual community level if there are particular
topics that warrant such investigation.

The data indicate that there is a significant percentage of residents that live
outside incorporated communities (27% of survey respondents). These data are
potentially significant as various policy options are considered by regional
decisionmakers. While communities in the region, and particularly towns in the
Greater Roaring Fork Region, have considerable experience with affordable
housing problems, the challenges are confounded by residents living in
unincorporated areas resulting in a significant role for counties as well as towns/
cities.

Area of residence

Glenwood Springs

Overall Aspen thru Old Basalt thru thru Battlement Eagle thru
Snowmass Carbondale Dotsero
Mesa
. . Yes - 68% - 73% - 61% 64% 84%
Q12: Do you live within
town limits of an No [ 27% | B3 | ESD 30% 11%
incorporated town? .
Uncertain | 6% |70 |a% 6% 5%

Source: 2018 Rearing Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey

Do you Own or Rent?

Overall, about 68% of responses are from owners, 30% from renters, with 1%
indicating other circumstances such as caretaking, living with parents, work
exchange, etc. Among survey respondents, the percentage of renters varies
across the region with the highest percentage of renters found in the
Aspen/Snowmass area (39%), and a lower percentage in Eagle/Gypsum (13%bo).

Area of residence

Glenwood
Overall AspenthruOld Basaltthru  Springs thru Eagle thru
Snowmass Carbondale Battlement Dotsero
Mesa
Own - 689% - 59% - 68% 66% 87%

Q3: Do you own or
rent the residence rent [fJ305 s 0% 31% 13%
where you currently Other: 1% 19 1% 204
live?

Currently don't have housing 0% 1% 0% 1%

Source: 2008 Roaring Fa Colorado River Vallev / Eagle Count
Source: 2008 Roaring Fork / Colorade River Valley / Eagle County
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Deed Restricted /ZIncome Qualified Units

The owner mix consists of about 83% free-market owners and 17% deed
restricted owners. Not surprisingly, there are major differences in this breakdown
by geography: in Aspen/Snowmass about 64% or responding owners reported
that they are in deed-restricted units, while in the other areas that figure is a
much lower 6% to 8%.

Similarly, while the majority of renters (71%b) report they are living in free market
units, that figure is a much lower 41% in the Aspen/Snowmass area. In contrast,
the share of renters living in units with employment or income qualifications is
fully 59% in the Aspen/Snowmass area, and declines to 26% in
Basalt/Carbondale, 14% in Glenwood to Battlement Mesa, and 8% in
Eagle/Gypsum.

Area of residence

Glenwood
Overall AspenthruOld  Basaltthru springs thru Eagle thru
Snowmass Carbondale Battlement Dotsero
Mesa
A free- ket unit 83% 36% 92% 949% 92%
Q3.1: (If own) Do you ree-marketuni - l -
own... . .
A deed-restricted unit I 17% - 64% | 8% 6% 8%
A free market unit 71% 41% 74% 86% 92%
Q3.2: (If rent) Do you - . -
rent... it wi
A unit with employment or I 29% . 59% I 26% 14% 8%
income qualifications
Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley [ Eagle County Househald Survey
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The survey includes responses from household living in a variety of unit types.
There are distinct geographic differences in this measure. Overall, slightly over
half of the respondents live in single-family homes (56%), but this figure varies
from 28% in the Aspen/Snowmass area to 70% in Eagle/Gypsum. About 5% are
in mobile homes. Among mobile home residents, there is wide geographic
variation in lot ownership, with 82% of Aspen area residents on owned lots, while
most mobile home dwellers in other parts of the region rent their lots.

Q7: In what type of
residence do you live?

Q7.1: (If mobile home)
Is your mobile home
on...

overall

Single-family home/cabin [l 56% [ 28%

Apartment l 16%
Townhouse/duplex I 12%
Condo | 9%
Mobile home | 5%
Tent/camper/truck/van 0%
Staying with friends 0%
Motel 0%
Other: 2%

Overall

Rented lot . 57%
QOwned land .43%

Area of residence

Glenwood
Aspen thru oOld Basalt thru Springs thru Eagle thru
Snowmass Carbondale Battlement Dotsero
Mesa
B 55 63% 70%
| EEICE FELD 13% 6%
2% f 15% 11% 13%
Il 20% | 8% 5% 6%
| 5% | 3% 6% 2%
1% 1% 0%
0% 0% 1%
0% 0%
1% 1% 2% 3%
Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey
Area of residence
Glenwood Springs
Aspen thru 0ld Basalt thru thru Battlement Eagle thru
Snowmass Carbondale Dotsero
Mesa
I 18% - 82% 59% 100%
- 82% I 18% 41%
Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey
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Employer Assistance with Housing

A notable share of respondents (15%) live in housing provided or subsidized by
their employer. Once again, sharp geographic differences are evident, ranging
from 28% among Aspen/Snowmass area residents to 6% in the Glenwood Springs
to Parachute region.

Area of residence

Glenwood
Overall Aspen thru Old Basalt thru Springs thru Eagle thru
Snowmass Carbondale Battlement Dotsero
Mesa

Yes I 15% I 28% I 22% 6% 14%
Q4: Does your current
employer provide MNo - 79% - 65% - 72% 89% 78%

subsidized housing?
Uncertain | 6% I?% |6% 5% 8%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey

Makeup of Household and Persons per Unit

The survey contains a series of questions designed to understand the makeup of
households and occupancy levels. These are important factors in determining
appropriate unit design and a various aspects of consumer preferences. Overall,
the data show similarities across the geographic areas. However,
Aspen/Snowmass households are especially likely to report living alone or with
unrelated roomates, while Basalt/Carbondale and Eagle/Gypsum have higher
levels of couples with children than other communities.

Area of residence

Glenwood
Overall Aspen thru Old Basaltthru  Springsthru Eagle thru
Snowmass Carbondale Battlement Dotsero
Mesa

couple, no child(ren) [ 30% 27 [ 30% 3204 30%
couple with child(ren) [ 28% 220 310 26% 39%
Adult living alone [JJJj22% 310 [ 22 250 16%

Q15: Which of the
following best Unrelated roommates I 5% I 10% I 7% 3% 3%
describes your Immediate and extended family members I 5% I 3% I 3% 6% 6%
household?
Single parent with child(ren) | 5% | 5 4% 6% 20
Family members and unrelated roommates |2% |2% |2% 2% 5%
Other: 1% |19% 1% 1%
Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River \alley / Eagle County Household Survey
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Q16.1: How many
people live in your
household and are in
the following age
groups? (Include
yourself—insert 0 if
none)

Q16.1: How many
people live in your
household and are in
the following age
groups? (Include
yourself—insert 0 if
none)

Under 18: Average

18 to 25: Average

26 to 45: Average

46 to 65: Average

Over 65: Average

Total number of people in
household: Average

Total number of
people in household

Overall

2

& or more

Economic & Planning Systems | RRC Associates

Area of residence

Glenwood
AspenthruOld Basaltthru Springs thru Eagle thru
s nass Carbondal Battlement Dotsero
Mesa
0.8
0.1

0.6
0.9

0.4

2.8

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorade River Valley [ Eagle County Household Survey

Area of residence

Glenwood
Aspen thru Old Basalt thru Springs thru Eagle thru
Sno Carbondal Battlement Dotsero
Mesa
- 29% 21% 23% 14%

39% - 43% 36% 39% 40%

I 10% 20% 16% 14%
I 15% 17% 15% 20%
| 3% 4% 4% 7%
‘ 1% 2% 2% 4%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey
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Multiple Job Holding Continues to be Prevalent

As is common in mountain communities, the average number of jobs held per
individual significantly exceeds 1 job. As shown below, the average is 1.4 jobs per
person in Aspen, 1.3 jobs in Basalt/Carbondale and the Eagle/Gypsum areas, and
1.2 jobs. The figure is slightly lower in Glenwood Springs and areas west.

Area of residence

Aspen thru GI_EHWOOd
Overall old Basalt thru Springs thru Eagle thru
Snowmass Carbondale Battlement Dotsero
Mesa
Q22: How many jobs do
the employed adults (age YOU (ADULT #1):
18 and over) in your TOTAL JOBS: 13 1.4 1.3 1.2 1.3
household currently Average
work?
Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Walley / Eagle County Household Survey

Time of Residency in Region

Survey results suggest that a large percentage of residents have lived in the
region for some time, with over 67% indicating 10 years or more. This measure
shows relatively little geographic variation. This question is used to segment some
of the other survey questions; typically, relative newcomers to the region have
differing opinions about the housing situation and they often encounter differing
experiences.

Area of residence

Glenwood
Overall Aspen thru Old Basalt thru Springs thru Eagle thru
s Carbondal Battlement Dotsero
Mesa
Less than 6 months 1% |1% | 2% 1%
6 months up to 1 year | 3% |29% | 4% 2% 3%
Q5: How long have you lupto3years IB% IQ% IB% 8% 5%
lived in the area
(Pitkin/Garfield/Eagle 3uptoSsyears | 7% |7 B 7% 6%
Counties)? Supto 10 years [ 14% g 5% | FE 15% 15%
10 up to 20 years [ 20% 2 B 19% 21% 16%
More than 20 years [ 47 [ 4% 45% 55%
Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley [ Eagle County Household Survey

80



Economic & Planning Systems | RRC Associates

Expected Time in Region

In a related finding, the majority of respondents anticipate continuing to live in
the region long-term. Only 8% anticipate moving out of the region in the next
three years. There is little variation in this measure across the geographic areas.

In general, the data suggest that in spite of housing and other challenges, most
residents want to stay in the area.

Area of residence
Glenwood

Overall Aspenthruold = Basaltthru springs thru Eagle thru
Snowmass Carbondale Battlement Dotsero
Mesa
Less than 6 months 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
6months up to 1year 1% |29% 1% 2% 1%
6% 5% 4% 9% 3%
Q5: How much longer Lupto3years I I I
do you plan on living in 3upto 5years I 7% I 7% I 5% 8% 6%
the area?
5 up to 10 years [J] 129% 1% B 7% 12% 8%
10 up to 20 years [ 20% g 1s% | B2 21% 23%
More than 20 years |52 [T s I s0% 47% 59%
Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey
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Satisfaction

The survey asked respondents about their satisfaction with their current residence
and the community in which they live. These questions represent an important
indicator of overall opinion and they also serve to segment survey results
permitting the exploration of those respondents that are least satisfied. As
described below, a large percentage of residents are satisfied with both their
residence and the community in which they live. Yet, there is widely help
sentiment that housing is a “critical” or “serious” problem in the region.

Ratings of Personal Housing Situation

Overall, just under half of the respondents (43%) rate their satisfaction with their
residence a “5” or “very satisfied”, and another 30% are “satisfied.” In contrast,
about 11% are “very” or “somewhat dissatisfied.” In other words, while the focus
of much of the local discussion is on problems with housing and the challenges
felt by many segments of residents, the prevailing sentiment in terms of the
individual situation of residents is generally quite positive.

Further, respondents are also generally satisfied with the community in which
they live, overall 42% responding “very satisfied” and 33% “satisfied.”

Percent Responding Average Rating

Q9: What is your satisfaction

. R 16% 30%
with your current residence?
Q9: What is your satisfaction
. . 16% 33%
with the community?
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%  100%|1 2 3 4 5
M 1-Very Dissatisfied A - Satisfied
2 - Somewhat Dissatisfied W 5-Very Satisfied Source & Roaring Fork [ Colora

3 - Somewhat Satisfied

Average Satisfaction Rating1-5
Overall Aspen thru old Basalt thru Glenwood Eagle thru

Springs thru
Snowmass Carbondale Battlement Mesa Dotsero

22 [ a2

Q9: What is your satisfaction with your
current residence?

- -
Q9: What is your satisfaction with the -4_0 -4_1 -

4.2 3.8 4.2

community?

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey
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Additional probing of satisfaction reveals there are only fairly modest differences
in these results when the “somewhat dissatisfied” and “very dissatisfied”
respondents are examined by the geographic breakdowns that have been used in
this analysis. And while there is some variation in the percentages that report
they are “very satisfied” (Carbondale/Basalt and Eagle Gypsum are most
frequently rated high) the data indicate that there is no particular area that
stands out as the source of dissatisfaction with current residences or with the
communities themselves.

Percent Responding 1-5

et [ I
ot sacoco- [ A I
satisfaction with
your current Glenwood Springs thru o
residence? Battlement Mesa 450

e ocro O I S
et i IS
satisfaction with -
Battlement Mesa

0%  10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork [/ Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey
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In an effort to further probe the sources of dissatisfaction, a series of
crosstabulations were performed. The results are summarized below. Once again,
the survey responses indicate that there is single “smoking gun” to explain
dissatisfaction. However, as shown below, a deeper investigation reveals that
renters are relatively more dissatisfied (19% rating satisfaction a negative 1 or 2
compared to 7% of owners). Perhaps surprising, there are only modest
differences between dissatisfaction scores from owners in deed restricted units
compared to free market units, or from renters in free market compared to
renters with income or employment qualifications. Newer occupants of dwelling
units, and relatively newer residents in the region are generally more likely to be
experiencing dissatisfaction, but by small amounts. Consistent with the renter
ratings, apartment dwellers are relatively more negative, as are mobile home
residents. Yet about one in four of each of these segments is also reporting that
they are “very satisfied.”

Finally, breaking these results out by community shows that there is no single
pocket of dissatisfaction. For example, residents of Aspen are about as likely to
report be dissatisfied as residents of New Castle, Parachute/Battlement Mesa and
New Castle (16% to 20% further indicating that the results are not being
determined by geography. Snowmass residents report slightly lower levels of
dissatisfaction (12%) than the communities identified above.

Satisfaction with current residence

own [ SO =
. Rent
rent the residence en
where you current!
live?
Q3.1: (If own) Do you
OWnN...
Q3.2: (If rent) Do you qualifications

rent... .
0% 20% 40% 60% 20%  100%
Percent Responding 1- 5
W 122, Very & Somewhat Dissatisfied I 3-Somewhat Satisfied & 4 - Satisfied W 5-Very Satisfied
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Q5: How loeng have
you lived in your
current residence?

Q5: How long have
you lived in the area (
Pitkin/Garfield/Eagle
Counties)?

W 182, Very & Somewhat Dissatisfied
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Satisfaction with current residence

Less than 6 months -_-

6 months up to 1 year -_—
Lup to:3 years SRR IS0 RS S

3 up to's years R 996 T S

5 up to 10 years [ [ T896T A

10 up to 20 years [ [111TS996 ST
More than 20 years |83 (111115896 T IINSSIRNN
Less than 6 months |ESHEN 896 T 20
 months up to 1 year [N (TSSHGTT SEE
Lup o3 years R [TSEOET S E

3 up to's years NN [T696 T ASE

5 up to 10 years 888 SSI0] ISR

10 up to 20 years [SH [EASET SN
More than 20 years -_—

0% 20% 40% &0% 80% 100%
Percent Responding 1- 5

M 3-Somewhat Satisfied & 4 - Satisfied M 5 - Very Satisfied
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Satisfaction with current residence

crse 5 I
Q7: In what type of
live?

0% 20% 40% 0% 80% 100%

Percent Responding 1- 5

M 182, Very & Somewhat Dissatisfied M 3- somewhat Satisfied & 4 - Satisfied M 5 - Very Satisfied

*Low response numbers. Data may not be reliable.
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Satisfaction with current residence

Woody Creek [IISSHE T I EHE

Gypsum [ATSS I S

ey

1 Jebel 55113856100 ST

Basalt {6 INAZS S s

Rifle (68 ISSOE T s

Carbondale [SH| 429 [ASH

Q13: Where do you oid Snowmass EESE| ISESS I IEZE
live now (closest

ommanity)? Eagle/Brush creok [EESEI NEZSS I IS

snowmass [EEESE [ISSS T NESEN

Glenwood Springs [HEESEN NN A2S6 N IS

siclgsw|  as% [ A%

aspen [NESHGN Az ST

New Castle [IN2OUSIN 3896 AT

Parachute/Battlement Mesa -_—

other: [11128%00 I

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent Responding 1-5

M 182, Very & Somewhat Dissatisfied M 3-Somewhat Satisfied & 4 - Satisfied M 5 - Very Satisfied
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Satisfaction with current residence

unrelated roommates
following best family members
describes your

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent Responding 1-5

W 122, Very & Somewhat Dissatisfied M 3-Somewhat Satisfied & 4 - Satisfied W 5-Very Satisfied

Satisfaction with current residence

Q40: If you want to buy a home, would you
consider purchasing a deed-restricted
residence (a residence that would be priced
below market rate and affordable to your
household, and that could appreciate in value
but at a rate less than market rates)?

No - why not?

0% 20% 40% 0% 80% 100%

Percent Responding 1- 5

M 182, Very & Somewhat Dissatisfied M 3-Somewhat Satisfied & 4 - Satisfied M 5 - Very Satisfied
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Perceived Extent of the Housing Problem

The survey contained a question that provides insight into the local perception of
the housing problem. As shown below, overall 23% consider housing to be the
“most critical” problem in the region, with an additional 53% calling it “one of the
more serious problems.” However, there are significant differences in response
by geography. In the Aspen/Snowmass area, 86% are calling the problem either
“critical” or “serious,” with 35% in the critical category. In the areas Glenwood
Springs and below that number drops to 69%, with 17% in the critical category.
And it is 18% critical in Eagle/Gypsum/Dotsero, but with 59% calling it “one of
the more serious problems.” In other words, housing is widely perceived to be a
problem but there are variations in opinion that could be weighed as regional
efforts are considered.

Area of residence
Overall Aspen thru Old Basalt thru Glenwood Springs

Snowmass Carbondale
Mesa

The most critical problem in the region . 23% - 35% . 28% 17% 18%

One of the more serious problems - 53% - 51% - 53% 52%
Q11: Do you feel the

availability of housing
for the workforce in

the regionis ...

One of the regions lesser problems | 4%

MNot a problem | 3%

2% |2% 5% 2%

A moderate problem l 17% I 10% I 14% 21% 17%

thru Battlement Eagle thru Dotsero

59%
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Another way of viewing these data is to consider whether the household has one
or more members commuting to a different region for work. As shown, there is
some variation in the percent calling the problem “critical” among those with one
or more household members commuting outside the region for work (particularly
in the Glenwood to Parachute area), but across all categories there is a perception

of a problem.

1 or more HH members

works in Glenwood 2 ermore HH members

1ormore HH members = 1ormore HH members

works in Aspen or works in Basalt thru Sorings thru Battlement works in Vail thru
Snowmass Carbendale pring Dotsero
overall Mesa
| HHlivesin __ HHlivesin | HHlivesin | HHlivesin
HH |I\J’E5-In different HH |I\J’E5-In different HH |II.'E5_I!"I different HH |I\J’E5-In different
same region reg\'on same region rEgI-DI'I same region region same region reg\'on
The most critical
. . 23% 38% 32% 31% 30% 15% 30% 22% 24%
problem in the region
One of the more serious I 540 50% 6% 49% 50% 550% 53% 59%  51%
Q11: Do you feel problems
the availability of
housing for the A moderate problem Il?% | 8% IJ.S% I 13% I 16% I 18% 12% 14% 18%
workforce in the
regionis... One of the regions lesser a% 204 50 2% 30 2% 305 2% 50
problems
Mot a problem ‘3% 1% 2% 2% 1% ‘3% 2% 1% 2%
Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colo wer Valley / Eagle County Househaold Survey

Perhaps not surprising is the finding that renters perceive the problem go be more
“critical” than owners. However, the strong majority of respondents share the
opinion that it is a critical or serious problem.

Do you own of rent your residence?
Overall
Own Rent

The most critical problem in the region - 23% 16% 38%

Q11: Do you feel the One of the more serious problems -53% 55%

availability of

housing for the A moderate problem . 17% 20% 10%
workforce in the
reglonis... One of the regions lesser problems |4% 5% 3%
Mot a problem IS% 4% 2%
Source: 2018 Roaring Fork [ Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey
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Comparisons to Ratings of the Problem from other Geographic Areas

Comparing the results from this current 2018 Roaring Fork/ Colorado River
Valleys study to the findings from two other recent studies provides a context for
considering public perceptions of housing as a problem in the region. While it is
clearly a widely held concern among local residents, the data show that it is not
rated at the same “critical” level as was recently measured in Eagle and San
Miguel counties. Results from the current study show 23% of households calling
the problem critical, compared to 42% in Eagle County and 39% in San Miguel
County. The results below from the three geographic areas also show the strong
similarities between the opinions obtained from employers and households in each
geographic area.

Roaring Fork Eagle San Miguel
Employer Household Employer Household Employer Household
The most critical problem in the area 28% 23% 40% 42% 32% 39%
Do you feel . .
affordable/ One of the more serious problems [JJJJj 48% 53% 48% a3% [ 47% 48%
employee
housing for Amoderate problem [J] 18% 17% 10% 15% B 10%
local residents One of our lesser problems |4% 49 1% 0% 1% 1%
is:
Not a problem | 3% 3% 1% 0% 0% 2%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork
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Retirement Issues

A topic of considerable local discussion has revolved around the challenges of an
aging workforce and the potential retirement of a large number of residents. As
noted above, many residents indicate that they would like to stay in the region for
the long term. The impacts of retirees on housing demand and on the current
inventory of deed-restricted units are significant; the surveys were desighed to
permit these topics to be explored.

Expected Use of Home Five Years from Now

Survey respondents were asked how they expect to use their home in the future.
Note that this question permitted multiple responses so totals sum to greater than
100%. Most respondents (70%) expect to use their home as a primary residence.
As illustrated, this figure varies from 82% in Aspen/Snowmass to 64% in
Glenwood to Parachute. While few respondents expect to sell and move outside
the area (8% overall), this expectation was relatively higher in the down valley
areas (12%) and very low in Aspen (4%). Overall, the results show general
similarities across the region, in other words all communities can expect a
significant number of residents to want to stay in their community and in place
into the future.

Area of residence

Glenwood
Qverall AspenthruOld = Basalt thru Springs thru Eagle thru
Snowmass Carbondale Battlement Dotsero

Mesa

As a primary residence for my household - 70% - 82% - 76% 64%

residence

| intend to use home as my retirement I 14% I 13% I 150% 14% 150

| intend to sell my home within the next five
years but stay in the area

| intend to sell my home in the next five years
and relocate outside the area I

Im% Ill% IQ% 10% 8%
Q18: If you own your
home, how do you
expect to be using it
five years from now? Rented long term to local resident I?% ‘3% |6% 8% 7%
(Check all that apply)

| 4% | 6% 12% 6%

Vacation rental to visitors/tourists ‘3% |4% |4% 2% 1%
A vacation home for owner or guests of 1% 2% 1% 2%
owner
Don’t know/uncertain IS% |5% IS% 10% 11%
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Timing of Retirement

Survey results suggest that the retirement challenges are likely to be felt on a
continuing basis over the next 10 years. About 11% of respondents aged 50 and
older say they will be retiring in the next 2 to 3 years, with 13% overall in 4 to 6,
and 13% in 7 to 10 years. In Aspen/Snowmass, 37% of respondents age 50 and
older report they will be retiring in the next 10 years, suggesting that challenges
of retiring workers will continue to increase in the foreseeable future throughout
the region, including the Aspen/Snowmass area.

Area of residence

Glenwood
Overall Aspen thru Old Basalt thru Springs thru Eagle thru
S Carbondal Battlement Dotsero
Mesa
Less than 2 years | 5% | a2 | 3% 7% 3%
In 2 to 3years || 6% |3% 7% Js% 5%
Q19: If you are
aged 50 or older, In4+to 6 years [Jf] 13% | EED B 15 B 20% 18%
when d°’Y°” plan In7 to 10 years [ 13% B s B 16% B 119 16%
toretire?
More than 10 years fromnow [ 27% [z Iz [ 23% 24%
lam already retired |36 20 27 N 43% 35%
Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey

Retirement Preferences

When asked to look ahead to their retirement, most respondents aged 50 and
older indicated a high likelihood of staying within the region, with
Aspen/Snowmass residents indicating the highest likelihood. Additionally, most
respondents indicated that they were unlikely to rent or purchase a smaller home,
suggesting a preference to age in place. These results suggest that much of the
housing stock will not turn over as residents retire, thereby exacerbating some of
the housing shortages faced.

Percent Responding Average Rating

e —

to stay in region

Q20: When you
retire, how likely
are you:

to rent/purchase a
smaller home

0% 20% A0% 60% 80% 100% |1 2 3 4
M Don't know 3
B 1-NotatAll Likely

2 M 5-Extremely Likely

s

(3]

Valley
[ Eagle County Household Survey
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Average Likelihood Rating 1-5

Glenwood
Springs thru
Battlement Mesa

Eagle thru

Overall Aspen thru old Basalt thru
I Dotsero

Carbond

to stay in the region 4.0 4.2 4.0 3.8 3.8

Q20: When you retire,
how likely are you:

[ I
~
P
n
ied I
3
[ I
3
g I
o

to rent/purchase a smaller home

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork [ Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey

Average Likelihood Rating1-5

Overall Aspen thru Old Basalt thru Gl;enwoad Eagle thru
- L Springs thru
Car Dotsero

Battlement Mesa

to stay in the region 4.0 4.2 4.0 3.9 3.8

Q20: When you retire,
how likely are you:
to rent/purchase a smaller home
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~
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n
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o
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3
2 I
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Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorade River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey

Percent Responding MAverage Rating

B | I
Q20: When you

retire, how likely
—E)

are you:

to rent/purchase a
smaller home

0% 20% A0% 60% 80% 100% |1 2 3 4 5
M Don't know H:3
W 1-NotatAllLikely W4 Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley

m:2 B 5- Extremely Likely / Eagle County Household Survey
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Live/Work Patterns

The relationship between where households live and where they work in the
region are central to understanding housing current housing demand patterns and
to planning for future housing and transportation policies. Analyzing these
patterns is complex because households typically have more than one worker and
for most, the decision where to live is based on a calculus that includes a variety
of considerations as explored below.

Relationship between Place of Residence and Place of Work

Understanding commuting begins with data that describe where working
households live now and where they work. As shown, with the exception of
Aspen, most households in the region have one or more workers working outside
their community. Moving diagonally across the chart below, it shows that 95% of
Aspen working respondents have at least one household member working in
Aspen. For Snowmass it is 64% working in Snowmass, and in Basalt, Willits and
El Jebel less than 50% of households have workers employed in the same town.
For Carbondale residents the figure is 69%. Glenwood Springs (84%) and Rifle
(73%) are well established employment centers. However, further west in
Garfield County, out-commuting is the norm, as only 29% of New Castle residents
and 28% of Silt residents have all household members working in their
community of residence, and in Parachute/Battlement Mesa it is approximately
41%. These figures provide one metric of the current relationship of employment
location in relation to residency.

Another way of looking at these data is to consider the pull of Aspen as an
employment center. Moving across the top line in the chart below, survey results
show that in communities between Snowmass and El Jebel, between 62% and
97% of respondents have one or more household member working in Aspen.
Among Carbondale residents the figure drops to 49%, and it then falls off even
more sharply among Glenwood Springs (16%) and Rifle (8%) residents.
Nonetheless, a still significant 18-20% of New Castle and Silt households report
one or more persons working in Aspen. Clearly, the survey shows widespread
commuting that provides the demand that is served in part by RFTA and by other
efforts including employer transportation assistance or subsidies.
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Q13: Where do you live now (closest community)?
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E Snowmass  14% | 64%| 45% 30% 26% 22% 25% 20% 11% 4% 5% 16% 4% 2% 3% 32%
Eg Basalt 9% 16% 26% 18% | 50% 42% 36% 31% 11% 7% 5% 15% 3% 3% 44%
= wilits 2% 4% 3% 5% 10% 24% 4% 14% 5% 4% 1% 9% 2% 14%
& 2 Eldebel 2% 1% 14% 15% 9% 12% 14% 17% 5% 5% 4% 12% 5% 14%
S E Carbondale 6% 1% 3% 19% 22% 22% 20%[169%| 21% 19% 7% 20% 7% 1% 6% 31%
®C Glenwood Springs 3% 2% 12% 14% 16% 22% 20% 319% [BASH 7796 41% 54% 38% 10% 20% 14%
E £ Rifle 0% 2% 4% 3% 1% 5% 7% 18% 7300 44% 2% 7%
£58 New Castle 0% 2% 2% 2% 4% 7% 29% 10% 20% 10% 14%
g silt 0% 3% 3% 6% 13% 8% 28% 13% 0% 7%
4 % Parachute / Battlement Mesa 0% 2% 4% 2% 2% 9% 9% 41% 0% 7%
= Gypsum 1% 1% 1% 3% 4% 7% 2% 22% 5606
62 Dotsero 0% 1% 1% 1% 2% 4% 10%
2% Eagle / Brush Creek 1% 3% 2% 1% 2% 4% 3% 2% 83% 30% 7%
5 = Edwards / Avon/Vailarea 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 3% 4% 5% 4% 61% | 61%)JH6656
% Qutside the region/ telecommute 3% 2% 7% 1% 9% 8% 4% 3% 8% 3% 6% 5% 5% 10%
@ Otherlocation 3% 3% 4% 6% 3% 6% 5% 6% 8% 11% 11% 19% 13% 10% 45%

Where You Live Now vs. Where Would You Like to Live

The survey also explored where current residents “would like to live if you could
afford the cost of housing.” The highlighted blue color that runs diagonally across
the chart below illustrates the percentage of respondents that responded that
their current residence location is their preferred location. For example, 91% of
Aspen respondents prefer Aspen, 67% of Snowmass residents prefer Snowmass,
and 56% of Basalt residents prefer Basalt. Significant majorities living in
Carbondale (75%) and Glenwood Springs (64%) also prefer their communities.
Among towns further west the figure dips to between 40 and 50%. For residents
in the Eagle it is a high 78%, and in Gypsum it is 63%. These data are important,
with many implications. For example, they suggest that while Aspen may be the
location of employment for many, it is not necessarily everyone’s preferred place
to live. Additionally, the data provide a measure of current living conditions in the
region; this metric could be used to measure change over time as individual
communities work on policies and infrastructure to enhance their livability and
attractiveness.
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Share of households that have at least one
member working in the following communities

Id you most
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like to live if you could afford the cost of
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0Old Snowmass

Woody Creek
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El Jebel
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Glenwood Springs

MNew Castle
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Gypsum

housing? TOP CHOICE

Aspen
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1%
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2%

1%
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Q13: Where do you live now (closest community)?
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Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey

Q13: Where in the region would you most like to live if you could afford the cost of housing? TOP CHOICE
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Willits 2% 5% 11% 14% 7% 23% 14% 11% 5% 1% 5% 10% 2%
ElJebel 3% 3% 17% 22% 10% 17% 14% 12% 5% 2% 6% 11% 10%
Carbondale 10% 8% 20% 29% 23% 22% 30% | 54% 15% 4% 14% 14% 6% 13% 5% 23%
Glenwood Springs 8% 13% 23% [ 55% 19% 35% 39% 45% [BA%E 32% 5896 42% 16% =20% 8% 14% 18%
Rifle 2% 1% 11% 12% 2% 6% 11% 14% 22% [J850 47% L 40% 4% 1% 6% 11%
New Castle 1% 6% 3% 6% 5% 8% 10% 7% 25% 16% 4% 20%
silt 1% 4% 2% 6% 5% 10% 7% 8% 38% 6%
Parachute/Battlement Mesa 0% 2% 4% 1% 5% 3% 5% 10% 10% 5% 509 1% 0% 4% 6%
Gypsum 0% 11% 6% 1% 1% 1% 4% 8% 5% ['59%| 25% 28% 8%
Dotsero 11% 1% 2% 17% 3% 6%
Eagle/Brush Creek 0% 1% 6% 1% 2% 2% 4% 3% 2% 33% [164%| 26% 10%
Edwards/Avon/Vailarea 0% 1% 11% 9% 2% 2% 3% 1% 9% 3% | 63% 61% 73%
Outside the region / telecommute 4% 3% 5% 4% 18% 5% 2% 2% 13% 4% 7% 9% 6% 11%
Otherlocation 4% 3% 8% 4% 7% 3% 8% 6% 6% 5% 19% 14% 16% 5% 13% 10% 7%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorada Riv

rValley / Eagle County Household Survey
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Commuting

The survey explored methods of commuting (walk, drive, bus, etc.) and reasons
for commuting if the home to work distance is greater than five miles. Results
show that most respondents commute by driving alone. For the majority of
commuters, the price of housing is the most identified reason for commuting
(63%). However, for many the “type of home | want not available where | work”
(25%) and “community character, | prefer where 1 live” (26%) were also
frequently mentioned. Additionally, almost one in four say they “don’t mind the
commute” including a very high percentage (50%) of Eagle/Gypsum commuters.

Area of residence

Glenwood
overall Aspen thru Basaltthru | Springs thru Eagle thru
©Old Snowmass Carbondale = Battlement Dotsero
Mesa
Price of housing cannot afford to live where | work - 63% - 54% - 65% 65% 64%
Type of home | want is not available in community where | work . 25% . 23% . 29% 20% 38%
Q27:1f you commute Community character prefer where | now live .26% l23% .38% 21% 25%
more than 5 miles one
way between work and Don't mind the commute . 24% I 19% l 22% 20% 41%
home, why do you B .
commute rather than Like the climate where | live (altitude, weather) I 17% I 10% I 18% 10% 39%
live and work in the Work in other communities also ] 13% | EELS f13% 13% 15%
same community?
(Check all that apply) Location where spouse/partner works I 10% I 8% I 11% 9% 16%
Can'tfind a place that will take dogs/cats ] 109 | FEL FFL 11% 5%
Deed restrictions are unacceptable to me I 7% | 4% I 10% 4% 16%
Source: 2018 Roaring Fork [ Colorado River Valley [ Eagle County Househaold Survey

Employers Subsidizing Transportation Costs

Assistance with the costs of commuting are quite widely provided in the
Aspen/Snowmass area (31%) and in the Basalt/Carbondale area (38%).
Transportation subsidies are less common in Glenwood Springs and for residents
further to the west (18%), and in Eagle County (12%).

Area of residence

Glenwood Springs

Overall
era Aspen thru Old Basalt thru thru Battlement Eagle thru
Snowmass Carbondale Dotsero
Mesa

Q29: Does your employer Yes I 24% . 31% . 38% 18% 12%
provide/subsidize your

transportation? MNo - 76% - 69% - 62% 82% 88%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey
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Preferences — Important Factors in Looking for a Place to Live

The survey asked respondents to identify the importance of a series of factors in
looking for a place to live. Cost of housing to buy/rent was most identified
(receiving an average score of 4.6 on a five-point scale). Of interest, while there
are some differences by community (for example, Aspen residents choosing
“proximity to place of employment” and “proximity to bus/shuttle”) the overall
averages are fairly similar across the geographic areas. Examples include
“community character” and “energy efficiency” which were rated of relatively high
importance and received similar ratings from all geographic areas.

Q30: Please indicate how important the
following factors are to you when
looking for a place to live. Use a scale
where 1 = "not at all important" and 5 =
"extremely important."

Cost of housing to buy/rent - 46
Washer/dryer in unit - 4.2

Type of residence (single-family, duplex,
condominium)

Community character (family oriented,
neighborhood ‘look and feel’)
Community amenities (recreation,
parks, libraries)

Energy efficient heat/appliances - 3.8
Pets allowed - 37

Proximity to my place of employment - 3.7

Proximity to commercial services
(shopping, dining)

Proximity to places of employment for
other members of my household

Quality of schools - 3.2

Proximity to bus/shuttle service - 3.0

Exterior storage/locker - 2.7

Overall

4.2

4.1

3.9

3.5

3.2

Proximity to alpine skiing - 2.5
Availability of day care . 1.9

Proximity to daycare . 1.8

Average Importance Rating1-5

Glenwood

Aspen thru 0ld Basalt thru Springs thru Eagle thru
Snowmass Carbondale Battlement Mesa Dotsero
-3.1 -3.0 -3.2 3.2
- 3.4 - 29 - 2.4 2.5
- 3.5 - 2.8 . 1.9 2.3
. 1.9 . 1% . 1.7 2.0
. 1.9 . 1.8 . 1.7 1.9

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Househald Survey
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The survey results are further portrayed below in a series of graphs that
summarize the importance factors by location using the 5-point scales contained
in the survey. In an effort to simplify the analysis, in this comparison the
Eagle/Gypsum area is not included. While there are general similarities in
responses by geographic areas, there are also differences. Energy efficiency and
community character are two considerations that resonates in all geographic
areas. In contrast, pets are a notable example of a difference, where they are of
less importance to Aspen-area residents than for other areas, particularly in the
Glenwood to Parachute region. Exterior storage/locker is another example where
the feature is of less importance in Aspen/Snowmass, and not surprising is the
finding that proximity to Alpine skiing is also important there and relatively
unimportant in other areas.
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Cost of housing to buy/rent

Washer/dryer in unit

Type of residence
(single-family, duplex,
condominium)

Community character (family
oriented, neighborhood ‘look
and feel’)

Community amenities
(recreation, parks, libraries)

Energy efficient
heat/appliances

Pets allowed

Proximity to my place of
employment

Proximity to commercial
services (shopping, dining)

Proximity to places of
employment for other members
of my household

Quality of schools

Proximity to bus/shuttle
service

Exterior storage/locker

Proximity to alpine skiing

Availability of day care

Proximity to daycare
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Percent Responding 1-5
Aspen thru Old Snowmass E8%1 T 28% 1 I

M 5- Extremely Important

U
Basalt thru Carbondale EBSG5%I[125% 1 IS | . 0

Glenwood Springs thru Battlement Mesa SSbiS%] 26w =T 1 - 0
Aspen thru Old Snowmass 062900 220000 IS - - 0

Basalt thru Carbondale EEEs%N8% 265 EST W 1 - Motatall Important ]

Glenwood Springs thru Battlement Mesa |IESSGE 4% 21500 22 s o
Aspen thru Old Snowmass Bl 5% 125960 S .

Basalt thru Carbondale S8eav%|28% 1 Sas 0 s

Glenwood Springs thru Battlement Mesa B350 4390 2sse ) =
Aspen thru Old Snowmass B8 6% |[1Ta5% 0 I sas T .
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Basalt thru Carbondale ININESSENINN 6% |11% [ 16% ) IEEE

Glenwood Springs thru Battlement Mesa [ INIEESSEIINS% N10% 0 iz ST
Aspen thru Old Snowmass [SEi2% 1596 TS s

Basalt thru Carbondale | INNEESRNNESS 2096 0000 S ss )

Glenwood Springs thru Battlement Mesz | INESSSSINESS 8% sas ) T
Aspen thru Old Snowmass 588l 79 | TS 2060 s s

Basalt thru Carbondale [EBEI8% | 289 s Y S

Glenwood Springs thru Battlement Mesz |IEE19% " 2806 s sy o
Aspen thru Old Snowmass | INEIEIEGEGNSSS RN 4% [42% [2a% 0 s

Basalt thru Carbondale INENETSERN 5% |10 28900 2ess ) s

Glenwood Springs thru Battlement Mesz | IRNEENZSSGNN 4% |026% 10 279 e
Aspen thru Old Snowmass [INIEGNEEEEINNA% 9% 1 [115% ) s

Basalt thru Carbondale INEIIINNSSTINNNN 7% 8% 20% 1 ST

Glenwood Springs thru Battlement Mesz | IREENSESGNN 4% 21960 Izete ) s
Aspen thru Old Snowmass [5E8II5%: [T20% 0 T Ees T s

Basalt thru Carbondale IS 20% | 02806 0 iS00 s

Glenwood Springs thru Battlement Mesz | INEENSEEI | 25% ) [02206 0000 [ aese ) s
Aspen thru Old Snowmass | INIESSSSNNN | 20% |70 229 2z s oE

Basalt thru Carbondale INNIINNZSTENN 1206 |[108% 0 T 20%) 00 ISR

Glenwood Springs thru Battlement Mesz | ESSEI | 15% 00age ] 0 aege 0 e
Aspen thru Old Snowmass |IEGEGNNI22% " [0024% 0 Ts0% I s

Basalt thru Carbondale INNZSSEIN | 24% 0002806 226 s

Glenwood Springs thru Battlement Mesz IS 15% | 2a% | =% |ESE
Aspen thru 0ld Snowmass [INEIEGEGEEEEEE 0% (7% 8% NEEE

Basalt thru Carbondale INIIEENESTEI 796 2296, 806 NEoEEN

Glenwood Springs thru Battlement Mesz I NN EEN 9% 79 7% NSl
Aspen thru Old Snowmass NGNS 9% 7% 5% IE0EN

Basalt thru Carbondale INEEEEENEETEIN | 9% ['20%""o%. " EEN
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Source: 2018 Roaring Fork f Colorade River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey
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These responses are also broken out by owners and renters and are illustrated by
the graph below. Renters are particularly likely to report that the cost of housing
is extremely important (89% rating it a 5 on the five-point scale). Energy
efficiency, community character, community amenities, allowances for pets, and
proximity to commercial services were all rated of similar importance among
owners and renters alike.

Cost of housing to buy/rent

Washer/dryer in unit

Type of residence
(single-family, duplex, condom..

Community character (family
oriented, neighborhood ‘look
and feel’)

Community amenities
(recreation, parks, libraries)

Energy efficient
heat/appliances

Pets allowed

Proximity to my place of
employment

Proximity to commercial
services (shopping, dining)

Proximity to places of
employment for other members
of my household

Quality of schools

Proximity to bus/shuttle
service

Exterior storage/locker

Proximity to alpine skiing

Availability of day care

Proximity to daycare
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Most Important Factors in Looking for a Place to Live

The survey also asked respondents to identify the most important three factors in
looking for a place to live. In the graph below the two most important factors are
illustrated. Overall, cost and proximity to employment were most identified,
especially in Aspen. Community character was especially important in
Basalt/Carbondale, and Eagle/Gypsum showed some differences in responses
when compared to those received from the Greater Roaring Fork Region.

Area of residence

Rank Glenwood

B First Rank Overall AspenthruOld Basaltthru  Springsthru  Eagle thru

B S=cond Rank Snowmass Carbondale  Battlement Dotsero
Mesa

Cost of housing to buy/rent 3905

Proximity to my place of employment 27%
Community character (family oriented,

32%
neighborhood look and feel’, etc.)

Pets allowed

Type of residence (single-family, duplex,
condominium, etc.)

Community amenities (recreation, parks,

) B 22%
libraries, etc.)

Quality of schools 1806

Proximity to commercial services
(shopping, dining, etc.)

Proximity to places of employment for s
other members of my household
Washer/dryer in unit IE%
Proximity to alpine skiing 49
Proximity to bus/shuttle service
Energy efficient heat/appliances | 2% 2% 1% 2% 49
Proximity to daycare |2% 2% 2% 1% 2%
Exterior storage/locker [19% 2% 1% 1% 2%
Availability of day care |1% 1% 0% 1% 3%
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Preferences — Housing Considerations

The survey explored preferences of residents that would consider moving in the
next five years. While more respondents indicated they would move to buy (46%)
about 19% said they would consider “buying or renting.” In an important finding,
about 35% overall said they would not consider moving (25% of
Aspen/Snowmass residents and 55% of Eagle/Gypsum respondents). These
groups of respondents were then explored in greater detail through a series of
questions designed to better understand preferred number of bedrooms,
bathrooms and garage spaces. Breakdowns of these restuls are available to
housing providers to assist in unit design and configuration planning. In addition,
unit types and pet policies were considered for renters.

Area of residence

A th Glenwood
Overall sP:Td ™ | Basalt thru Springs thru Eagle thru
Carbondale Battlement
Snowmass
Mesa
Q31: If housing were Yes, if | could BUY a home I 46% l 53% I 51% 45%
available that you could
afford, would you consider Yes, if | could RENT a home 2% 2% 3%
moving within the next five
years for reasons of Yes, if | could BUY OR RENT a home I 17% I 20% I 19% 17%
convenience, economics, or
quality of life? Mo I 35% I 25% I 29% 35%

| prefer to live in my present . 90% . 920 . 91%
community/residence

My current residence is closer to the

workplace of others in my household

Q31.1: Why would you not
consider moving within the 3% ‘5% 2% 3%
next 5 years?

Other reason:

6% 3% | 7% 9%

Saurce: 2018 Bosring Eark f Colarada Biver \fa Eanla Catims
Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colarade River Valley / Eagle County
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Area of residence

Glenwood
Overall
Aspen thru Old Basalt thru Springs thru Eagle thru

Snowmass Carbondale Battlement Mesa Dotsero

0 0% 0%

1 J10% B 156% B 13% | 59 2%

2 [ 35% T PECE  EELG B 32% 15%

Bedrooms 2%  EEEz% O EEEze% W 46% 61%

Q32: (If you would 2 B12% 17% B12% W 14% 18%
consider moving) Given 5+ 2% 1% | 3% | 2%
the size of your 0 0% 0%
household now and 1 M17% M 22% M 18% M 14% 2%
planned for the next 5 Bathrooms 2 sz I 0% N 55% T 70% 46%
years, what number of 3 [ 18% W 17% B 24% M 14% 51%
the following do you 4+ | 2% 1% | 3% | 2%
need? 059 | I | 204 | 4%

1% s laosw I 37% 28%

Garage spaces 2z 27% [ 37% P 529 [ 50% 37%
3] 7% | 4% | 5% 18% 25%
4+ 1% 1% 1% 10%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colerado River Valley / Eagle County Househald Survey

Area of residence

A th Glenwood
Overall sP:Td ™ Basalt thru Springs thru Eagle thru
Carbondale Battlement Dotsero
Snowmass
Mesa
QBE:_{If you “':OUId ) Bedrooms: Average 2.6 2.3 2.6 2.7 2.9
consider moving) Given
the size of your household
now and planned for the Bathrooms: Average 2.1 .2.0 2.1 2.0 2.5
next 5 years, what
number of the following
do you need? Garage spaces: Average 16 1.4 1.6 1.6 2.2

Source: 2018 Reoaring Fark / Colorade River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey

105



Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study

Q33: “Using a 1, 2 and 3, where “1” is your first choice, please rank your top
three housing preferences to rent.” The graph below presents the top two choices
of renters summed together. Results show clearly that renters in Aspen have very
different preferences than those in the other geographic areas of Garfield County.
Condos and apartments are highly preferred in the Aspen/Snowmass area among
renters.

Area of residence

Rank
) Glenwood
. First Rank .
- Overall Aspenthruold Basaltthru Springsthru  Eagle thru
Second Rank Snowmass Carbondale  Battlement Dotsero
Mesa
Single-family detached house 60% . 37% 61% 37%
Townhouse/duplex 57% -51% 619 54%
Condominium 32% -52% 39% 33%
Apartment 27% - A7% 22%
Maobile home || 10% 1% 2% 29%
Caretaker unit || 6% 2% IB% 456 18%
Dormitory with efficiency kitchen | 2% 6% 0% 0%
Room without kitchen [1% 3% 2%
Private room and bath, shared kitchen &
. 1% 1% 1%
living room
Other | 2% 2% 3%
Area of residence
Glenwood
Overall Aspenthruold Basaltthru  Springsthru Eagle thru
Snowmass Carbondale Battlement Dotsero
Mesa
Prefer home ownership to renting -45% - 52% -42% -44% 36%
Tofind a less expensive home [Ji3e% [Jze Il s2% [ 6% 40%
Tofind alarger home 3300 [ 2o Bl 295 [ 20% 24%
Q36: Why would you Tobeclosertowork [j32% [ 2a%  [lz2c [ 35% 26%
consider buying a new
or different home? To live closer to city/town services . 24% - 30% . 20% . 25% 23%
Toliveinamore rural setting [Jf23% ] 13% Wasn [ 28% 17%
To find a smaller home (for example, one floor with no stairs) .21% IS% .23% .26% 26%
To live ina different community [Jl22%s [ 16% J1a% 0 279% 20%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Coloradeo River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey
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Willingness to Pay More for Preferred Locations and Features

The survey examined willingness to pay 10% more for selected benefits such as
location, unit size and proximity to work. As shown below, the ability to walk
and/or bike as highest rated (2.9 average on five-point scale), especially among
Aspen/Snowmass and Basalt/Carbondale respondents. Living near transit
(average 2.3) and near day care (1.6) rated relatively lower, although for
households with kids the childcare factor was rated much higher.

Percent Responding Average Rating

Have the ability to walk and/or bike mu% N m .
to shops/restaurants/entertainment
Q37:0n ascale of

1to 5 where 1 is Have the ability to walk and/or bike “m I m .
towork

"not very likely”

Cut your commute time in half 24% 15%

likely,” how likely y 2:3)
are you to pay

10% more per Have higher quality schools B%:Mﬁ 129(:

month on housing

i i i MW 5-Very Likely
to achieve the Live near transit (RFTA or othgr) “ 150 .
following? bus/shuttle service 228 "Z“I#)

2-Moderately Likely

Live near daycare or childcare mﬂq 2
facilities M 1-NotVery Likely

0% 20% 40%  60% 80% 1 2 3 4 5

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey

Willingness to Pay More by Location

There were some notable differences in the responses on willingness to pay by
location. For example, among Aspen/Snowmass residents having the ability to
walk or ride to shops and to work, cutting commuting time in half, and living near
transit differed from most other areas are relatively highly rated.

Average Likelihood Rating1-5
Glenwood
Basalt thru Springs thru Eagle thru
Carbondale Battlement | Dotsero
Mesa

Have the ability to walk and/or bike to - - - -
] 2.9 3.2 34 27 2.8
shops/restaurants/entertainment
Q37:Onascaleofl Have the ability to walk and/or bike to - - - -
. 2.8 33 3.0 2.6 2.6
to 5 where 1is "not work
very lkoly,r how mein ot [[lze =0 ==
"very likely,” how Cut your commute time in half 2.8 3.0 29 2.7 2.7
likely are you to pay . _
10% more per month Have higher quality schools - 2.4 - 2.5 - 2.3 - 2.5 2.5
on housing to achieve Live near transit (RFTA or other) - 23 - 27 -25 . 20 20
the following? bus/shuttle service ’ ' ) ' )
Live near daycare or childcare facilities . 16 . 1.7 . 16 . 1.6 1.8

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Househald Survey

Overall | Aspenthru
old

Snowmass
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Area of residence
Glenwood Springs

thru Battlement Eagle thru Dotsero
Mesa

Have the ability to walk and/or bike to -60% -76% -54% -60%
work
Have the ability to Walkand/or_blketo -57% -67% -51% -49% 68%
shops/restaurants/entertainment
Q38.1: Please select
the categories for Cut your commute time in half - 50% - 37% - 60% - 51% 66%

which you would be

very likely to pay 20% Have higher quality schools . 37% l 21% . 34% - 47% 62%

or more per month

Li t t(RFTA th

ive near transit (| or o fer) Ilg% .32% I14% I15%
bus/shuttle service

Overall Aspen thru old Basalt thru
Snowmass Carbondale

Live near daycare or childcare facilities I 11% IQ% I 6% I 16% 14%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey

Interest in Considering a Deed-Restricted Unit?

There was an overall willingness to consider purchasing units with deed
restrictions among about two-thirds of survey respondents. However, this figure
varies geographically with 83% willingness in Aspen/Snowmass, to more like 50
to 70% in other areas. The open-ended responses to this question help to explain
the thinking of residents. Those that are not interested sometimes cite the loss of
resale value, a “poor investment” and “not worth it,” and inability to qualify, and
concerns/dislike for the program as reasons for saying “no, they would not
consider it.”

Area of residence

Glenwood Springs

Overall
Aspen thru Old :as:lt thr,u thru Battlement Eagle thru Dotsero
= Mesa

Q40: If you want to buy a home, would you

. . ; Yes 68% B839% 67% 65% 51%
consider purchasing a deed-restricted
residence (a residence that would be priced
below market rate and affordable to your
household, and that could appreciate in -
value but at a rate less than market rates)? No - why not? 32% 17% 33% 35% 49%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey
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Down Payments and Household Incomes

Funds Available for a Down Payment

For many regional residents the availability of a down payment for housing
purchase is a problem. As illustrated below, the availability of down payment
money ranges widely. Approximately 12% overall say they have no funds
available, and 18% have less than $10,000, meaning about one in three have less
than $30,000. As illustrated, about 12% report that they have over $250,000. A
relatively high percentage of respondents from the Basalt/Carbondale (18%) and
Eagle/Gypsum areas (16%) have over $250,000 available for a down payment.
Not surprisingly, many of these individuals have been in the area for some time
and are relatively longtime owners; they have benefitted from housing price

increases over decades.

Overall
none [ 12%
under $10,000 [N 18%
Q41: If you want to buy a $10,000to $14,998 - 8%
home, how much do you $15,000 to $25,99¢ [l 9%
have available for a down $25,000 to $34,999 -13%

payment? (Include the

portion of home equity you $35,000 to $49,999 - B

could spend on a down $50,000 to $74,999 l 4%
payment if you were to sell a $75,000 to $99,999 - 10%
home you now own ) $100,000 to $149,999 [J] 4%

$150,000to $199,999 [ 4%
$250,000+ [ 12%

Aspen thru Old
Snewmass

|
11
| EB
I 1%
I 7%
| pE
7

| FHES

| B8

B 0%

Area of residence

Glenwood Springs

::::l:;:: thru Battlement  Eagle thru Dotsero
Mesa
B 12% 14% 14%
B 7% 23% [ 7%
| B 10% 4%
7 8% 6%
B 1% 11% 21%
7o 5% 14%
B 2% 4%
s 11% 7%
2% 3% 7%
L ES 2% 5%
[ FEN 8% 16%
Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey
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Household Income

Income is a critical determinant of demand for housing and it is central to
developing policies and regulations. The survey provides a number of measures
that permit household incomes to be explored. The graph below breaks incomes
down by sub areas of residence. It is followed by a graph that portrays income by
the locations of employment. The survey shows the dominance of middle-income
households throughout the region. And, perhaps surprising is the finding that
reported gross household incomes show fairly strong similarities across the

region. While there are differences area to area,

communities, the overall distributions are generally similar.

Q4s6: What is the
combined gross annual
income of all household
members (before taxes)?

Q46: What is the
combined gross
annual income of all
household members
(before taxes)?
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Overall

Under $15,000 JJ] 6%
$15,000 to $24,999 [ 6%
$25,000 to $34,999 [ 5%
$35,000 to $49,999 [ 10%
$50,000 to $74,999 [ 18%
$75,000 to $99,999 [ 15%

$100,000t0 $149,990 [l 23% [ 17%

$150,000 to $199,999 [ 8%
$200,000 to $249,999 || 4%
$250,000+ JJ 5%

Overall

Under $15,000 [l 6%
$15,000 to $24,999 JJ] 6%
$25,000 to $34,999 [ 5%
$35,000 to $49,999 [l 10%
$50,000 to $74,999 [ 18%
$75,000 to $99,999 [ 15%

$100,000 to $149,999 [ 23%

$150,000 to $199,999 [l 8%

$200,000 to $249,999 ] 4%
$250,000+ ] 5%

and within individual

Area of residence

Aspen thru Old Basalt thru Gl.enwond Eagle thru

Snowmass Carbondale Ba:z:r:gei:r;\:ll;sa Dotsero

B 7 M % Pe%

5% fl 59 Ml 8% 2%

] 2% J 4% B7% 3%

Il 11% B 7% I 13% 4%

Bz I 1e% I 18% 219%

3% B 18% [ 169% 10%

2z I 22% 33%

W% Hs% fl 5% 15%

B s% B I3% 2%

| BB 5% | 3% 10%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork /[ Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Househald Survey

Place of work of at least one household member

Aspen thru Old
Snowmass

| 24

2%

I3%

| LS

B 1%
17
I 250
| ELS

B s%

H7%

Glenwood Springs

::::;::;: thru Bn::tsl:ment Vail thru Dotsero

B a% 3%
| 2% 3% 3%
faw l5% 4%
B 7% P 12% 2%
B 19% I 20% 20%
B 7% I 16% 10%
P 2sv I 28% 350%
B Bew 16%
5% 3% 2%
Bs% faw 9%

F Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey
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Open-Ended Comments

The Household Survey contained a large number of “open-ended” questions that
permitted respondents to comment or expand upon a quantitative response.
Taken together, these comments represent over 300 pages of input. In an effort
to make these results readily available the consultant team has provided several
different summaries of the results. Described below are summaries of selected
questions. Various “themes” emerge from written comments and they are
categorized into various sub-categories. Additionally, a listing of verbatim
comments from several of the key open-ended questions are presented as an
Appendix to this report. The Appendix comments are sorted alphabetically, then
grouped by community.

Finally, a Comments Tool has been provided. It provides a means for self-
exploration of the comments using an Excel based tool. With this feature, a reader
can investigate comments by community and can also get a feel for the range of
suggestions and the total number of individual responses received in response to
each survey question. The tool has been provided under separate cover and it can
be shared with interested individuals upon request.

A Summary of Selected Comments Organized by Question Number

Q6: If planning on leaving the area in three years or less, why are you likely to
leave the area?

e Repeated themes include cost of living and affordability,
desire to own a home and few (expensive) options locally,
changing communities and retirement.

Q10: If somewhat dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with your residence or
community can you briefly describe why?

At the end of the survey, the respondents were asked to provide any other
comments or suggestions regarding local housing issues. In total, 454
respondents provided comments which were organized into five general
categories: free-market housing issues, affordable housing issues, the role of
government in affordable housing, cost of living issues, and general sentiments
about housing issues. For each category, common themes and examples are
provided below. A full listing of these comments is presented in the Appendix.

Affordable Housing lIssues. As may be expected, residents expressed a wide
variety of concerns related to affordable housing options in the Greater Roaring
Fork Region. Overall the most prominent theme in this category was a need for
more subsidized senior housing options; numerous comments that plainly point to
the issue, such as “we need more affordable senior housing in our area” and “I
hope through this survey that action will be taken to provide long term
affordable housing especially for those nearing retirement age,” express a
clear concern for an aging segment of the population in the Greater Roaring Fork
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Region. The frequency of these comments is followed closely by concerns for
affordable housing rates still being too high, coupled with poor living conditions
and maintenance, and often an expressed desire or intention to leave.

“l can barely afford my 'Affordable Housing' rent with 2 jobs (1 full-time, 1 part-
time). | don't have many bills or debt, so I'm not living beyond my means, but I
have no money because everything goes towards rent. | have no cable because |
can't afford it. My apartment is so poorly insulated, and we have electric heat, my
bill in winter is ridiculous, even with me turning my heat down to 50 degrees
when | leave. It's absurd we can't get cable or other utilities included in rent,
which goes up every year!!! | can barely take a real shower because my hot water
runs out so quickly. So, also, since | can never seem to get ahead financially
because I'm putting everything towards rent and electric, how am | supposed to
come up with $2000 to put down towards a house if I win the lottery? | have been
here 14 years and see no real housing in my future. 1 have been here 14 years
and see no real housing in my future. I'm moving to Denver.”

“New 'affordable’ housing is aimed at 80% of median. Already paying more than
50% of net income for rent and do not make median income. Off seasons | just
make rent, forget anything else. Do not want to leave, but it is no longer possible
to stay.”

Other issues with affordable housing included needs for alternative housing
assistance such as down payment and deposit assistance, as well as a common
interest in prioritizing affordable housing for long-term residents of the area.

Free-market Housing Issues. Overwhelmingly, residents discussed the need for
lower-cost market-level homes. Many of these comments specifically addressed
the existence of a substantial gap between maximum earnings for housing
assistance, and the cost of appropriate housing on the free market. Many other
comments cited concerns for HOA fees driving up the cost of housing. The most
common theme within these concerns was related to affordable homes that were
appropriate for families, while other themes addressed starter homes and
affordable market options for young adults.

“l am in the process of purchasing a new home with my partner. Together, we
represent a good financial means/middle class. We both have homes that went
under contract within 3 days each (Carbondale and New Castle). We had trouble
finding a home to work for our future (family, size of home, garage, location to
each of our work places). The one takeaway | found in our search is that
attainable housing exists for us, but with very steep HOA dues (RVR, Iron
Bridge... $400/month!). The next generation of homeowners is very likely
matching our demographic and not willing to subsidize golf courses. Otherwise,
we could integrate into those neighborhoods and communities.”

“We've been looking to buy for 3 years. The market has only gotten worse for
people like us. Small to average homes, or fixer uppers that we would be looking
to buy are usually well over $400K. This is going to be a problem for those
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looking to put down a root in this town. Average first-time home owners around
the country are looking to pay half that. The housing lotto only pops up once
every few months and 60+ families vie for a home that would be considered
average price elsewhere around the country.”

“Housing is extremely difficult to find. I don't even qualify for affordable housing
because | apparently make too much, which is insane to me. | shouldn't have to
living pay check to pay check in order to pay for housing. I'm in one of the few
professions who live in the Greater Roaring Fork Region year-round, architecture.
I have a college degree and work more than 40+ hours a week. It's stupid how
restrictive housing is here.”

“It is heart breaking to know our children will not be able to afford to live in this
beautiful community. We were lucky to build our home when we did - my
husband has worked for the resort for 30+ years and at his current salary we
could not afford to purchase our home. The turn-over of core employees such as
teachers and police/fire officers is greatly impacted by the lack of 'decent’
affordable housing. Many of the deed-restricted developments have become
slums - yet still too expensive. | would not want my children living there. We
could sell our home for a lot of money but we wouldn't be able to replace it in the
valley. Pay (all 3 have college degrees) versus cost of living don't add up.”

“Build housing to support young professionals. We don't need 4/5-bedroom golf
communities. We need more inventory in the 2/1 1000-1200 sf range so that
young people can afford housing to start families and not be burdened by deed
restrictions or rent stipulations.”

Aside from these issues, commenters also frequently voiced concerns over short
term rentals, vacation homes, and rent-by-owner services (AirBnB, VRBO, etc.

“The Airbnb vacation rentals have decimated the available rental market for new
employees in C'dale and G'wood area.”

“l am concerned that the housing prices are too high for people to get out of
renting and the renting inventory is being pinched by units being taken off the
rental market and being put into platforms like air B&B, further hurting people
trying to get a home. If people can't live in their town, the town will cease to be a
community.”

The Role of Government in Affordable Housing. Regarding how city and county
governments should be involved in affordable housing initiatives, the respondents
were split between two different positions. Many respondents argued that
governments should not be involved in housing at all and to eliminate
development barriers to better serve a free-market, while many others called for
the creation of a regional housing authority, increased regulation of the housing
market (particularly to regulate rent-by-owner programs, like AirBnB), and more
effort into planning and zoning for new developments to regulate traffic flow and
water usage.

113



Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study

“The Greater Roaring Fork Region needs an active regional housing authority that
governs or makes recommendations with teeth to local municipal and county
governments about housing placement. County/municipal governments must
work together so that the Hwy 82 corridor does not over-reach its carrying
capacity. Inter-county planning is a must. Municipal infill is also a must to avoid
sprawl. The GRFR needs affordable options for senior housing and so forth but
mainly coordinated planning efforts. The amount of water available for housing
must also be taken into consideration since studies have shown that the state's
population will increase beyond water capacity very soon.”

“The problem with housing is one of excessive zoning and regulation. Take these
barriers of the free market away and there would be affordable housing in Aspen.
The studies are clear. Please read the studies before enacting another
government scheme that will de-facto zone out and exclude minorities and the
poor. Look at results, not intentions as a guide to your actions. Free up the
marketplace and the housing shortage will quickly disappear, and the local
economy will get a boost when more efficient builders who were excluded from
the market due to cronyism enter and flourish...”

Cost of Living Issues. By far, the most common theme related to cost of living
was a concern for low wages. One commenter explains “Housing costs
compared to incomes are horrifying. 1 have zero savings because of the
rental market. | have little recreation time because | work so much for so
little, and | have a masters degree,” while another argues “We don't have a
housing problem, we have a wage problem. Our family's income is less
than 12 years ago for same type of work, while expenses have
increased.” Aside from wages, common themes included cost of health insurance
and child care.
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4. Employer Survey Results

Introduction and Methodology

The primary purpose of the Employer Survey was to understand local housing and
employment issues from the perspective of employers. The survey collected a
variety of data on employment patterns, the impact of housing availability on
retaining/recruiting employees and business operations, employer opinions and
activities regarding local workforce housing, and related issues. The survey was
fielded in August through October, 2018 utilizing a variety of techniques, as
follows:

e A survey form with accompanying cover letter and return envelope was mailed
to a random sample of 600 employers throughout the study area, with a
deliberate oversampling of larger employers (which account for a
disproportionate share of employment). Employers were given the option of
completing the survey using either the paper form or online.

e Invitations to an online survey were emailed to a random sample of 842
employers located throughout the region, using an email list purchased from a
commercial list vendor, again with an oversampling of larger employers. An
additional 41 employers were contacted via email based on a business
directory posted on the Town of New Castle website.

e Invitations to an online survey were emailed by the Glenwood Springs
Chamber Resort Association and Carbondale Arts to their respective
memberships. Additionally, the Aspen/Pitkin County Housing Authority
emailed survey invitations to business licensees of the City of Aspen.

e Finally, personalized outreach was made to selected large employers in the
region to encourage response, given the significant number of employees they
have.

Altogether, a total of 300 employer surveys were received. A first draft report was
prepared for discussions in October. That report was based on 230 responses. It
was updated in December to include responses from an additional 70 employers.
The responding employers represent a diverse range of sizes, locations, and
industry sectors. Altogether, responding employers account for 14,485 total peak-
season employees (taking the maximum of winter employment and summer
employment for each employer), an appreciable share of total employment in the
region.

The 95% confidence interval for a sample of 300 is +/-5.7 percentage points
(larger for subgroups of respondents and questions with smaller sample sizes).

173102-Final Report_032719
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Included in the appendices to this report are the survey form and cover letter,
verbatim responses to the survey’s open-ended questions, and statistical tables
summarizing the survey results.

The discussion to follow focuses on the overall results as well as breakouts by
employer size (i.e. number of employees).

Employer Demographics

The survey contained a series of questions designed to characterize employers on
the basis of location, industry sector, square footage, and other functional
characteristics.

Employer location

The survey obtained responses from employers throughout the region, with the
greatest representation in the employment centers of Aspen (43%) and Glenwood
Springs (20%). Employers could check all the locations where they had a
presence; altogether, employers averaged 1.25 locations (as reflected in the
“Grand Total” row). While most small employers with nine or fewer employees
had just one location, larger employers were more likely to have multiple
locations — with the largest employers (100+ employees) averaging 1.78 locations
in the region.
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apply)
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Total Peak Season Employees (maximum of

either summer or winter)
Overall

i-4 5-9 10-24 25-49 50-95 100+
Aspen [JJa3%aso ) 35% 1 35%  51% 299% [157%
Snowmass Village |6% 0% |6% 3% [10% 17% [13%
Woody Creek through Snowmass Canyon 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0%
Basalt | 12% |6% |8% [15% | 20% 8% [13%
willits 3% 1% 2% 3% 6% 8% |4%
ElJebel 2% |4% 0% 0% 2% 0% |4%
Carbondale | 17% |12% |10% [ 23% | 16% 29%)13%
Glenwood Springs [ 20% J20% []21% [ 15% | 16% 219% [143%
New Castle 3% 1% |4% [4% (4% 4% 0%
Silt 1% 0% 0% 1% 2% 0% 0%
Rifle |6% 3% |8% |[5% 4%  13% |9%
Parachute/Battlement Mesa 2% 1% 20 3% 2% 4% 4%
Edwards/Avon/Vail area 2% 0% 0% 1% 4% 8% 9%
Eagle/Brush Creek |5% 3% |4% 8% 4%  13% 0%
Gypsum/Dotsero |4% 1% 2% 1% 6% 8% |9%

Grand Total: 125% 103% 104% 116% 151% 163% 178%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork [ Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Employer Survey
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Industry sector

Survey respondents were distributed across a broad variety of industry sectors,
led by construction (10% of respondents), retail trade (10%), professional/
scientific/technical services (8%), and bar/restaurant (7%o).

Total Peak Season Employees (maximum of either
summer or winter)

. ; ; . Overall
Q2: Please describe your type of business: s so | 102a | 2545 | 5085 | 100+
Construction [l 20% [19% | 4% 21%  18% 8%
Retail trade (grocery, sporting goods, etc ) | 10% . 18% . 13% 8% 8% 4% 4%
Professional, scientific, technical services i 8% . 21% I 6% 3% 4% 4%
Bar/restaurant || 7% | 2% 5% 18% 13% 9%
Other services (personal, daycare, auto repair, etc ) || 6% I 7% I 11% 9% 2%
Real estate / property management |} 6% . 13% 3% 6% 13%
Health care/social assistance || 6% I 7% IB% 11% 4%
Amusement, arts, entertainment, recreation |} 6% I 11% 8% 17% @ 9%
Government (excluding public schools) |} 6% |1% |4% 3% 8% 8% 26%
Hotel /lodging [| 5%  |19% | % 3% 12% | 4% 17%
Finance/banking/insurance || 5% fow Jls% 4% 2% 4%
Educational services (schools, training programs, etc ) | 2% 1% 4% 4% 4%
Wholesale trade |2% 1% | 2% 1% 2% 8%
Agriculture/mining/oil & gas | 2% |4% 2% 8%
Transportation/warehousing/utilities | 2% IB% 1% 4% 4%
Manufacturing [1%  |1%  |2% 1% 2%
other [l 15% [ 15% [l 21% [ 18% [[10% 4% 17%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Employer Survey
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Square footage

Employers occupied a diverse range of spaces, with 22% occupying less than
1000 square feet (square feet), 32% occupying 1000 — 2499 square feet, 15%
occupying 2500 — 4999 square feet, 11% occupying 5000 — 9999 square feet, and
20% occupying 10,000+ square feet. The median space occupied was 2200
square feet, and the average (pulled up by very large employers) was 19,251
square feet.

Total Peak Season Employees (maximum of either

Grand .
summer or winter)
Total
14 59 1024 2549 50-99 100+
<=999sqft. 229 M aso 180 [11% | 15% 6%

Q3: What is the
approximate gross
square footageof  2,500-4,999sqft. |15% |13% |10% |[123% | 20% 14% |12%
floor area your
business occupies?

1,0002,499sqft. [|32% 330 [ eoce [|a0% [13%6  1a%

5,000-9,999 sq ft. I 11% 3% I 10% 15% 20% 14%

10,000+sqft. f20% 3%  |3% 119% 33% 57% | 82%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork [ Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Employer Survey
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Employment Patterns

Employment characteristics were probed in depth, in order to understand the
profile of the workforce, the degree to which employers are adequately staffed,
the impact of housing availability on staffing, and related issues.

Number of employees

Employers were asked to state the number of people they employ in both the
summer season (June — September) and winter season (December — March). As
shown in the table below, responding employers had a range of sizes. In summer,
24% of respondents employed 1-4 workers; 17% employed 5-9 workers; 27%
employed 10-24 workers; 17% employed 25-49 workers; 8% employed 50-99
workers; and 7% employed 100+ workers. Generally similar patterns are
apparent in winter. As such, the bulk of respondents were small to medium sized
employers. (Note: The universe of all employers in the region includes a higher
share of small establishments with under 10 employees. As noted previously, the
employer survey deliberately oversampled larger employers, in recognition of the
fact that larger employers account for comparatively greater employment.)

Share of Employers - by Number of
Employees, by Season

Employees Employees Maximum of either
No. of employees | in Summer in Winter summer or winter
1-4 24% 28% 24%
5-9 17% 18% 16%
10-24 27% 25% 26%
25-49 17% 16% 17%
50-99 8% 7% 8%
100+ 7% 7% 8%
Total 100% 100% 100%
Average employees 39.3 46.8 50.3
Median employees 12.0 11.0 12.0
Survey responses 287 272 288
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Employees by job status

Employers were asked to report their total number of year-round full-time, year-
round part-time, seasonal full-time, and seasonal part-time employees, in both
the summer and winter seasons. Following is a summary of the major findings.

e Year-round vs. seasonal job status: At responding employers, most jobs are
held by year-round employees in both summer (80% of employees) and to a
lesser degree winter (69%). A significant share of employees are seasonal in
summer (20%) and to a higher degree in winter (31%0o).

e Full-time / part-time job status: Most persons employed by responding
employers are full-time workers (32 or more hours per week), while a
minority are part-time (under 32 hours/week). Specifically, 82% of summer
employees at responding employers are full-time, as are 78% of winter
employees. The remaining 18 — 22% of employees in each season are part-
time employees.

Employees in summer Employees in winter

Average # Percent of| Average # Percent of
Employee type* employees employees| employees employees
Year-round, full-time 27.6 70% 28.0 60%
Year-round, part-time 4.0 10% 4.2 9%
Seasonal, full-time 4.8 12% 8.6 18%
Seasonal, part-time 2.9 7% 6.0 13%
Total 39.3 100%0 46.8 100%0
Total year-round 31.6 80% 32.2 69%
Total seasonal 7.8 20% 14.6 31%
Total 39.3 100%6 46.8 100%0
Total full-time 32.4 82% 36.6 78%
Total part-time 7.0 18% 10.2 22%
Total 39.3 100%0 46.8 100%0
*Note: Full-time jobs are defined as 32 or more hours/week; part time jobs as

<32 hours/week.

Unfilled jobs at the present time

Fully 45% of responding employers said they had unfilled jobs at the present
time, including 37% with unfilled full-time jobs and 19% with unfilled part-time
jobs. As might be expected, the larger the employer, the greater the likelihood of
having unfilled jobs. Specifically, the share of employers with unfilled jobs rises
steadily from 22% among the smallest employers with 1-9 jobs, to 91% among
employers with 100+ jobs.
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Altogether (including both employers understaffed and fully staffed), employers
averaged 2.7 unfilled jobs, which is equivalent to 7% of summer season
employment at these employers. (Stated another way, at the time of the survey,
staffing at responding employers was about 7% short of their full needs.)

Total Peak Season Employees (maximum of either
summer ot winter)

Overall
1-4 5-9 10-24 25-49 50-99 100+

[ [
Q7: How many jobs Full-time § 1.7 0.2 0.3 1.2 2.3 2.3 8.8
are currently unfilled
at your ‘ ‘
business/agency?
(Enter 0if none) Part-time | 1.0 0.1 0.2 0.5 0.4 2.0 8.0

| |

Percent of empleyers with unfilled jobs |5 449% I 22% I 22% 46% 62% 77% 91%

Unfilled jobs this past winter

This past winter (2017/18 season), 32% of responding employers had jobs they
were unable to fill. The share of employers with unfilled jobs varied from 18% at
employers with 1-4 workers to 60% at employers with 50+ workers. Altogether,
including respondents both fully staffed and understaffed, employers were on
average understaffed by 2.8% this past winter.

Total Peak Season Employees (maximum of either summer or winter)

Overall
1-4 5-9 10-24 25-49 50-99 100+
Q8: Ware you unabla to ves [l 32% I 18% I 21% 27% 40% 63% 57%
fill any jobs during this
past winter? No 68% 82% . 79% 73% 60% 38% 43%
Q8: Ifyes, how many Average 4.1 1.2 1.6 2.6 23 55 12.8

jobs went unfilled?

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colarado River Valley / Eagle County Employer Survey
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Persons unable to accept a job or who left employment because they
lacked affordable housing

In the past 12 months, 47% of responding employers had workers decline a job
or leave their employment due to a lack of affordable housing. The share of
employers experiencing this situation rose from 25% among the smallest
employers with 1-4 employees to 83% among the largest employers with 100+
employees. Altogether, employers had an average of 3.2 job candidates or
employees in this situation, which is equivalent to 6.3% of their peak season
employment.

Total Peak Season Employees (maximum of either

summer or winter
Overall )

1-4 5-9 10-24 25-49 50-99 100+

Q9: How many people, in your
estimation, could not accept a job or
left your employment in the past 12 3.2 0.5 0.6 1.5 3.1 4.1 19.8
months because they lacked

affordable housing? | |

Percent of employers that had someonew:ho 47% 2504 30% 47% 64% 719% 83%
could not accept a job

Ease of finding and retaining qualified employees

Most employers (57%) say it has gotten harder to find and retain qualified
employees over the past three years, while 28% say it has stayed about the
same, and just 1% say it has gotten easier (13% don’t know). The share of
employers saying it has gotten harder to find/retain employees increases from
35% at the smallest employers to 91% at the largest.

Total Peak Season Employees (maximum of either

QOverall summer or winter)
i-4 5-8 10-24 25-49 50-59 100+
Improved / gotten easier | 1% 2% 1% 4%

Q10: To what extent
has your ability to find Stayed about the same [ 28% I 32% I 40% | 28% | 23% | 25% |9%
and retain qualified

employees changed
over the past three
years?

Declined / gotten harder | 57% I 35% I 46% 63% 68% 71% 91%

Don't know / not applicable | 13% I33% |13% 8% 4% 4%

Source: 2018 Rearing Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Employer Survey
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Primary challenges in recruiting and retaining employees

Fully 86% of responding employees say they have challenges in recruiting and
retaining employees, including 74% of the smallest employers and 100% of the
largest. The biggest challenge by far is a lack of affordable housing, cited by 66%
of employers. Other factors cited by lesser numbers of employers include long
commutes (31%), lack of child care (23%), low wages (21%), and various other
issues. Large employers tend to identify more challenges than smaller employers.

Q11: What are
the primary
challenges
you face in
recruiting and
retaining
employees?
(Check all that
apply)
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Total Peak Season Employees (maximum of
either summer or winter)

Overall
i-4 5-9

10-24

25-4%8

50-95 100+

Lack of available affordable housing IGG%I 57%. 51% 74% 63% 79% 91%

Transportation / long commutes between I 319% I 26% I 26%

place of work and place of residence

Lack of child care |23% Ilﬁ% |13%
Low wages |21% |15% |26%

None - no challeng?s.m recruiting / | 14% Ize% Izﬁ%
retaining employees

Lack of year-round positions |.1.1% 5% | 13%
Seasonality of community activity | 10% | 7% ‘ 6%

Otherllﬁ% IJ.B% |13%

193% 170% 172%

Grand Total:

27%

18%

24%

12%

4%

9%

16%

185%

33%

30%

15%

2%

20%

11%

22%

196%

42%  61%

33% | 52%
29%  26%
8% 0%

13%  22%
17% 13%

8% 13%

229% 278%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork [ Colorado River Valley / Eagle
County Employer Survey
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How difficult is it for your employees to find affordable housing?

Employers were asked to rate how difficult it is for various employee groups to
find affordable housing in the region, using a scale where 1=not at all difficult and
5=very difficult. As shown below, a majority of employers believe it is “5-very
difficult” for the following groups of employees to find affordable housing:
retail/service clerks (65%), seasonal employees (63%), general labor/service
(56%), construction/repair/skilled trades (57%), and entry level professionals
(55%). A significant but smaller share of employers say that finding affordable
housing is very difficult for office support staff (45%), mid-management (39%),
and upper management (38%).

Overall
Percent Responding Average Rating

Retail/service [Ierksl 15% 13% _
Seasonal employees I 13% 15% _
Q14: How General labor/service I 17% 17% _
difficultisit Construction / repair / skilled trades I 22% _
for you
employees to Entry level professionals I 21% 14% _
find affordable )
housing in the Office support staff I 24% 18% _
ion?
reglon? Mid-management. 23% 21% _
Upper management - 16% 22% 12%_ @
owver | 115610 I Q

M 1 - Not at all Difficult 2 3 - Moderately Difficult = 4 B 5-Very Difficult

©066640

125



Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study

Impact of housing availability on work performance of employees

Almost three-quarters of employers (73%) feel that the availability of affordable
housing has impacted the work performance of their employees, rising from 61%
of the smallest employers to 81% of the largest. Impacts include displeasure with
wage rates due to high housing costs (48%), high turnover (29%), tardiness from
long commutes (29%), high absentee rates (8%), and other issues (7%, e.g.
fatigue from long commutes, inability to expand business, etc.). Larger employers
are more likely to experience several of these impacts than smaller employers.

Total Peak Season Employees (maximum of either

summer or winter
Overall )

5-8 10-24 25-49 50-99 100+

to high housing costs
Q15: How, if at all,

Displeasure with wage rates due I 43%' 350 I 3205 5506 5200  70%  71%
29% I

has the High turnover 25% |11% 36% 23%  52%  48%

availability of

affordable
housing in the Tardiness from long commutes I 29% I19% I3 35% 27% 26% 38%
region affected
the work | don’t believe housing has 279 399% B 39%  179% 23%  13% 19%
performance of  affected employee performance
your employees?
(Check all that High absentee rate | 8% ‘ 5% 10% 11% 17% 5%
apply)

Other | 7% I 14% | 6% 5% 0% 0%

Grand Total: 148% 137% 125% 159% 141% 178% 181%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork [ Colorado River Valley / Eagle County
Employer Survey
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Seriousness of the issue of affordable/employee housing for local

residents

Most employers feel that affordable/employee housing is a serious issue, with
28% rating it as “the most critical problem in the area,” and 48% rating it as “one
of the more serious problems.” Smaller shares responded that it is “a moderate
problem” (18%), “one of our lesser problems” (4%), or “not a problem” (3%). A
large majority of employers in all size categories feel that housing is a “critical” or
“serious” problem (65-82%).

Q16: Do you feel
affordable/
employee housing
for local residents
is:

problem in the area

Total Peak Season Employees (maximum of either
summer or winter)

5-9 10-24 25-49 50-99 100+

Grand
Total

T"e”m“m'ca'lza% I21% I31% 37% | 20% = 26% | 32%

One of the more B8 00 B 5704 57% 39% | |50%
serious problems

Amoderate 8\ gor  N1a% [ 20% 20%  30% || 14%
problem
One of our lesser 704 4% 4% 50
problems
Mot a problem 3% | ‘2% 2%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork [ Colorado River Valley | Eagle County Employer Survey
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Future hiring plans

Most responding employers either plan to increase their number of employees in
the next five years (45%) or stay about the same (46%), while just 1% plan to
reduce their number of employees. Employers of all sizes tend to have a similar
split of opinions, except for the largest employers, which are much more likely to
say they will stay about the same (83%) than increase employment (17%).

Total Peak Season Employees (maximum of either summer or

Overall winter)
1-4 5-9 10-24 25-49 50-99 100+
Increase your number of 45% l 5004 I 20% 8% 9% 420 17%
employees - by how many?
Q12: During the Stay about the same |18 46% 39% l 54% 41% 45% 46% 83%
next five years, do
you plan to: Reduce your number of 106 204 208 19 20
employees - by how many?
Don't know | 7% |8% ‘4% 10% 6% 8%
Ifincrease, by how many | , o 21 21 42 7.8 11.4 207
employees?: Average
If reduce, by how many 20 20
employees?: Average

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork [ Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Employer Survey
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Employer Actions

The survey probed specific actions currently being undertaken by employers to
address housing needs, as well as their potential willingness to assist in the
future.

Provision of housing and housing assistance to employees

A significant share of employers — and especially the largest employers — provide
some type of housing assistance to their employees. Specifically, 17% of
respondents provide housing (including 10% of the smallest employers,
increasing to 41% of the largest). Additionally, 10% of employers provide other
types of housing assistance, including 2-13% of small to medium employers and
36% of the largest. As indicated by comments, the most common types of “other
housing assistance” are housing stipends/allowances (e.g. rolled into base
wages), housing subsidies, and master leasing units for employees. Additionally,
some employers provide down payment assistance, help/loans for security
deposits, referrals, and other types of assistance.

Altogether, responding employers provide housing to 1,030 employees in summer
and 1,055 employees in winter — roughly equivalent to 9% of their summer
employees and 8% of their winter employees. Slightly over half of the employees
housed are seasonal employees (53% of employees housed in summer, 54% in
winter), while 46-47% of those housed are year-round employees.

Additionally, responding employers provide other types of housing assistance to
275 employees in summer and 260 employees in ski season — roughly equivalent
to 2% of their summer and winter employees. Most of those assisted are year-
round employees (76% of employees assisted in summer, 80% in winter).

Total Peak Season Employees (maximum of

either summer or winter)

Qverall
1-4 5-9 10-24 | 25-49 50-99
Yes - provide housing | 17% [10% |11% 13%  20% 30%
Q17: Doyou
provide housing .
or housing Yes - provide other type(s) of
. housing assistance - please | 10% |9% 20 11% 5% 13%
assistance to any . .
describe nature of the assistance
of your

employees?
Mo 74% B81% 7% 76% 75% 61% 32%

Grand Total: 101% 100% 100% 100% 100% 104%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork [ Colorado River Valley / Eagle County
Employer Survey
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Share of Employees Housed or Receiving Other Housing Assistance from Employer

by Season

Summer

Employees receiving other housing assistance
(2%)
Employees housed

(9%) ‘

Employees not receiving housing or other housing assistance
(88%)

Willingness to assist with provision
future

Winter

Employees receiving other housing assistance
(2%)
Employees housed

(8%) ‘

Employees not receiving housing or other housing assistance
(90%)

Scurce: 2018 Rearing Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Employer Survey

of affordable housing in the

About one in five employers (21%) stated they would be willing to assist with the
provision of affordable housing in the future, while 28% are unwilling, and fully
half (51%) are uncertain. The high level of uncertainty may imply a potential
openness to assisting, subject to the details of what that might entail.

Grand
Total

1-4

Q20: In the future,
would you be willing
to assist with the
provision of
affordable/employee
housing?

Yes I
Nao I 28%

21% I 17% I 189%

I 39% I 33%
Uncertain . 51% I 44% l 49%

Total Peak Season Employees (maximum of either

summer or winter)

5-9 10-24  25-49 50-95 100+

25% 21% 23% I32%
25% 21% 18% |9%

58% 59%. 59%

50%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork [ Colorado River Valley | Eagle County Employer Survey

(If willing to assist) Preferred type(s) of assistance

Among employers who expressed a willingness to assist, the most preferred types
of assistance are leasing housing for employees (57%) and constructing units for
employees (46%). Lesser shares cite subsidizing rents (24%), providing down
payments (17%), contributing to damage deposits (13%), and other approaches.
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(If willing to assist) Type(s) of employees you would assist

Among employers who expressed a willingness to assist, a strong preference is
apparent for assisting year-round employees (95% of employers would assist),
with much lower shares willing to assist ski season employees (18%) or summer

season employees (18%).

Total Peak Season Employees (maximum of either
summer or winter)

1-4 5-9 10-24 25-45 50-99 100+

Overall

Lease housing for your employees l 57% . BO%I 38% = 43% 56% 100% 67%

Q21: (If willing
to assist) Would
you rather
(Check all that

apply)

Q22: For what
types of
employees would
you provide
housing
assistance?
(Check all that

apply)

Construct units for employees I 46% I 20% . 63%  29% 67% 25% 67%

subsidizerents |24% 0%  |25% |14% [33% 25% [ s50%

Provide downpayments [17% 0% |13% |21% 0%  25% [s50%

Contribute to damage deposits |13% [20% 0% [21% [11% 0% |17%

Subsidize mortgage payments [7% 0%  |13% 0% |11% 0% |17%

Other |9% 0% 0% 7% 11% 0% 33%
172% 120% 150% 136% 189% 175% 300%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork [ Colorado River Valley / Eagle County
Employer Survey

Grand Total:

Total Peak Season Employees (maximum of

either summer or winter)
Overall

5+ 10-24 25-49 50-99 100+

1-4 9
Year-round employees ‘E%IBO%IBB% 100% 100% 100%  B6%

10% 0% 17% 0% 40% 57%

Ski season employees | 18%

Summerseasonemployees|13% 0% |25% 6% 11% 40% 57%
GrandTotal: 13500 10006 113% 122% 111% 180%  200%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork [ Colorado River Valley / Eagle County
Employer Survey
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Level of priority that should be placed on types of housing for
employees

On a scale where 1 = “low priority,” 3 = “moderate priority,” and 5 = “high
priority,” employers placed the highest priority on rental housing for year-round
employees (58% responding “5 — high priority”). Following in priority were entry-
level for-sale housing for year-round employees (50% “5”), move-up for-sale
housing for year-round employees (33%), and rental housing for seasonal
employees (24%0).

overall
Percent Responding Average Rating

Q23: Please Rental housing for year—lround I -
rate the level employees

of priority that Entry-level for-sale housing for 210 @
should be year-round employees

placed on Move-up for-sale housing for @
creating the year-round employees = 20%

following Rental housing for seasonal

types of employees

—o

M 5 - Hiah Priority

housing for

W 1-Low Priority 2 I 3-Moderate Priority

bIE
1l
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Open-ended Comments and Suggestions

The Employer Survey included several opportunities for open-ended comments. A
complete listing of these comments is presented in an Appendix to this report,
while selected key findings regarding the comment feedback are summarized
below.

Q24: Do you have any other comments or suggestions regarding
affordable housing for employees in the region?

At the end of the employer survey, respondents were asked to provide any other
comments or suggestions regarding affordable housing for employees in the
region. In total, 87 employers provided comments. These responses have been
organized into five general categories related to affordable housing
needs/concerns, general support for or opposition to employee housing, the role
of government in affordable housing, and general comments about living in the
area. For each category, common themes and examples are provided below.

Affordable Housing Concerns

The most common theme in this category was obstacles; many respondents
discussed how there are a number of obstacles that contribute to the problem of
finding affordable housing in the region. These obstacles including a lack of
information about the issue, a risk of misrepresentation in eligibility for
assistance, qualifications that are too restrictive, and a lack of general community
buy-in to addressing the issues. In one example, a respondent emphasized a
concern with a lack of community buy-in by explaining as follows:

“There's a lot of 'talk’ about affordable and workforce-level housing in this valley,
but when decent developments are presented to councils/town halls, etc. they
always seem to be denied because of neighbor disapproval. The community needs
to be willing to accept some amount of workforce housing, even if it's not exactly
in the ideal location for each individual in this valley.”

Another common theme was found among respondents who used this opportunity
to express specific needs for the community, including affordable family-oriented
homes, housing for emergency services personnel, long-term supportive housing,
seasonal housing, and upkeep/maintenance of existing homes.
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Support vs. Opposition to Employee Housing

Overall, responses related to employer sponsored housing were mixed. Many
commenters said that the lack of availability of affordable housing negatively
impacts the local economy.

“As a small business owner in Eagle County, for over 20 years, the lack of
affordable housing has limited my selection of qualified applicants.”

“From a resort Standpoint -As a luxury, high end destination we are losing our
ability to service our guests. From a Community Standpoint - we are losing the
demographic that has school age children, losing our doctors and nurses, our
teachers, our backbones of a sustainable community.”

However, a number of other employer respondents emphasized reasons they are
opposed to employer sponsored housing, such as high property taxes, high cost of
upkeep, and an inability for the program to address other issues that contribute to
the housing economy and living conditions in the area.

“Simply increasing the number of affordable housing units is a very limited
approach. Each new job creates the need for additional services in the community
resulting in the need for more employees and more housing units, etc. There is no
current method for building our way out of the lack of housing and affordability.
Our current approach to housing leads to reductions in the quality of life in the
communities and increased stresses. A primary focus should be on infrastructure
like real multi-modal transportation corridors/options. Multi-family units linked to
these multi-modal transportation corridors would have long range benefits for our
communities that are currently undervalued.”
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The Role of Government in Affordable Housing

Many respondents offered suggestions and opinions regarding the involvement of
local and county-level governments in solving the problem of affordable housing.
Themes within these comments emphasized the government’s responsibility to
provide regulation, to incentivize new developments, and to focus on issues that
contribute to the housing market. Other comments called for better collaboration
between counties, implementing a housing authority or similar dedicated division
of government, and developing city-owned land for affordable housing.

“Offer tax incentive to employer to offer employee housing assistance.”

“Very complicated issue. Very little incentive for developers to build new housing
stock that matches the price point that makes economic sense for the working
people of the area. Perhaps a housing authority could be formed.”

“l hate adding to government size but to have an in-house affordable construction
division would be a good way for the housing department to control additions,
code issues, costs, etc. and to a certain extent keep better tabs on having
legitimate owners.”

“Eagle, Garfield and Pitkin Counties need to learn to work together to help each
other as the cost of housing problem and being able to attract hires from out of
area or even in is only going to worsen. It is in the best interest for all, (the
mountain communities) to allow families to for example live in Pitkin County
housing but work in Eagle County and vice versa. The County lines in the valley
are a problem in more ways than one.”

Other Themes and Comments

Other themes included an emphasis on using local resources to complete housing
developments. One respondent commented;

“l would be happy to talk about constructing employee housing with other small
businesses so we can pull our resources and start to handle this extremely
important issue. Or anything really, it is a huge problem for the health of my
businesses, it is the number 1 problem in all my businesses. | am open to doing
everything | can to help fix it.”
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Roaring Fork Housing | By Area of Residence

Area of residence

New Castle
Overall Aspenthru  Basaltthru  Glenwood thru Eagle thru
Old Snowmass Carbondale Springs Battlement Dotsero
Mesa
Less than 3 months/year ‘ 0% ‘ 0% ‘ 0% ‘
3to 6 months/year ‘ 1% 0% ‘ 0% 1%
Q1: How many months per year do |
you typically reside in the area?
7 to 11 months/year 5% 3% 3% 0% 2%
|
All year - 12 months 97% - 94% - 97% 97% ‘ 99% 97%
|
Oown 68% . 59% . 68% 59% ‘ 70% 87%
|
Q3: Do you own or rent the Rent ] 30% I 39% I 30% 38% ‘ 27% 13%
residence where you currently
live? Other ‘ 1% ‘ 1% 2% ‘ 2%
Currently don’t have housing ‘ 1% ‘ 0% 1% ‘ 1%
i
A free-market unit 83% I 36% - 92% 98% ‘ 92% 92%
Q3.1: (If own) Do you own... |
A deed-restricted unit . 64% | 8% 2% ‘ 8% 8%
|
A free market unit 71% I 41% . 74% 83% ‘ 88% 92%
Q3.2: (If rent) Do you rent... A unit with employment or incom |
unitwith employment or Income I 5qq, .59% I26% 17% ‘ 12% 8%
qualifications ‘
Yes I 28% I 22% 10% ‘ 4% 14%
|
Qa: Does your current employer No [ 79% . 65% . 72% 86% ‘ 91% 78%
provide subsidized housing? ‘
Uncertain |7% |6% 4% ‘ 5% 8%
|
Less than 6 months | 7% | 8% 4% ‘ 5% ‘
6 months up to 1 year I 11% I 11% 11% ‘ 8% 8%
|
1upto3years I 21% I 20% 18% ‘ 21% 17%
. . |
Q5: How long have you lived in 3upto5years I 15% I 12% 12% ‘ 12% 12%
your current residence? |
5upto10years I 13% I 13% 18% ‘ 16% 13%
|
10 up to 20 years I 15% I 23% 20% ‘ 22% 33%
|
More than 20 years I 16% I 17% I 14% 17% ‘ 15% 17%
|
Less than 6 months | 1% ‘ 1% ‘ 2% 1% ‘ 1% ‘
6 months up to 1 year | 3% ‘ 2% 4% 3% ‘ 2% 3%
|
1lupto3years |8% |9% | 8% 11% ‘ 7% 5%
Q5.0: How long have you lived in ‘
the area (Pitkin/Garfield/Eagle 3upto5years|7% | 7% | 8% 6% ‘ 8% 6%
Counties)? ‘
5upto 10 years I 14% I 15% I 12% 14% ‘ 16% 15%
|
10 up to 20 years [ 20% I 21% I 19% 20% ‘ 22% 16%
|
More than 20 years 47% I 44% l 47% 46% ‘ 45% 55%
|
Less than 6 months | 1% ‘ 1% ‘ 1% 1% ‘ 1% 1%
|
@5.2: How much longer do you 6 months up to 1 year | 1% ‘ 2% ‘ 1% 3% ‘ 1% 1%
plan on living in the area? |

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey
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Q5.2: How much longer do you
plan on living in the area?

Q7: In what type of residence do
you live?

Q7.0: (If mobile home) Is your
mobile home on...

Q8: How many of the following are
in your home?

Q11: Do you feel the availability of
housing for the workforce in the
regionis...

Q12: Do you live within town
limits of an incorporated town?

Q13: Where do you live now
(closest community)?

| By Area of Residence

lupto3years

3upto5years

5upto 10 years

10 up to 20 years

More than 20 years

Single-family home/cabin
Townhouse/duplex

Apartment

Condo

Mobile home

Motel

Staying with friends
Tent/camper/truck/van

Other

Owned land

Rented lot

Bedrooms: Average

Bathrooms: Average

The most critical problem in the region
One of the more serious problems
A moderate problem

One of the regions lesser problems
Not a problem

Yes

No

Uncertain

Aspen

Glenwood Springs

Carbondale

Snowmass

Rifle

Overall

12%

20%

51%

56%

12%

16%

23%

53%

17%

68%

27%

13%

16%

12%

12%

Area of residence

New Castle
Aspenthru  Basaltthru Glenwood thru Eagle thru
Old Snowmass Carbondale Springs Battlement Dotsero
Mesa
5% 4% 7% ‘ 10% 3%
|
|7% 5% 7% ‘ 9% 6%
|
I 11% I 17% 13% ‘ 11% 8%
|
I 16% I 22% 21% ‘ 20% 23%
|
. 58% l 50% 48% ‘ 47% 59%
|
I 28% . 58% 58% ‘ 65% 70%
|
I 12% I 15% 9% ‘ 11% 13%
|
I 33% I 13% 19% ‘ 9% 6%
|
I 20% | 8% 9% ‘ 2% 6%
|
5% ‘ 3% 1% ‘ 9% 2%
‘ 0% 1%
‘ 0% ‘ 0% 0% ‘ 1%
‘ 1% ‘ 1% 1% ‘ 0%
‘ 1% ‘ 1% 3% ‘ 1% 3%
. 82% I 18% ‘ 42%
I 18% . 82% 100% 58% 100%
|
‘ 2.2 ‘ 2.8 2.7 ‘ 2.9 3.2
|
‘ 1.9 ‘ 2.4 2.1 ‘ 2.1 2.8
|
I 35% I 28% 21% ‘ 15% 18%
|
l 51% . 53% 53% ‘ 51% 59%
|
| 10% I 14% 18% ‘ 23% 17%
|
‘ 2% ‘ 3% 6% ‘ 5% 4%
|
‘ 2% ‘ 2% 1% ‘ 6% 2%
|
. 73% . 61% 70% ‘ 61% 84%
|
I 20% I 36% 24% ‘ 32% 11%
|
|7% 4% 6% ‘ 6% 5%
(=
100%
. 57%
I 21%
42%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey
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Basalt

Eagle/Brush Creek

Gypsum

Q13: Where do you live now
(closest community)? El Jebel
Willits
New Castle
Silt

Parachute/Battlement Mesa

Dotsero

Woody Creek

0Old Snowmass

Q14: If you rent, caretake, or
otherwise do not own your
residence: Within the next three
years, do you want to:

Other

Buy a home

Continue to rent/caretake/other

Couple, no child(ren)

Couple with child(ren)

Adult living alone

Unrelated roommates

Q15: Which of the following best
describes your household?

Immediate and extended family members

Single parent with child(ren)

Family members and unrelated roommates

Under 18:
18to0 25:
Q16.1: How many peoplf: live in 26 t0 45:
your household and are in the
following age groups? (Include
yourself—insert 0 if none) 461065
Over 65

Total number of people in household:

Q16.1: If children under 18 in the Under 5:

household, please enter the

number of children in each age S5to11:

group (If no children, skip to next
question) 11to 17

Other

Average

Average

Average

Average

: Average

Average

Average

Average

: Average

Overall

5%

7%

6%

3%

2%

7%

5%

6%

0%

1%

1%

1%

Area of residence

Aspenthru  Basaltthru Glenwood

Old Snowmass Carbondale Springs

I22%

I 12%
[

| 6%

|

‘ 0% ‘ 2%

68% .73% .76% 68%

32%

30%

28%

24%

5%

5%

5%

2%

1%

0.6

0.2

0.8

0.6

0.3

2.5

0.5

0.6

0.6

I27% I24% 32%
I27% I30% 29%
I21% I31% 22%
I31% IZZ% 31%
IlO% |7% 5%
‘ 3% ‘ 3% 5%
5% 4% 5%
‘ 2% ‘ 2% 2%
‘ 1% ‘ 1% 1%
‘ 0.4 ‘ 0.6 0.5
‘ 0.2 ‘ 0.2 0.2
‘ 0.8 ‘ 0.8 0.7
‘ 0.5 ‘ 0.7 0.6
‘ 0.3 ‘ 0.3 0.4
‘ 2.2 ‘ 2.5 2.3
‘ 0.5 ‘ 0.4 0.5
‘ 0.7 ‘ 0.7 0.6
‘ 0.5 ‘ 0.6 0.6

New Castle
thru
Battlement
Mesa

22%

16%

20%

41%

28%

‘ 33%
‘ 22%

Eagle thru
Dotsero

55%

44%

1%

59%

41%

30%

39%

16%

3%

6%

2%

5%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey
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Q18: If you own your home, how
do you expect to be using it five
years from now? (Check all that
apply)

Q19: If you are aged 50 or older,
when do you plan to retire?

Q21: Including yourself, how
many adults (age 18 and over) in
your household are in the
following categories?

Q22: How many jobs do the
employed adults (age 18 and
over) in your household currently
work?

Q23: How would you describe
your employment? (Check all that
apply)

By Area of Residence
Overall

As a primary residence for my household 70%

Other | 1%
| intend to use home as my retir‘ement 14%
residence

I intend to sell my home within the next five 10%
years but stay in the area

I intend to sell my home in the next five years

. 8%
and relocate outside the area °

Rented long term to local resident | 7%

Vacation rental to visitors/tourists | 3%

A vacation home for owner or guests of
owner

1%

Don’t know/uncertain | 9%

Less than 2 years | 5%

In2to 3years | 6%

In4to6years | 13%

In7 to 10 years || 13%

More than 10 years from now [ 27%

| am already retired I 36%

Unemployed and looking for work: Average | 0,%

Employed: Average | 1.5

Not employed by choice (e g, homemaker,

0.1
student, volunteer, prefer not to work): Ave..

Retired: Average | 0.3

OTHER ADULT (#2): Full-time jobs (> 30
hrs/week): Average

OTHER ADULT (#2): Part-time jobs (< 30
hrs/week): Average

OTHER ADULT (#2): TOTAL JOBS: Average | 1.2

OTHER ADULT (#3): Full-time jobs (> 30
hrs/week): Average
OTHER ADULT (#3): Part-time jobs (< 30
hrs/week): Average

OTHER ADULT (#3): TOTAL JOBS: Average | 1.1

YOU (ADULT #1): Full-time jobs (> 30
hrs/week): Average
YOU (ADULT #1): Part-time jobs (< 30
hrs/week): Average

YOU (ADULT #1): TOTAL JOBS: Average | 1.3

I work as much as | want to work | 26%
| work primarily or exclusively out of my home | 22%

| am primarily self-employed § 20%

Area of residence

New Castle
Aspen thru Basalt thru Glenwood thru Eagle thru
Old Snowmass Carbondale Springs Battlement Dotsero
Mesa
. 82% . 76% 67% ‘ 63% 67%
|
‘ 0% ‘ 0% 3%
|
I 13% I 15% 13% ‘ 14% 15%
|
Ill% |9% 10% ‘ 10% 8%
|
4% |6% 12% ‘ 12% 6%
|
‘ 3% |6% 7% ‘ 8% 7%
|
4% 4% 5% ‘ 1% 1%
|
‘ 1% ‘ 2% 2% ‘ 0% 3%
|
5% |9% 8% ‘ 11% 11%
4% 3% 6% ‘ 7% 3%
|
‘ 3% |7% 10% ‘ 4% 5%
|
I 15% I 16% 9% ‘ 10% 18%
|
I 15% I 16% 12% ‘ 10% 16%
|
I 39% I 31% 24% ‘ 22% 24%
|
I 24% I 27% 38% ‘ 46% 35%
I
‘ 0,% ‘ 0,% 0,% ‘ 0.1 0,%
|
‘ 1.6 ‘ 1.6 1.4 ‘ 1.3 1.6
|
‘0.1 ‘0.1 0.1 ‘0.1 0.1
|
‘ 0.2 ‘ 0.2 0.4 ‘ 0.5 0.4
I
‘ 0.9 ‘ 0.9 0.9 ‘ 0.9 1.0
|
‘ 0.4 ‘ 0.3 0.3 ‘ 0.2 0.2
|
‘ 1.3 ‘ 1.2 1.2 ‘ 1.1 1.2
|
‘ 0.7 ‘ 0.7 0.6 ‘ 0.6 0.7
|
‘ 0.6 ‘ 0.4 0.6 ‘ 0.3 0.3
|
‘ 1.2 ‘ 1.2 1.2 ‘ 1.0 1.0
|
‘ 0.9 ‘ 0.9 0.9 ‘ 0.9 0.9
|
‘ 0.4 ‘ 0.3 0.4 ‘ 0.2 0.3
|
‘ 1.4 ‘ 13 13 ‘ 1.1 1.3
|
I 26% I 30% 23% ‘ 26% 27%
|
I 19% I 24% 22% ‘ 22% 22%
|
I 18% I 25% 18% ‘ 16% 24%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey
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Area of residence

New Castle
Overall Aspenthru  Basalt thru Glenwood thru Eagle thru
Old Snowmass Carbondale Springs Battlement Dotsero
Mesa
Q23: How would you describe | am under-employed and need additional o o o ‘ o 0
your employment? (Check all that work 5% 5% 6% 7% 4%
apply)
| am retired or not employed by choice ‘ 0% ‘ 1% 5% ‘ 4% 3%
|
None of the above I 36% I 40% I 34% 37% ‘ 38% 26%
|
Customers mostly in region 61% . 58% . 67% 61% ‘ 62% 53%
Q24: If self-employed or work \
primarily from home, does your Customers mostly outside region | 18% I 12% I 13% 16% ‘ 25% 24%
business serve: |
Both about equally {§ 21% I 30% I 20% 23% ‘ 13% 22%
|
B ) |
Management,-professpnal, legal, banking, 23% I 28% I31% 22% ‘ 14% 20%
accounting, architecture, real estate ‘
R camoron] EN L LS [CA EUET
|
Other occupation || 17% I 18% I 18% 18% ‘ 16% 12%
. . |
Health care a'md emergency services (police 11% 6% | 9% 17% ‘ 13% 16%
officer, firefighter, nurse, doctor) ‘
Recreation/entertainment/ski area || 10% I 22% I 14% 5% ‘ 4% 5%
|
Education and child care (teacher, day care
Q25: Please indicate your current ( prozider) 10% 4% I 12% 12% ‘ 13% 12%
occupation and that of other |
workers in your household: YOU Construction, maintenance, repair services |7% |10% 7% ‘ 9% 13%
|
Retail sales |9% 4% 6% ‘ 5% 5%
|
Hotel/lodge front desk or management Ill% |6% 5% ‘1% 3%
|
Bar, restaurant |8% 4% 4% ‘ 1% 4%
|
Retired or not employed by choice ‘ 2% ‘ 1% 3% ‘ 5% 4%
. |
Housekeeping for hotel/lo;lrii/:lfc?:sz ‘ 1% ‘O% 0% ‘0% 1%
|
Management,.professu-)nal, legal, banking, 16% I22% I 19% 16% ‘ 7% 17%
accounting, architecture, real estate ‘
oo e fios o | o e
Other occupation [ 19% I 19% I 21% 18% ‘ 20% 17%
|
Health care and emergency services (police | 7% | 7% 8% ‘ 11% 10%
officer, firefighter, nurse, doctor) ‘
Recreation/entertainment/ski area || 10% I 18% | 10% 11% ‘ 3% 12%
|
Q25: Please indicate your current Education and child care (teacher, day care ‘ 3% I 12% 13% ‘ 9% 9%
occupation and that of other provider) |
workers in your household:
OTHER ADULT #2 Construction, maintenance, repair services || 17% | 7% I 15% 14% ‘ 26% 15%
|
Retail sales |7% 5% 6% ‘ 7% 9%
|
Hotel/lodge front desk or management |8% 4% 2% ‘1% 3%
|
Bar, restaurant I 14% 6% 5% ‘ 5% 1%
|
Retired or not employed by choice ‘ 1% ‘ 2% 3% ‘ 4% 2%
; |
Housekeeping for hotel/lo:rgoi/;:cri'r: ‘ 1% ‘ 1% 20 ‘ 1% 1%
|
Q25: Please indicate your current Management, professional, legal, banking ‘
4 ’ ’ 4 0 0/ 0/ 0/ ()
occupation and that of other accounting, architecture, real estate I 1% I 12% 8% ‘ 6% | >%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey



Roaring Fork Housing | By Area of Residence

Government (town, county, state, federal,
special district employee)

Other occupation

Health care and emergency services (police
officer, firefighter, nurse, doctor)

Recreation/entertainment/ski area

Education and child care (teacher, day care
provider)

Q25: Please indicate your current
occupation and that of other
workers in your household:

OTHER ADULT #3 Construction, maintenance, repair services

Retail sales
Hotel/lodge front desk or management
Bar, restaurant

Retired or not employed by choice

Housekeeping for hotel/lodge/home
properties

Aspen

Glenwood Springs
Carbondale
Edwards/Avon/Vail area
Snowmass

Rifle

Basalt

Eagle/Brush Creek
Q26: Where do you and other

adults in your household work?
WHERE OTHER ADULTS WORK
(#1)

Gypsum

Other location

Outside the region/telecommute
El Jebel

Willits

New Castle

Silt

Parachute/Battlement Mesa
Dotsero

Aspen

Q26: Where do you and other
adults in your household work?
WHERE OTHER ADULTS WORK
(#2)

Glenwood Springs

Carbondale

Overall

0/
19%
7%
15%
8%
11%
10%
5%
16%
5%
4%
28%
24%
I 14%

10%

| 11%
| 11%
o
7%
6%
5%
4%
4%
3%
3%
3%
2%

1%

27%

25%

16%

Area of residence

New Castle
Aspenthru  Basaltthru Glenwood thru Eagle thru
Old Snowmass Carbondale Springs Battlement Dotsero
Mesa
IlS% 5% 5% ‘ 17% 5%
|
I 11% I 23% 18% ‘ 21% 15%
5% |6% 19% ‘ 7%
|9% |19% 10% ‘ 12% 22%
|
|8% |8% 10% ‘ 8% 7%
|
|6% |8% 5% ‘ 8% 26%
|
| 10% | 10% 8% ‘ 12% 7%
|
I 16% ‘ 3% 12% 5%
|
I 31% I 13% 13% ‘ 12% 17%
‘ 3% 8% ‘ 11%
6% ‘ 3% 6% ‘ 3% 5%
. 81% I34% 14% ‘ 13%
‘ 3% I 17% 65% ‘ 35% 5%
‘ 3% I35% 18% ‘ 10%
‘ 0% ‘ 0% 2% ‘ 3% 49%
|
I 21% I 15% 10% ‘ 5% 2%
‘ 0% ‘ 2% 5% ‘ 37%
5% I 24% 4% ‘ 5% 2%
|
‘ 1% 1% ‘ 3% 34%
|
‘ 0% 1% ‘ 4% 26%
|
‘ 3% ‘ 2% 6% ‘ 7% 7%
|
‘ 3% |6% 2% ‘ 5% 2%
‘ 2% |7% 4% ‘ 5%
‘ 2% 6% 2% ‘ 3%
‘ 0% ‘ 1% 2% ‘ 9%
‘ 1% 3% ‘ 9% 0%
|
‘ 0% 1% ‘ 7% 0%
|
1% ‘ 1% 5%
I
. 90% I 33% 11% ‘ 1% ‘
| 8% 64% ‘ 31% 37%
I 39% 11% ‘ 5% ‘

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey



Roaring Fork Housing | By Area of Residence

Edwards/Avon/Vail area
Snowmass
Rifle

Basalt

Q26: Where do you and other
adults in your household work?
WHERE OTHER ADULTS WORK
(#2)

Eagle/Brush Creek
Gypsum
Other location
Outside the region/telecommute
El Jebel
Willits
New Castle
Silt
Parachute/Battlement Mesa
Aspen
Glenwood Springs
Carbondale
Edwards/Avon/Vail area
Snowmass
Rifle
Basalt
Eagle/Brush Creek
Q26: Where do you and other

adults in your household work?
WHERE YOU WORK

Gypsum

Other location

Outside the region/telecommute
El Jebel

Willits

New Castle

Silt

Parachute/Battlement Mesa

Dotsero

Q27: If you commute more than 5
miles one way between work and

Price of housing; cannot afford to live where |
work

Overall

2%
6%
5%
4%
1%
3%
I 16%
3%
3%
3%
1%
2%

5%

33%
27%
I 13%
6%
| 10%
I 13%
| 10%
6%
4%
4%
2%
4%
3%
5%
4%
3%

0%

Aspen thru

Old Snowmass Carbondale

I 12%

-

N

-

4%

‘ 0%
I 22%
o

| 10%

‘2%
‘1%
‘2%
‘2%
o
‘0%

o

Area of residence

Basalt thru

1

|6%

|8%

-

|9%
‘2%
|8%
|8%

-

2

. 54%

I 15%
I 33%
1
I 15%
‘ 3%
I 26%
‘ 1%
‘ 1%
-
‘ 2%
s
| 8%
‘ 2%
‘ 2%

‘1%

. 62% . 53% . 64%

Glenwood
Springs

8%

3%

5%

8%

2%

2%

2%

5%

10%

74%

14%

1%

7%

6%

9%

1%

1%

2%

3%

3%

4%

6%

4%

2%

48%

New Castle
thru
Battlement
Mesa

‘ 2%
B

‘3%

‘ 32%

‘7%

=

‘ 2%

‘ 18%

‘ 4%

‘ 39%
o
%

‘ 3%

‘ 44%
‘ 4%

‘ 1%

‘ 1%

‘ 5%

‘ 2%
=
%

‘ 12%

‘ 9%
o
%

‘ 71%

Eagle thru
Dotsero

18%

29%

34%

2%

10%

4%

40%

1%

1%

37%

24%

9%

3%

0%

2%

63%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey



Roaring Fork Housing

Q27: If you commute more than 5
miles one way between work and
home, why do you commute
rather than live and work in the
same community? (Check all that
apply)

Q28: How many days per week do
you typically use the following
modes of transportation to get to
work? Enter number of days as
applicable

Q29: Does your employer
provide/subsidize your
transportation?

Q30: Please indicate how
important the following factors
are to you when looking for a
place to live. Use a scale where 1 =
"not at all important” and 5 =
"extremely important.”

| By Area of Residence

First Rank

Community character; prefer where | now live

Type of home | want is not available in

community where | work

Dona€™t mind the commute

Like the climate where | live (altitude,

weather)

Work in other communities also

Location where spouse/partner works

Other

Cana€™t find a place that will take dogs/cats

Deed restrictions are unacceptable to me

Drive alone: Average
Walk or bike: Average
Bus: Average

Carpool (2-4 people): Average

Work at home/telecommute: Average

Vanpool (5+ people): Average
Yes
No

Cost of housing to buy/rent

Proximity to my place of employment

Community character (family oriented,

neighborhood ‘look and feel’, etc.)

Quality of schools

Pets allowed

Type of residence (single-family, duplex,

condominium, etc.)

Community amenities (recreation, parks,

libraries, etc.)

Proximity to commercial services (shopping,

dining, etc.)

Proximity to places of employment for other

members of my household

Proximity to alpine skiing
Energy efficient heat/appliances
Washer/dryer in unit

Proximity to daycare

Proximity to bus/shuttle service

Overall

26%
25%
23%
17%
13%

10%

10%

24%
76%
37%
20%

| 8%
8%
6%
5%
4%
5%
2%
2%
1%
1%
1%

0%

Aspen thru

Old Snowmass Carbondale

4%

4%

4%
-
‘ 2%
=
‘ 0%
‘ 1%
‘ 0%

‘0%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey

Area of residence

Basalt thru

Glenwood
Springs

22%

18%

19%

11%

14%

15%

15%

6%

5%

3.1

0.8

0.3

0.4

0.3

0,%

13%

87% ‘

36%

18%

10%

4%

6%

8%

4%

6%

2%

1%

1%

1%

1%

2%

New Castle
thru Eagle thru
Battlement Dotsero
Mesa
‘ 20% 25%
|
‘ 20% 37%
|
‘ 20% 41%
|
10% 38%
|
‘ 12% 15%
|
‘ 6% 15%
|
‘ 6% 12%
|
‘ 12% 4%
|
‘ 3% 15%
|
‘ 4.1 4.1
|
‘ 0.2 0.3
|
‘ 0.1 0,%
|
‘ 0.4 0.2
|
‘ 0.1 0.4
|
‘ 0,% 0%
|
‘ 20% 12%
|
80% 88%
|
‘ 40% 24%
‘ 22% 19%
|
‘ 5% 16%
|
‘ 8% 8%
‘ 5% 7%
|
‘ 4% 5%
|
‘ 3% 9%
‘ 7% 4%
|
‘ 2% 1%
|
‘ 1% 2%
‘ 2% 1%
o
2%
o



Roaring Fork Housing |

First Rank

Q30: Please indicate how
important the following factors
are to you when looking for a
place to live. Use a scale where 1 =
"not at all important” and 5 =
"extremely important.”

Second Rank

Third Rank

By Area of Residence

Availability of day care
Cost of housing to buy/rent

Proximity to my place of employment

Community character (family oriented,
neighborhood ‘look and feel’, etc.)

Quality of schools

Pets allowed

Type of residence (single-family, duplex,
condominium, etc.)

Community amenities (recreation, parks,
libraries, etc.)

Proximity to commercial services (shopping,
dining, etc.)

Proximity to places of employment for other
members of my household

Proximity to alpine skiing
Energy efficient heat/appliances
Washer/dryer in unit

Proximity to daycare

Proximity to bus/shuttle service
Availability of day care

Exterior storage/locker

Cost of housing to buy/rent

Proximity to my place of employment

Community character (family oriented,
neighborhood ‘look and feel’, etc.)

Quality of schools

Pets allowed

Type of residence (single-family, duplex,
condominium, etc.)

Community amenities (recreation, parks,
libraries, etc.)

Proximity to commercial services (shopping,
dining, etc.)

Proximity to places of employment for other
members of my household

Proximity to alpine skiing
Energy efficient heat/appliances
Washer/dryer in unit

Proximity to daycare

Proximity to bus/shuttle service

Overall

0%

15%

13%

10%

6%

9%

10%

9%

5%

7%

2%

1%

4%

1%

2%

1%

1%

8%

9%

11%

6%

11%

9%

9%

7%

4%

3%

4%

9%

1%

3%

Area of residence

Aspenthru  Basaltthru
Old Snowmass Carbondale

‘ 0% ‘ 0%
I 16% I 16%
I 19% I 15%
5% I 12%
| 6% | 6%
| 8% | 8%
| 7% | 10%
| 6% | 10%
5% 5%
| 6% 5%
6% 4%
‘ 1% ‘ 0%
4% ‘ 2%
‘ 1% ‘ 1%
5% ‘ 3%
%o
‘ 2% ‘ 1%
| 8% | 6%
| 8% I 12%
| 8% | 8%
4% 5%
| 10% | 8%
5% I 11%
| 9% I 11%
5% | 8%
‘ 3% 4%
| 8% ‘ 3%
4% ‘ 3%
I 12% | 9%
‘ 0% ‘ 1%
| 7% 4%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey

Glenwood
Springs

16%

15%

13%

3%

8%

9%

8%

7%

8%

1%

1%

2%

0%

3%

1%

2%

9%

10%

11%

4%

10%

8%

11%

11%

4%

3%

3%

6%

0%

3%

New Castle
thru
Battlement
Mesa

‘ 0%
‘ 15%
‘ 9%
‘ 8%
4
‘ 13%
|
‘ 10%
s
‘ 8%
‘ 0%
‘ 1%
o
‘ 2%
"
‘ 1%
"
‘ 7%
s
‘ 15%
‘ 7%
‘ 13%
s
%
o
s
o
s
s
‘ 2%

‘1%

Eagle thru
Dotsero

15%
8%
16%
10%
8%
9%
13%
3%
4%
1%
3%

6%

3%
\
3%

13%
\
4%
|
14%

9%
12%

14%

|

4%
|

8%
|

2%
|

2%
|

5%
|

7%
|

1%



Roaring Fork Housing
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are to you when looking for a
place to live. Use a scale where 1 =
"not at all important” and 5 =
"extremely important.”

Q31: If housing were available
that you could afford, would you
consider moving within the next
five years for reasons of
convenience, economics, or
quality of life?

Q31.1: Why would you not
consider moving within the next 5
years?

Q32: (If you would consider
moving) Given the size of your
household now and planned for
the next 5 years, what number of
the following do you need?

Q33:Usingal, 2and 3, where “1”
is your first choice, please rank
your top three housing
preferences to rent:

| By Area of Residence

Third Rank

Bathrooms

Bedrooms

Garage
spaces

First Rank

Availability of day care

Exterior storage/locker

Yes, if | could BUY a home

Yes, if | could BUY OR RENT a home
Yes, if | could RENT a home

No

| prefer to live in my present
community/residence

My current residence is closer to the
workplace of others in my household

Other reason:
Bedrooms: Average
Bathrooms: Average

Garage spaces: Average

o

[y

N

w

o

[y

w

IS

5+

o

N

w

4+
Single-family detached house
Townhouse/duplex

Apartment

Overall

46%

35%

90%

3%

6%
2.6
2.1
1.6
0%

I 17%

63%
18%
2%
0%

| 10%

35%
42%
| 12%

2%

5%
41%
47%

7%

1%

52%

20%

18%

Area of residence

New Castle
Aspen thru Basalt thru Glenwood thru Eagle thru
Old Snowmass Carbondale Springs Battlement Dotsero
Mesa
‘ 1% ‘ 1% 0% ‘
‘ 3% ‘ 2% 1% ‘ 2% 1%
|
. 53% l 51% 45% ‘ 44% 34%
|
I 20% I 19% 17% ‘ 18% 10%
|
‘ 2% ‘ 1% 1% ‘ 4% 2%
|
I 25% I 29% 37% ‘ 34% 55%
|
- 92% - 91% 92% ‘ 86% 93%
|
5% ‘ 2% 1% ‘ 4% 5%
|
‘ 3% |7% 8% ‘ 10% 2%
|
‘ 2.3 ‘ 2.6 2.5 ‘ 2.9 2.9
|
‘ 2.0 ‘ 2.1 1.9 ‘ 2.1 2.5
|
‘ 1.4 ‘ 1.6 1.6 ‘ 1.7 2.2
I
‘ 0% ‘
I 22% I 18% 24% ‘ 8% 2%
|
. 60% . 55% 63% ‘ 74% 46%
|
I 17% I 24% 12% ‘ 15% 51%
‘ 1% 3% 2% ‘ 3% ‘
-
I 16% I 13% 10% ‘ 2% 2%
|
I 43% I 33% 42% ‘ 26% 19%
|
I 33% I 39% 34% ‘ 54% 61%
|
|7% |12% 11% ‘ 16% 18%
‘ 1% ‘ 3% 2% ‘ 2% ‘
|9% ‘ 2% 5% ‘ 4% ‘
l 50% I 40% 39% ‘ 37% 28%
|
I 37% . 52% 51% ‘ 50% 37%
|
4% 5% 6% ‘ 9% 25%
|
‘ 1% 0% ‘ 1% 10%
I
I 30% . 53% 52% ‘ 72% 37%
|
I 23% I 23% 11% ‘ 15% 46%
|
I 34% I 13% 16% ‘ 10% 17%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey




Roaring Fork Housing | By Area of Residence

Area of residence

New Castle
Overall Aspenthru  Basalt thru Glenwood thru Eagle thru
Old Snowmass Carbondale Springs Battlement Dotsero
Mesa
Other | 1% 6% ‘ 1%
Condominium | 5% Ill% 4% 5% ‘ 2%
First Rank
Caretaker unit [ 1% 4%
Dormitory with efficiency kitchen | 1% ‘ 1% ‘ 0% 1%
Mobile home | 1% 9%
Private room and bath, share(.i lfitchen & 0% ‘ 1%
living room
Room without kitchen | 1% ‘ 2%
Single-family detached house | 7% |7% |8% 15% ‘ 5%
Townhouse/duplex 8 37% I 28% I 39% 40% ‘ 47% 8%
Apartment | 9% I 12% | 9% 8% ‘ 9%
Other | 1% ‘ 2%
Q33:Usinga 1, 2and 3, where "1 Condominium [ 27% I 41% I 35% 25% ‘ 10% 33%
is your first choice, please rank
! Second Rank |
your top three housing
preferences to rent: Caretaker unit | 5% ‘ 2% 4% ‘ 6% 18%
Dormitory with efficiency kitchen | 1% 5%
Mobile home |9% ‘ 1% ‘ 2% 7% ‘ 15% 29%
Private room and bath, sharet_j lfitchen & 0% 2%
living room
Room without kitchen | 1% ‘ 3%
Single-family detached house | 7% |9% |6% 6% ‘ 4% 17%
|
Townhouse/duplex I 17% I 22% I 15% 12% ‘ 17% 11%
|
Apartment I 26% I 26% I 28% 28% ‘ 22% 42%
Other | 5% ‘ 1% ‘ 2% 12% ‘ 7%
Condominium I 22% I 16% I 33% 23% ‘ 22%
Third Rank
Caretaker unit | 3% ‘ 2% |6% 8% ‘ 0%
Dormitory with efficiency kitchen | 1% ‘ 3% ‘ 1% ‘ 1%
Mobile home | 6% ‘2% |7% 5% ‘ 10%
Pri bath, sh ki
rivate room and bath, s arec?l _|tchen & 5% |10% 20 ‘ 5% 18%
living room
Room without kitchen | 0% ‘ 1%
Duplex | 2% ‘ 2% ‘ 2% 1% ‘ 2% 4%
|
Single-family detached house . 83% . 75% . 83% 84% ‘ 87% 86%
|
Q35: Using a 1, 2 and 3, where “1” Other | 2% ‘ 0% ‘ 2% 2% ‘ 4% 3%
is your first choice, please rank First Rank
your top three housing Condominium | 5% |9% 5% 6% ‘ 3%
preferences to buy:

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey



Roaring Fork Housing | By Area of Residence

Area of residence

New Castle
Overall Aspenthru  Basalt thru Glenwood thru Eagle thru
Old Snowmass Carbondale Springs Battlement Dotsero
Mesa
First Rank
Mobile home | 1% ‘ 1% ‘ 0% 2% ‘ 1%
Townhouse | 7% Ill% |8% 6% ‘ 2% 7%
|
Duplex I 27% I 29% I 28% 26% ‘ 25% 31%
|
Single-family detached house | 5% ‘ 2% 4% 7% ‘ 7% 7%
. |
_Q35: US|_ng al, 2 and 3, where “1 Other | 3% ‘ 1% 2% 2% ‘ 2% 2%
is your first choice, please rank
! Second Rank |
your top three housing N . . . .
preferences to buy: Condominium |9A» IlZA) |9A) 10% ‘ 6% 4%
|
Mobile home | 5% ‘3% ‘2% 5% ‘ 9% 3%
|
Townhouse 42% l 49% I 47% 38% ‘ 36% 34%
|
|
Duplex [ 20% I 23% I 21% 18% ‘ 16% 23%
Single-family detached house | 4% |8% 4% 4% ‘ 2%
Other | 3% ‘ 1% ‘ 3% 3% ‘ 5%
Third Rank
Condominium I 27% I 35% I 31% 29% ‘ 16% 25%
Mobile home | 6% ‘ 2% 4% 6% ‘ 11%
Townhouse || 29% I 24% I 29% 27% ‘ 33% 26%
|
Other | 9% Ill% |9% 11% ‘ 8% 8%
|
Prefer home ownership to renting B8 44% l 52% I 42% 54% ‘ 39% 36%
|
To find a less expensive home ] 37% I 35% I 41% 35% ‘ 35% 40%
|
To be closer to work [ 31% I 24% I 32% 21% ‘ 42% 26%
|
36: Wh Id id
Q36: Why would you consider Tofind a larger home [ 32% l 48% I 28% 27% ‘ 29% 23%
buying a new or different home? ‘
To live closer to city/town services || 24% I 30% I 19% 16% ‘ 29% 23%
|
To live in a different community |8 21% I 16% I 14% 20% ‘ 31% 20%
|
To live in a more rural setting [ 22% I 13% I 24% 25% ‘ 29% 17%
’ |
To find a smaller home (for example, one flgor 21% |9% I23% 26% ‘ 25% 25%
with no stairs) |
Q38: Would you be very likely to Yes §§ 18% I 26% I 18% 19% ‘ 15% 11%
pay 20% or more to achieve any of |
the categories listed above? No 82% . 74% . 82% 81% ‘ 85% 89%
|
Have the ability to walk and/or bike to work 60% . 76% . 54% 67% ‘ 54% ‘
Have the ability to walk and/or'b|ke to 57% .67% l51% 54% ‘ 46% 68%
shops/restaurants/entertainment |
Q38.1: Please select the Cut your commute time in half [ 50% I 37% . 60% 40% ‘ 59% 66%
categories for which you would be ‘
very likely to pay 20% or more per
month Have higher quality schools 7% I 21% I 34% 35% ‘ 55% 62%
Li it (RFTA h
ive near transit ( or other) bus/shut_tle 19% I32% |14% 19% ‘ 12%
service
Live near daycare or childcare facilities || 11% |9% | 6% 10% ‘ 19% 14%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey



Roaring Fork Housing | By Area of Residence

Area of residence

New Castle
Overall Aspenthru  Basalt thru Glenwood thru Eagle thru
Old Snowmass Carbondale Springs Battlement Dotsero
Mesa
Less than $100 Y 43% I 39% I 44% 40% ‘ 46% 43%
|
$100-$199 | 26% I 21% I 24% 31% ‘ 26% 34%
|
Q39: In addition to your current $200- $299 I 15% I 16% I 15% 15% ‘ 16% 7%
mortgage or rent, how much more ‘
er month would you be willing to
gay to have some);ombinationgof $300-$399 | 6% | 9% 5% 4% ‘ 6% 4%
most of the characteristics listed ‘
above? $400 - $499 | 4% 4% 4% 3% ‘ 2% 7%
|
$500 - $600 | 4% 5% 5% 3% ‘ 2% 3%
|
More than $600 | 3% 6% ‘ 3% 5% ‘ 1% 2%
|
Q40: If you want to buy a home, Yes [ 68% . 83% . 67% 64% ‘ 67% 519%
would you consider purchasing a ‘
deed-restricted residence (a
residence that would be priced b.. No - why not? 8 32% I 17% I 33% 36% ‘ 33% 49%
|
None 5% I 12% 12% ‘ 16% 14%
|
Under $10,000 | 18% I 11% I 17% 19% ‘ 25% 7%
|
$10,000 to $14,999 | 9% 5% 8% ‘ 11% 4%
|
$15,000 to $25,999 I 14% | 7% 14% ‘ 4% 6%
|
$25,000 to $34,999 I 17% I 11% 13% ‘ 10% 21%

QA41: If you want to buy a home,

how much do you have available $35,000 to $49,999 | 8% I 12% | 7% 5% ‘ 5% 14%
for a down payment? (Include the

portion of home equity you could
spend on a down payment if you $50,000 to $74,999 | 4% | 7% 4% 4% ‘ 3%
were to sell a home you now own )
$75,000 to $99,999 | 10% I 12% | 6% 7% ‘ 14% 7%
|
$100,000 to $149,999 | 4% ‘ 3% 4% 1% ‘ 4% 7%
|
$150,000 to $199,999 | 4% ‘ 2% | 9% 4% ‘ 1% 5%
|
$250,000+ || 12% |10% I 18% 13% ‘ 6% 16%

\
86,838.6 ‘86,877.4 ‘113,676.4 80,962.0 ‘60,604.1 108,249.6

If you want to buy a home, how much do you
have available for a down payment?: Average

Yes 94% . 91% - 95% 96% ‘ 94% 96%
. ’ ) ) \
Q42: Are you registered to vote in No, but registered in another state (what 20 ‘ 3% ‘ 1% 1% ‘ 1% 2%
Colorado? state?) ‘
No, not registered | 4% |7% 4% 2% ‘ 5% 2%
|
1
No, do not pay rent or mortage | 4% ‘ 3% 4% 7% ‘ 4% 4%
Q43.1: What is your household’s Do you pay |
current total monthly RENT rent or No, mortgage is paid off I 13% I 16% I 12% 15% ‘ 12% 13%
and/or MORTGAGE PAYMENT? mortgage? |
Yes, paying a rent or mortange . 82% . 81% . 83% 78% ‘ 83% 84%
I
Q43: What is your household’s Rent or mortgage per month: What is your ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
1,304.4 1,464.1 1,561.6 1,145.0 977.5 1,550.1
current total monthly RENT and/.. household’s current total monthly RENT and.. |
|
Q44: What ar,e your_mc?nthly What are lyOl.JI’ monthly homeowners 73.8 ‘152.6 ‘101.9 28.1 ‘20.8 62.7
homeowners’ association (HOA) .. association (HOA) fees?: Average |
I don’t pay HOA fees 60% l 50% . 52% 71% ‘ 75% 45%
Q44.1: HOA status |
| pay monthly HOA fees i 40% l 50% l 48% 29% ‘ 25% 55%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey



Roaring Fork Housing | By Area of Residence

Area of residence

New Castle
Overall Aspenthru  Basaltthru  Glenwood thru Eagle thru
Old Snowmass Carbondale Springs Battlement Dotsero
Mesa
Q45: What is the approximate What is the appr@_u_matg aver_age monthly 257.6 ‘229.5 ‘237.7 303.8 ‘248.6 292.4
average monthly cost of househo.. cost of household utilities, including gas, ele.. |
o . Yes || 11% I 16% | 10% 15% ‘ 6% 11%
Q45.1: Are utilities included in ‘
rent?
No 89% . 84% - 90% 85% ‘ 94% 89%
|
Under $15,000 | 6% |7% |8% 6% ‘ 6% ‘
$15,000 to $24,999 | 6% 5% 5% 7% ‘ 8% 2%
|
$25,000 to $34,999 | 5% 4% 4% 7% ‘ 7% 3%
|
$35,000 to $49,999 | 10% I 11% | 7% 15% ‘ 13% 4%
|
$50,000 to $74,999 | 18% I 21% I 16% 15% ‘ 19% 21%
Q46: What is the combined gross |
annual income of all household $75,000 to $99,999 || 15% I 13% I 18% 16% ‘ 15% 10%
members (before taxes)? |
$100,000 to $149,999 | 23% I 17% I 23% 18% ‘ 24% 33%
|
$150,000 to $199,999 |8% |9% | 8% 8% ‘ 4% 15%
|
$250,000+ | 5% | 8% 5% 4% ‘ 2% 10%
|
$200,000 to $249,999 | 4% | 6% | 7% 4% ‘ 2% 2%
. . . |
Whatis the combined gross annual income of | ; o) 5o 3 ‘ 111,046.7 ‘ 101,318.9 |84,775.0 ‘ 80,134.1  152,744.1
all household members (before taxes)?: Aver.. |
Yes [ 44% I 35% I 42% 40% ‘ 51% 49%
Auto loan ‘
payments?
No 56% . 65% . 58% 60% ‘ 49% 51%
|
Health i
insurance Yes 90% - 91% - 90% 87% ‘ 87% 95%
Q47: Do you have: paid for |
(through No | 10% |9% | 10% 13% ‘ 13% 5%
work, Medic.. |
Yes || 25% I 22% I 24% 26% ‘ 29% 20%
Student loan ‘
payments?
No 75% . 78% . 76% 74% ‘ 71% 80%
Aspen || 18% . 70% I 15% 4% ‘ 1%
Glenwood Springs I 17% ‘ 2% 63% ‘ 22% 3%
Carbondale I 16% ‘ 1% I 44% 21% ‘ 8%
Edwards/Avon/Vail area | 2% ‘ 1% 14%
Snowmass | 5% I 18% 4% 2% ‘ 0%
Rifle | 7% ‘ 23%
Basalt | 6% ‘ 2% I 19% 4% ‘ 1%
Eagle/Brush Creek | 7% ‘ 1% 52%
|
First Rank Gypsum | 4% 0% ‘ 2% 25%
El Jebel | 1% 4% 1% ‘ 1%
Q13: Where in the region would
you most like to live if you could . ‘ | ‘
2% 0% 6% 0% 1%
afford the cost of housing? Willies | 2% ° ° ° °

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey



Roaring Fork Housing

Q13: Where in the region would
you most like to live if you could
afford the cost of housing?

Q26: Where do you and other
adults in your household work?
Share of households which have
at least one member working in
the following communities:

| By Area of Residence

First Rank

Second Rank

New Castle

Silt
Parachute/Battlement Mesa
Other

Woody Creek

Old Snowmass

Aspen

Glenwood Springs
Carbondale
Edwards/Avon/Vail area
Snowmass

Rifle

Basalt

Eagle/Brush Creek
Gypsum

El Jebel

Willits

New Castle

Silt
Parachute/Battlement Mesa
Dotsero

Other

Woody Creek

Old Snowmass

Aspen

Glenwood Springs
Carbondale

Snowmass

Rifle

Basalt

Gypsum

Overall

5%
3%
3%
3%
1%
2%
4%
| 10%
I 13%
3%

9%

5%
| 8%
3%
3%
2%
4%
7%
2%
1%
0%
3%
3%

3%

38%

35%

19%

15%

17%

15%

6%

Aspen thru

‘1%
‘3%

4%

I 13%
‘ 1%
| 8%

‘0%

I 33%

|9%

‘1%

6%

o

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey

Basalt thru
Old Snowmass Carbondale

‘0%

‘ 3%
1
‘ 2%
| 6%
| 7%
I 16%
‘ 0%
| 10%
‘ 0%
I 19%
o
‘ 0%

4%

Area of residence

New Castle
Glenwood thru
Springs Battlement
Mesa
1% ‘ 17%
‘ 9%
‘ 10%

2% ‘ 4%

0% ‘ 0%

2% ‘ 1%

1% ‘ 1%
21% ‘ 15%
25% ‘ 10%

1% ‘ 1%

2% ‘ 1%

1% ‘ 16%

5% ‘ 4%

2% ‘ 1%

1% ‘ 1%

2% ‘ 2%

5% ‘ 1%

9% ‘ 18%

‘ 8%
‘ 4%

0% ‘ 1%

3% ‘ 4%

2% ‘ 0%

2% ‘ 1%
16% ‘ 12%

84% ‘ 51%
21% ‘ 12%

11% ‘ 7%

7% ‘ 54%
11% ‘ 7%

1% ‘ 4%

Eagle thru
Dotsero

3%
\
1%

2%

1%
1%
8%
9%

19%

1%
1%
21%

18%

1%

1%

|

2%
|

14%

\

4%
|

2%
\

1%
|

1%
|

36%



Roaring Fork Housing | By Area of Residence

Area of residence

New Castle
Overall Aspenthru  Basaltthru  Glenwood thru Eagle thru
Old Snowmass Carbondale Springs Battlement Dotsero
Mesa
Q26: Where do you and other Other location | 8% ‘ 3% | 6% 6% 12% 11%
adults in your household work?
Share of households which have El Jebel | 6% ‘ 3% I 14% 5% 6%
at least one member working in
the following communities: Willits | 5% ‘ 3% I 129% 504 3%
New Castle | 6% ‘ 0% ‘ 3% 7% 16%
Silt | 5% ‘ 0% ‘ 2% 6% 13% 0%
|
Dotsero | 1% 0% 1% 6%
|
Eagle / Brush Creek | 8% ‘ 2% 1% 3% 49%
|
Edwards/Avon/Vail area |10% ‘ 0% ‘ 1% 2% 4% 62%
|
Outside the region / telecommute | 5% ‘ 2% |7% 4% 6% 5%
|
Parachute / Battlement Mesa | 4% ‘ 0% ‘ 1% 2% 12% 0%

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey



Roaring Fork Housing Ratings |

Q9: What is your
satisfaction with the
community?

What is your satisfaction
with the community?

Q9: What is your
satisfaction with your
current residence?

What is your satisfaction
with your current
residence?

Assistance to make your
home more accessible &
safetolivein

Affordable rental housing

Q17: If at least one person
is age 65 or older in your
household, please indicate
how likely you would be to
use the following services
in the future. (Use a scale
of 1 for "Would not use” to
5 for “Definitely would
use.”

Rental housing that
includes services (meals,
transportation, activities)

Living in a community that
is solely for persons age 65
or older

Reverse mortgage that lets
you access equity in your
home

to stay in the region

Q20: When you retire, how
likely are you:
to rent/purchase a smaller
home

By Area of Residence

Percent Responding 1-5

New Castle thru Battlement Mesa [ 5% [NZENN S EE
B ——
Basalt thru Carbondale [ NS S
New Castle thru Battlement Mesa [J][6% S GG E
T 1 S TN
Aspen thru 0ld Snowmass 250 IEC 0% [EEa -_@D
Basalt thru Carbondale |80 [IIEZENN % IS 7 EZ
New Castle thru Battlement Mesa [ INNEZECNIN 75 IEEsa &5 T
R
T
Basalt thru Carbondale [E56I [IECTI 5% Esa -
New Castle thru Battlement Mesa [00) LI o 22 -
et ocor T S N ——————:
v T N M ———————:©
cennosrins NI 5 S R ————— )
New Castle thru Battlement Mesa --_.-_@9
e I—r)
R === e E— )
Basatt thru Carbondale [ IEESTINN 555 ISR 50 me(2.9)
R ——— | —
New Castle thru Battlement Mesa --_--_QD
T
PR, === S —
Basalt thru Carbondale -l--._@D
e ||
New Castle thru Battlement Mesa [S50) I e .
roto S N0 6 —eeee15)
Basalt thru Carbondale [ESRIEA | 56% N7l
New Castle thru Battlement Mesa [JBO0NN 1% | 2o [
e~
P ===y === === R—
Basalt thru Carbondale -.---

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey
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Roaring Fork Housing Ratin | By Area of Residence

Percent Responding 1-5 Average Rating

I(?::[;V:le;(}y:u retire, how to rent/purchase a smaller Glenwood Springs - ---ﬂ
home New Castle thru Battlement Mesa -----
T —)

Cost of housing to buy/rent

Basalt thru carbondale [ 658 NG

New Castle thru Battlement Mesa [ = | 3.
et racovss 3 T TR ®

Basalt thru Carbondale [}/ [iSaN IEE Q

(single-family, duplex, Q
4.

®oe
“Croeees

Washer/dryer in unit

©o

w

B

B
=)

S
HN

B
N

w

SR @)
Toral [ S EE T (2)
Basalt thru Carbondale .

Community character
(family oriented, -—— O

: ,
neighborhood 100k and vy ot e sacement s 1 IS I @)
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ot ot | S I
Totai [ [N S T
Cew s EECEEE G2
Community amenities Glenwood Springs I -—— O

w

S
N

N

S

i

S

S
N

Glenwood Springs

B
N

F
w

B
N

&
o

Basalt thru Carbondale

w

w
©o
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w
©

©

rota (% N S G3)

w

7

atenwood springs | ECER N SN I T D)
1l d
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v ECT 4 5 T :
Q30: Please indicate how
factors are to you when
looking for a place to live. rutar I-
Proximity to my place of Glenwood Springs I- 38
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Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey
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Roaring Fork Housing Ratin

Q30: Please indicate how Proximity to my place of
important the following employment
factors are to you when
looking for a place to live.
Use a scale where 1= "not
atall important” and 5 =
"extremely important.”
Proximity to commercial
services (shopping, dining)

Proximity to places of
employment for other
members of my household

Quality of schools

Proximity to bus/shuttle
service

Exterior storage/locker

Proximity to alpine skiing

Availability of day care

Proximity to daycare

By Area of Residence

Percent Responding 1-5 Average Rating

Eagle thru Dotsero T =
—— L
New Castle thru Battlement Mesa [ 050 G D 2 @
rora (7 ¢ IESHRIN IS T &)
Basalt thru carbondale [ IEEIINY = Q
R &)
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rore N I N I &)
oo snouns ECEN 5 T &
Basalt thru carbondale [ IECTIIN 7 &5 Wz E Q
New Castle thru Battlement Mesa [[IEL N 552z EZ Q
vore [ EET | I T &)
Basalt thru Carbondale [FEC]10%) IS I I @
New Castle thru Battlement Mesa ----_69
roro [EIN <o S I T Q
Basalt thru Carbondale ---- O
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rous I e N R —————:)
PR === = —
Basalt thru Carbondale .-.-
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Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey
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Roaring Fork Housing Ratin | By Area of Residence

Percent Responding 1-5 Average Rating

Aspen thru Old Snowmass | -_ @
Basalt thru Carbondale I -_ @
RSB —— &)
New Castle thru Battlement Mesa --_ @
Tt 1 55 o
Aspen thru Old Snowmass . -_ @
@
D
@

»

Long-term lease (12+ mos)

Q34: List your rental
preferences for the Allow pets
following:

Total

Basalt thru Carbondale .--|
New Castle thru Battlement Mesa ----_@9
P E—,
Basalt thru Carbondale | IEETIIN 5% EE =
e -
restaurants/entertainment New Castle thru Battlement Mesa -_--—.
Eagle thru Dotsero _----—.
B
Have the ability to walk Glenwood Springs _._--
and/or bike to work New Castle thru Battlement Mesa ----
oo I B B ————
o I S N
Basalt thru Carbondale |[EEZII 5% 2l ey IEE
Cut your commute time in Glenwood Springs _._--ﬂb
half New Castle thru Battlement Mesa ._--_@a
Grions it os st 5 N N ———
T o BT R —————
to pay 10% more per Aspen thru Old Snowmass --.-ﬂé
s e I 5 S SR ———
New Castle thru Battlement Mesa .---
v S O N —————)
Basalt thru Carbondale ----_@9
Live near transit (RFTA or Glenwood Springs -_--ﬂa
other) bus/shuttle service New Castle thru Battlement Mesa --.I
et T 5 S W} ————
vore TS 5 O ) ()
PR === —r)
 hidcare faites T o e —D)

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey

Short-term lease (1-6 mos)
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Roaring Fork Housing Ratin | By Area of Residence

U/ Ul A SLaIe Ul 4 LU o Percent Responding 1-5 Average Rating
WS/ Ul G dLaie Ui £ WD

where 1is "not very Live near daycare or Glenwood Springs 30 .I.
likely” and 5 is "very childcare facilities

likely,” how likely are you wtas rusa sa o -.I

£ pay 20% more er ot ars ororo T 5

month on housing to

Source: 2018 Roaring Fork / Colorado River Valley / Eagle County Household Survey
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