
STAFF REPORT: Planning Commission 02-03-2021 – Three-Mile Plan Review 
 Page 1 

 STAFF SUMMARY 
 FEBRUARY 3RD, 2021 PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING – DISCUSSION ITEM 
 
 
DATE:  January 27, 2021 
 
AGENDA ITEM NUMBER:  4. 
 
TOPIC:  
 
Review of the Town of Dillon Three-Mile Plan and Workforce Housing Planning Effort  
   
BACKGROUND/TIME FRAME: 
 

• 2015 adoption of the current language and form of the Dillon Three-Mile Plan (annexation 
plan) 

• 2018 Farm Bill in part permits the U.S. Forest Service to partner, lease, or trade 
administrative land under 40 acres to achieve management objectives including housing. 

• June 2019 Dillon & US Forest Service charette with community stakeholders to discuss 
concepts for a potential workforce housing development on the existing USFS Dillon 
Ranger District Administration Site on County Road 51 near the Dillon Water Plant. 

• January 21, 2021Town of Dillon and Summit County issue a Request for Proposals (RFP) 
for US Forest Service Land Use Planning Services 

SUMMARY:  
 
The purpose of the Three-Mile plan is to address the specific statutory requirements of Colorado 
Revised Statutes (C.R.S.) § 31-12-105, which requires that a municipality adopt an annexation 
plan prior to the annexation of any land into the municipality, and that it provide direction to the 
municipality and land owners concerning land use issues and infrastructure improvements 
needed upon annexation into the Town of Dillon.  The statutes stipulate that the Three-Mile Plan 
be reviewed annually, and it was last affirmed by the Dillon Town Council in February 2020. 
 
Staff has determined that the Three-Mile Plan should be reviewed by the Planning and Zoning 
Commission of the Town of Dillon to consider amending portions of the annexation plan to 
better align with the concepts generated by the planning charette for the US Forest Service 
Administration Site. US Forest Service representatives were among the community stakeholders 
taking part in the planning charrette and are very much interested in being part of the Workforce 
Housing solution, as they too have a great need for housing for their employees, and the current 
condition of the site is in a somewhat degenerated and aging state. 
 
The current Three-Mile Plan refers to the site as being perhaps suitable to Residential Low (RL) 
of Residential Medium (RM), or even reduced densities from that permitted in those zones by the 
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Dillon Municipal Code. The RL zone would permit up to 5.4 dwelling units per acre (8,000 SF 
minimum lot size), where the RM zone would permit 6 to 14 dwelling units per acre, per the 
Code. 
 
The Workforce Housing planning effort has focused more on higher density development to 
better serve the significant need for Workforce Housing in the community. The USFS site is 
approximately 9.18 acres, and the design charette developed concepts of varying density options 
of 122, 190, and 357 dwelling units, with a corresponding relative density of 13.3, 20.7, and 
38.9, respectively. 
 
Staff requests the Planning and Zoning Commission review the Three-Mile Plan and the RFP 
materials in consideration of potential amendments to the Plan to better align with the Workforce 
Housing needs of the community. Among the RFP materials is the Summit County Housing 
Needs Assessment which spells out how significant the need for Workforce Housing is in the 
County. 
 
STAFF MEMBER RESPONSIBLE: Ned West, Town Planner 
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TOWN OF DILLON 
2015 THREE MILE PLAN 

 
A. INTRODUCTION            
 
I. Purpose.   
 
The purpose of this plan is to address the specific statutory requirements of Colorado Revised Statutes (C.R.S.) 31-
12-105, which requires that a municipality adopt an annexation plan prior to the annexation of any land into the 
municipality, and that it provide direction to the municipality and land owners concerning land use issues and 
infrastructure improvements needed upon annexation into the Town of Dillon. This plan is also referred to on 
occasion as the Three Mile Plan for Annexation due to the statutory limit which does not allow a municipality to annex 
further than 3 miles from the existing municipal limit in any one calendar year. 
 
II. Methodology. 
 
This plan was prepared by evaluating various areas, both within the three mile distance from the existing Dillon Town 
boundaries, and outside of that distance to determine which areas were suitable for annexation and inclusion within 
the Town of Dillon for possible future development or preservation.  For purposes of this plan, it is assumed that land 
designated for annexation is necessary to fulfill community needs.  These include providing additional developable 
land to meet specific needs of the community such as economic growth, combining or reducing service requirements, 
providing efficient services and/or providing for recreational and open space areas for citizens of the community. 
 
The areas designated for annexation and included within this plan are lands that have one or more of the following 
characteristics.  They all may: 
 

 be necessary and suitable for future urban uses. 
 be served by urban services and facilities, or appropriate alternatives. 
 be desirable and necessary for expansion of the urban area. 
 improve the economic stability of the Town.  
 be annexed to help preserve open space or recreational opportunities critical to the Town of Dillon. 

 
Through the identification of land appropriate to include in the Town’s annexation plan, consideration was given to the 
future needs of the community.  These included several considerations including: 
 

 the need for future additional residential and resort development 
 the need to improve the economic well-being of the Town 
 the need to protect critical open space areas for wildlife habitat and recreational opportunities 
 the desire to maintain and preserve the unique landscape and habitat in and surrounding the Town.  

 
 Consideration was also given to the existing infrastructure of the Town, including services such as sewer and water, 
police and fire protection, and the location of trails, bike paths, and other public facilities in relation to the candidate 
properties.  Steep slopes, existing road systems (both improved and primitive), the location of National Forest Service 
parcels, and the existence of neighborhoods already served by adequate public services and facilities were all major 
factors in establishing the annexation plan boundary in a logical manner. 
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The basic criteria used to assess the viability of annexation were as follows: 
 

1. Include those areas which broaden the Town’s ability to provide a diverse selection of housing choices for 
the community and accommodate population growth in the Town and the County; 

2. Include enough developable land so all desired uses can be accommodated without creating a limited 
market; 

3. Include those areas close enough to be served by the Town with urban services, including police protection, 
and adequate sewer and water facilities. 

4. Include those areas which can provide opportunities for the Town’s economic growth. 
5. Establish the boundary in a logical manner, utilizing property boundaries where possible, and natural or 

manmade features where they dominate or create a logical boundary; 
6. Do not include subdivisions or areas that cannot be reasonably served due to steep slopes, poor road 

systems or drainage problems.  Areas already served by other political subdivision, including metropolitan 
service districts (Dillon Valley, Piney Acres, Summerwood, and Summit Cove, among others) will not be 
considered without a full and complete evaluation of their potential impacts on the community.  Existing 
subdivisions may be considered on a case by case basis, as each may add to the character and diversity of 
the Town. 

7. Include those areas that provide for the recreational and open space needs for the community.  
 

 
B. ANNEXATION PLAN BOUNDARY 

 
 

I. Areas and parcels included within the annexation plan boundary. 
 
Based on the criteria previously established in this document, the Town has determined that the boundary for 
annexations should be as shown on Exhibit “A”.  This boundary provides some land for limited residential expansion 
adjacent to the community.  
 
The areas that are included in the annexation plan boundary for the Town of Dillon at this time are: 
 
Area 1:  Denver Water Board Property between Tenderfoot Addition and County Rd. 51. 
Area 2:  Forest Service parcels adjacent to the Corinthian Hill Subdivision. 
Area 3:  Miscellaneous parcels near the Dillon water treatment plant.  
 
Area 1 (Parcel A): Denver Water Board Property (Tenderfoot Addition to County Road 51).        
 
Description.   
 
This area is located in the northeast corner of the existing community where Highway 6 bends from the east to the 
southeast. The area is surrounded by Highway 6, the Tenderfoot Addition subdivision to the south, County Road 51 
to the north and the Oro Grande Trail to the east. 
 
Parcel A is characterized by vacant land which slopes upward from Highway 6 to  the Oro Grande Trail.  The site is 
very open and is dominated by native grasses and a number of smaller tree stands throughout the site. This area is 
bisected by water and sewer easements, and has the Denver Water Board Straight Creek Diversion running through 
it which makes it a difficult site to develop.  The site may also present geologic challenges hindering potential 
development.  While this site is included within the annexation plan boundary, it is highly unlikely that this site will be 
annexed and developed in the near future. 
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Land Use.   
 
If the area is ever made available for development the proposed land use for this area should be for lower density 
residential development in character with existing residential uses to the south in the Tenderfoot Addition subdivision.  
All new development should be assessed through the Town’s zoning process and should be based on the following 
criteria: 
 

 Any development should provide appropriate setbacks to accommodate an ample buffer zone.  This buffer 
will help maintain the rural character along the highway as well as mitigate noise from Highway 6. 

 
Development should work with the existing contours of the land and not be designed in a manner that would 
require extensive cut or fill slopes. 
 
 Development should be concentrated on those portions of the site that are under 20% in slope as required 

by the Dillon Municipal Code.  Cluster development is preferred to maintain the critical natural features of the 
site. 

 
 Development should not be placed in a manner that would significantly impact the existing residential uses 

in the Tenderfoot Addition Subdivision. 
 
This area should be placed in the Town’s RE zoning classification upon annexation in order to protect the site’s 
natural amenities and produce coordinated neighborhood infrastructure. 
 
Transportation.  
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County Road 51 borders the site to the north.  Oro Grande Street dead ends at the southern boundary of the site, but 
the area is not currently serviced by public roads.  Proper access with minimized cut and fill shall be required.  It 
appears from the existing plat for the Tenderfoot Addition Subdivision that access into this site was contemplated 
though an extension of Oro Grande Street where the right of way is contiguous to this parcel.  Secondary access 
should be considered from CR 51, as coordinated with fire department approval, to potentially lessen any impacts to 
the existing residents of the Tenderfoot Addition Subdivision. 
 
A direct access to Highway 6 could be an alternative solution.  This option should be examined, but steep grades and 
highway access control requirements on the highway may make it unfeasible. 
 
Utility Provisions.    
 
This site would be served by the joint sewer authority sewer lines located in easements that bisect the parcel and by 
the Dillon water system which is also located within the parcel.  Water lines include a 10” main line through the 
parcel, plus an additional 12” water line in County Road 51.  
Community Services.  
 
The property now lies within the Summit School District and Lake Dillon Fire Rescue district.  These governmental 
agencies would continue to serve the property upon annexation.  Police protection would change from the Summit 
County Sheriff’s Office to the Dillon Police Department. 
 
Open Space, Parks, Recreation. 
 
There are no specific needs for the preservation of open space or parks or recreational facilities that have been 
identified at the present time that relate to the annexation of this parcel.  These issues should be evaluated in greater 
detail prior to annexation of the parcel. Development should be accomplished in a manner that preserves open space 
parcels and provides appropriate recreational facilities.   
 
Trails should be provided that tie this parcel into existing and proposed trails systems located in the Tenderfoot 
Mountain area above the site. 
 
Area 2:  Forest Service parcels adjacent to Corinthian Hill and the Oro Grande Trail. 
 
Description: 
 
There are two parcels included in this area, both owned by the U.S. Forest Service. One is located to the northwest of 
the Corinthian Hill Subdivision, between the subdivision and the Oro Grande Trail.  The second is located to the 
southeast, and also lies below the Oro Grande Trail.  
 
The first site is triangular in shape and is characterized by gently sloping terrain running upward from Corinthian Hill 
to the Oro Grande Trail.  Existing vegetation includes native grasses and aspen trees.  The second site is also a 
triangular shaped parcel of land that lies between Corinthian Hill and the Dillon Cemetery.  This site is gently sloping 
at the bottom, but slope increases steeply near the Oro Grande Trail. Vegetation on this site is characterized by 
native grasses and sages, as well as a critical fen wetland.   
 
Both sites represent a portion of a larger parcel of Forest Service land that runs throughout the Tenderfoot Mountain 
area.  The Forest Service land on the north side of the Oro Grande Trail has been left out of the annexation plan, but 
these two sites (south side of the Oro Grande Trail) are included in the plan to allow acquisition if the Forest Service 
opts to dispose of the parcels.  Inclusion of the parcels allows the Town to respond to any future requests for 
development.  It also ensures that the parcels, if acquired by a private developer, will not be developed in a manner 
that has the potential for adverse impacts on the community. 
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Land Use: 
 
Several considerations must be made concerning whether the parcels should be considered for development, and 
the form any development might take. There has not been a definitive decision by the community as to the best and 
most appropriate use of these parcels.  Many people believe that these areas, along with all remaining Forest Service 
parcels in the Dillon area, should be retained by the Forest Service and used to provide recreational and visual 
amenities for the community.  Others believe that the Forest Service parcels that lie below the Oro Grande Trail 
should be made available for acquisition and be privately developed for lower density residential uses.  A 2000 slope 
analysis undertaken by Design Workshop for the Denver Water Board indicated that relatively small portions of both 
parcels were under 20% slope.  The future of these parcels depends on the actions of the Forest Service, and the 
Town needs to consider the possibilities presented by possible federal government decisions. 
 
If the sites are retained by the Forest Service, they should continue to be used for passive recreational uses and the 
area should remain undeveloped.  This is the primary goal of the community at the present time. 
 
In the event the Forest Service disposes of the property, the Town and other local governmental agencies could 
request the lands to be deeded for public use.  These public uses could include future recreational uses, resident 
housing, open space, or other needs identified by the Town. 
 
If the parcels are disposed of to private parties and considered for development, they should be developed in a 
manner that is consistent with good planning practices, including meeting the following criteria: 
 

 Development should be accomplished in a manner that provides a buffer between Corinthian Hill and 
development within these sites; 

 Development should be accomplished in a manner that preserves the character of the large stand of trees 
on the upper portion of the northwest parcel; 
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 Development should be accomplished in a manner where excessive cut or fill slopes are not necessary for 
the development of the site; 

 Development should be accomplished in a manner where the size of buildings do not overwhelm the 
surrounding neighborhood, or the existing landscape; 

 Development should be clustered in a manner where it will have the least impact on the visual 
characteristics of the site.  Large lot development, spread out over the entire site, is not appropriate in this 
location. Clustered development near existing subdivisions is more appropriate in this situation; 

 No development should be allowed on any slope over 20%; No development should be allowed to encroach 
in any manner on the fen wetland in this area because of its ecological fragility and value to the community; 

 Pedestrian ties should be established between these parcels and existing adjacent neighborhoods. 
 
To accomplish these goals, and upon acquisition by a private party, the parcels should be zoned RE (Residential 
Estate) zoning classification. 
 
Transportation: 
 
The northwestern site presently has access only to the Oro Grande Trail, which is not an acceptable access for any 
future development.  If this property is to be developed access will need to be acquired.  The two possible access 
points are through the Corinthian Hill street system or through the Denver Water Board property that lies between this 
site and Highway 6. 
 
The site southeast of Corinthian Hill also requires access through adjacent properties as the site has no acceptable 
access to a public street.  Access would need to be acquired through the adjacent Denver Water Board property to 
Highway 6. 
 
Development of either site will not be allowed without adequate access being provided at the expense of the 
developer. 
 
Utility Provisions: 
 
Sewer and water service can be provided through an extension of the joint sewer authority lines and the Town’s 
water systems that serve Corinthian Hills.  The adequacy of these lines and future capacities would need to be 
confirmed prior to annexation and development.  Any upgrades or extensions of the systems to serve new 
development would be the financial responsibility of the developers. 
 
Community Services.  
 
The property now lies within the Summit School District and Lake Dillon Fire Rescue District.  These governmental 
agencies would continue to serve the property upon annexation.  Police protection would change from the Summit 
County Sheriff’s Department to the Dillon Police Department. 
 
Open Space, Parks, Recreation. 
 
Until a development proposal is approved, both parcels should be utilized for open space or recreational uses, 
whether in the ownership of the National Forest Service or others. 
 
Area 3:  Dillon Water Treatment Plant Area, adjacent to County Road 51. 
 
Description.  This area is located in the northeast corner of the existing community in close proximity to the Town’s 
water treatment plant. The landscape is characterized by a combination of uses including the treatment plant, the 
Forest Service work center, and the Town maintenance shops. While the neighborhood is characterized by light 
industrial and governmental uses, the surrounding neighborhood within Town limits is zoned RL, which is located on 
the south side of US 6.  The water plant and maintenance facility are zoned Public Facility There are three parcels in 
this area that should be considered for annexation.   
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Parcel 1 is a site north of the Town maintenance building that is owned by the Denver Water Board.  This site has 
slopes of approximately 10 to 20 percent and is located to the northeast of the cul-de-sac at the east end of Forest 
Canyon Road to the north. 
 
Parcel 2 contains the Forest Service work center located between the north side of County Road 51 and Forest 
Canyon Road.  This parcel is characterized by the remaining Lodgepole trees and a number of buildings used by the 
forest service to house their employees and provide storage for Forest Service uses.  
 
Parcel 3 is Denver Water Board land that lies on the north side of County Road 51, west of the intersection of County 
Road 51 and Forest Canyon Road.  This parcel is located downhill from the road, and is characterized by a north-
facing slope with Lodgepole pines. 
 
Land Use.   
 
Appropriate uses for this area include low to medium density residential development. Residential uses could provide 
housing for either citizens of the community and/or employees of the Town and other public entities.   An alternative 
use could expand Town or county maintenance facilities or provide additional new facilities.  This may include shops, 
storage, water tanks, or other similar uses.  Since all three sites have some remaining tree stands and moderate 
slopes, the intensity of development should not be such that the natural characteristics of any of the sites are 

destroyed.  Characteristics of development for these sites should include: 
 

 Development should work with the existing contours of the land and not be placed in a manner that would 
require extensive cut or fill slopes. 

 Development should be concentrated on those portions of the sites that are under 20% in slope and 
clustered if necessary to maintain the critical natural features of the sites. 
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 Development should not be placed in a manner that would significantly impact the existing natural character 
of the site. 

 
Any proposed development shall be processed through the Town’s Planning and Zoning process, at which time the 
appropriate zoning district shall be assigned.  The density allowed for residential uses should be determined prior to 
annexation and contained within an annexation agreement, as the underlying RL or RM zoning districts may each 
allow density that is greater than the carrying capacity of any specific parcel.  Each site should be evaluated on its 
own merits and a density determined that will preserve the natural characteristics of the site.  Zoning and densities 
should be compatible with the goals of the Comprehensive Plan. Densities lower than that recommended in the 
underlying zoning districts would be appropriate if non-resident housing is proposed, while densities close to those 
recommended in the underlying zoning districts are appropriate for restricted resident housing developments. 
 
Transportation.  
 
The area is not well served by existing public streets, with the exception of County Road 51 which borders all three 
sites and provides access to the water treatment plant, maintenance shops, forest service work center, and the 
Forest Service trail accesses further to the east. This road is and existing asphalt road owned and maintained by the 
Town of Dillon which could accommodate additional traffic from these areas.    However, the access to Highway 6 is 
awkward with limited site lines for turning onto Evergreen Street located at the west end of the road. 
 
Utility Provisions.    
 
These sites would be served by the joint sewer authority sewer lines, and by Town of Dillon water lines that are 
located within or adjacent to the three sites.  The adequacy of these lines and future capacities would need to be 
reconfirmed prior to annexation and development.  Any required upgrades or extensions of the systems necessary to 
serve the sites will be the financial responsibility of the developers. 
 
Community Services.  
 
These parcels are within the Summit School District and Lake Dillon Fire Rescue District.  These governmental 
agencies would continue to serve the parcels upon annexation.  Police protection would change from the Summit 
County Sheriff’s Department to the Dillon Police Department.   
 
Open Space, Parks, Recreation. 
 
There are no specific needs for the preservation of open space or parks or recreational facilities that have been 
identified for these sites. Recreational needs and improvements should be evaluated in greater detail prior to the 
annexation of the parcel.  Development should be planned to preserve critical open space parcels and provide 
improved recreational facilities. 
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II. Areas excluded from the Annexation Plan Boundary: 
 
There are only three areas currently under consideration for the Town’s annexation plans. However, there were a 
number of areas located within three miles of the Town that were considered for inclusion but are not practical to 
include in the plan at this time.  These are shown on Exhibit “A”, and represent a number of existing subdivisions and 
other parcels that are excluded due to difficulty in providing services or other critical factors.  Various areas within 
three miles of the Town that relate to other communities or are difficult to provide services to have also been left out 
of the three mile plan for Dillon, and include Ptarmigan Subdivision, Wildernest, Mesa Cortina and other similar areas. 
The areas excluded, and the reasons why they have been excluded are as follows: 
 
Area E1. Dillon Reservoir.  The Dillon Peninsula and several other lands along the shore already are within the 
Town limits.  It is not planned to annex any additional lands from the Dillon Reservoir.  The reservoir is owned and 
operated by the Denver Water Board and offers little or no potential for future development.  
 
Area E2. Dillon Valley.  Dillon Valley, north of the Dillon Town Core between Highway 6 and Interstate 70, is an 
existing residential community presently served by all necessary urban services and represented by a homeowners 
association.  Dillon Valley has not been included in the three mile plan for annexations primarily because it is already 
developed at urban levels, and is served by urban services. 
 
Area E3. Piney Acres: This area is located immediately north of the Town of Dillon and accessed from County Road 
739.  This area is dominated by 1/2 acre lots with single family residential development occurring on most parcels.  
Piney Acres is adjacent to and relates closely to Dillon Valley as it is accessed from the same major intersection and 
has similar types of urban services.  This area has been excluded from consideration for annexation because it is an 
existing neighborhood which contains adequate public services in relationship to the area’s needs. 
 
Area E4. Town of Silverthorne:  The Town of Silverthorne is located to the west and northwest of Dillon, and has 
been left out of the area designated for future annexation because municipalities cannot annex land within another 
municipality. 
 
Area E5. Dam Road (Dillon to Frisco):  The area west of the Dillon Dam, along the Dillon Dam Road to the Town of 
Frisco, is characterized by forest service lands that serve the recreational needs of the county and state as a whole.  
This area would be difficult for the Town to serve, and should be preserved for recreational purposes.  It will not be 
included in those areas designated for future annexation. 
 
Area E6. Summerwood:  Summerwood is an existing residential subdivision southeast of the Town of Dillon that 
contains some multifamily units, but is dominated primarily by single family residential development.  Summerwood 
contains private paved streets, and is served by a public water and sewer system. Summerwood has not been 
included in those areas appropriate for annexation because the Town does not anticipate annexing any existing 
subdivisions that have adequate public facilities already in place. 
 
Area E7. Summit Cove/Swan Meadow: The Summit Cove/Swan Meadow areas are existing subdivisions located 
south of the intersection of Swan Mountain Road and Highway 6 approximately one and one half miles east of the 
existing Town boundaries.  The Summit Cove/Swan Meadow area is characterized by urban levels of development 
and includes single family, modular housing and multifamily housing in a concentrated area. This area has not been 
included in the Town of Dillon’s potential annexation plan because it represents an existing neighborhood that has all 
necessary public facilities already in place. 
 
Area E8. Keystone:  The Keystone area is a concentrated resort development located approximately three miles 
from the existing Dillon municipal limits.  Keystone is a combination of multifamily housing, single family housing, and 
commercial development concentrated at the base of the Keystone Ski area.  A number of recreational facilities exist 
at Keystone including the ski area, two golf courses, a tennis facility, and an ice skating pond.  Keystone is an 
existing Summit County PUD and has all necessary urban services and facilities in place.  Even though the future 
development of Keystone will have a major effect on the Town of Dillon, it has not been included in the areas to be 
considered for future annexation because Keystone does not require any additional public facilities be provided by 
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the Town of Dillon.  An extension of the Town’s jurisdiction and facilities is not currently warranted.  While it has been 
determined that the Keystone area should not be included in the annexation plan at the present time, there are a 
number of community benefits and goals that could be achieved by either annexing Keystone into the Town of Dillon, 
or consolidation of the two communities. The potential for annexation should continue to be evaluated, and the 
annexation of this area kept open for future boards and commissions to consider. 
 
Area E9. Blue River Park Area: The Blue River Park area contains an existing park  at the base of Dillon Dam, the 
Blue River, the Summit County Fairgrounds, and some vacant parcels on the west side of the Blue River. This area 
would be better served by public infrastructure and access by the Town of Silverthorne.  This area has been excluded 
from the plan as it offers no great benefit through annexation to the Town of Dillon. 
 
Area E10.  Forest Service land (northeast):  The forest service land above the Oro Grande Trail has been left out 
of the annexation plan because the Town believes this area should be retained by the Forest Service for recreational 
purposes.   Providing public facilities to the area above the Oro Grande Trail would be difficult.  A new water system 
would have to be constructed with a new water tank to serve this area because it is above the top of the existing 
water tanks. This area represents an asset for the county and would only be considered for annexation if the federal 
government decided to dispose of the land, and the Town would consider annexation as a means of controlling land 
use in this area. 
 
C. AMENDMENTS AND ANNUAL UPDATE: 

 
Colorado Revised Statute requires that the Town’s plan for annexation be updated on an annual basis.  It should be 
the responsibility of the Town to evaluate this plan in January of each year, and to either make necessary updates or 
to readopt this plan in February or March following their evaluation. 
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Town of Dillon 

Kanderson@townofdillon.com 

970.333.0015 

     REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 

for 

USFS LAND PLAN 

January 7, 2020  

 

 

 

 

 

Proposals Due:  

January 26, 2021 by 4:00pm MST/MDT 

 

Overview 

The Town of Dillon and Summit County Government (“Town/County”) are soliciting bids from qualified 

Architectural/Planning Firms (“Contractors”) to provide Land Planning services to create (2) two conceptual site plans 

for workforce housing on the US Forest Service Administrative Site (“USFS Parcel”). The USFS Parcel is a 9.18-acre 

site located adjacent to the northern limits of the Town of Dillon, in unincorporated Summit County. This parcel has 

been identified in the Snake River Master Plan as a site for affordable workforce housing and the Town/County are 

hoping to develop the site for workforce housing. The property is situated between CR 51, the Dillon Valley 

Neighborhood, Denver Water Property, and Town of Dillon Public Works Facilities. The property is currently used 

as an administrative site for the US Forest Service and contains three single family homes, bunk houses for USFS 

employees, a large boneyard accessed year-round, a Maintenance garage that needs to be accessed year-round, and 

parking for USFS vehicles. Per the 2018 Farm Bill the USFS is permitted to lease administrative land to achieve 

management objectives including housing.  In 2019 the Town/County partnered with Norris Design and others to do 

a preliminary design charrette for the site for workforce housing.  The Design Charrette included three conceptual 

density options of 122, 190 and 357 units. Housing types in the charrette included townhomes, apartments, duplexes 

and dormitory style housing. The Town/County are looking to refine the housing concepts identified in the Design 

Charrette and provide more detailed land planning for the site as outlined in the Scope of Work.  
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USFS Parcel 

 
 

 

 

Site Info: 

• Approx. 9.18-acre Site 

• Site access is from CR 51 and Evergreen Rd. 

• Site currently contains: three single family homes, Bunk houses and movable trailers, a large boneyard 

accessed year-round, a Maintenance garage that needs to be accessed year-round, and parking for USFS 

vehicles.  

• Sanitary Sewer provider is likely to be the Town of Dillon. 

• Water Service provider is likely to be the Town of Dillon. 

• The proposed program is flexible except for USFS staff needs which include:  

o Providing a bunkhouse with 20-25 beds (could be seasonal housing, dorm, quad component 

Incorporating 2-single family, townhome and/or duplex homes 

o Maintain a .5-acre boneyard (Could be offsite) 

o Provide a 5,000-sf warehouse (Could be offsite) 

• Three concept plans were created during a Design Charrette for the Site completed in July 2019.  

• (Exhibit C)   

 

No reimbursement whatsoever will be made by Town for any costs incurred by potential Contractors related to the 

preparation or presentation of proposals. 

 

Contact Kerstin Anderson, for additional project information at Kanderson@townofdillon.com 
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Scope of Services 

 

Provide cost, schedule and methodology to work with the Town/County to create (2) two conceptual site plan 

designs of different project densities.  One site plan will target a density of 150 or more rental units and the other 

will target 225 or more rental units.   Also include the cost to provide conceptual grading plan, building elevations 

and floor plans that would go along with the site plans.    

 

The proposal should outline an approach to the needs listed below and shall include an estimated range of the total 

costs to perform the work along with a timeline and meeting schedule associated with the Project.  The Town / 

County needs and conceptual project program plan includes: 

 

• Incorporating quality community and outdoor space into the designs 

• Project shielding from adjacent homes 

• A variety of rental housing types and AMI price points 

o Shared living concepts i.e. dormitory, quad-plex or bunk house concepts 

o Apartments 80% AMI and below 

o 100% AMI rentals 

• Maximize Solar Orientation and green building techniques 

• 2-3 story max building height’s 

• Ample storage for tenants 

• Project construction phasing from West to East 

• 3 meetings with staff and 2 meetings/ presentations with Council and/or BOCC 

 

Contractor shall furnish all labor, transportation, and incidentals necessary to perform the work. 

 

Work shall be completed as set forth in a contract for this project to be negotiated with the Town based upon the 

contractor’s written proposal.  

 

Attachments: 

• Exhibit A – Property Location Map 

• Exhibit B – Housing Needs Assessment 

• Exhibit C – Charrette Concept Plans 

 

Date and time of service  

Work shall be completed by March 31, 2021.  

  

Indemnification and Insurance  

Contractor shall indemnify and hold harmless the Town from and against all claims, damages, losses, and expenses 

arising out of or resulting from acts or omissions of the Contractor, Contractor’s sub-contractors or otherwise arising 

out of the performance of services by Contractor.  No later than seven (7) days following the execution of an 

Independent Contractor Agreement between the Town and Contractor, the Contractor shall provide the Town with 

certificates of insurance evidencing the types and amounts of insurance specified below: 

 

• Standard Workers’ Compensation as required by law in the State of Colorado; and 

• Comprehensive General Liability Insurance for operations and contractual liability adequate to cover the 

liability assumed hereunder with limits of not less than $400,000 on account of any one person and $1.2 Million 

for each occurrence of property damage and personal injury; and 

• Automobile Liability insurance in those instances where Contractor uses an automobile, regardless of 

ownership, for the performance of the Services.  Contractor shall carry insurance, written on the comprehensive 
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automobile form insuring all owned and non-owned automobiles with limits of not less than $400,000 (bodily 

injury per person), $400,000 (each accident) and $400,000 (property damage).   

 

Insurance coverage shall not be reduced below the limits described above or cancelled without the Town’s written 

approval of such reduction or cancellation. Certificates of such insurance, of agents and subcontractors, shall be 

provided to the Town upon request. With regard to all insurance, such insurance shall: 

• Be primary insurance to the full limits of liability herein before stated and, should Town have other valid 

insurance, Town insurance shall be excess insurance only; and 

• Not cancelled without thirty (30) days prior written notice to the Town. 

 

Proposal Format 

Costs for performing services outlined in this request for proposals shall be clearly stated to allow the 

Town/County to effectively evaluate each proposal.  

 

Refinements and Improvements 

Applicants should feel free during the proposal submission process to provide any suggestions or comments that might 

be advantageous for the Town/County to consider in terms of any efficiencies, issues or processes.  The Town/County 

is not committed to any single scenario, but efficiency of resources and minimizing impacts are critical in completing 

this work. 

 

The following pages contain the RFP instructions and owners’ requirements. 

 

Part I - ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION 

 

 

A. Issuing Officer 

This Request for Proposals (“RFP”) is issued by the Town.  For questions, please contact Kerstin Anderson, 

Kanderson@townofdillon.com 

 

B. Purpose 

This RFP provides prospective contractors with sufficient information to prepare and submit proposals for 

consideration by the Town/County. To be considered responsive, each proposal must provide for completion of the 

tasks outlined in the RFP. 

 

C. Scope 

This RFP contains the instructions governing the proposals to be submitted and the materials to be included therein. 

These are mandatory requirements that must be met to be eligible for consideration. 

 

D.  Scheduling 

Proposals must be submitted via email to Kanderson@townofdillon.com by January, 26 2020 no later than 4:00pm 

MST/MDT. The proposal should outline the schedule for commencement of service.   

 

E. Inquiries and Questions 

Prospective applicants are welcome to make inquiries and ask questions concerning the RFP to obtain clarification of 

the any requirements or schedule a site visit to the properties.  Direct all inquiries to: 

 

 Kerstin Anderson, Kanderson@townofdillon.com 

 

 

 

mailto:Kanderson@townofdillon.com
mailto:Kanderson@townofdillon.com
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Time Schedule: 

 

Thursday, January 7, 2021 Request for Proposals publicly advertised and posted on Town website 

 

Tuesday, January 12, 2021 Deadline for all Questions 

 

Tuesday, January 19, 2021 All Questions, Comments and Responses to Questions posted by the Town at Bids and 

Proposals on https://www.townofdillon.com/town-government/departments/planning-development-

department/request-for-proposals-for-usfs-land-plan 
 

Tuesday, January 26 2021 Proposals must be submitted via email to Kerstin Anderson @ 

Kanderson@townofdillon.com  no later than 4:00 p.m. MST/MDT. 

 

Tuesday, January 26, 2021 Official Bid Opening at 4:05 p.m. 

 

Thursday, January 28, 2021 Interview with short-listed Proposers if necessary 

 

Monday February 1, 2021 Contract negotiations (week of) 

 

Wednesday, February 10, 2021 Notice of Award and send Unsuccessful Bidder letter (email) to all proposers 

 

F. Instructions for Submission of Proposals 

It is imperative, when submitting a proposal, that the outside of the submission email be addressed as follows and with 

appropriate text in the email subject line and text in the top few lines of the body of the email: 

 

Email Address: Kanderson@Townofdillon.com 

 

Subject Line Text: 

<Vendor’s Name> - Proposal for:  

USFS Parcel Land Planning  

 

Body Text: 

ATTN: Kerstin Anderson 

Town of Dillon 

Proposal for: USFS Parcel Land Planning 

 

 1.  Contractor's company name 

2.  Contact name and phone number 

 

G. Late Proposals 

It is the responsibility of each vendor submitting a proposal to ensure that emailed proposals arrive to the Town by 

4:00 p.m. MST/MDT on January 26, 2021. 

 

H. Proprietary Information 

Any restrictions on the use of data contained within a proposal must be clearly stated in the proposal itself. 

 

I. Response Material Ownership 

All materials submitted regarding this RFP become the property of the Town and will only be returned at the Town's 

option.  

 

https://www.townofdillon.com/town-government/departments/planning-development-department/request-for-proposals-for-usfs-land-plan
https://www.townofdillon.com/town-government/departments/planning-development-department/request-for-proposals-for-usfs-land-plan
mailto:Kanderson@townofdillon.com
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J. Incurring Costs 

The Town is not liable for any costs incurred by those who have submitted proposals prior to issuance of a signed 

contract. 

 

K. Acceptance of Proposal Content 

The contents from the selected contractor’s proposal will become contractual obligations if a subsequent agreement is 

reached. Failure of the successful contractor to accept these obligations may result in cancellation of the award and 

such contractor may be removed from future solicitations. 

 

L. Acceptance Time 

The Town intends to make a proposal selection within 20 business days after the closing date for receipt of proposals.  

 

M. Budget 

Costs for performing Land Planning services must be included in the proposals and should be clearly stated to allow 

the Town to effectively evaluate each proposal.  

 

PART II – PROPOSAL CONTENT 

 

The proposal submitted must clearly address the requirements outlined in the RFP.  Any concerns that the contactor 

may have about meeting these requirements shall be specifically identified in the proposal. 

 

Scope of Work 

Provide an outline of the contractor’s understanding of the project.  Summarize the basic approach to providing the 

services, and any recommendations on improving efficiencies in the process.   

 

Qualifications 

Contractor shall furnish a summary of experience on similar projects and be prepared to provide examples.  Include a 

brief description of past and current projects. Each summary shall include a brief project description and name, address 

and phone number of a local contact person involved in the project.  The statement of qualifications should also provide 

a summary of contractor's ability to successfully complete the requirements of this RFP.  The statement of qualification 

shall be brief but shall include at a minimum the following: 

 

1. A brief history and profile of your firm and its experience providing Land Planning services for similar 

projects in Summit County.  

 

PART III – PROPOSAL EVALUATION AND SELECTION 

 

The Town intends to engage the most qualified contractor available for this assignment while minimizing the costs to 

the Town. Responsiveness to the RFP will be a principle basis for evaluation.  Proposals shall provide a straightforward 

and concise presentation adequate to satisfy the requirements of the RFP.  The proposal should clearly express the 

contractor's understanding of the Town's specific requirements, indicating the contractor's qualifications to conduct 

this service in a thorough and efficient manner.  

 

Failure to disclose a conflict of interest is a misdemeanor criminal offense under Colorado Law. Such conflict may 

arise if any public official exercises any substantial discretionary function in connection with a government contract, 

purchase, payment or other pecuniary transaction without necessary disclosures as defined by Colorado Revised 

Statutes (C.R.S.) Section 18-8-308 as amended. 
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Selection Process.   

 

1. The Town reserves the right to reject any and all proposals, to consider alternatives, to waive irregularities and 

to re-solicit proposals. 

2. The Town reserves the right to conduct such investigations of, and discussions with, those who have submitted 

proposals (“Proponents”) or other entities as it deems necessary to assist in the evaluation of any proposal or to 

secure maximum clarification and completeness of any proposal. 

3. All proposals submitted must be valid for a minimum period of ninety (90) days after the date of the proposal 

opening.  Each Proponent must submit with the proposal a list of all subcontractors, independent contractors or 

sub-consultants employed or proposed to be employed by the Proponent in the performance of the contract. 

4. Selection of a contractor will be made at the sole discretion of the Town. The Town may consider the following 

criteria when evaluating proposals that includes but is not limited to:   

a. Cost; 

b. The reputation, experience and efficiency of the Proponent; 

c. The ability of the Proponent to perform the contract or provide the goods and services within the time 

specified; 

d. The comparative quality of the goods and services bid; 

e. The Proponent’s performance under previous contracts with the Town; 

f. The number and scope of conditions attached to the proposal; 

g. The Proponent’s interest in the project, as well as their understanding of the project scope and the specific 

requirements of the Town/County; and 

h. The application of all of the above criteria to any sub-consultants, subcontractors or products to be utilized 

by the Proponent. 

5. Contract negotiations will take place with the most qualified contractor. The Town reserves the right to incorporate 

specific contract provisions into the Proponent’s standard contract if the Towns standard contract cannot be used. 

Such provisions include but are not limited to insurance and indemnification provisions and governmental 

immunity provisions. If a contract cannot be negotiated, the negotiations will be terminated in writing and 

negotiations will begin with the next most qualified contractor.    
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 Executive Summary 

Introduct ion 

Colorado’s mountain and resort communities have become synonymous with 
almost entirely out-of-reach housing costs, a housing supply constrained by land, 
labor shortages, high construction costs, and the second homeowner market, as 
well as an ever-expanding commute shed. 

Part of the challenge has been understanding how much housing is needed and 
what people are looking for versus how much it costs to build. Another part of the 
challenge has been establishing uniform (and coordinated) housing policies, 
strategies, and funding approaches to get the housing built. Both parts of the 
challenge have inspired many to devote their careers to documenting, advocating, 
and solving these perennial problems. 

Background 

In the decade following the housing market’s crash, the so-called “recovery” 
yielded few economic gains for the workforce and ushered in newer, more 
fundamentally-challenging problems. In 2013, Summit County completed a 
comprehensive study of its workforce and community needs and gaps. In 2016, 
the data and gaps were updated to provide more current guidance to stakeholders 
and decision-makers for aligning effective workforce housing strategies and tools. 

This study, commissioned by the Summit Combined Housing Authority and 
partners (Summit County, Town of Breckenridge, Town of Frisco, Town of 
Silverthorne, and Town of Dillon), reexamines the housing conditions of the 
county and documents the following: 1) update where (and how much) housing 
gaps persist for catching up and keeping up with demand; and 2) update the 
economic and demographic characteristics of housing supply and demand. 

A survey was fielded to residents and workers of Summit County, an effort that 
yielded more than 1,700 responses. Along with this robust primary data, 
secondary data were also collected and analyzed to arrive at the following major 
conclusions, including programmatic recommendations as to the housing type and 
preferences desired by the County’s population in need. 

  



Summit County Housing Needs Update 

2  

Definition of Affordability 

Area median income (AMI) identifies the household income at 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 this analysis, data are examined at these different levels to isolate and 
identify gaps of inventory, needs, and preferences. In the implementation of 
policy, AMI metrics defined by the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD), as shown below, are used to qualify a household to be the 
beneficiary of an affordable, deed-restricted, or subsidized ownership or rental 
housing unit.  

In 2019, Summit County’s AMI (identified by HUD) for a 4-person household was 
$89,100. Table 1 illustrates income levels by household and housing unit sizes. 
Maximum affordable monthly rent and maximum affordable housing sale prices 
are displayed assuming an affordability of 30 percent monthly household income. 

The analysis that follows calculates metrics (housing gaps, supply, demand, and 
preferences) from less than 30 percent AMI to 120 percent AMI and higher. Data 
limitations make the manipulation and evaluation of higher income categories 
problematic. 

Table 1. Summit County AMI and Affordability by Household/Unit Size, 2019 

 

 

  

60% 80% 100% 120% 60% 80% 80% 100% 120%

Unit/Houshold Size
Studio (1 person) $37,440 $49,920 $62,400 $74,880 $936 $1,248 $171,912 $231,641 $291,370
1 bed (1.5 person) $40,110 $53,480 $66,850 $80,220 $1,003 $1,337 $188,950 $252,938 $316,927
2 bed (3 person) $48,120 $64,160 $80,200 $96,240 $1,203 $1,604 $240,064 $316,831 $393,598
3 bed (4.5 person) $55,620 $74,160 $92,700 $111,240 $1,391 $1,854 $287,924 $376,656 $465,388
4 bed (6 person) $62,040 $82,720 $103,400 $124,080 $1,551 $2,068 $328,892 $427,866 $526,839

Source: SCHA; HUD; Economic & Planning Systems

    

Income Max Rent Max Purchase Price
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Summary of  F ind ings 

This summary highlights the findings of the research, analysis, and process and is 
grouped into findings of supply, demand, market, affordability, and preferences.  

Housing Gaps 

The analysis of gaps represents 
conditions for 2018, the most 
recent year for which all datasets 
were available. The estimates of 
“net gaps” (presented later in this 
summary) adjust for affordable 
ownership and rental projects that 
were recently completed (i.e. 
since 2018) or have been under 
construction.  

As such, estimates presented in 
this report as “gross gaps” 
represent the year 2018, whereas 
“net gaps” represent an estimate 
for the year 2020.  

1. Summit and five 
surrounding counties have 
a collective gap of 2,400 
housing units.1 

At the center of this situation, 
Summit and Eagle counties 
generate housing demand 
(largely workforce-driven) that 
the region’s housing supply 
cannot meet. As a result, 
workers seek housing 
elsewhere. Lake County, 
among the historically “less 
expensive” housing markets, is now not only challenged by limited inventory, 
but by escalating prices, exacerbating longer commutes to more distant 
affordable housing markets. Over the next few years, this regional gap is 
projected to exceed 5,100 units.  

 
1 This regional analysis considered the workforce, commuting, and non-working resident population dynamics 
of Clear Creek, Eagle, Grand, Lake, Park, as well as Summit Counties. 

Figure 1. Current Housing Gaps  
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2. Factoring in affordable 
for-sale and rental 
projects under construction 
or recently-completed, 
Summit County has a 
current gap of 725 units.2 

For Summit County, the 
housing inventory is not large 
enough to accommodate the 
housing demand generated 
by its workforce. In addition 
to recently-completed and 
under construction project, 
this estimate also factors in 
out-commuters and non-
working residents. It does 
not, however, account for any 
in-commuting workers (or 
their households) who may 
wish to live in Summit 
County. Over the next few 
years, this gap is projected to 
expand to nearly 2,400 units, 
even accounting for the 
pipeline of affordable 
projects.3  

3. Upper Blue and Ten Mile 
have the largest housing gaps.  

Upper Blue has a current net gap of nearly 600 units, and Ten Mile has a net 
gap of 600 units. By 2023, Upper Blue’s net housing gap is projected to 
increase to nearly 1,200 units, and Ten Mile’s is projected to drop to 540 
units. Lower Blue and Snake River are currently “net suppliers” of housing for 
other areas, i.e. magnitudes of 200 and 290 units respectively. Lower Blue is 
projected to have a gap of 290 units by 2023, while Snake River could remain 
a net supplier of a small number of units (given a margin of error4 in the 
modeling).  

 
2 In the housing gaps analysis, there are estimates of “gross” and “net” housing inventory gaps. “Gross” gaps 
refer to the estimated housing inventory situation (i.e. an area that is a “net supplier” of housing or an area 
that has a gap of housing). Net estimates refer to estimates that account for affordable, income-restricted, or 
deed-restricted housing projects that have recently been completed or are currently under construction (since 
2018). 
3 Please refer to the pipeline discussion on page 29. 
4  Given the assumptions in the modeling of housing inventory gaps, it is recommended that the reader 
interpret these numbers not with a degree of precision, but with a margin of error + or – 50 units. 

Figure 2. Housing Gaps from Peak Employment by Basin 
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4. Thousands of rental units are needed to mitigate these gaps, now and 
in the future.  

The 730-unit net gap is comprised of a net supply of 700 owner units and a 
gap of more than 1,400 rental units. By 2023, this is estimated to be a net 
supply of 640 units and a net gap of 2,600 rental units. (Note: The analysis of 
gaps by tenure is complicated by programmatic limitations. For example, the 
gaps analysis shows substantial gaps in ownership inventory below 80 percent 
AMI. From a programmatic standpoint, however, practitioners find that 
underwriting and household financial limitations make affordable ownership 
solutions infeasible below this threshold. As such, the estimated ownership 
gaps below 80 percent AMI have been re-assigned to rental categories.)  

5. There is a small need for owner housing at 80 to 100 percent AMI.5  

There is a need for approximately 200 units of owner housing at the 80 to 100 
percent AMI category. This need is projected to remain relatively constant 
through 2023, and Upper Blue is projected to see a need for affordable owner 
housing between 100 and 120 percent AMI by 2023.  

6. There is a large need for renter housing at up to 80 percent AMI.  

The County currently needs approximately 2,900 units of rental housing 
affordable up to 80 percent AMI. By 2023, this gap is projected to grow to 
3,400 units, accounting for projects in the pipeline. 

7. The pipeline of affordable projects has a meaningful and positive 
impact on the housing inventory gaps.  

Not all of the findings of this study are sobering realities. There are 532 units 
in projects recently completed or under construction since 2018 that are 
accounted for by income and by tenure, and there are another 246 units of 
renter and owner affordable housing in the pipeline.  

  

 
5 Most administrators of housing programs engaged in qualifying households for deed-restricted ownership 
housing note that it is difficult to quality households earning less than 80 percent AMI. These results should be 
interpreted with this in mind. 
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Housing Demand 

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 has increased demand for permanent 
resident housing. 
Year-round businesses have added more than 700 jobs since 2016 and 3,100 
jobs since 2001. Year-round employment adds to economic security and 
stability for the County and region. In aggregate, year-round business 
accounted for nearly 18,000 of more than 21,000 jobs in the county. The 
challenge is that during peak season, when the seasonal workforce arrives, 
housing inventory shortages (and affordability challenges) are exacerbated. 

9. Industry shifts. 
While the County recovered 
its pre-recession peak 
employment by 2018, gains 
in some industries have 
overshadowed losses or 
stagnation in others. 

On one hand (illustrated in 
Figure 3), overall 
employment gains have 
been largely attributable to 
the gains in arts, 
entertainment, and recreation, 
as well as health care. 
There have also been net 
gains in educational services 
and administrative services. 

On the other hand, the 
sectors of construction, IT, 
finance, and real estate all 
had more jobs in 2001 than 
they do today. Job levels in 
retail and accommodations 
and food service have 
remained relatively stagnant.  

10. Retirement of resident workforce places additional constraint on housing.  
Analysis of historical trends also shows that since 2000, the population of 
individuals over the age of 65 has quadrupled. The over 65 population has 
increased by more than 1,000 individuals in Lower Blue since 2000, a 
reflection of the considerably lower housing prices in that area.  

Figure 3. Industry Shifts, 2001-2018 
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Housing Supply 

Housing gaps are the result of lack of inventory, limited land, and a lack of 
availability (through second homeownership or use of housing as short-term rentals).  

11. Local permanent residents are being squeezed out of the County’s 
housing stock. 

Analysis of U.S. Census American Community Survey (ACS) and the 
Department of Local Affairs (DOLA) State Demographer data indicate a 
troubling trend. Since 2010, the inventory of housing has grown from 
approximately 29,900 units to 31,400 units, but this is accounted for by an 
increase in 2,800 units vacant for seasonal use and a decrease in 1,300 
occupied housing units.6  

12. Occupied inventory loss is impacting owner-occupied housing 
predominately. 

The number of owner-occupied households dropped from 7,600 to 6,400 
between 2010 and 2017, while the number of renter-occupied households 
remained a steady 3,100.  

13. Non-locals purchased 35 percent of all new inventory in the last three 
years alone. 

Of the 1,300 units built in Summit County during the last three years, nearly 
500 units were purchased by out-of-county property owners.7   

14. Short term rentals (STR) are a major constraint on housing supply.8 

An analysis of online listings in Summit County reveals that 9,800 units are 
being listed for short-term rental purposes.9 That accounts for 50 percent of 
the entire vacant housing inventory and a third of the entire County housing 
inventory.  

  

 
6 Data are not available to identify what portion of these “vacant, for seasonal use” units are being used as 
short-term rental properties. 
7 Local ownership is defined as when the property owner mailing address is in Summit County. Non-local 
ownership was designated when the property owner county mailing address was anything else. 
8 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. 
9 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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Housing Affordability 

The unaffordability of housing in Colorado’s mountain resort communities is well-
documented. That those who work to keep these economic engines running must 
endure such housing cost burden simultaneously has a negative impact on the 
regional economy. 

15. Second homeowners dictate prices in the housing market. 

The County’s housing market has more than recaptured its pre-recession 
peaks in terms of price per square foot, but these are not affordability levels 
for the local workforce. Between 2016 and 2018 alone, prices escalated at 12 
percent per year in the county (from $377 per square foot to $474 per square 
foot), ranging from 10 percent per year in Upper Blue (from $438 per square 
foot to $526 per square foot) to 16 percent per year in Snake River (from 
$336 per square foot to $450 per square foot).  

16. Increases to workforce housing inventory have facilitated a positive 
trend in commuting patterns. 

The two sides of successful economic development are an increase in jobs 
(and economic activity) and an increase in demand for housing. When the 
market alone cannot supply (available or affordable) housing to meet these 
needs, workers look elsewhere. On the other hand, as the public and public-
private sector interventions (deed-restricted housing or affordable rentals, 
such as Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) projects) occur as they have 
in the county, the portion of jobs held by local residents can increase. It can 
be seen that, since 2002, that there has been an increase in the number of 
local resident/local workers (from approximately 5,000 to nearly 7,800).  
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Housing Preferences and Trade-Offs 

17. The Spanish-speaking community is much more “housing vulnerable” 
than the general population, with lower incomes, higher housing 
costs, and higher prevalence of renting and concerns over 
substandard housing.  

Among Spanish-speaking respondents, 84 percent earn less than 80 percent 
AMI, compared to 33 percent of the non-Spanish-speaking population. This 
group also has a higher incidence of cost burden, with an average of 44 
percent of income spent on housing, compared to 21 percent for non-Spanish 
speakers. 

Seventy-two percent of this population are renters, compared to 31 percent of 
non-Spanish speaking respondents, and they live in smaller units (average of 
2.0 bedrooms) and more crowded housing situations (average of 2.0 persons 
per bedroom), compared to non-Spanish speakers (average 2.6 bedrooms and 
1.1 persons per bedroom).  

Among Spanish speakers, 45 percent identified safety concerns with their 
housing as a major or minor issue, compared to 22 percent of non-Spanish 
speakers; 47 percent rated mold as a major or minor issue, compared to 16 
percent; and 30 percent identified roof leaks, compared to 15 percent of non-
Spanish speakers. 

18. Working adults with children who are cost-burdened are more likely 
to be renters, and are spending, on average, over half of their income 
on housing.  

Half of cost-burdened working adults with children living at home are renting 
their home, compared to 14 percent of those who are not cost burdened. 
Almost 60 percent of the cost-burdened group earns less than 80 percent AMI 
(area median income), and this group spends an average of 55 percent of 
their income on housing. The cost-burdened group also has greater safety 
concerns – they are twice as likely as those who are not cost burdened to 
identify safety as a concern in their residence. 

19. Working adults without children who are cost-burdened are much 
more likely to be low income, and are spending an average of half of 
their income on housing. 

While general household and housing characteristics are similar between the 
cost-burdened and non-cost burdened populations, approximately 70 percent 
of cost-burdened households are earning less than 80 percent AMI. In addition 
to having lower incomes than the non-cost burdened group, average housing 
costs for the cost-burdened cohort are higher, and they are spending, on 
average, 50 percent of their income on housing. 
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20. The population that is retired or soon to retire is in a uniquely 
vulnerable position, as their income is likely to decrease (or 
disappear) with retirement. 

This cohort has similar housing characteristics, however the cost-burdened 
population is paying almost twice as much in housing costs as those who are 
not cost-burdened. Over half of cost-burdened households earn less than 80 
percent AMI, and pay an average of 56 percent of their income on housing. As 
this group moves into retirement, this burden is only likely to grow. 

21.  Residents are generally looking to save between 15 and 30 percent of 
their housing costs to live in deed-restricted housing, and are willing 
to accept different housing types than their general preferences if 
savings are realized.  

There is an overall willingness to live in smaller units (generally only 1 
bedroom or 1 bathroom less than overall preferences), and more acceptance 
of apartments among lower-income cohorts, and duplexes and townhome 
units among all groups. The savings required to make this tradeoff range from 
$230 to $600 for rent and from $290 to $585 for mortgage payments, 
depending on the population. Required savings are generally lowest for the 
retired/soon to retire population, and highest for working adults with children.  
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 Housing Gaps 

The findings of this technical analysis are presented in the context of a 6-county 
area, within the County, by tenure, and by income. They include estimates of 
areas that have housing gaps (i.e. deficit or need) and estimates of areas that are 
“net suppliers” (i.e. are meeting housing demands from other geographies).  

The methodology (detailed below) 
utilizes the following layers drawing a 
linear relationship between employment 
and housing: 1) Wage and salary 
employment; 2) Proprietors; 3) Out-
commuters; 4) In-commuters (netted 
out); 5) Multiple job holdings; 6) Non-
working residents; and 7) Ratio of 
population to occupied housing (i.e. 
household size). 

Layers of Analysis 

Layer 1. At a cross-county level, this 
layer estimates the magnitudes of 
reliance each county has on the 
commute shed.  

Layer 2. Within Summit County, 
estimates of housing gaps are 
presented for Lower Blue, Snake River, 
Upper Blue, and Ten Mile. 

Layer 3. For each basin, and the 
County as a whole, detailed estimates 
of housing gaps (versus net supplier) 
are presented by tenure by AMI.  

Figure 4. Layers of Gaps in Analysis 
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Housing Gaps Methodology 

EPS’s gaps methodology examines layers of local demand (i.e. demand specifically 
by geography) against housing supply by tenure by income by geography.  

• Wage & Salary Employment. The primary component of local demand uses 
establishment-level data from the Colorado Department of Labor and 
Employment (CDLE). Jobs (subsequently, resulting housing demand) are 
estimated by basin. Industry wage distributions are converted to household 
income (i.e. AMI) equivalency using primary survey data, such as multiple 
job-holdings and jobs per household.  

• Proprietors. Two sources of data on sole proprietorships were examined: the 
Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) and the Census Non-Employer Statistics. 
This layer in the gaps analysis also incorporates a multiple job-holding factor 
to account for the number of job-holders with either more than one 
proprietorship or a wage and salary job as well as a sole proprietorship. 

• Out-Commuters. Individuals living in an analysis area but working elsewhere 
are incorporated as a primary component of housing demand for an area. For 
example, an individual living in Snake River but working in Upper Blue creates 
demand in Snake River. Data used in this calculation come from the U.S. 
Census Longitudinal Employee-Household Dynamics (LEHD). 

• In-Commuters. In-commuters are netted out of the overall housing demand 
calculation (i.e. they are factored out of the wage and salary calculation). As 
such, they represent an additional layer of potential demand. Survey data, as 
presented in this report, provides the best indication of the percent of whom 
may wish to live in Summit County. Data used in this calculation come from 
the U.S. Census Longitudinal Employee-Household Dynamics (LEHD). 

• Non-Working Population. The non-working population is comprised of children 
under 16 years, over 65, those not in the workforce between the ages of 16 
and 65, as well as any institutionalized populations (such as group quarters or 
senior living). Data used in this calculation come from the U.S. Census 
American Community Survey (ACS) and ESRI Business Analyst.  

• Multiple Job Holdings. To account for the dynamics of the local workforce, 
survey data on multiple job-holdings is factored into the employment-based 
components of housing demand above.  

• Ratio of Population to Housing. This factor is similar, but not identical, to the 
average household size. It is a ratio of the total population to the number of 
housing units that is applied to the total housing demand.  

• Housing Inventory. This is the sole housing supply layer used in the gaps 
analysis. The level of granularity includes the distribution of occupied 
ownership units by AMI categories and the distribution of occupied rental units 
by AMI category. Data used in this calculation come from the U.S. Census 
American Community Survey (ACS) and ESRI Business Analyst. 
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Housing Gaps 

The findings of the gaps analysis is presented sequentially to allow the reader an 
opportunity to interpret how various layers of the analysis are addressed.  

• Layers. The findings are presented 1) regionally (see Table 2); 2) by basin 
(see Table 3); and 3) by tenure by income by basin (see Table 5).  

• Gross and Net Gaps. Findings are presented in “gross” and “net” terms to 
account for the impact that projects recently-completed, under construction, 
and in the pipeline have on the estimated need (see Table 5 and Table 7, 
respectively). (See also the discussion below under the heading “Terminology”.)  

• Programmatic Limitations. Findings are further refined to reflect 
programmatic limitations – specifically, that because owner gaps below 80 
percent AMI cannot be viably addressed through new construction, all 
estimates of owner housing below 80 percent AMI is reassigned to renter gaps 
(see Table 6 and Table 8, respectively).  

Terminology 

The following terms are important for understanding the granularity of findings 
presented in this section. 

• Gaps. This means that the supply of housing in an area is not meeting the 
demands of the local workforce and non-working permanent residents. It 
means that the area relies on other areas (within or outside the region) to 
meet those demands. 

• Net Supplier. This means that the supply of housing in an area not only 
meets the housing demands coming from the local workforce and its non-
working residents, but is also meeting the housing demands from another 
area or region. In this analysis, it does not mean that this housing is vacant. 

• Gross Gaps. These are the raw estimates of housing need. They are 
presented to highlight the magnitude of housing needs without the impact 
that projects recently completed, under construction, and in the pipeline have 
on estimated need. 

• Net Gaps. These are refined estimates of housing need. They account for 
projects recently completed, under construction, and in the pipeline. Projects 
included in the 2018 estimates account for public- or private-sector 
developments completed between the beginning of 2018 and the end of 2019 
(or are still under construction).10  As such, they are more accurately a 2020 

 
10 Affordable housing projects netted out of the existing “gross” housing gaps analysis include: Basecamp 
Shops and Residences, Blue 52 Townhomes, Breckenridge Outdoor Education Center, Colorado Mountain 
Express, Copper Point Townhomes, COTO Flats, Coyote Village Townhomes, Denison Commons, Dillon Ridge 
Apartments, Huron Landing, Lincoln Park at the Wellington, Mary Ruth Place, Moose Landing, Sail Lofts, Smith 
Ranch Neighborhood, Uptown 240, Village at Wintergreen, West Hills Townhomes. 
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estimate. Likewise, estimates of net gaps in 2023 account for projects in the 
pipeline that are known and documented today.11 

• Programmatic Limitations. A final refinement of the housing gaps 
estimates includes the assumption that ownership housing is not viable below 
80 percent AMI. As such, this final set of estimates reassigns all estimated 
gaps and net supplies of ownership housing below 80 percent AMI to 
respective categories of renter housing need by basin and by AMI. 

Regional Gaps 

Estimates of regional housing gaps use the same component as listed previously 
for Summit, Eagle, Lake, Park, Clear Creek, and Grand Counties. 12  Findings 
illustrate (Table 2) that Summit, Eagle, and Lake Counties are dependent on 
surrounding counties (and areas that extend beyond the analysis geography) to 
meet housing demands for their own economies. (The estimates below are “gross 
gaps” – see the description of “gross” versus “net” gaps on page 15.) 

• Regionally, there is a 2,300-unit housing gap. 
• Summit County has a gap of 1,200 units. 
• Eagle County has a gap of 2,000 units. 
• Lake County has a gap of nearly 900 units.  
• Assuming similar trajectories in underlying fundamentals, the regional gap is 

projected to reach approximately 5,300 by 2023.13 

The proximity of Eagle County and the Vail Valley complicate (and exacerbate) 
Summit County’s ability to house its workforce. On one hand, the analysis 
demonstrates that Lake, Park, Grand, and Clear Creek Counties have become 
bedroom communities for Summit and Eagle.  

On the other, Lake County (which has recently completed a housing study to 
address growing affordability concerns and gaps) has a housing gap as well. The 
supplies of Park and Clear Creek Counties are insufficient to offset excess demand 
from Summit, Eagle, and Lake Counties. 

 
11 Affordable housing projects netted out of the 2023 projected “gross” housing gaps analysis include: Dillon 
Urgent Care and Residences, Dillon Valley Vistas, McCain Parcel, Sky Chutes Landing, Smith Ranch Future 
Phases, and Trails at Berlin Placer. As of March 2020, it is assumed that the Lake Hill project will not be 
completed by 2023. 
12 It factors workforce and non-working residential demand, in- and out-commuting, population to housing 
ratios, and housing supply.  
13 Given the assumptions in the modeling of housing inventory gaps, it is recommended that the reader 
interpret these numbers not with a degree of precision, but with a margin of error + or – 50 units. 
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Table 2. Gross Inventory Gaps by County 

 

Gaps by Basin 

Estimates of gaps by basin and by tenure are presented below. They illustrate 
gross and net gaps, as well as the estimates of need filtered through program 
limitations. 

Gross Inventory Gaps 

The full magnitude of housing needs is shown in Table 3 for 2018 and 2023.  

• Summit County has a gross gap of more than 1,200 units, which is projected 
to increase to nearly 2,800 units by 2023. 

• Lower Blue is a net supplier of approximately 100 units, but is projected to 
have a gap of 500 units by 2023. 

• Snake River is a net supplier by a nominal number of units in 2018, but is 
projected to have a gap of 250 units by 2023.  

• Upper Blue has an overall gap of 740 units, projected to increase to 1,400 by 
2023. 

• Ten Mile has a 650-unit gap, which is projected to be 600 in 2023.  

The findings also reveal a greater degree of dynamic by tenure (owner- vs. 
renter-occupied housing). These findings (which are refined, however, with 
programmatic limitations in Table 4) reflect the historic decline in owner-
occupied housing (see Table 9), decline in occupied housing (see also Table 9), 
and increase in active short-term rentals (see Figure 19). As such, it can be 
concluded that the expansion of owner-occupied gaps is related to the prevalence 
of: a) investors; b) second homeowners; and c) previously owner-occupied 
inventory being converted into either long-term or short-term rentals. 

 

  

Summit Eagle Lake Park
Clear 

Creek Grand Summit Eagle Lake Park
Clear 

Creek Grand

Gross Inventory Gaps
Housing Demand 10,779 22,584 4,026 7,082 4,116 6,259 11,753 24,997 4,101 7,546 4,297 6,978
Housing Supply 9,515 20,550 3,141 8,039 4,467 6,749 8,996 21,883 3,171 8,607 4,583 7,164
Inventory Gaps -1,263 -2,034 -885 957 351 490 -2,757 -3,115 -929 1,062 286 186

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

2018 2023
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Net Inventory Gaps 

The net housing gaps are also illustrated in Table 3. As noted previously (see 
discussion under the heading “Terminology” on page 13), these estimates account 
for projects in the pipeline and projects recently completed or under construction 
since 2018.14  

• Summit County has a net gap of 730 units, which is projected to increase to 
approximately 2,000 units by 2023. 

• Lower Blue has a net supply of 200 units, but is projected to have a gap of 
290 units by 2023. 

• Snake River has a net supply of 290 units, but is projected to have a nominal 
net supply by 2023. 

• Upper Blue’s net gap in 2018 is approximately 600 units, which is projected to 
increase to nearly 1,200 by 2023. 

• Ten Mile’s net gap is approximately 600 units, and is projected to be 540 units 
in 2023. 

Table 3. Gaps by Basin by Tenure 

 

  

 
14 The estimate of net inventory gaps assumes that the two existing LIHTC projects in Summit County (Blue 
River Apartments and Villa Sierra Madre) remain in the affordable inventory past their affordability expiration 
date (both projects were placed into service in December 1994). No information is publicly available in regards 
to Villa Sierra Madre, which is owned and operated by Archdiocesan Housing of Denver. As for Blue River 
Apartments, there is currently conflicting information. According to a media posting from 2015 
(https://www.summitdaily.com/news/denver-firm-buys-blue-river-apartments-in-silverthorne-for-9-2-million/), 
Tralee Capital of Greenwood Village, the new owner, had indicated their intent to operate the apartments with 
long-term affordability. According to County staff, however, Tralee Capital has recently met (January 2020) 
with staff to discuss the possibility of converting the apartments into a market-rate development.  

Lower 
Blue

Snake 
River

Upper 
Blue

Ten 
Mile

Summit 
County

Lower 
Blue

Snake 
River

Upper 
Blue

Ten 
Mile

Summit 
County

Gross Inventory Gaps
Owner Inventory Gaps -156 -155 -820 -628 -1,759 -607 -95 -973 -604 -2,279
Renter Inventory Gaps 262 177 77 -21 495 108 -157 -436 8 -478
Gross Inventory Gaps 107 22 -743 -649 -1,263 -499 -251 -1,409 -597 -2,757

Net Inventory Gaps
Owner Inventory Gaps -59 -70 -710 -592 -1,431 -405 2 -841 -568 -1,812
Renter Inventory Gaps 262 355 103 -21 699 108 21 -330 27 -175
Net Inventory Gaps 204 285 -607 -613 -731 -297 24 -1,171 -542 -1,987

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

Z:\Shared\Projects\DEN\193002-Summit County Housing Study\Data\[193002-Gaps-021720.xlsx]Table 2.7 - Gross Net Basin Gap

2018 2023

https://www.summitdaily.com/news/denver-firm-buys-blue-river-apartments-in-silverthorne-for-9-2-million/
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Programmatic Limitations 

As noted earlier (see discussion under the heading “Terminology” on page 13), 
Table 4 presents refined estimates of net gaps for each basin by tenure.  

• Summit County is estimated to need more than 1,400 rental units, and by 
2023 is projected to need 2,600 rental units to accommodate housing needs. 

• Lower Blue needs an estimated 40 units, and is projected to need 360 by 
2023. 

• Snake River currently has a nominal need for rental housing, which is 
projected to increase to 370 rental units by 2023. 

• Upper Blue needs an estimated 680 rental units, a need which is projected to 
increase to 1,200 by 2023. 

• Ten Mile needs an estimated 700 rental units, a need which is projected to 
stay approximately the same through 2023. 

Table 4. Programmatic Limitation on Gaps by Basin by Tenure 

 

  

Lower 
Blue

Snake 
River

Upper 
Blue

Ten 
Mile

Summit 
County

Lower 
Blue

Snake 
River

Upper 
Blue

Ten 
Mile

Summit 
County

Gross Inventory Gaps
Owner Inventory Gaps 161 240 -11 56 446 -118 321 -54 104 254
Renter Inventory Gaps -55 -217 -732 -705 -1,709 -381 -573 -1,356 -701 -3,010
Gross Inventory Gaps 107 22 -743 -649 -1,263 -499 -251 -1,409 -597 -2,757

Net Inventory Gaps
Owner Inventory Gaps 243 300 76 92 711 64 393 55 140 653
Renter Inventory Gaps -40 -14 -683 -705 -1,442 -361 -370 -1,227 -682 -2,639
Net Inventory Gaps 204 285 -607 -613 -731 -297 24 -1,171 -542 -1,987

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

Z:\Shared\Projects\DEN\193002-Summit County Housing Study\Data\[193002-Gaps-021720.xlsx]Table 2.7b - GrssNt Gap ProgLim

2018 2023
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Income-Level Gaps by Basin 

Presented below are findings of the analysis by basin by tenure and AMI (area 
median income).15 As with the presentation of tenure-level gaps by basin, these 
are presented in gross versus net terms, as well as the programmatic limitations. 

Readers only interested in seeing estimates of housing gaps that incorporate 
recently-completed, under construction, and pipeline projects, as well as the 
programmatic limitation (i.e. owner-occupied gaps under 80 percent AMI area 
reassigned to rental gaps) should go directly to the section titled “Programmatic 
Limitations on Net Inventory Gaps” on page 23 and refer to Table 8. 

Gross Inventory Gaps 

The full magnitude of housing needs is presented by income by tenure and by 
basin in Table 5. It should be noted that the following discussion presents 
estimates of need, which are calculated by totaling only the negative (i.e. gaps) 
numbers. 

Summit County 

• Owner. Housing needs extend from less than 30 percent AMI up to 120 
percent AMI. Given the supply constraints discussed previously (i.e. referring 
to Table 9 and Figure 19), there is an estimated raw need for more than 
2,500 units in 2018 and nearly 3,000 units by 2023. 

• Renter. Housing needs extend from less than 30 percent AMI up to 80 
percent AMI. There is currently a raw need for 800 units, increasing to more 
than 1,100 units by 2023. 

Lower Blue 

• Owner. Housing needs extend from less than 30 percent AMI up to 120 
percent AMI. There is an estimated raw need for 400 units in 2018, increasing 
to more than 600 by 2023. 

• Renter. Housing needs extend from less than 30 percent AMI up to 60 
percent AMI. There is currently a raw need for 200 units, remaining relatively 
constant through 2023. 

Snake River 

• Owner. Housing needs extend from less than 30 percent AMI up to 80 
percent AMI. There is currently a raw need for 400 units, remaining relatively 
constant through 2023. 

• Renter. Housing needs extend from less than 30 percent AMI up to 60 
percent AMI. There is an estimated raw need for 100 units in 2018, increasing 
to more than 200 by 2023. 

 
15  The analysis calculates metrics from less than 30 percent AMI to 120 percent AMI and higher. Data 
limitations make the manipulation and evaluation of higher income categories problematic. 
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Upper Blue 

• Owner. Housing needs extend from less than 30 percent AMI up to 120 
percent AMI. There is currently a raw need for 900 units, increasing to more 
than 1,000 units by 2023. 

• Renter. Housing needs extend from less than 30 percent AMI up to 80 
percent AMI. There is an estimated raw need for more than 200 units in 2018, 
increasing to nearly 500 units up to 120 percent AMI by 2023. 

Ten Mile 

• Owner. Housing needs extend from less than 30 percent AMI up to 120 
percent AMI. There is currently a raw need for 900 units, remaining relatively 
constant through 2023. 

• Renter. Housing needs extend from less than 30 percent AMI up to 80 
percent AMI. There is an estimated raw need for 270 units in 2018, remaining 
relatively constant through 2023. 

Table 5. Gross Gaps by Basin by Tenure by AMI 

 

Lower 
Blue

Snake 
River

Upper 
Blue

Ten 
Mile

Summit 
County

Lower 
Blue

Snake 
River

Upper 
Blue

Ten 
Mile

Summit 
County

Owner Inventory Gaps
Less than 30% AMI -91 -69 -74 -94 -329 -106 -74 -84 -99 -362
31% to 60% AMI -198 -311 -462 -349 -1,321 -277 -336 -524 -361 -1,498
61% to 80% AMI -28 -14 -272 -240 -554 -106 -6 -312 -248 -672
81% to 100% AMI -66 2 -101 -134 -299 -100 12 -119 -137 -344
101% to 120% AMI -20 27 -11 -69 -73 -49 39 -19 -68 -96
Greater than 120% AMI 247 210 102 258 818 31 270 84 309 694
Owner Inventory Gaps -156 -155 -820 -628 -1,759 -607 -95 -973 -604 -2,279

Renter Inventory Gaps
Less than 30% AMI -60 -42 -66 -41 -210 -68 -61 -74 -43 -246
31% to 60% AMI -131 -68 -104 -143 -445 -153 -124 -177 -148 -602
61% to 80% AMI 17 -1 -74 -87 -145 -3 -46 -139 -88 -275
81% to 100% AMI 144 72 21 42 278 108 12 -66 49 103
101% to 120% AMI 158 85 62 64 370 125 27 -21 73 204
Greater than 120% AMI 134 131 238 143 647 98 35 41 164 339
Renter Inventory Gaps 262 177 77 -21 495 108 -157 -436 8 -478

Total Inventory Gaps
Less than 30% AMI -151 -112 -141 -135 -539 -174 -135 -158 -142 -608
31% to 60% AMI -330 -379 -566 -492 -1,766 -430 -461 -701 -509 -2,101
61% to 80% AMI -11 -15 -347 -327 -699 -109 -52 -450 -336 -947
81% to 100% AMI 78 74 -80 -93 -21 8 24 -185 -88 -241
101% to 120% AMI 138 113 50 -4 297 76 66 -40 5 108
Greater than 120% AMI 382 341 340 402 1,465 129 305 125 473 1,032
Total Inventory Gaps 107 22 -743 -649 -1,263 -499 -251 -1,409 -597 -2,757

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

2018 2023
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Programmatic Limitations on Gross Inventory Gaps 

The full magnitude of housing needs is presented by income by tenure and by 
basin in Table 6. Estimates of need in the following discussion are calculated by 
totaling the negative numbers in the following table and by assuming that owner-
occupied housing solutions under 80 percent AMI are not viable. 

Summit County 

• Owner. There is an estimated raw need for nearly 400 units in 2018 between 
80 and 120 percent AMI, increasing to more than 400 units by 2023 in the 
same income categories.  

• Renter. There is currently a raw need for 3,000 rental units up to 80 percent 
AMI in 2018, increasing to more than 3,600 units by 2023. 

Lower Blue 

• Owner. There is an estimated raw need for slightly less than 100 units in 
2018, increasing to approximately 150 by 2023. 

• Renter. There is currently a raw need for 500 renter units up to 80 percent 
AMI in 2018, increasing to 700 units by 2023.  

Snake River 

• Owner. There is currently a net balance of owner units in 2018, remaining an 
estimated net balance in 2023.  

• Renter. There is an estimated raw need for 500 units up to 80 percent AMI in 
2018, increasing to approximately 650 by 2023.  

Upper Blue 

• Owner. There is currently a raw need for 100 units, remaining relatively 
constant through 2023. 

• Renter. There is an estimated raw need for more than 1,000 units up to 80 
percent AMI in 2018, increasing to nearly 1,400 by 2023 up to 120 percent 
AMI. 

Ten Mile 

• Owner. There is currently a raw need for 200 units, remaining relatively 
constant through 2023. 

• Renter. There is an estimated raw need for 950 units up to 80 percent AMI in 
2018, increasing slightly to nearly 1,000 units by 2023.  
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Table 6. Programmatic Limitation on Gross Gaps by Basin by Tenure by AMI 

 

Net Gaps by Basin by Tenure by AMI 

Net housing needs are presented by income by tenure and by basin in Table 7.  

Summit County 

• Owner. There is an estimated net need for 2,300 units in 2018 less than 30 
percent AMI up to 100 percent AMI, increasing to 2,600 units by 2023 in the 
same income categories.  

• Renter. There is a net need for 760 rental units in 2018 up to 80 percent 
AMI, increasing to 1,000 units by 2023 in the same income categories. 

Lower Blue 

• Owner. There is net need for 300 units in 2018 up to 100 percent AMI, 
increasing to approximately 450 by 2023 up to 80 percent AMI. 

• Renter. There is a net need for 200 renter units in 2018 up to 60 percent 
AMI, remaining relatively constant through 2023. 

Lower 
Blue

Snake 
River

Upper 
Blue

Ten 
Mile

Summit 
County

Lower 
Blue

Snake 
River

Upper 
Blue

Ten 
Mile

Summit 
County

Owner Inventory Gaps
Less than 30% AMI --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
31% to 60% AMI --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
61% to 80% AMI --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
81% to 100% AMI -66 2 -101 -134 -299 -100 12 -119 -137 -344
101% to 120% AMI -20 27 -11 -69 -73 -49 39 -19 -68 -96
Greater than 120% AMI 247 210 102 258 818 31 270 84 309 694
Owner Inventory Gaps 161 240 -11 56 446 -118 321 -54 104 254

Renter Inventory Gaps
Less than 30% AMI -151 -112 -141 -135 -539 -174 -135 -158 -142 -608
31% to 60% AMI -330 -379 -566 -492 -1,766 -430 -461 -701 -509 -2,101
61% to 80% AMI -11 -15 -347 -327 -699 -109 -52 -450 -336 -947
81% to 100% AMI 144 72 21 42 278 108 12 -66 49 103
101% to 120% AMI 158 85 62 64 370 125 27 -21 73 204
Greater than 120% AMI 134 131 238 143 647 98 35 41 164 339
Renter Inventory Gaps -55 -217 -732 -705 -1,709 -381 -573 -1,356 -701 -3,010

Total Inventory Gaps
Less than 30% AMI -151 -112 -141 -135 -539 -174 -135 -158 -142 -608
31% to 60% AMI -330 -379 -566 -492 -1,766 -430 -461 -701 -509 -2,101
61% to 80% AMI -11 -15 -347 -327 -699 -109 -52 -450 -336 -947
81% to 100% AMI 78 74 -80 -93 -21 8 24 -185 -88 -241
101% to 120% AMI 138 113 50 -4 297 76 66 -40 5 108
Greater than 120% AMI 382 341 340 402 1,465 129 305 125 473 1,032
Total Inventory Gaps 107 22 -743 -649 -1,263 -499 -251 -1,409 -597 -2,757

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

2018 2023
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Snake River 

• Owner. There is currently a net need of less than 400 units in 2018 under 60 
percent AMI, remaining relatively constant through 2023.  

• Renter. There is a net need for 70 units in 2018 under 60 percent AMI, 
increasing to approximately 200 units up to 80 percent AMI by 2023. 

Upper Blue 

• Owner. There is a net need for 850 units up to 100 percent AMI, increasing to 
950 units in the same income categories by 2023. 

• Renter. There is a net need for more than 240 units up to 80 percent AMI in 
2018, increasing to 370 units in categories up to 120 percent AMI by 2023. 

Ten Mile 

• Owner. There is a net need for 870 units up to 120 percent AMI in 2018, 
increasing to 900 by 2023 in the same income categories. 

• Renter. There is a net need for 270 units up to 80 percent AMI in 2018, 
remaining relatively constant through 2023. 

Table 7. Net Inventory Gaps by Basin by Tenure by AMI 
 

 

Lower 
Blue

Snake 
River

Upper 
Blue

Ten 
Mile

Summit 
County

Lower 
Blue

Snake 
River

Upper 
Blue

Ten 
Mile

Summit 
County

Net Owner Gaps
Less than 30% AMI -91 -69 -74 -94 -329 -106 -74 -84 -99 -362
31% to 60% AMI -198 -311 -462 -349 -1,321 -277 -336 -524 -361 -1,498
61% to 80% AMI -13 11 -249 -240 -491 -86 19 -289 -248 -604
81% to 100% AMI -21 27 -64 -133 -191 -31 37 -60 -136 -190
101% to 120% AMI 17 51 23 -54 37 64 75 15 -53 102
Greater than 120% AMI 247 221 118 278 865 31 281 100 329 741
Subtotal -59 -70 -710 -592 -1,431 -405 2 -841 -568 -1,812

Net Renter Gaps
Less than 30% AMI -60 -42 -66 -41 -210 -68 -61 -74 -43 -246
31% to 60% AMI -131 -28 -104 -143 -405 -153 -84 -97 -148 -482
61% to 80% AMI 17 -1 -74 -87 -145 -3 -46 -139 -69 -256
81% to 100% AMI 144 210 47 42 442 108 150 -40 49 267
101% to 120% AMI 158 85 62 64 370 125 27 -21 73 204
Greater than 120% AMI 134 131 238 143 647 98 35 41 164 339
Subtotal 262 355 103 -21 699 108 21 -330 27 -175

Net All Household
Less than 30% AMI -151 -112 -141 -135 -539 -174 -135 -158 -142 -608
31% to 60% AMI -330 -339 -566 -492 -1,726 -430 -421 -621 -509 -1,981
61% to 80% AMI 4 10 -324 -327 -636 -89 -27 -427 -317 -860
81% to 100% AMI 123 237 -17 -92 251 77 187 -100 -87 77
101% to 120% AMI 175 137 84 11 407 189 102 -6 20 306
Greater than 120% AMI 382 352 356 422 1,512 129 316 141 493 1,079
Total 204 285 -607 -613 -731 -297 24 -1,171 -542 -1,987

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

2018 2023
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Programmatic Limitations on Net Inventory Gaps 

Net housing need is presented by income by tenure and by basin in Table 8. 
Estimates of need in the following discussion are calculated by totaling the 
negative numbers in the following table and by assuming that owner-occupied 
housing solutions under 80 percent AMI are not viable.  

The findings in this table represent gaps estimates fully incorporating all 
assumptions and data and should be used for affordable housing planning 
purposes. 

Summit County 

• Owner. The County needs a net of 200 owner units affordable to 80 to 100 
percent AMI. By 2023, this estimate is projected to fall to approximately 160 
units.  

• Renter. The County needs a net of 2,900 renter units affordable under 80 
percent AMI. By 2023, this is projected to increase to 3,400 units in the same 
income spectrum. 

Lower Blue 

• Owner. Lower Blue needs a nominal number of owner units affordable to 80 
to 100 percent AMI, a gap that is projected to be eliminated by 2023. 

• Renter. Lower Blue needs approximately 480 renter units under 60 percent 
AMI now and is projected to need 670 units up to 80 percent AMI by 2023. 

Snake River 

• Owner. Snake River has no current or projected estimated shortfall of owner 
units.  

• Renter. Snake River needs an estimated 450 renter units under 60 percent 
AMI currently. By 2023, the need is projected to increase to 580 units in 
categories up to 80 percent AMI. 

Upper Blue 

• Owner. Upper Blue needs an estimated 60 owner units affordable to 
households between 80 and 100 percent AMI. This estimate is projected to 
remain relatively constant through 2023,  

• Renter. Upper Blue need more than 1,000 renter units up to 80 percent AMI. 
By 2023, this need is projected to increase to more than 1,200 units in 
categories up to 120 percent AMI. 

Ten Mile 

• Owner. Ten Mile needs approximately 190 owner units between 80 and 120 
percent AMI. This is projected to stay the same through 2023. 

• Renter. Ten Mile needs approximately 950 renter units at up to 80 percent 
AMI. This is projected to stay the same through 2023. 
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Table 8. Programmatic Limitation on Net Gaps by Basin by Tenure by AMI 

 

Lower 
Blue

Snake 
River

Upper 
Blue

Ten 
Mile

Summit 
County

Lower 
Blue

Snake 
River

Upper 
Blue

Ten 
Mile

Summit 
County

Net Owner Gaps
Less than 30% AMI --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
31% to 60% AMI --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
61% to 80% AMI --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
81% to 100% AMI -21 27 -64 -133 -191 -31 37 -60 -136 -190
101% to 120% AMI 17 51 23 -54 37 64 75 15 -53 102
Greater than 120% AMI 247 221 118 278 865 31 281 100 329 741
Subtotal 243 300 76 92 711 64 393 55 140 653

Net Renter Gaps
Less than 30% AMI -151 -112 -141 -135 -539 -174 -135 -158 -142 -608
31% to 60% AMI -330 -339 -566 -492 -1,726 -430 -421 -621 -509 -1,981
61% to 80% AMI 4 10 -324 -327 -636 -89 -27 -427 -317 -860
81% to 100% AMI 144 210 47 42 442 108 150 -40 49 267
101% to 120% AMI 158 85 62 64 370 125 27 -21 73 204
Greater than 120% AMI 134 131 238 143 647 98 35 41 164 339
Subtotal -40 -14 -683 -705 -1,442 -361 -370 -1,227 -682 -2,639

Net All Household
Less than 30% AMI -151 -112 -141 -135 -539 -174 -135 -158 -142 -608
31% to 60% AMI -330 -339 -566 -492 -1,726 -430 -421 -621 -509 -1,981
61% to 80% AMI 4 10 -324 -327 -636 -89 -27 -427 -317 -860
81% to 100% AMI 123 237 -17 -92 251 77 187 -100 -87 77
101% to 120% AMI 175 137 84 11 407 189 102 -6 20 306
Greater than 120% AMI 382 352 356 422 1,512 129 316 141 493 1,079
Total 204 285 -607 -613 -731 -297 24 -1,171 -542 -1,987

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

2018 2023
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 Housing Supply 

This section details supply components of the gaps analysis, presenting details of 
affordability, occupancy, vacancy, geographic dispersion, as well as constraints 
that impact local households.  

Housing Invento7ry Trends 

Summit County’s housing inventory grew by over 1,800 units between 2010 and 
2018.16  The occupied inventory declined by 1,200 units, nearly all of which was a 
loss of owner inventory. The vacant (for seasonal use) inventory increased by 
2,800 units. 17  Although the overall owner-renter split did not change 
dramatically, the County’s inventory is 70 percent vacant and 30 percent 
occupied. 

Table 9. Housing Inventory Growth 

 

 
  

 
16  The estimates presented here are reliant on both overall estimates of housing units reported by the 
Department of Local Affairs, Demography Office, as well as the U.S. Census American Community Survey five 
year estimates for the apportionment of occupied to vacant, as well as renter-occupied to owner-occupied 
inventory. 
17 The U.S. Census defines “vacant, for seasonal use” as units intended for occupancy only during certain 
seasons of the year and are found primarily in resort areas. Time-share units are classified in this category if 
the vacant unit is not for-rent or for-sale-only, but held for use for an individual during the time of interview. 
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Housing by Tenure
Owner Occupied 1,924 1,221 2,100 854 7,602 1,717 1,523 2,103 1,095 6,439 -207 302 3 242 -1,163
Renter Occupied 987 1,117 1,624 521 3,185 922 639 870 645 3,077 -66 -477 -754 124 -108
Total 2,911 2,338 3,724 1,374 10,787 2,639 2,162 2,974 1,741 9,515 -272 -175 -750 366 -1,271

Owner Occupied 66% 52% 56% 62% 70% 65% 70% 71% 63% 68% --- --- --- --- ---
Renter Occupied 34% 48% 44% 38% 30% 35% 30% 29% 37% 32% --- --- --- --- ---

Inventory
Occupied 3,010 2,263 3,679 1,395 10,787 2,302 2,641 3,088 1,485 9,515 -709 378 -590 89 -1,271
Vacant 2,447 5,218 6,174 3,271 19,074 3,594 6,318 7,729 4,561 22,202 1,147 1,100 1,555 1,291 3,128
Total 5,457 7,481 9,853 4,666 29,861 5,895 8,959 10,817 6,046 31,718 438 1,478 964 1,380 1,857

Occupied 55% 30% 37% 30% 36% 39% 29% 29% 25% 30% --- --- --- --- ---
Vacant 45% 70% 63% 70% 64% 61% 71% 71% 75% 70% --- --- --- --- ---

Source: U.S. Census ; Economic & Planning Systems

       

2010 2018 Change
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Residential Construction 

Local data indicate that more 
than 1,300 units have been 
built since 2016, including 
affordable and market-rate 
inventory.  

Analysis of information from 
the Summit County Assessor 
reveals the portion of those 
new residential developments 
that have been deed-
restricted: nearly half of all 
units in the county; one-third 
in Lower Blue, 85 percent in 
Snake River, 40 percent in Upper Blue, and nearly half in Ten Mile. 

Projected Inventory 

Table 11 illustrates the overall housing supply for Summit County and its four 
basins by tenure, by affordability level, for 2018 and 2023.18 This estimate of 
current and projected housing supply illustrates how concentrated the units are in 
the upper income categories throughout the county.  

• Overall, less than 1 percent of housing is affordable under 30 percent AMI. 

• 11 percent of housing is affordable to households earning 60 percent AMI. 

• 23 percent of housing is affordable to households earning 80 percent AMI.  

• 37 percent of housing is affordable to households earning 100 percent AMI. As 
will be shown later (in the Housing Demand chapter), this is in stark contrast 
to the 60 percent of households earning 100 percent AMI or less. 

 
18  The analysis calculates metrics from less than 30 percent AMI to 120 percent AMI and higher. Data 
limitations make the manipulation and evaluation of higher income categories problematic. 

Table 10. Residential Construction, 2016-2019 

 

 

Summit 
County

Lower 
Blue

Snake 
River

Upper 
Blue

Ten 
Mile

Type
Single Family 875 258 161 390 66
Duplex 28 4 0 10 14
3-4 units 7 0 0 0 7
5+ units 436 38 193 205 0
Total 1,346 300 354 605 87

Deed or Income-Restricted 692 101 301 248 42
as a % of new construction 51% 34% 85% 41% 48%

     

Source: SCHA; Summit County Assessor; Economic & Planning Systems
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Table 11. Total Housing Supply by Basin by Tenure by AMI 

 

  

Lower 
Blue

Snake 
River

Upper 
Blue

Ten 
Mile

Summit 
County

Lower 
Blue

Snake 
River

Upper 
Blue

Ten 
Mile

Summit 
County

Owner Housing Supply
Less than 30% AMI 13 46 21 5 86 12 51 21 6 91
31% to 60% AMI 209 71 247 120 647 193 80 247 137 657
61% to 80% AMI 298 196 261 88 843 276 220 261 101 858
81% to 100% AMI 103 192 215 83 593 95 216 215 95 621
101% to 120% AMI 103 192 215 83 593 95 216 215 95 621
Greater than 120% AMI 991 826 1,145 714 3,677 917 929 1,146 813 3,804
Total Housing Supply 1,717 1,523 2,103 1,095 6,439 1,588 1,712 2,106 1,247 6,652

Renter Housing Supply
Less than 30% AMI 0 27 0 0 27 0 14 0 0 14
31% to 60% AMI 22 92 102 53 269 21 49 47 59 176
61% to 80% AMI 108 82 92 68 350 103 44 42 76 265
81% to 100% AMI 265 121 150 119 655 253 64 69 133 519
101% to 120% AMI 265 121 150 119 655 253 64 69 133 519
Greater than 120% AMI 261 198 375 287 1,122 250 105 172 322 849
Total Housing Supply 922 639 870 645 3,077 881 341 399 723 2,344

Total Housing Supply
Less than 30% AMI 13 72 21 5 112 12 65 21 6 105
31% to 60% AMI 231 163 349 173 916 215 129 294 196 834
61% to 80% AMI 406 278 353 156 1,193 379 264 303 177 1,123
81% to 100% AMI 368 313 365 202 1,248 348 280 284 228 1,140
101% to 120% AMI 368 313 365 202 1,248 348 280 284 228 1,140
Greater than 120% AMI 1,253 1,024 1,520 1,002 4,798 1,167 1,034 1,318 1,135 4,654
Total Housing Supply 2,639 2,162 2,974 1,741 9,515 2,469 2,053 2,505 1,970 8,996

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

        

2018 2023
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Affordable Construction and Pipeline 

Information on recently-completed projects, projects under construction, and 
those in the pipeline, which were used in the analysis of net housing gaps, comes 
from SCHA, Summit County, and each municipality.  

• There are 532 units recently-completed or under construction, more than 60 
percent of which are deed-restricted ownership units, and approximately 40 
percent of which are affordable rental projects. 

• There are an estimated 238 units in the pipeline, which are also split 60 
percent owner-occupied and 40 percent renter units. 

• This summary of affordable inventory excludes 48 units with no AMI 
designation and 168 units that are classed as “employer units”, i.e. no AMI 
designation.  

Table 12. Detailed List of Income-Restricted Inventory and Pipeline Projects 
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Existing / Under Construction
Basecamp Shops & Residences 0 1 0 18 19 0 0 0 0 0
Blue 52 Townhomes 8 13 12 16 49 0 0 0 0 0
Breckenridge Outdoor Education Center 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Colorado Mountain Express 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Copper Point Townhomes 0 0 15 0 15 0 0 0 0 0
COTO Flats 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Coyote Vil lage Townhomes 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0
Denison Commons 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dillon Ridge Apartments 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 18
Huron Landing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 26
Lincoln Park at the Wellington 15 24 22 0 61 0 0 0 0 0
Mary Ruth Place 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Moose Landing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sail  Lofts 0 4 4 2 10 0 0 0 0 0
Smith Ranch Neighborhood 15 45 37 0 97 0 0 0 0 0
Uptown 240 0 0 0 9 9 0 0 0 0 0
Village at Wintergreen 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 0 120 160
West Hil ls Townhomes 25 21 20 0 66 0 0 0 0 0
Owner Inventory 63 108 110 47 328 0 40 0 164 204

Pipeline
Dillon Urgent Care & Residences 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dillon Valley Vistas 0 0 12 0 12 0 0 0 0 0
McCain Parcel 0 0 0 0 0 0 80 0 0 80
Sky Chutes Landing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 0 19
Smith Ranch Future Phases 5 24 76 0 105 0 0 0 0 0
Trails at Berlin Placer 0 22 0 0 22 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal Pipeline 5 46 88 0 139 0 80 19 0 99

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

Owner Renter
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The information from above is re-categorized to align with the housing gaps 
analysis format. Table 13 categorizes units by AMI by tenure and by basin. 
Again, this summary excludes 48 units with no AMI designation and 168 units 
that are classed as “employer units”, i.e. no AMI designation. 

Table 13. Income-Restricted Inventory and Pipeline 

 

  

Lower 
Blue

Snake 
River

Upper 
Blue Ten Mile

Summit 
County

Lower 
Blue

Snake 
River

Upper 
Blue Ten Mile

Summit 
County

Owner Inventory
Less than 30% AMI 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
31% to 60% AMI 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
61% to 80% AMI 15 25 23 0 63 5 0 0 0 5
81% to 100% AMI 45 25 37 1 108 24 0 22 0 46
101% to 120% AMI 37 24 34 15 110 76 12 0 0 88
Greater than 120% AMI 0 11 16 20 47 0 0 0 0 0
Owner Inventory 97 85 110 36 328 105 12 22 0 139

Renter Inventory
Less than 30% AMI 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
31% to 60% AMI 0 40 0 0 40 0 0 80 0 80
61% to 80% AMI 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 19
81% to 100% AMI 0 138 26 0 164 0 0 0 0 0
101% to 120% AMI 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Greater than 120% AMI 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Renter Inventory 0 178 26 0 204 0 0 80 19 99

Total Pipeline
Less than 30% AMI 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
31% to 60% AMI 0 40 0 0 40 0 0 80 0 80
61% to 80% AMI 15 25 23 0 63 5 0 0 19 24
81% to 100% AMI 45 163 63 1 272 24 0 22 0 46
101% to 120% AMI 37 24 34 15 110 76 12 0 0 88
Greater than 120% AMI 0 11 16 20 47 0 0 0 0 0
Total Pipeline 97 263 136 36 532 105 12 102 19 238

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

Construction (since 2018) Pipeline
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For  Sale  Market Trends 

The recovery has been slow to reach Summit County’s real estate market. Since 
the beginning of the recovery (in late 2009), not one of the basins’ real estate 
markets reached its pre-recession peak sales volume. In the last five years, the 
County’s housing market has averaged approximately 2,000 sales per year. Upper 
Blue accounted for a majority of sales with 38 percent (717 annually), followed by 
Snake River at 27 percent (504 annually), Lower Blue at 20 percent (375 
annually), and Ten Mile at 15 percent (278 annually), as shown in Figure 5.  

Figure 5. Total Sales by Basin, 2004-2018 
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Price points, on the other hand, have recovered their pre-recession peaks. In 
2018 the average sale price for homes in Summit County was $474 per square 
foot. Upper Blue and Ten Mile both had average sale prices above the overall 
average in 2018 at $526 and $506 per square foot respectively, as shown in 
Figure 6. These price points are 11 percent and 7 percent higher than the 
countywide average. Snake River and Lower Blue were lower than the countywide 
average, at $450 and $377 per square foot.  

Since 2014, average sale prices in Summit County have increased steadily by 
around $33 per square foot per year, for a total increase of $165 per square foot 
from 2014 to 2018. During the same time, Ten Mile average sales prices 
increased the most, by $37 per square foot annually, followed by Snake River 
with annual increases of $36 per square foot. 

Figure 6. Average Sale Price per Square Foot by Basin, 2004-2018 
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Sales by Housing Type 

In the past five years, condominiums have accounted for 51 percent of sales (954 
annually), as shown in Figure 7. Single-family accounted for the next largest 
portion of sales at 30 percent (512 annually) followed by townhomes (15 percent 
or 256 annually) and duplexes (7 percent or 133 annually).  

The distribution of sales by housing type has not shifted dramatically since 2004. 
The greatest change has been a decrease in the percent share of condo sales 
from 57 percent in 2004 to 45 percent in 2009 (post-recession), back up to 49 
percent in 2018. Over the same time period, single-family home sales have 
steadily increased from 22 percent of total sales in 2004 to 33 percent in 2009 
then down to 30 percent in 2018. Townhouse and duplex sales have remained 
constant between 7 to 8 percent and 14 to 15 percent of total sales. 

Figure 7. Summit County Sales by Housing Type, 2004-2018 
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Figure 8. Lower Blue Basin Sales by Housing Type, 2004-2018 

 

The majority of sales in Snake River Basin since 2004 have been condo sales, which 
accounted for 69 percent of sales (422 condos) in 2004 and 65 percent of sales 
(328 condos) in 2018, as shown in Figure 9. The distribution of housing sales by 
type has been consistent since 2004, with the greatest share of sales in condos 
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Figure 9. Snake River Basin Sales by Housing Type, 2004-2018 
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In 2018, the majority of housing sales in Upper Blue Basin were condos and 
single-family houses with 39 percent (274 condos) and 38 percent (269 single-
family) respectively, as shown in Figure 10. The share of townhouse sales 
increased between 2004 to 2018 from 11 percent to 16 percent of total sales. 
Duplex sales remained constant between 6 to 7 percent of total sales. 

Major shifts happened in the single-family and condo markets during the Great 
Recession. Single-family sales increased from 30 percent to 51 percent between 
2004 and 2009 while condo sales decreased from 53 percent to 32 percent over 
the same time. However, over the past five years single-family and condo sales 
accounted for 40 percent of total sales in Upper Blue Basin. 

Figure 10. Upper Blue Basin Sales by Housing Type, 2004-2018 
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In 2018, the distribution of sales by type in Ten Mile Basin was similar to Snake 
River Basin with 63 percent condo sales (161 condos), as shown in Figure 11. 
Single-family sales have increased from 10 percent of total sales in 2004 to 19 
percent in 2018. Other housing types have maintained a relatively constant share 
of total sales from 2004 to 2018. 

Figure 11. Ten Mile Basin Sales by Housing Type, 2004-2018 
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Sales by AMI 

Since 2004, the portion of sales that are affordable to households earning less 
than 100 percent AMI (area median income) has decreased from 50 percent in 
2004 to 27 percent in 2018, as shown in Figure 12. From 2014 to 2018, 10 
percent of sales (904 sales) were affordable to households earning less than 60 
percent AMI, 14 percent (1,293 sales) for households earning between 60 and 80 
percent AMI, 14 percent (1,356 sales) were affordable to households earning 
between 80 and 100 percent AMI, and 62 percent (5,811 sales) were affordable 
to households earning over 100 percent AMI.  

Figure 12. Summit County Housing Sales by AMI, 2004-2018 
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Figure 13. Lower Blue Sales by AMI, 2004-2018 
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Figure 14. Snake River Sales by AMI, 2004-2018 
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Upper Blue has the smallest portion of sales affordable to households earning less 
than 100 percent AMI compared to other basins in the county (Figure 15). From 
2014 to 2018, 5 percent of sales (167 sales) were affordable to households 
earning less than 60 percent AMI, 10 percent (362 sales) for households earning 
between 60 and 80 percent AMI, 11 percent (406 sales) were affordable to 
households earning between 80 and 100 percent AMI, and 74 percent (2,648 
sales) were affordable to households earning over 100 percent AMI. 

Figure 15. Upper Blue Sales by AMI, 2004-2018  
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In Ten Mile, from 2014 to 2018, 6 percent of sales (83 sales) were affordable to 
households earning less than 60 percent AMI, 14 percent (191sales) for 
households earning between 60 and 80 percent AMI, 16 percent (226 sales) were 
affordable to households earning between 80 and 100 percent AMI, and 64 
percent (888 sales) for households earning over 100 percent AMI (Figure 16). 

Figure 16. Ten Mile Sales by AMI, 2004-2018 
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Mult i fami ly  Market  Trends 

The majority of the multifamily inventory in Summit County is located in Snake 
River and Upper Blue, as shown in Table 14. Since 2000, approximately 120 
multifamily units have been constructed countywide, with the majority of growth 
in Lower Blue and Snake River with the addition of 64 and 54 units respectively.  

Table 14. Multifamily Trends Summary Table, 2000-2018 

 

  

Multifamily 2000 2010 2018 Total Ann. # Ann. % Total Ann. # Ann. %

Summit County
Inventory (units) 1,495 1,549 1,617 122 7 0.4% 68 9 0.5%
Effective Rent (per sq. ft.) $1.14 $1.24 $1.70 $0.57 $0.03 2.3% $0.46 $0.06 4.0%
Effective Rent (per unit) $942 $1,022 $1,400 $458 $25 2.2% $379 $47 4.0%

Lower Blue
Inventory (units) 209 209 273 64 4 1.5% 64 8 3.4%
Effective Rent (per sq. ft.) $0.84 $0.98 $1.23 $0.39 $0.02 2.1% $0.25 $0.03 2.9%
Effective Rent (per unit) $862 $998 $1,255 $394 $22 2.1% $257 $32 2.9%

Snake River
Inventory (units) 609 663 663 54 3 0.5% 0 0 0.0%
Effective Rent (per sq. ft.) $1.37 $1.34 $2.14 $0.77 $0.04 2.5% $0.80 $0.10 6.0%
Effective Rent (per unit) $890 $914 $1,458 $569 $32 2.8% $545 $68 6.0%

Upper Blue
Inventory (units) 677 677 677 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0%
Effective Rent (per sq. ft.) $1.40 $1.55 $1.90 $0.50 $0.03 1.7% $0.36 $0.04 2.6%
Effective Rent (per unit) $1,099 $1,210 $1,492 $394 $22 1.7% $283 $35 2.7%

Ten Mile
Inventory (units) 0 0 4 4 0 --- 4 1 ---
Effective Rent (per sq. ft.) --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
Effective Rent (per unit) --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---

Source: CoStar; Economic & Planning Systems

    

2000-2018 2010-2018
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Since 2000, the only major deliveries of multifamily inventory occurred in 2002 
and 2013, as shown in Figure 17. The average countywide vacancy rate has 
remained below 5 percent since 2009, according to the Colorado Division of 
Housing rent and vacancy survey. This indicates strong demand for additional 
multifamily inventory. 

Figure 17. Summit County Multifamily Inventory and Vacancy, 2000-2018 

 

The average price per square foot for multifamily units countywide have increased 
steadily since the Great Recession, as shown in Figure 18. However, Snake River 
experienced a significant increase beginning in 2015 to reach $2.14 in 2018, 
surpassing the 2018 average rent per square foot in Upper Blue of $1.90. Both 
Upper Blue and Snake River rents are above the countywide average of $1.70. 

Figure 18. Multifamily Average Rent per Square Foot by Basin, 2000-2018 
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Table 15. Summit County Average Rent by Unit, 2014-2018 

 

The average rent by area is shown in Table 16. Rents countywide increased an 
average of 11 percent per year from 2014 to 2019. Breckenridge saw the greatest 
total increase over this time, with rents increasing an average of $258 (12 
percent) per year. Since 2016, the average rent in all areas has been over $2,000 
per month. 

Table 16. Average Rent by Area, 2014-2019 

 

  

Rent by Unit Type 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Total Ann. #

One bedroom $901 $958 $1,046 $1,094 $957 $56 $14
Two bed, one bath $956 $1,058 $1,176 $1,214 $1,135 $179 $45
Two bed, two bath $1,222 $1,101 $1,195 $1,451 $1,215 -$7 -$2
Three bedroom $1,209 $1,178 $1,262 $1,680 $1,280 $72 $18
Average $1,027 $1,085 $1,176 $1,252 $1,153 $126 $32

Source: Colorado Division of Housing; Economic & Planning Systems

       

2014-2018

Rent by Area
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Total Ann. # Ann. %

Breckenridge $1,607 $1,935 $2,288 $2,526 $2,730 $2,895 $1,288 $258 12%
Silverthorne $1,648 $1,947 $2,093 $2,372 $2,478 $2,583 $935 $187 9%
Frisco $1,672 $2,038 $2,177 $2,384 $2,601 $2,718 $1,047 $209 10%
Dillon $1,673 $1,944 $2,090 $2,360 $2,483 $2,619 $946 $189 9%
Summit County $1,559 $1,898 $2,056 $2,306 $2,448 $2,634 $1,076 $215 11%

Source: Zillow; Economic & Planning Systems
       

2014-2019
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Short  Term Rentals  

Although a longer period of data quantifying short-term rentals is not available, 
sources indicate that there are nearly 10,000 units in active short-term rental 
listings. This represents approximately 33 percent of the overall housing inventory 
in the county and 50 percent of the vacant for seasonal use inventory.  

Since the second quarter of 2017, the number of active short term rentals in 
Summit County has increased by nearly 1,500 from 8,346 in the second quarter 
of 2017 to 9,803 in the second quarter of 2019, as shown in Figure 19.  

Figure 19. Active Rentals by Basin, 2017-2019 
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Nearly 50 percent of the 
9,803 active short term 
rentals in Summit County 
are in Upper Blue Basin, 
with 4,708 active rentals in 
2019, as shown in Table 
17. Snake River Basin has 
the second highest 
inventory of short term 
rentals with 2,667 followed 
by Ten Mile Basin with 
1,478 active rentals and 
Lower Blue with 950 
rentals.  

On average, the daily rates for short term rentals range from $223 per night in 
Lower Blue Basin to $356 per night in Upper Blue Basin. Monthly revenues from 
short term rentals range from $2,630 to $3,882 on average, which is between 0.8 
and 1.6 times the average monthly rent for multifamily units in the respective 
basins.

Table 17. Active Rentals by Basin, 2019 

 

 

Short Term Rentals
Lower 

Blue
Snake 
River

Upper 
Blue

Ten 
Mile

Active Rentals 950 2,667 4,708 1,478
Average Number of Bedrooms 2.6 2.1 2.7 2.3
Percent Rent Entire Unit 94% 98% 97% 98%
Occupancy Rate 50% 39% 45% 40%

Average Daily Rate $223 $263 $356 $286
Average Monthly Revenue $2,701 $2,630 $3,882 $2,858

Source: AirDNA; CoStar; Economic & Planning Systems
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 Housing Demand 

This section presents details of the housing gaps demand components, including 
population, households, and employment. 

Populat ion 

Since 2010, the County’s population has grown by approximately 2,800 persons 
(Table 18). There has been a net decrease in the population under 16 years of 
age, due in large part to the decline of 1,300 persons under 16 years in Upper 
Blue. Overall, Lower Blue experienced the largest increase in population and 
Snake River experienced a near stagnation of resident population. It should be 
noted that these data represent permanent population, and do not account for 
seasonal residents. 

Table 18. Population Trends 
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Population by Age
Under 16 years 1,092 1,320 2,207 636 5,255 1,270 1,410 912 608 4,201 178 91 -1,295 -28 -1,054
16 to 65 years 5,715 5,476 6,850 2,620 20,660 5,922 5,397 8,754 3,110 23,184 207 -78 1,904 491 2,523
Over 65 620 510 597 431 2,158 1,327 563 942 690 3,523 707 53 345 259 1,365
Total 7,427 7,306 9,654 3,686 28,073 8,520 7,370 10,609 4,409 30,907 1,093 65 954 722 2,834

Source: U.S. Census ; Economic & Planning Systems
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Employment 

Since 2001, total wage and salary employment in Summit County has increased 
by over 3,300 jobs from 17,959 in 2001 to 21,310 in 2018, as shown in Table 
19. The majority of job growth in Summit County is tied heavily to tourism, 
services, and the public sector.  

Between 2001 and 2018, 56 percent of job growth was attributed to health care 
and social assistance (27 percent) and arts, entertainment, and recreation (29 
percent). Public administration (12 percent), educational services (9 percent), and 
accommodation and food services (8 percent) also contributed to the overall job 
growth since 2001. A handful of industries saw a decrease in jobs including 
construction, real estate and rental and leasing, finance and insurance, and 
information. However, all industries saw growth from 2010 to 2018 following the 
Great Recession. 

Table 19. Summit County Employment by Industry, 2001-2018 

 

  

2001 2010 2018 Total Δ Ann. Δ Ann. % Total Δ Ann. Δ Ann. %

Agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting 10 16 16 5 0 2.4% 0 0 -0.1%
Mining 52 80 102 50 3 4.1% 22 3 3.1%
Util ities 26 85 88 62 4 7.4% 3 0 0.4%
Construction 1,615 920 1,297 -318 -19 -1.3% 377 47 4.4%
Manufacturing 120 87 203 83 5 3.1% 116 15 11.2%
Wholesale trade 137 134 174 37 2 1.4% 40 5 3.3%
Retail  trade 2,583 2,522 2,814 231 14 0.5% 292 37 1.4%
Transportation and warehousing 303 263 358 55 3 1.0% 95 12 3.9%
Information 244 133 177 -67 -4 -1.9% 44 5 3.6%
Finance and insurance 314 271 262 -51 -3 -1.0% -9 -1 -0.4%
Real estate and rental and leasing 1,309 928 1,096 -213 -13 -1.0% 168 21 2.1%
Professional, scientific, and technical services 499 559 604 104 6 1.1% 44 6 1.0%
Management of companies and enterprises 6 42 30 24 1 10.2% -12 -2 -4.1%
Administrative and waste management services 667 619 938 270 16 2.0% 319 40 5.3%
Educational services 618 769 920 302 18 2.4% 151 19 2.3%
Health care and social assistance 402 844 1,300 897 53 7.1% 456 57 5.5%
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 762 1,119 1,740 977 57 5.0% 621 78 5.7%
Accommodation and Food Services 6,918 5,643 7,190 272 16 0.2% 1,547 193 3.1%
Other Services 319 373 555 236 14 3.3% 182 23 5.1%
Public Administration 1,053 1,209 1,448 396 23 1.9% 240 30 2.3%
Total W&S Employment 17,959 16,615 21,310 3,351 197 1.0% 4,695 587 3.2%

Source: QCEW; Economic & Planning Systems
    

Summit County Employment by 
Industry

2001-2018 2010-2018
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Lower Blue wage and salary employment growth from 2001 to 2018 accounts for 
19 percent of countywide growth for a total of more than 3,600 jobs in 2018, as 
shown in Table 20. Five industries account for 84 percent of the growth in the 
basin including retail trade (27 percent), health care and social assistance (16 
percent), public administration (16 percent), other services (12 percent), and 
arts, entertainment, and recreation (12 percent). 

Table 20. Lower Blue Employment by Industry, 2001-2018 

 

  

2001 2010 2018 Total Δ Ann. Δ Ann. % Total Δ Ann. Δ Ann. %

Agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting 4 8 11 7 0 6.2% 3 0 4.0%
Mining 52 79 101 49 3 4.0% 22 3 3.1%
Util ities 6 58 56 50 3 14.0% -2 0 -0.5%
Construction 522 309 444 -78 -5 -0.9% 135 17 4.6%
Manufacturing 21 15 10 -11 -1 -4.5% -5 -1 -4.8%
Wholesale trade 64 44 56 -8 0 -0.8% 13 2 3.2%
Retail  trade 862 1,059 1,033 170 10 1.1% -27 -3 -0.3%
Transportation and warehousing 143 96 180 37 2 1.4% 84 11 8.2%
Information 60 59 45 -16 -1 -1.8% -14 -2 -3.3%
Finance and insurance 34 42 38 3 0 0.5% -4 0 -1.2%
Real estate and rental and leasing 163 165 147 -16 -1 -0.6% -18 -2 -1.4%
Professional, scientific, and technical services 30 40 82 52 3 6.1% 42 5 9.4%
Management of companies and enterprises 1 4 5 4 0 10.4% 1 0 3.6%
Administrative and waste management services 212 205 235 23 1 0.6% 30 4 1.7%
Educational services 3 1 46 43 3 17.6% 45 6 56.8%
Health care and social assistance 5 36 104 99 6 19.7% 69 9 14.4%
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 7 24 82 76 4 16.1% 59 7 16.9%
Accommodation and Food Services 570 423 530 -40 -2 -0.4% 107 13 2.9%
Other Services 69 80 145 77 5 4.5% 66 8 7.8%
Public Administration 181 218 279 98 6 2.6% 61 8 3.1%
Total W&S Employment 3,009 2,962 3,629 620 36 1.1% 667 83 2.6%

Source: QCEW; Economic & Planning Systems
     

Lower Blue Employment by Industry
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Snake River wage and salary employment growth accounted for only 8 percent of 
countywide growth from 2001 to 2018, but nearly 19 percent of growth since 
2010, as shown in Table 21. From 2001 to 2010, industries hit the hardest by 
the Great Recession include accommodation and food services which lost nearly 
450 jobs and real estate and rental and leasing which lost 87 jobs. Since 2010, 
administrative and waste management services (29 percent), arts, entertainment, 
and recreation (19 percent), and accommodation and food services (19 percent) 
account for the majority of job growth in the basin.  

Table 21. Snake River Employment by Industry, 2001-2018 

 

  

2001 2010 2018 Total Δ Ann. Δ Ann. % Total Δ Ann. Δ Ann. %

Agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting 1 0 0 -1 0 -100.0% 0 0 0.0%
Mining --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
Util ities 2 2 5 3 0 6.0% 3 0 11.9%
Construction 197 119 197 0 0 0.0% 78 10 6.5%
Manufacturing 5 10 4 -1 0 -1.2% -5 -1 -9.3%
Wholesale trade 25 29 70 45 3 6.3% 41 5 11.8%
Retail  trade 292 245 320 28 2 0.5% 75 9 3.4%
Transportation and warehousing 116 115 88 -29 -2 -1.6% -27 -3 -3.3%
Information 55 14 55 0 0 0.0% 41 5 19.0%
Finance and insurance 63 54 35 -27 -2 -3.3% -18 -2 -5.0%
Real estate and rental and leasing 313 194 226 -87 -5 -1.9% 32 4 1.9%
Professional, scientific, and technical services 58 71 108 50 3 3.7% 37 5 5.4%
Management of companies and enterprises 0 0 3 3 0 0.0% 3 0 0.0%
Administrative and waste management services 86 186 447 361 21 10.2% 261 33 11.6%
Educational services 1 51 81 80 5 29.5% 30 4 5.9%
Health care and social assistance 90 100 107 17 1 1.0% 7 1 0.9%
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 22 213 378 356 21 18.1% 165 21 7.5%
Accommodation and Food Services 2,609 1,898 2,063 -546 -32 -1.4% 165 21 1.0%
Other Services 76 96 96 20 1 1.4% 0 0 0.0%
Public Administration 13 0 0 -13 -1 -100.0% 0 0 0.0%
Total W&S Employment 4,025 3,395 4,283 258 15 0.4% 888 111 2.9%

Source: QCEW; Economic & Planning Systems
     

Snake River Employment by Industry
2001-2018 2010-2018
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Between 2001 and 2018, Upper Blue added more than 1,850 wage and salary 
jobs which accounts for nearly 56 percent of countywide job growth during that 
time, as shown in Table 22. Job growth in Upper Blue Basin since 2001 has been 
concentrated in three industries, making up 92 percent of all job growth - 
accommodation and food services (51 percent), arts, entertainment, and 
recreation (28 percent), and public administration (13 percent). 

Table 22. Upper Blue Employment by Industry, 2001-2018 

 

  

2001 2010 2018 Total Δ Ann. Δ Ann. % Total Δ Ann. Δ Ann. %

Agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting 5 7 4 -1 0 -0.9% -3 0 -6.5%
Mining 0 1 1 1 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0%
Util ities 14 20 21 7 0 2.4% 2 0 0.9%
Construction 691 370 516 -175 -10 -1.7% 145 18 4.2%
Manufacturing 65 50 161 96 6 5.5% 110 14 15.6%
Wholesale trade 26 31 35 9 1 1.7% 3 0 1.3%
Retail  trade 779 671 754 -25 -1 -0.2% 82 10 1.5%
Transportation and warehousing 33 43 79 46 3 5.3% 36 5 8.0%
Information 37 19 21 -16 -1 -3.3% 2 0 1.4%
Finance and insurance 128 95 98 -29 -2 -1.5% 4 0 0.5%
Real estate and rental and leasing 640 435 600 -40 -2 -0.4% 165 21 4.1%
Professional, scientific, and technical services 177 198 243 66 4 1.9% 44 6 2.5%
Management of companies and enterprises 4 21 16 12 1 8.3% -5 -1 -3.2%
Administrative and waste management services 252 167 211 -41 -2 -1.0% 44 5 2.9%
Educational services 136 171 166 30 2 1.2% -5 -1 -0.4%
Health care and social assistance 98 141 221 123 7 4.9% 80 10 5.8%
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 662 816 1,182 520 31 3.5% 366 46 4.7%
Accommodation and Food Services 1,981 2,001 2,928 947 56 2.3% 927 116 4.9%
Other Services 129 130 219 91 5 3.2% 89 11 6.7%
Public Administration 775 869 1,013 238 14 1.6% 144 18 1.9%
Total W&S Employment 6,629 6,259 8,489 1,860 109 1.5% 2,230 279 3.9%

Source: QCEW; Economic & Planning Systems
     

Upper Blue Employment by Industry
2001-2018 2010-2018
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Wage and salary job growth in Ten Mile from 2001 to 2018 accounts for 18 
percent of countywide job growth, as shown in Table 23. The health care and 
social assistance sector grew by nearly 660 jobs since 2001, representing the 
majority of employment growth in the basin. Several industries have experienced 
a decrease in employment since 2001 including accommodation and food services 
(-83 jobs), administrative and waste services (-73 jobs), real estate and rental 
and leasing (-71 jobs), professional, scientific, and technical services (-64 jobs), 
construction (-65 jobs), and information (-35 jobs). 

Table 23. Ten Mile Employment by Industry, 2001-2018 

 

 

  

2001 2010 2018 Total Δ Ann. Δ Ann. % Total Δ Ann. Δ Ann. %

Agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting 0 0 0 --- --- --- --- --- ---
Mining --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
Util ities 4 5 6 2 0 2.3% 1 0 1.3%
Construction 205 122 140 -65 -4 -2.2% 19 2 1.8%
Manufacturing 29 13 29 -1 0 -0.1% 16 2 10.6%
Wholesale trade 22 30 13 -9 -1 -3.0% -17 -2 -9.8%
Retail  trade 651 547 708 57 3 0.5% 161 20 3.3%
Transportation and warehousing 11 9 11 0 0 0.2% 2 0 2.4%
Information 91 42 56 -35 -2 -2.8% 14 2 3.6%
Finance and insurance 89 81 91 2 0 0.1% 10 1 1.4%
Real estate and rental and leasing 193 134 122 -71 -4 -2.6% -11 -1 -1.1%
Professional, scientific, and technical services 234 249 171 -64 -4 -1.9% -79 -10 -4.6%
Management of companies and enterprises 1 17 5 5 0 14.5% -12 -1 -13.9%
Administrative and waste management services 118 60 45 -73 -4 -5.5% -15 -2 -3.6%
Educational services 478 546 627 149 9 1.6% 82 10 1.8%
Health care and social assistance 209 567 867 658 39 8.7% 300 37 5.4%
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 72 66 97 25 1 1.8% 31 4 4.9%
Accommodation and Food Services 1,759 1,322 1,669 -89 -5 -0.3% 347 43 3.0%
Other Services 46 67 95 49 3 4.3% 28 3 4.4%
Public Administration 85 122 157 72 4 3.7% 35 4 3.2%
Total W&S Employment 4,295 3,998 4,909 614 36 0.8% 910 114 2.6%

Source: QCEW; Economic & Planning Systems
     

Ten Mile Employment by Industry
2001-2018 2010-2018
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Proprietors 

An important component of the housing 
gaps analysis is the magnitude of sole 
proprietors throughout the county.  
Table 24 illustrates an estimate of the 
trends in the number of proprietors by 
basin between 2001 and 2018. As noted 
previously (Table 19), overall wage and 
salary employment has increased at 1.0 
percent per year since 2001; the rate of 
growth among proprietors is 2.1 percent 
per year. 

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.19 In 2018, seasonal employment accounted 
for an average of 11 percent (annualized) of total wage and salary jobs in Summit 
County. By comparison, seasonal employment in 2001 was 12 percent 
(annualized) of the total wage and salary workforce. 

As resort communities have become more attuned to the volatility and exposure 
that a visitation-oriented economy has on the local workforce and resident 
population, economic developers have been intentional about economic 
diversification and strengthening year-round business.  

In Summit County, the year-round workforce has added more than 3,000 jobs 
since 2001, while the seasonal workforce has remained somewhat constant at an 
average of approximately 4,400 during winter season and less than 1,500 during 
the off-season.  

  

 
19 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 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 establishment-level data to identify the annual average 
employment levels for all establishments in Summit County 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 basin for each year to determine whether that particular 
establishment was behaving as a part of the “seasonal” industry.  

Table 24. Proprietors, 2001-2018 

 

Proprietors 2001 2018 Ann. # Ann. %

Lower Blue 934 1,242 18 1.7%
Snake River 1,076 1,536 27 2.1%
Upper Blue 1,995 3,005 59 2.4%
Ten Mile 1,319 1,783 27 1.8%
Summit County 5,324 7,566 132 2.1%

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis; Economic & Planning Systems
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It should be noted that in this seasonality analysis, not every industry “peaks” in 
the winter season. Some, like construction, peak in the second or third quarters, 
which is why there are magnitudes of jobs illustrated in Figure 20 through 
Figure 24 as “seasonal”.  

Figure 20. Summit County Seasonality, 2001-2018 

 

Lower Blue’s seasonality is the lowest among the four basins at 8 percent of jobs. 
Because of its cross-section of industries, the jobs identified as seasonal are fairly 
constant. For example, as a percent of total jobs, retail (28 percent) and 
construction (12 percent) are larger portions of Lower Blue’s jobs than the other 
basins. 

Figure 21. Lower Blue Basin Seasonality, 2001-2018 
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Snake River’s seasonality is high at 12 percent of jobs, in large part because its 
economy is 50 percent accommodations and food service jobs. During peak 
season, seasonal jobs account for 20 percent of the workforce. 

Figure 22. Snake River Basin Seasonality, 2001-2018 

 

Upper Blue’s seasonality is among the highest of the four basins at 11 percent of 
jobs. Because of its concentration of accommodation/food services jobs (35 
percent of all jobs), it has greater seasonality.  

Figure 23. Upper Blue Basin Seasonality, 2001-2018 
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Ten Mile has the highest seasonality of all basins at an annualized 15 percent. 
This basin’s largest industries are accommodation and food services (34 percent) 
and retail (15 percent). During peak season, seasonal jobs account for nearly 25 
percent of the entire workforce. 

Figure 24. Ten Mile Basin Seasonality, 2001-2018 
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Commute Patterns 

Of the approximately 20,000 jobs in Summit County (as of 2017), 37 percent 
were held by individuals who live and work in Summit County, and 63 percent 
were held by individuals who commute in from outside the county (Table 25). 
Data used in this analysis come from the U.S. Census Longitudinal Employee-
Household Dynamics (LEHD).  

• The trend shown between 2010 and 2017 illustrates a starting point at the 
conclusion of the Great Recession (2007 to 2009) and the most recent year 
for which data were available. 

• In-commuting has increased as a portion of total jobs, from 45 percent of the 
workforce to 63 percent of the workforce. 

• Individuals living and working in the county accounted for 55 percent of the 
workforce in 2010 and 37 percent in 2017. 

Table 25. In-Commuting Patterns 

 

2010 2017 Total Δ Ann. Δ Ann. %

Lower Blue
Live and Work 560 398 -162 -23 -4.8%
In-Commuters 2,150 2,516 366 52 2.3%
Total Jobs in Lower Blue 2,710 2,914 204 29 1.0%

Snake River
Live and Work 1,119 980 -139 -20 -1.9%
In-Commuters 2,305 3,203 898 128 4.8%
Total Jobs in Snake River 3,424 4,183 759 108 2.9%

Upper Blue
Live and Work 2,566 2,076 -490 -70 -3.0%
In-Commuters 3,863 5,657 1,794 256 5.6%
Total Jobs in Upper Blue 6,429 7,733 1,304 186 2.7%

Ten Mile
Live and Work 292 449 157 22 6.3%
In-Commuters 2,790 4,168 1,378 197 5.9%
Total Jobs in Ten Mile 3,082 4,617 1,535 219 5.9%

Summit County
Live and Work 8,635 7,234 -1,401 -200 -2.5%
In-Commuters 7,010 12,213 5,203 743 8.3%
Total Jobs in Summit County 15,645 19,447 3,802 543 3.2%

Live and Work 55% 37% --- --- ---
In-Commuters 45% 63% --- --- ---

Source: LEHD; Economic & Planning Systems
        

2010-2017
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Table 26 illustrates the dynamic associated with employed residents living in 
Summit County and working either in the county or outside.  

• The number of employed residents dropped from 15,000 in 2010 to 
approximately 12,300 in 2017. 

• The portion, however, of those living and working in the county compared to 
those living in the county and commuting elsewhere for work remained 
constant at approximately 70 percent. 

It should be noted that this information does not allow for examination of multiple 
job-holdings by in- or out-commuting individuals. The information is also 
representative of only jobs, not households. Discussion of multiple job-holdings 
among residents and non-residents of Summit County begin on page 64. 

Table 26. Out-Commuting Patterns 

 

2010 2017 Total Δ Ann. Δ Ann. %

Lower Blue
Live and Work 560 398 -162 -23 -4.8%
Out-Commuters 2,680 2,125 -555 -79 -3.3%
Total Employed Residents in Lower Blue 3,240 2,523 -717 -102 -3.5%

Snake River
Live and Work 1,119 980 -139 -20 -1.9%
Out-Commuters 4,397 2,980 -1,417 -202 -5.4%
Total Employed Residents in Snake River 5,516 3,960 -1,556 -222 -4.6%

Upper Blue
Live and Work 2,566 2,076 -490 -70 -3.0%
Out-Commuters 2,187 2,337 150 21 1.0%
Total Employed Residents in Upper Blue 4,753 4,413 -340 -49 -1.1%

Ten Mile
Live and Work 292 449 157 22 6.3%
Out-Commuters 1,207 950 -257 -37 -3.4%
Total Employed Residents in Ten Mile 1,499 1,399 -100 -14 -1.0%

Summit County
Live and Work 4,537 3,903 -634 -91 -2.1%
Out-Commuters 10,471 8,392 -2,079 -297 -3.1%
Total Employed Residents in Summit County 15,008 12,295 -2,713 -388 -2.8%

Live and Work 30% 32% --- --- ---
Out-Commuters 70% 68% --- --- ---

Source: LEHD; Economic & Planning Systems
         

2010-2017
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 Community Outreach 

In addition to the data analysis, direct feedback from people currently living 
and/or working in Summit County was a critical component in evaluating housing 
needs and preferences. Two outreach components were included in this 
assessment – an online survey of residents and employees, and focus groups with 
target populations. The feedback from this outreach provides a more detailed 
understanding of needs, preferences, and tradeoffs related to housing in Summit 
County. 

Resident and Employee Survey 

Two key factors in this needs assessment are resident preferences and tradeoffs; 
that is, what housing types, location, and amenities do residents (current and 
potential) want, and what would they be willing to trade off for affordability (i.e. 
deed restriction). In order to gauge these preferences, a housing survey was 
distributed to local residents and employees in the spring of 2019. The aim of this 
survey was to gather data on the housing needs of both existing residents and 
potential residents (those who work in the county but live outside), how well 
those needs are being met, and determine the tradeoffs that respondents are 
willing to accept for greater affordability. 

General Respondent Characteristics 

The survey received 1,775 responses; 1,486 respondents live in Summit County, 
while 124 respondents indicated that they do not currently live in the county (the 
remaining 165 respondents did not indicate a home location). The most common 
home location of non-resident respondents was Park County. 

Overall, 57 percent of respondents own their homes, 40 percent rent, and the 
remaining 3 percent indicated another form of living arrangement (for example, 
living with parents or living in cars). Fifteen percent of respondents indicated that 
they currently live in deed restricted housing. 

The most common housing type among survey respondents was a single-family 
home, with 41 percent of respondents. Condos were the next most common (18 
percent) followed by apartments (12 percent). With 40 percent of respondents 
renting their homes but only 12 percent living in apartments, a significant amount 
of rental housing is condos, townhomes, or other housing types that were not 
purpose-built for rental. Respondents’ current homes average 2.5 bedrooms, 2.2 
bathrooms, and a combined 3.7 parking spaces (1.1 average covered and 2.6 
average uncovered).  
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The income distribution of survey respondents is shown in Figure 25. Overall, 24 
percent of respondent households earn less than $50,000 per year, 35 percent 
earn between $50,000 and $100,000, and 41 percent earn $100,000 or more. 

Figure 25. Survey Respondents by Income 

 

Of all respondents, 75 percent indicated that everyone in their household is 
employed in Summit County, 8 percent indicated a combination of employment in 
the county and outside, 5 percent have a combination of employment in the 
county and in remote work, 3 percent indicated that household members are only 
employed outside of the county, and 2 percent indicated that household members 
only work remotely.  

Four percent of all respondents do not live in the county, but all members of their 
household are employed in the county.   
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Survey Weighting 

In order to ensure that survey results are representative of the community, 
responses were weighted by tenure (owner/renter) and income. This allows for 
proportional representation of these groups in reported results. An example of 
this is shown in Figure 26 – responses of lower-income respondents were 
weighted higher in order to represent the differential between actual population 
and the population of those who completed the survey. Overall summary statistics 
presented thus far reflect the raw distribution of responses; all further results 
reported in this chapter represent, where possible, the weighted distribution. 

Figure 26. Survey Respondents by Income – Raw and Weighted  
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Respondent Categories 

Recognizing that housing needs and preferences differ by life stage, respondents 
were classified into various cohorts based on similar characteristics and general 
housing needs.  

Category 1. Working v. Nonworking Population: Employment indicates both 
a life stage and an integration of housing needs with other needs (such as 
transportation for commuting). Overall, 94 percent of survey respondents 
indicated some form of employment. Employment status was used as an initial 
classification, and further utilized as cohorts were segmented in more detail (e.g. 
based on number of jobs, family status, etc.). 

Category 2. Population with Children: Residents with children living at home 
have different housing needs from those without children. Overall, 29 percent of 
survey respondents have children at home (defined as the presence of anyone 
under the age of 18 in the household).  

Category 3. Retired Population: The aging population is a demographic trend 
being experienced by many places, including Summit County. The housing needs 
of the retired and soon-to-retire population are different from the younger and/or 
working population, in terms of size, style, location, and price. Overall, 11 percent 
of respondents indicated some form of current retirement (whether the 
respondent themselves or someone in their household). Including those who plan 
to retire within the next 10 years, 24 percent of respondents fall into this 
category. 

Category 4. Spanish Speaking Population: In addition to asking respondents 
their primary language spoken at home, a Spanish survey was distributed in the 
community. Overall, 6 percent of respondents were primarily Spanish-speaking. 
When these responses were compared to the non-Spanish speaking population, 
many differences were noted, and so this cohort was analyzed as a standalone 
group for certain factors, in addition to inclusion in the other cohorts noted above.  

Cost Burden 

A secondary classification of respondents involves measures of housing need, in 
order to focus analysis on households in the most vulnerable housing situations. 
Housing vulnerability can be examined in a variety of ways, including cost, 
quality, environment, and/or the additional life stressors introduced or 
exacerbated by a housing situation.  

A key component of any housing situation is cost; in general, a household 
spending over 30 percent of its income on housing is considered “cost burdened.” 
While there are many additional factors that contribute to the analysis of housing 
need, for this analysis cost burden was used as a proxy characteristic for 
households under “stress” related to housing.  
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Among all respondents who reported income and housing costs, an average of 21 
percent of income is spent on housing. This average is 19 percent for non-cost 
burdened households, and 46 percent of income for households that are cost 
burdened (almost one-third of respondents). This indicates a wide split within the 
community between those who can afford their home and those who cannot. This 
burden falls primarily on the lower income population – 81 percent of the cost-
burdened population earns less than 100 percent AMI (area median income) – 
and the Spanish-speaking population – 58 percent of Spanish speakers are cost 
burdened. 

As shown in Figure 27, most household earning less than 80 percent of AMI are 
cost burdened, and there are significant levels of cost burdened households 
earning up to 140 percent of AMI.  

Figure 27. Cost Burden by AMI Level  
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Additional Housing Stressors 

While cost burden was used as the primary metric of housing need, it should be 
recognized that there are a variety of additional factors related to housing that 
compound this need. Two primary factors are the time spent working and 
commuting, which often increase alongside cost burden as residents need to work 
more and/or commute longer distances in order to afford housing, and the quality 
of housing that residents are living in. 

Time Poverty In addition to housing costs, the time spent working and 
commuting can also be a burden. Oftentimes when housing costs are high people 
work longer hours or work more jobs in order to earn enough to afford their 
housing, and/or live further from their place of employment and spend more time 
(and often money) commuting. To quantify this, the total time spent in 
employment (average hours per week for all jobs reported) and the time spent 
commuting were combined into a weekly measure. Overall, respondents spend an 
average of 48 hours per week in employment and 3 hours per week commuting, a 
combined average of 51 hours per week total. Sixty-one percent of respondents 
fall above this average; this group spends an average of 62.6 hours per week in 
employment and 4.6 hours per week commuting (a combined total of just over 67 
hours per week).  

Substandard Housing A respondent’s current living conditions also contribute to 
their overall housing situation. A number of survey questions asked about the 
quality of current housing; these responses were compiled into a metric to 
measure the presence of substandard housing. Specific conditions included: 
safety concerns, general repairs, mold, uneven floors, leaking roof, plumbing, and 
finishes. Issues related to safety, mold, and roofs were scored as the most 
significant, and finishes scored as least significant. Possible index scores ranged 
from 0 to 16; overall, the average substandard housing score was 2.45. Forty-
nine percent of respondents scored above this; the average score for these 
respondents was 5.14. Renters reported higher index scores than owners, 
averaging 3.2 compared to 1.9. The cost-burdened population also reported higher 
index scores than those not cost burdened, averaging 3.0 compared to 2.3. 
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Populations for Analysis 

Combining the categories of respondents (employment status, presence of 
children, and retirement status) with the cost burden data resulted in three 
primary cohorts for analysis: 

• Working adults with children: respondents who are employed, have children, 
and are cost burdened. 

• Working adults without children: respondents who are employed, do not have 
children, and are cost burdened. 

• Retired or soon to retire: respondents who are retired or intend to retire in the 
next 10 years and are cost burdened.  

In addition to questions about current housing situations, the survey asked 
respondents about their general needs and preferences regarding housing. These 
considerations are summarized for these three cost-burdened groups and detailed 
in the sections that follow. 
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Working Adults  with Chi ldren 

General Characteristics 

There are 146 survey respondents who are working, have children, and are cost 
burdened. This cohort accounts for 8.2 percent of all respondents, and 27 percent 
of respondents with children. Characteristics of this group are summarized below.  

Housing 

Household characteristics for 
this group are summarized in 
Table 27. These respondents are 
more likely to be renting their 
unit, with 50 percent renters 
compared to 14 percent among 
the non-cost burdened population 
of working adults with children.  

The cost burdened cohort is 
slightly younger than the non-
cost burdened group, on 
average, at 39.8 years compared 
to 41.5 years. The two groups 
have a similar average household 
size, at 3.9 persons for cost 
burdened households, and 3.7 for 
non-cost burdened.  

A major difference in these 
groups is their current housing 
situation, with the cost burdened 
group much less likely to live in a 
single-family home (37 percent 
live in single-family homes, 
compared to 64 percent of those 
not cost burdened). Cost 
burdened households are much 
more likely to live in an 
apartment unit (20 percent 
compared to 4 percent). 

  

Table 27. Working Adults with Children –  
Household Characteristics 

 

 

General Characteristics Cost-Burdened
Not Cost-
Burdened

Working Adults with Children

Household
Tenure

Owners 48% 84%

Renters 50% 14%

Avg. Age of Householder 39.8 41.5

Avg. Household Size 3.9 3.7

Avg. Persons per Bedroom 1.6 1.3

% in a Deed-Restricted Unit 14% 23%

% by Housing Product
Single Family 37% 64%

Duplex 12% 9%

Townhome 10% 10%

Condo 15% 10%

Apartment 20% 4%

Mobile Home or RV 2% 1%

Avg. Housing Configuration
Bedrooms 2.7 3.0

Bathrooms 2.3 2.5

Covered Parking 1.0 1.2

Uncovered Parking 1.9 2.5

Number of Respondents n = 146 n = 256
36% 64%

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
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Employment 

Employment characteristics for 
this group are summarized in 
Table 28. Top employment 
industries are similar between 
the cost burdened cohort and 
the non-cost burdened group, as 
are the average number of jobs 
held and average hours worked 
per week. 

The primary mode of 
transportation differs between 
these groups, with the cost 
burdened population more likely 
to carpool/vanpool, and slightly 
more likely to walk, while the 
non-cost burdened group is more 
reliant on a car. Over 80 percent 
of both groups primarily use a 
car, which is likely related to the 
presence of children.  

 

  

Table 28. Working Adults with Children – 
Employment Characteristics 

 

 

General Characteristics Cost-Burdened
Not Cost-
Burdened

Working Adults with Children

Employment
Avg. Hours Worked per Week 54.3 54.6

Multiple Job Holdings (Avg. Jobs) 1.8 1.6

Avg. Commute Time (Minutes/Day) 43.3 49.0

Primary Mode of Transporation
Car 82% 89%

Carpool/Vanpool 8% 2%

Bike 1% 1%

Walk 3% 2%

Public Transportation 2% 2%

Top 3 Industries

1
Leisure and 
Hospitality

Education and Health 
Services

2
Education and Health 

Services
Leisure and 
Hospitality

3 Government Government

Number of Respondents n = 146 n = 256
36% 64%

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
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Income and Costs 

Income and cost characteristics 
for this group are summarized in 
Table 29. As shown, the cost 
burdened population has lower 
incomes than the non-cost 
burdened population, with 58 
percent of respondents earning 
less than 80 percent AMI, 
compared to 10 percent of the 
non-cost burdened group.  

Monthly housing costs for 
mortgage or rent are also higher 
for the cost burdened group, 
averaging 18 percent more than 
the non-cost burdened. While 
cost burden is the differentiating 
factor between these groups 
and is thus expected to be 
higher for one population, the 
magnitude of difference 
between groups is important, 
with the cost burdened 
population spending an average 
of 55 percent of income on 
housing costs, compared to 19 
percent among the non-cost 
burdened group.  

Needs and Preferences 

The survey asked a series of questions regarding needs, preferences, and 
tradeoffs related to housing, including topics of costs, type, size, amenities, and 
location. Results are reported only for the cost burdened cohort, in two groups – 
low income (those earning less than 80 percent AMI) and moderate income (those 
earning 80 percent AMI or more). Overall results are summarized in Table 30, 
and detailed for each group below. 

Table 29. Working Adults with Children –  
Income and Cost Characteristics 

 

 

General Characteristics Cost-Burdened
Not Cost-
Burdened

Working Adults with Children

Income and Costs
Avg. Annual Income

< 80% AMI 58% 10%

> 80% AMI 42% 90%

Avg. Monthly Costs
Mortgage / Rent $2,116 $1,795

Util ities $256 $316

HOA $72 $91

Additional Housing costs $390 $212

Subtotal
as % of Monthly Income 55% 19%

Additional Monthly Debt $807 $1,116

Number of Respondents n = 146 n = 256
36% 64%

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
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Table 30. Housing Needs and Preferences, Cost Burdened Working Adults with Children 

  

Needs & Preferences Low Income Moderate Income
Working Adults with Children < 80% AMI > 80% AMI

Affordability
Current Monthly Housing Costs $1,572 $2,776

Ideal Monthly Housing Costs $1,269 $1,852

Trade-off Monthly Savings
Mortgage $554 $583

Rent $609 $416

% Interested in Housing Product
Overall

Single Family 70% 81%

Duplex 5% 5%

Townhome 4% 6%

Condo 15% 5%

Apartment 5% 2%
Tradeoffs (if preferences were met, how likely to move into)

Single Family 79% 76%
Duplex 55% 48%
Townhome 66% 63%
Condo 54% 24%
Apartment 43% 11%

Avg. Housing Configuration Preferences
Overall

Bedrooms 2.9 3.4

Bathrooms 2.2 2.6

Covered Parking 2.1 2.1

Uncovered Parking 1.5 1.7

Tradeoffs
Bedrooms 2.6 2.9

Bathrooms 2.0 2.2

Covered Parking 1.4 1.5

Uncovered Parking 1.4 1.4

Top Housing Options/Amenities
Space for Your Family to 

Live
Affordable Monthly 
Housing Payments

Affordable Monthly 
Housing Payments

Space for Your Family to 
Live

Variety of Housing 
Options

Storage and/or Garage 
Space

Top Location Considerations
Sense of Privacy Quality public schools

Sense of Safety and 
Security

Sense of Safety and 
Security

Close Proximity to 
Parks/Recreation/Trails

Sense of Privacy

Number of Respondents n = 80 n = 66

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
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Low Income (Less than 80% AMI) 

A total of 80 survey respondents are working, have children, are cost burdened, 
and earning less than 80 percent AMI. Current monthly housing costs for this 
group average $1,572, with 65 percent of these households renting their home. 

Housing Needs and Preferences 
Cost - When asked what ideal housing costs would be, responses averaged 
$1,269 – a 19 percent reduction over current housing costs. However, when 
asked separately how much less monthly housing costs would need to be in order 
to live in a deed restricted ownership or affordable rental unit, responses 
averaged 35 percent less for ownership, and 39 percent less for rental housing. 
Working adults with children is the only cohort where average responses to the 
tradeoff question were higher than their “ideal” monthly costs. 

Amenities - A series of questions asked respondents to score how important 
various housing amenities are to them, as well as how those needs are currently 
being met. As shown in Figure 28, affordable monthly housing payments and 
space for family were both ranked as “somewhat” or “very” important by almost 
100 percent of respondents in this cohort, however these needs are not being 
“somewhat” or “completely” met for this magnitude of households.  

Figure 28. Low Income Working Adults with Children - Importance (“Somewhat” or 
“Very”) vs. Need Met (“Somewhat” or “Completely”)  
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Barriers to Ownership - For those households that do not currently own their 
home, the most significant barrier is money, with 59 percent of respondents 
indicating that they would need down payment assistance to purchase a home. 
Inventory constraints are also a concern, with 7 percent citing this as a barrier to 
purchase. 

Location - A central question of housing is location, and respondents were asked 
if they were to move, which area of the county would be most attractive. Results 
are summarized in Table 31, and show that in general, people want to stay 
where they currently live. This is particularly true for residents of Upper Blue and 
Ten Mile. The strongest desire among those currently living in the county with an 
interest to move basins is to live in Ten Mile; among those living outside of the 
county, there is most interest in moving to Lower Blue. 

Table 31. Location Preference – Low Income Working Adults with Children 

 

Unit Size - The final component of housing preferences are unit sizes. As shown 
in Table 32, when asked about preferences for a future residence, 45 percent of 
this group indicated a desire for a 3-bedroom, 2-bathroom unit, with an additional 
26 percent indicating a desire for a 2-bedroom, 2-bathroom unit. No preferences 
were indicated for units with fewer than 2 bedrooms, a preference that makes 
sense given the presence of children in these households. 

Table 32. Unit Configuration Preference – Low Income Working Adults with Children 

 

  

Location Preference

Lower Blue Upper Blue Ten Mile Snake River Ouside Summit
Pct. Currently Living 48% 10% 9% 27% 7%
Most Attractive Areas
1 Lower Blue Upper Blue Ten Mile Snake River Lower Blue
2 Ten Mile Ten Mile
3 Upper Blue Lower Blue

Future Preferences
Bedrooms 0 1 2 3 4

Bathrooms
1 -- -- 1% -- --
2 -- -- 26% 45% 2%
3 -- -- -- 10% 11%
4 -- -- -- -- 1%
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Tradeoffs 
The survey asked a variety of questions regarding tradeoffs respondents would 
consider in moving into an affordable rental or deed restricted ownership unit. For 
this group (cost burdened, working adults with children earning less than 80 
percent AMI), these tradeoffs averaged: 

12 minutes less in daily one-way commute time 

$554 less in monthly housing payments to live in a deed restricted house 

$609 less in monthly housing payments to live in an affordable rental 

2.6 bedrooms, 2.0 bathrooms, 1.4 covered parking spaces, and 1.4 
uncovered parking spaces to live in an affordable rental or deed restricted 
house 

If these preferences were met, the following respondents indicated that they 
would be “somewhat likely” or “very likely” to move into a: 

» Apartment – 43 percent 
» Condo – 60 percent 
» Duplex – 71 percent 
» Townhome – 66 percent 
» Single-family detached – 79 percent 

As a comparison to Table 32 above, Table 33 summarizes the bedroom/ 
bathroom combinations that respondents would be willing to accept in moving 
into an affordable unit. As shown, a greater proportion of respondents would be 
willing to live in a 2-bedroom unit, and a small portion more would be willing to 
live in a 1-bathroom unit. 

Table 33. Trade-Off Unit Configuration Preference – Low Income Working Adults with 
Children 

 

  

Tradeoffs
Bedrooms 0 1 2 3 4

Bathrooms
1 -- -- 3% 1% --
2 -- -- 30% 35% 1%
3 -- -- -- 8% 9%
4 -- -- -- -- --
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Moderate Income (80% AMI or more) 

A total of 66 respondents are working, have children, are cost burdened, and 
earning 80 percent AMI (area median income) or more. Nearly 70 percent of this 
group owns their home, with average current monthly housing costs of $2,776.  

Housing Needs and Preferences 
Cost - When asked what ideal monthly housing costs would be, responses 
averaged $1,852 – a 33 percent reduction over current housing costs. However, 
when asked separately how much less monthly housing costs would need to be in 
order to live in a deed restricted ownership or affordable rental unit, responses 
averaged 21 percent for ownership and 15 percent for rental. 

Amenities - A series of questions asked respondents to score how important 
various housing amenities are to them, as well as how well those needs are 
currently being met. As shown in Figure 29, affordable monthly housing 
payments, space for family, and storage/garage space are most important for this 
group, however these needs are not being met to the extent that they are desired.  

Figure 29. Moderate Income Working Adults with Children - Importance (“Somewhat” 
or “Very”) vs. Need Met (“Somewhat” or “Completely”) 
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Barriers to Ownership - While the majority of this cohort already owns their 
home, for those that do not the major barriers to ownership are down payments 
(17 percent reporting that they would need down payment assistance to 
purchase), and inventory constraints (11 percent reporting this as a barrier to 
purchase). 

Location - A central question of housing is location, and respondents were asked 
if they were to move, which area of the county would be most attractive. Results 
are summarized in Table 34, and show that in general, people want to stay 
where they currently live. An exception to this is residents of Snake River, who 
have desire to live across the county’s basins approximately equally. Among 
others currently living in the county who would move, the strongest desire is to 
live in Ten Mile; for those living outside of Summit, the strongest interest is in 
Upper Blue. 

Table 34. Location Preference – Moderate Income Working Adults with Children 

 

Unit Size - The final component of housing preferences are unit sizes. As shown 
in Table 35, when asked about preferences for a future residence, 39 percent of 
this group indicated a desire for a 3-bedroom, 2-bathroom unit, and 20 percent 
indicated a desire for a 4-bedroom, 3-bathroom unit. No preferences were 
indicated for units with fewer than 2 bedrooms, a preference that makes sense 
given the presence of children in these households. 

Table 35. Unit Configuration Preference – Moderate Income Working Adults with Children 

 

  

Location Preference

Lower Blue Upper Blue Ten Mile Snake River Ouside Summit
Pct. Currently Living 26% 33% 20% 15% 3%
Most Attractive Areas

1 Lower Blue Upper Blue Ten Mile Spread across 
County

Upper Blue

2 Ten Mile Ten Mile
3 Lower Blue

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
          

Future Preferences
Bedrooms 0 1 2 3 4

Bathrooms
1 -- -- 4% -- --
2 -- -- 8% 39% 6%
3 -- -- -- 9% 20%
4 -- -- -- -- 8%
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Tradeoffs 
Survey respondents were asked a variety of questions regarding tradeoffs they 
would consider in moving into an affordable rental or deed restricted ownership 
unit. For this group (cost burdened, working adults with children earning 80 
percent AMI or more), these tradeoffs averaged: 

7 minutes less in daily one-way commute time 

$583 less in monthly housing payments to live in a deed restricted house 

$416 less in monthly housing payments to live in an affordable rental 

2.9 bedrooms, 2.2 bathrooms, 1.5 covered parking spaces, and 1.4 
uncovered parking spaces to live in an affordable rental or deed restricted 
house 

If these preferences were met, the following respondents indicated that they 
would be “somewhat likely” or “very likely” to move into a: 

» Apartment – 11.5 percent 
» Condo – 24 percent 
» Duplex – 48 percent 
» Townhome – 62.5 percent 
» Single-family detached – 76.5 percent 

As a comparison to Table 35 above, Table 36 summarizes the bedroom/ 
bathroom combinations that respondents would be willing to accept in moving 
into an affordable unit. As shown, a greater proportion of respondents would be 
willing to live in a 3-bedroom unit as opposed to a 4-bedroom as indicated in the 
general preferences. 

Table 36. Trade-Off Unit Configuration – Moderate Income Working Adults with Children 

 

  

Tradeoffs
Bedrooms 0 1 2 3 4

Bathrooms
1 -- -- 5% -- --
2 -- -- 5% 40% --
3 -- -- -- 10% 15%
4 -- -- -- -- 4%
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Working Adults  without Chi ldren 

General Characteristics 

There are 280 survey respondents who are working, do not have children, and are 
cost burdened. This cohort accounts for 16 percent of all survey respondents, and 
31 percent of working adults without children. 

Housing 

Household characteristics for 
this group are summarized in 
Table 37. This group has a 
similar distribution of housing 
characteristics between the cost 
burdened and non-cost 
burdened groups. Around 40 
percent rent their homes, while 
58 percent own. These groups 
are also of similar age (around 
40 years old on average), with 
similar average household size 
of around 2.0 persons. This is 
an indication of either couples or 
people in roommate situations. 

This cohort overall is less likely 
to live in a single-family home. 
Across all survey respondents, 
41 percent live in single-family 
homes; for the non-cost 
burdened working population 
with no children this is 37 
percent, while only 26 percent 
of the cost burdened group are 
living in single-family homes, 
and are more likely to live in 
duplexes or townhomes than 
those that are not cost 
burdened. 

 

  

Table 37. Working Adults with No Children –  
Household Characteristics 

 

 

General Characteristics Cost-Burdened
Not Cost-
Burdened

Working Adults with No Children

Household
Tenure

Owners 57% 58%
Renters 41% 40%

Avg. Age of Householder 39.9 40.8
Avg. Household Size 2.1 2.0
Avg. Persons per Bedroom 1.0 1.0
% in a Deed-Restricted Unit 19% 14%

% by Housing Product
Single Family 26% 37%
Duplex 13% 10%
Townhome 20% 12%
Condo 23% 22%
Apartment 10% 10%
Mobile Home or RV 2% 1%

Avg. Housing Configuration
Bedrooms 2.3 2.3
Bathrooms 2.0 2.0
Covered Parking 0.7 0.9
Uncovered Parking 2.7 2.5

Number of Respondents n = 280 n = 620
31% 69%
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Employment 

Employment characteristics for 
this group are summarized in 
Table 38. Overall characteristics 
between these groups are similar, 
although the cost burdened 
population has a slightly higher 
average number of jobs, with 2.0 
compared to 1.7 for those who 
are not cost burdened, and work 
approximately 3 more hours per 
week on average. 

The most significant difference 
between these groups is primary 
mode of transportation, with 
those who are cost burdened less 
likely to travel by car and more 
likely to walk or take public 
transportation. This may have 
cost impacts, as housing in 
locations that are walkable 
and/or accessible to public 
transportation may be more 
expensive. 

 

 

  

Table 38. Working Adults with No Children –  
Employment Characteristics 

 

 

General Characteristics Cost-Burdened
Not Cost-
Burdened

Working Adults with No Children

Employment
Avg. Hours Worked per Week 55.8 52.5
Multiple Job Holdings (Avg. Jobs) 2.0 1.7
Avg. Commute Time (Minutes/Day) 41.8 43.4
Primary Mode of Transporation

Car 72% 80%
Bike 2% 2%
Walk 9% 6%
Public Transportation 6% 3%

Top 3 Industries

1
Leisure and 
Hospitality

Leisure and 
Hospitality

2
Education and Health 

Services
Government

3 Government
Education and Health 

Services

Number of Respondents n = 280 n = 620
31% 69%

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
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Income and Costs 

Income and costs for this group 
are shown in Table 39. The 
cost burdened population has 
significantly lower incomes, with 
71 percent of respondents 
earning less than 80 percent 
AMI, compared to 21 percent 
among the non-cost burdened 
group. The cost burdened 
population also pays an average 
of 32 percent more in housing 
costs (mortgage/rent); total 
housing costs (including rent, 
HOA, and additional costs) 
average 49 percent of income 
for the cost burdened group, 
compared to only 19 percent 
among the non-stressed. The 
combination of lower incomes 
and higher housing costs is 
placing significant pressure on 
the cost burdened population. 

 

 

Needs and Preferences 

The survey asked a series of questions regarding needs, preferences, and 
tradeoffs related to housing, including topics of costs, type, size, amenities, and 
location. Results are reported only for the cost burdened cohort, in two groups – 
low income (those earning less than 80 percent AMI) and moderate income (those 
earning 80 percent AMI or more). Overall results are summarized in Table 40, 
and detailed for each group below. 

Table 39. Working Adults with No Children –  
Income and Cost Characteristics 

 

 

General Characteristics Cost-Burdened
Not Cost-
Burdened

Working Adults with No Children

Income and Costs
Avg. Annual Income

< 80% AMI 71% 21%
> 80% AMI 29% 79%

Avg. Monthly Costs
Mortgage / Rent $1,671 $1,267
Util ities $188 $177
HOA $158 $113
Additional Housing costs $385 $159
Subtotal
as % of Monthly Income 49% 19%

Additional Monthly Debt $624 $886

Number of Respondents n = 280 n = 620
31% 69%

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
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Table 40. Housing Needs and Preferences – Cost Burdened Working Adults without Children 

  

Needs & Preferences Low Income Moderate Income
Working Adults without Children < 80% AMI > 80% AMI

Affordability
Current Monthly Housing Costs $1,358 $2,201

Ideal Monthly Housing Costs $955 $1,555

Trade-off Monthly Savings
Mortgage $317 $452

Rent $317 $376

% Interested in Housing Product
Overall

Single Family 48% 67%

Duplex 6% 5%

Townhome 21% 15%

Condo 14% 11%

Apartment 10% 2%
Tradeoffs (if preferences were met, how likely to move into)

Single Family 79% 74%
Duplex 67% 54%
Townhome 71% 65%
Condo 66% 34%
Apartment 46% 20%

Avg. Housing Configuration Preferences
Overall

Bedrooms 2.3 2.6

Bathrooms 1.9 2.3

Covered Parking 1.4 1.7

Uncovered Parking 1.6 1.5

Tradeoffs
Bedrooms 2.0 2.2

Bathrooms 1.7 1.8

Covered Parking 1.2 1.2

Uncovered Parking 1.5 1.3

Top Housing Options/Amenities
Affordable Monthly 
Housing Payments

Affordable Monthly 
Housing Payments

Storage and/or Garage 
Space

Storage and/or Garage 
Space

Pet Friendly Housing
Quality of Residence 
(e.g. design, finishes)

Top Location Considerations

Close Proximity to 
Parks/Recreation/Trails

Close Proximity to 
Parks/Recreation/Trails

Living in a place that’s 
close to or in town

Sense of Privacy

Sense of Safety and 
Security

Sense of Safety and 
Security

Number of Respondents n = 176 n = 104

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
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Low Income (Less than 80% AMI) 

A total of 176 respondents are working, do not have children at home, are cost 
burdened, and earn less than 80 percent AMI. Approximately half of these 
households own their home. Current monthly housing costs for this group average 
$1,358. 

Housing Needs and Preferences 
Cost - When asked what their ideal monthly housing costs would be, responses 
among this group averaged $955 – a 30 percent reduction over current costs. 
However, when asked separately how much less monthly housing costs would 
need to be in order to live in a deed restricted ownership or affordable rental unit, 
responses averaged 23 percent less than current costs. 

Amenities - A series of questions asked respondents to score how important 
various housing amenities are to them, as well as how well those needs are 
currently being met. As shown in Figure 30, affordable monthly housing 
payments and storage/garage space are most important for this group, however 
fewer than half of respondents indicated that these needs are being “Somewhat” 
or “Completely” met.  

Figure 30. Low Income Working Adults without Children - Importance (“Somewhat” 
or “Very”) vs. Need Met (“Somewhat” or “Completely”) 
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Barriers to Ownership - For the half of this group that does not currently own a 
home, the major barriers to ownership are down payments (34 percent reporting 
that they would need down payment assistance to purchase), and inventory 
constraints (8 percent reporting this as a barrier to purchase). 

Location - A central question of housing is location, and respondents were asked 
if they were to move, which area of the county would be most attractive. Results 
are summarized in Table 41, and show that in general, people want to stay 
where they currently live. Among those who would consider moving, the strongest 
interest is in Ten Mile and Lower Blue. 

Table 41. Location Preference – Low Income Working Adults without Children  

 

Unit Size - The final component of housing preferences is unit size. As shown in 
Table 42, desires are split between 1-, 2-, and 3-bedroom units, with strongest 
overall demand for 2-bedroom units (which matches the characteristics of this 
group, either couples who want a guest room or multiple roommates). When 
asked about preferences for a future residence just over one-third of this group 
indicated a desire for a 2-bedroom, 2-bathroom unit, 24 percent indicated a 
desire for a 3-bedroom, 2-bathroom unit, and 18 percent stated a desire for a 1-
bedroom, 1-bathroom unit.  
Table 42. Unit Configuration Preference – Low Income Working Adults without Children 

 

  

Location Preference

Lower Blue Upper Blue Ten Mile Snake River Ouside Summit
Pct. Currently Living 27% 31% 14% 15% 4%
Most Attractive Areas
1 Ten Mile Upper Blue Ten Mile Ten Mile Upper Blue
2 Lower Blue Ten Mile Lower Blue Snake River
3 Lower Blue

Future Preferences
Bedrooms 0 1 2 3 4

Bathrooms
1 -- 18% 7% 1% --
2 -- -- 36% 24% 1%
3 -- -- 1% 7% 3%
4 -- -- -- -- 1%
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Tradeoffs 
Survey respondents were asked a variety of questions regarding tradeoffs they 
would consider in moving into an affordable rental or deed restricted ownership 
unit. For this group (cost burdened, working adults without children earning less 
than 80 percent AMI), these tradeoffs averaged: 

9 minutes less in daily one-way commute time 

$317 less in monthly housing payments to live in a deed restricted house 

$317 less in monthly housing payments to live in an affordable rental 

2.0 bedrooms, 1.7 bathrooms, 1.2 covered parking spaces, and 1.5 
uncovered parking spaces to live in an affordable rental or deed restricted 
house 

If these preferences were met, the following respondents indicated that they 
would be “somewhat likely” or “very likely” to move into a: 

» Apartment – 46 percent 
» Condo – 66 percent 
» Duplex – 67 percent 
» Townhome – 71 percent 
» Single-family detached – 79 percent 

As a comparison to Table 42 above, Table 43 summarizes the bedroom/ 
bathroom combinations that respondents would be willing to accept in moving 
into an affordable unit. For this group preferences do not change as much as is 
seen in other groups, with over 20 percent not answering this trade-off question.  

Table 43. Trade-Off Unit Configuration, Low Income Working Adults without Children  

 

  

Tradeoffs
Bedrooms 0 1 2 3 4

Bathrooms
1 -- 18% 7% -- --
2 -- -- 30% 16% --
3 -- -- -- 5% --
4 -- -- -- -- 1%
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Moderate Income (80% AMI or More) 

A total of 104 respondents are working, do not have children, are cost burdened, 
and earn 80 percent AMI or more. Nearly 73 percent of this group owns their 
home; current monthly housing costs for this group average $2,201. 

Housing Needs and Preferences 
Cost - When asked what their ideal monthly housing costs would be, responses 
averaged $1,555 – 29 percent less than current costs. However, when asked how 
much less monthly housing costs would need to be in order to live in a deed 
restricted ownership or affordable rental unit, response averaged 21 percent for 
ownership and 17 percent for rental. 

Amenities - A series of questions asked respondents to score how important 
various housing amenities are to them, as well as how well those needs are 
currently being met. As shown in Figure 31, affordable monthly housing 
payments, storage/garage space, quality of residence, and space for family are 
most important for this group, however space for family is the only one of these 
characteristics where over 70 percent of respondents reported that the need is 
being “somewhat” or “completely” met.  

Figure 31. Moderate Income Working Adults without Children - Importance 
(“Somewhat” or “Very”) vs. Need Met (“Somewhat” or “Completely”) 
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Barriers to Ownership - While the majority of this cohort already owns their 
home, for those that do not the major barriers to ownership are down payments 
(17 percent reporting that they would need down payment assistance to purchase), 
and inventory constraints (11 percent reporting this as a barrier to purchase). 

Location - A central question of housing is location, and respondents were asked 
if they were to move, which area of the county would be most attractive. Results 
are summarized in Table 44, and show that in general, people want to stay 
where they currently live. For those who indicated a possible desire to move, 
there is the most interest in living in Ten Mile. 

Table 44. Location Preference – Moderate Income Working Adults without Children 

 

Unit Size - The final component of housing preference is unit size. As shown in 
Table 45, when asked about preferences for a future residence, over one-third of 
this group indicated a desire for a 2-bedroom, 2-bathroom unit, with an additional 
27 percent indicating a desire for a 3-bedroom, 2-bathroom unit.  

Table 45. Unit Configuration Preferences – Moderate Income Working Adults without 
Children 

 

  

Location Preference

Lower Blue Upper Blue Ten Mile Snake River Ouside Summit
Pct. Currently Living 23% 36% 17% 21% 1%
Most Attractive Areas
1 Lower Blue Upper Blue Ten Mile Snake River Other

2 Ten Mile Ten Mile Lower Blue
3 Lower Blue Ten Mile

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
          

Future Preferences
Bedrooms 0 1 2 3 4

Bathrooms
1 -- 4% 3% -- --
2 -- -- 38% 27% --
3 -- -- -- 14% 5%
4 -- -- -- 3% 3%
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Tradeoffs 
Survey respondents were asked a variety of questions regarding tradeoffs they 
would consider in moving into an affordable rental or deed restricted ownership 
unit. For this group (cost burdened, working adults without children earning 80 
percent AMI or more), these tradeoffs averaged: 

11 minutes less in daily one-way commute time 

$452 less in monthly housing payments to live in a deed restricted house 

$376 less in monthly housing payments to live in an affordable rental 

2.2 bedrooms, 1.8 bathrooms, 1.2 covered parking spaces, and 1.3 
uncovered parking spaces to live in an affordable rental or deed restricted 
house 

If these preferences were met, the following respondents indicated that they 
would be “somewhat likely” or “very likely” to move into a: 

» Apartment – 20 percent 
» Condo – 34 percent 
» Duplex – 54 percent 
» Townhome – 65 percent 
» Single-family detached – 74 percent 

As a comparison to Table 45 above, Table 46 summarizes the 
bedroom/bathroom combinations that respondents would be willing to accept in 
moving into an affordable unit. The biggest tradeoff in this group is number of 
bathrooms, with a larger percentage of respondents willing to live in a 1-
bathroom unit.  

Table 46. Trade-Off Unit Configuration – Moderate Income Working Adults without Children 

  

Tradeoffs
Bedrooms 0 1 2 3 4

Bathrooms
1 2% 6% 3% -- --
2 -- -- 24% 28% 2%
3 -- -- -- 7% --
4 -- -- -- -- 2%
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Reti red or  Soon to  Ret i re  

General Characteristics 

Eighty-one survey respondents are classified as retired or soon to retire and cost 
burdened. This cohort accounts for 4.6 percent of all survey respondents, and 29 
percent of those who are retired or soon to retire. 

Housing 

Household characteristics for this 
group are summarized in Table 
47. The retired/soon to retire 
population overall is less likely to 
rent, with between 10 and 12 
percent of this group renting 
their homes. Counter to the 
characteristics of other groups, 
this percentage is lower among 
the cost burdened population 
(10 percent renters) than the 
non-cost burdened (12 percent). 
The cost-burdened population is 
also slightly older than the non-
stressed, with an average age of 
61.9 years compared to 59.5. 
While homes of the two groups 
are of similar sizes, at around 3 
bedrooms and 2.5-3 bathrooms, 
the cost burdened population is 
more likely to live in a duplex or 
condo, and less likely to be living 
in a single-family home or 
townhome compared to the 
population that is not cost 
burdened. 

 

 

  

Table 47. Retired – Household Characteristics 

 

 

General Characteristics Cost-Burdened
Not Cost-
Burdened

Retired/Soon to Retire

Household
Tenure

Owners 89% 85%
Renters 10% 12%

Avg. Age of Householder 61.9 59.5
Avg. Household Size 2.2 2.2
Avg. Persons per Bedroom 0.8 0.8
% in a Deed-Restricted Unit 10% 10%

% by Housing Product
Single Family 53% 57%
Duplex 18% 9%
Townhome 4% 10%
Condo 18% 16%
Apartment 2% 1%
Mobile Home or RV 1% 1%

Avg. Housing Configuration
Bedrooms 3.0 2.9
Bathrooms 2.6 2.7
Covered Parking 1.4 1.7
Uncovered Parking 2.0 2.3

Number of Respondents n = 81 n = 203
29% 71%

    



 Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 

 85 

Income and Costs 

Income and cost characteristics 
for the retired and soon-to-
retire population are 
summarized in Table 48. While 
only 14 percent of the non-cost 
burdened population earns less 
than 80 percent AMI, 57 percent 
of the cost burdened group falls 
into this income range. 

A key differentiator between 
groups is housing costs – the 
average mortgage/rent cost of 
the cost burdened group is 93 
percent higher than the non-
cost burdened. As a percent of 
income, the cost burdened 
population pays an average of 
56 percent on housing, 
compared to only 15 percent 
among the non-cost burdened. 
This difference may be related 
to the non-cost burdened group 
having paid off mortgages, 
resulting in much lower monthly 
housing costs. 

Needs and Preferences 

The survey asked a series of questions regarding needs, preferences, and 
tradeoffs related to housing, including questions of costs, type, size, amenities, 
and location. Results are reported only for the cost burdened cohort in two groups 
– low income (those earning less than 80 percent AMI) and moderate income 
(those earning 80 percent AMI or more). Overall results are summarized in 
Table 49, and detailed for each group below. 

Table 48. Retired – Income and Cost Characteristics 

 

 

General Characteristics Cost-Burdened
Not Cost-
Burdened

Retired/Soon to Retire

Income and Costs
Avg. Annual Income

< 80% AMI 57% 14%
> 80% AMI 43% 86%

Avg. Monthly Costs
Mortgage / Rent $2,316 $1,200
Util ities $241 $260
HOA $179 $146
Additional Housing costs $919 $340
Subtotal
as % of Monthly Income 56% 15%

Additional Monthly Debt $1,046 $1,205

Number of Respondents n = 81 n = 203
29% 71%

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
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Table 49. Needs and Preferences – Cost Burdened Retired 

 

Needs & Preferences Low Income Moderate Income
Retired or Soon to Retire < 80% AMI > 80% AMI

Affordability
Current Monthly Housing Costs $1,480 $2,861
Ideal Monthly Housing Costs $866 $1,916
Trade-off Monthly Savings

Mortgage $286 $354
Rent $280 $231

% Interested in Housing Product
Overall

Single Family 57% 59%
Duplex 5% 3%
Townhome 20% 14%
Condo 15% 22%
Apartment 2%

Tradeoffs (if preferences were met, how likely to move into)

Single Family 59% 51%
Duplex 38% 36%
Townhome 38% 43%
Condo 48% 27%
Apartment 9% 13%

Avg. Housing Configuration Preferences
Overall

Bedrooms 2.4 2.7
Bathrooms 2.2 2.5
Covered Parking 1.7 1.9
Uncovered Parking 1.4 1.8

Tradeoffs
Bedrooms 1.9 2.2
Bathrooms 1.6 1.9
Covered Parking 1.0 1.4
Uncovered Parking 1.2 0.9

Top Housing Options/Amenities
Affordable Monthly 
Housing Payments

Quality of Residence 
(e.g. design, finishes)

Quality of Residence 
(e.g. design, finishes)

Storage and/or Garage 
Space

Storage and/or Garage 
Space

Affordable Monthly 
Housing Payments

Top Location Considerations

Sense of Privacy
Sense of Safety and 

Security
Sense of Safety and 

Security
Sense of Privacy

Living in a place that’s 
close to or in town

Close Proximity to 
Parks/Recreation/Trails

Number of Respondents n = 32 n = 49

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
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Low Income (Less than 80% AMI) 

A total of 32 survey respondents are retired or soon to retire, cost burdened, and 
earning less than 80 percent AMI. Only 10.5 percent of this group currently rents 
their home, with 87.5 percent owning; current monthly housing costs for this 
group average $1,480.  

Housing Needs and Preferences  
Cost - When asked what their ideal monthly housing costs would be, responses 
averaged $866 – a 41 percent reduction over current housing costs. However, 
when asked separately how much less monthly housing costs would need to be in 
order to live in a deed restricted ownership or affordable rental unit, responses 
averaged 19 percent less than current costs. 

Amenities - A series of questions asked respondents to score how important 
various housing amenities are to them, as well as how well those needs are 
currently being met. As shown in Figure 32, affordable monthly housing 
payments, quality of residence, and storage/garage space are most important for 
this group, however fewer than two-thirds of respondents indicated that these 
needs are being “Somewhat” or “Completely” met.  

Figure 32. Low Income Retired - Importance (“Somewhat” or “Very”) vs. Need Met 
(“Somewhat” or “Completely”)  

 

Barriers to Ownership - While the majority of this cohort already owns their 
home, for those that do not the major barriers to ownership are down payments 
(5 percent reporting that they would need down payment assistance to purchase), 
and inventory constraints (3 percent reporting this as a barrier to purchase). 
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Location - A central question of housing is location, and respondents were asked 
if they were to move, which area of the county would be most attractive. Results 
are summarized in Table 50, and show that in general, people want to stay 
where they currently live. The strongest desire to move basins shows an interest 
in living in Ten Mile. 

Table 50. Location Preference – Retired Low Income 

 

Unit Size - The final component of housing preference is related to unit type. As 
shown in Table 51, when asked about preferences for a future residence just 
over half of this cohort indicated a desire for a 2-bedroom, 2-bathroom unit, with 
an additional 27 percent indicating a desire for a 3-bedroom, 2-bathroom unit.  
Table 51. Future Preference Unit Configuration, Retired Low Income Cohort 

 

Tradeoffs 
Survey respondents were asked a variety of questions regarding tradeoffs they 
would consider in moving into an affordable rental or deed restricted ownership 
unit. For this group (cost burdened, retired or soon to retire respondents earning 
less than 80 percent AMI), these tradeoffs averaged: 

$286 less in monthly housing payments to live in a deed restricted house 

$280 less in monthly housing payments to live in an affordable rental 

1.9 bedrooms, 1.6 bathrooms, 1.0 covered parking spaces, and 1.2 
uncovered parking spaces to live in an affordable rental or deed restricted 
house 

  

Location Preference

Lower Blue Upper Blue Ten Mile Snake River Outside Summit
Pct. Currently Living 47% 22% 25% 6% 0%
Most Attractive Areas
1 Lower Blue Upper Blue Ten Mile Snake River
2 Ten Mile Lower Blue Snake River Ten Mile
3 Ten Mile

Future Preferences
Bedrooms 0 1 2 3 4

Bathrooms
1 -- 9% -- -- --
2 -- -- 52% 27% --
3 -- -- 2% 4% --
4 -- -- -- -- 3%



 Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 

 89 

If these preferences were met, the following respondents indicated that they 
would be “somewhat likely” or “very likely” to move into a: 

» Apartment – 9 percent 
» Condo – 48 percent 
» Duplex – 38 percent 
» Townhome – 38 percent 
» Single-family detached – 59 percent 

As a comparison to Table 51 above, Table 52 summarizes the bedroom/ 
bathroom combinations that respondents would be willing to accept in moving 
into an affordable unit. As shown, no respondents indicated a need for more than 
2 bathrooms, while 2- and 3-bedroom units were the most commonly desired. 

Table 52. Tradeoff Unit Configuration, Retired Low Income Cohort 

 

Moderate Income (More than 80% AMI) 

A total of 49 respondents are retired or soon to retire, cost burdened, and earning 
80 percent of AMI or more. Nearly 92 percent of this group currently owns their 
home. Current monthly housing costs for this group average $2,860. 

Housing Needs and Preferences  
Cost - When asked about an ideal monthly housing cost, responses averaged 
$1,916 – a 33 percent reduction over current housing costs. However, when 
asked separately how much less monthly costs would need to be in order to live in 
a deed restricted ownership or affordable rental unit, responses averaged 12 
percent less for ownership and 8 percent less for rental). 

Amenities - A series of questions asked respondents to score how important 
various housing amenities are to them, as well as how well those needs are 
currently being met. As shown in Figure 33, quality of resident, storage/garage 
space, affordable monthly payments, and space for family are most important to 
this group. Many indicated that these needs are being “Somewhat” or 
“Completely” met; affordability is being met the least out of these top 
characteristics.  

Tradeoffs
Bedrooms 0 1 2 3 4

Bathrooms
1 -- 9% 1% -- --
2 -- -- 28% 35% --
3 -- -- -- -- --
4 -- -- -- -- --
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Figure 33. Moderate Income Retired - Importance (“Somewhat” or “Very”) vs. Need 
Met (“Somewhat” or “Completely”) 

 

Barriers to Ownership - While nearly all of this cohort already owns their home, 
for those that do not the major barriers to ownership are down payments (11 
percent reporting that they would need down payment assistance to purchase), 
and inventory constraints (3 percent reporting this as a barrier to purchase). 

Location - A central housing factor is location, and respondents were asked 
about the areas of the county most attractive to them if they were to move. 
Results are summarized in Table 53, and show that in general people want to 
stay where they currently live. Ten Mile is generally popular, and there is more 
interest in moving to Upper Blue among this cohort than among the low-income 
group. 

Table 53. Location Preference – Retired Moderate Income 

 

Location Preference

Lower Blue Upper Blue Ten Mile Snake River Outside Summit
Pct. Currently Living 28% 32% 19% 6% 4%
Most Attractive Areas
1 Lower Blue Upper Blue Ten Mile Snake River Upper Blue
2 Other Other Snake River Lower Blue Other 
3 Ten Mile Ten Mile Upper Blue Upper Blue

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
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Unit Size - Another key piece of housing preference is unit size. As shown in 
Table 54, over one-third of this group is looking for a 2-bedroom, 2-bathroom 
unit, with an additional 29 percent interested in a 3-bedroom, 2-bathroom unit. 
The most significant interest is for 3-bedroom units, with 48 percent indicating 
this as their preference; 65 percent indicated a preference for 2 bathrooms. 

Table 54. Future Preference Unit Configuration, Retired Moderate Income Cohort 

 

Tradeoffs 
Following questions about general preferences, respondents were asked a variety 
of questions regarding tradeoffs they would consider in moving into an affordable 
rental or deed restricted ownership unit. For cost burdened, retired or soon to 
retire respondents earning 80 percent AMI or higher, these tradeoffs averaged: 

$354 less in monthly housing payments to live in a deed restricted house 

$231 less in monthly housing payments to live in an affordable rental 

2.2 bedrooms, 1.9 bathrooms, 1.4 covered parking spaces, and 0.9 
uncovered parking spaces to live in an affordable rental or deed restricted 
house 

If these preferences were met, the following respondents indicated that they 
would be “somewhat likely” or “very likely” to move into a: 

» Apartment – 13 percent 
» Condo – 27 percent 
» Duplex – 36 percent 
» Townhome – 43 percent 
» Single-family detached – 51 percent 

  

Future Preferences
Bedrooms 0 1 2 3 4

Bathrooms
1 -- 2% -- -- --
2 -- -- 35% 29% 1%
3 -- -- 3% 11% 4%
4 -- -- -- 8% 3%
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As a comparison to Table 54 above, Table 55 summarizes the bedroom/ 
bathroom combinations that respondents would be willing to accept in moving 
into an affordable unit. As shown, fewer respondents indicated a need for more 
than 2 bathrooms, while 2- and 3-bedroom units were still the most commonly 
desired. 

Table 55. Tradeoff Unit Configuration, Retired Moderate Income Cohort 

 

  

Tradeoffs
Bedrooms 0 1 2 3 4

Bathrooms
1 2% 2% -- -- --
2 -- -- 19% 30% --
3 -- -- 3% 5% 3%
4 -- -- -- -- --
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Survey Comments 

In addition to specific questions, the survey asked respondents three open-ended 
questions:  

1. Under what other condition(s) would you be willing to buy a deed 
restricted unit? (e.g. “it must be of a good quality”, “it must allow me to 
build equity”, “it must be close to dining or shopping, etc.”)  

2. What might deter you from purchasing a deed restricted unit?  
3. Do you have any additional comments about housing in Summit County?  

A total of 2,942 comments were received. While these comments encompassed a 
variety of thoughts and ideas, there were a number of key themes that came up 
throughout: 

• Affordability/cost 

• Resistance to appreciation caps/the desire to build equity through 
homeownership 

• Importance of quality 

• Location considerations (whether close to town, work, or other location 
factors)  
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Focus Groups 

To augment the survey findings, a series of six focus groups were held in Summit 
County on July 8th and 9th, 2019, with various stakeholder groups: 

• Year-round employers (9 attendees) 
• Seasonal employers (4 attendees) 
• The real estate and lending community (10 attendees) 
• Individuals not living in deed-restricted housing (5 attendees) 
• Individuals living in deed-restricted housing (5 attendees) 
• Individuals living in rental housing (5 attendees) 
 

Key Themes 

Attendees of the six focus groups vocalized thoughts and concerns around many 
similar themes. Major discussion points, organized by topic, are summarized 
below. 

Issues 

Attendees indicated that the biggest housing issues in Summit County include: 

• The unmet need for housing. No segment of the housing market is being 
completely met for local residents; however, the greatest need is for rental 
units. 

• Short-term rentals. Short term rentals have absorbed much of the available 
housing inventory from the long-term rental and ownership market. 

• Transparency and educational resources are needed. Transparency is 
needed for deed restriction covenants, the lottery process for deed restricted 
housing, and AMI levels/eligibility for deed restricted housing. 

• Housing stability and quality. Renters indicated that there are not enough 
protections in place for them on the private housing market. Additionally, 
deferred maintenance is a major issue for deed-restricted ownership housing, 
because of perceptions that there is no return on investment in this housing. 
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Opportunities 

Attendees indicated that the biggest opportunities to address housing issues in 
Summit County include: 

• Central resource for housing. Create a central resource for housing 
information, assistance, rental listings, financial literacy, and other educational 
resources. 

• Discourage short-term rentals. Build on existing programs to incentivize 
homeowners to convert short term rentals to long term rentals and enforce 
new short-term rental restrictions. 

• Provide more transparency. Provide more transparency in the lottery 
process, AMI requirements, and deed restriction covenants. 

• Build on existing partnerships and programs. There is an appetite, 
especially with employers, to partner on housing initiatives in the county.  

• Increase supply of housing through zoning and incentives. Align zoning 
codes with the needs of the community (e.g. allow accessory dwelling units, 
higher density areas for apartments, and looser PUD requirements) and 
remove barriers to building more housing through incentives to developers. 

Types of Housing 

Attendees indicated that the types of housing and amenities that are most needed 
or currently underserved in Summit County include: 

• Rental market has the greatest need. The biggest need is in the rental 
market. 1- and 3-bedroom rentals are in the highest demand, but there is 
limited inventory. Pet restrictions in rental housing are prohibitive for many 
people. 

• Townhouses and duplexes are ideal for ownership housing. For 
ownership housing there should be a focus on the community feel (e.g. 
Wellington Greens) and more space for families (2 to 3 bedrooms). 

• Clean and safe housing should be the priority. Community members do 
not need luxury homes. Access to public transportation and parking is 
important, and energy efficiency is highly desirable. 

• There is a need for more storage and parking. Residents expressed a 
need for more storage space and more thoughtful parking arrangements.  
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Attendees
Town of Dillon | Tom Acre, Dan Burroughs, Ned West, Kerstin Anderson, Scott  
O’Brien & Carrie McDonnell

USFS | Scott Fitzwilliams, Bill Jackson & Greg Rosenmerkel

Norris Design | Elena Scott & Lindsay Newman

Reveal Design | JV DeSousa

Martin / Martin Consulting Engineers | Mark Luna

Studio Completiva | Nate Huyler

Summit County | Jason Dietz, Jim Curnutte & Scott Vargo              

Compass Homes | Blake Shutler                                                                                      

Purpose

Provide site plan concepts for affordable and US Forest 
Service housing on the parcel designated NR-2 within 
Dillon Valley. This parcel is identified in the Snake River 
Master Plan Affordable Workforce Housing Map as a site for 
potential affordable workforce housing.

Per the 2018 Farm Bill, the USFS is permitted to partner, 
lease or trade administrative land under 40 acres to 
achieve management objectives including but not limited to 
housing.
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Goals and Vision
• Develop a cohesive neighborhood vision
• Create a neighborhood that integrates a

seasonal housing component with long term
residences

• Incorporate a community space to unite the
neighborhood

• Explore niche housing opportunities
(segments of the market that are not
currently being met)
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EXISTING CONDITIONS & SITE 
CHARACTER

Site Inventory
• Three single family homes
• Bunk houses and movable trailers
• Large boneyard
• Maintenance garage that needs to be accessed year round
• Parking for USFS vehicles
• One privately owned trailer to be removed

Insert site photos on 
a nicer day

Insert site photos on 
a nicer day

Insert site photos on 
a nicer day
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Three Possible Scenarios
• Site plan USFS site only with half acre boneyard located on 

site
• Site plan USFS site only with half acre boneyard relocated 

off-site 
• Combine USFS with adjacent Public Works site (assume 

relocation of boneyard and Public Works)

Program 
• Flexible program with exception of USFS staff needs
• Provide a bunkhouse with 20-25 beds
• Incorporate single family, townhome and/or duplex homes
• Include a seasonal housing / dorm component
• Maintain a .5 acre boneyard
• Provide a 5,000 sf warehouse / storage building

Site Plan
• Three story buildings may block views, additional analysis 

is needed
• Further study of CR 51 and Forest Canyon Drive is needed 

for better circulation, traffic queuing, etc.
• Multiple configurations and unit mixes are possible based 

on the conceptual site plans. The program will need to be 
further defined to refine the plans

SITE ANALYSIS & PROGRAMMING

NORTH
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Common Themes & Design Elements

• Create separation between residential and Public Works uses
• Preserve views to Lake Dillon and Ten Mile Range
• Incorporate community green space and pedestrian

connections for neighborhood connectivity and
preservation of existing forest service character

• Seasonal uses for summer vs winter provide
opportunity for partnerships - USFS use in summer and ski areas use in
winter

• Phase implementation to ensure completion of USFS needs in the first
phase

• Home types shown on concept plans can be
changed to reflect needs, i.e. townhomes could
become quad-plexes if there is a need for additional dorm style units

What do the Attendees Think will Make This a 
Good Neighborhood

• Connecting USFS, Dillon Valley, and Dillon 
Core

• Quality of life and quality of product
• Integrated and inclusive
• Sustainable
• Creative
• Diverse mix of styles and types
• Not all for sale
• Public lands and open spaces
• Tie into surrounding forrest
• Preserve views
• Entry level housing
• Transient
• Somewhere you’re proud to live
• Forest engagement and ownership
• Love of place
• Opportunity
• Efficient
• Financially viable



DILLON + USFS HOUSING CHARRETTE  | 6/7/2019 

ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS

Finance
• Proforma should not rely on market rate housing to provide 

subsidy
• Consider alternative sources for revenue generation (i.e. down 

payments for long term leases)
• USFS provision of land for exchange of in-kind services

Utilities & Infrastructure
• Existing utilities in CR 51 are recommended to remain. Relocation 

is not financially feasible
• Will need a complete survey of the existing conditions and 

utilities prior to additional design work
• Existing X” water and 8” sewer lines can provide services to the 

neighborhood
• Potential secondary means of egress through USFS property to 

Hwy 6
• Straighten CR 51 for safety from runaway vehicles                                                 

SCALE: 1”=200’

0 100

NORTH

200 400
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 INITIAL SKETCHES - CONCEPT A KEY COMPONENTS

Locate taller buildings located along the 
north to northeast side of site

• Create separation between residential and Public Works uses
• Preserve views to the lake and Ten Mile Range 
• Include tuck under parking for the apartment buildings off Forest 

Canyon Drive

Possible road connections to Oro Grande 
trail in the future

• Must cross Denver Water property
• Connect to residential cul-de-sac

Include a variety of home types:
• Duplex
• Townhome
• Quad-plex with shared facilities
• Apartment 
• Rental and for-sale
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CONCEPT A 

APARTMENT

TOWNHOME

DUPLEX

Primary circulation at the 
interior of the site

• CR 51 relocated to become a neighborhood 
street

• Driveway access and front porches to 
provide traffic calming

• Utility easement maintained as green 
corridor

Design homes along the 
southern border and open 
space corridor to take 
advantage of views and solar 
access

• Consider market rate (deed restricted to 
Summit County workforce) 

• Homes could be townhomes, duplex or 
other product type to meet needs of town 
and partners

Future potential 
development at Public Works 
site as duplex homes in the 
future

Utilize Forest Canyon Drive 
to provide tuck under 
parking to the apartment 
buildings and minimize 
surface parking

                                                 
SCALE: 1”=150’
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HOME TYPE SF PER 
FLOOR

STORIES BLDG 
QTY

UNIT 
QTY

APARTMENTS 
(150X50’)

7,500 3 5 120

TOWNHOMES 
(25X55’ PER UNIT)

1,375 2 14 55

DUPLEX (30X30’ 
PER UNIT)

900 2 7 14

TOTAL - - 26 189

SURFACE PARKING 145

GARAGE PARKING 55
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CONCEPT B

Locate parking lots internal to 
the site

Design vehicular circulation to 
use existing infrastructure

• Minimize the need for additional roads and 
connect to existing infrastructure - Forest 
Canyon Road and CR 51

• Maintain existing CR 51 location

Transition from apartment 
buildings to duplex homes 
with townhomes or quad-plex 
buildings

Site lower density homes along 
CR51 to take advantage of views 
and solar access

• Consider market rate (deed restricted to 
Summit County workforce) 

• Homes could be townhomes, duplex or other 
product type to meet needs of town and 
partners

Utilize Forest Canyon Drive to 
provide tuck under parking to 
the apartment buildings and 
minimize surface parking                      

SCALE: 1”=150’

0 75

NORTH

150 300

SURFACE PARKING 130

GARAGE PARKING n/a

HOME TYPE SF PER 
FLOOR

STORIES BLDG 
QTY

UNIT 
QTY

APARTMENTS 
(150X50’)

7,500 3 3 72

TOWNHOMES 
(25X55’ PER UNIT)

1,375 2 8 16

DUPLEX (30X30’ 
PER UNIT)

900 2 9 18

TOTAL - - 20 106

APARTMENT

TOWNHOME

DUPLEX
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CONCEPT A & B - PHASING

Phase 1 should include the needed USFS housing

Phasing from the southwest to northeast will allow time for relocating 
the USFS boneyard and Public Works uses
Each phase should provide multiple unit types to serve different needs

                                                 

NORTH NORTH
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CONCEPT C - INITIAL SKETCHES KEY COMPONENTS

Create a disintegrated edge between the 
open space and homes

• Locate buildings in pods with common green space
• Snake the pedestrian connection through the site from east to 

west

Locate vehicular circulation at the 
perimeter of the site

• Provide secondary road connections through the site to be used 
as needed i.e. grocery drop-off, move in, etc.

• Parking lots to be designed in pockets and dispersed through the 
site

Keep existing USFS storage for use as a 
community workshop
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CONCEPT C

HOME TYPE SF PER 
FLOOR

STORIES BLDG 
QTY

UNIT 
QTY

APARTMENTS 
(180X40’)

7,500 3 2 48

QUAD-PLEX 
(50X90’)

4,000 3 20 240

TOWNHOMES 
(55X30 PER UNIT)

1,650 2 3 9

TOTAL - - 25 297

APARTMENT

TOWNHOME

QUAD-PLEX

COMMUNITY 
BUILDING

SURFACE PARKING 315

GARAGE PARKING n/a

Anchor the west and east ends 
of the site with larger apartment 
buildings

• Locate larger buildings in the flattest locations 
(northeast)

• Use larger buildings to create separation from 
distinctly different uses (residential to Public 
Works)

• Locate larger buildings where they will not 
impede on solar gain and views from other 
buildings

Maintain the existing CR 51 
alignment

Include a ‘woonerf’ for traffic 
calming

• A smaller width road to promote shared 
pedestrian, bicycle and car uses

• Provide vehicular circulation and fire access on an 
as needed basis

Align homes to frame open 
space pods

• Create a theme of bringing the wilderness into 
the neighborhood

• Design the neighborhood to be well connected 
to the surrounding trails and recreational 
opportunities

Home types can be changed to 
reflect needs of the town and 
partners
                                                 

SCALE: 1”=150’
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NEXT STEPS

Establish monthly meetings with team to identify:
• Scope
• Timeline
• Budget

Communicate diligently with the USFS

Create an MOU between TOD & County to include:
• Water/sewer assessment - access from Dillon Valley or across Hwy 6
• Topography
• Land assessment considering highest and best use not possible
• Traffic study - Hwy 6 and CR 51
• Phase 1 environmental study
• Identify new location for warehouse/boneyard and conduct land assessment

Reach out to potential partners. Consider upfront 
investment for long-term master lease

• Local businesses
• CDOT
• Denver Water
• Property management companies
• Restaurant Association
• Financial 
• Resorts
• Other

Potential funding opportunities:
• DOLA
• CHAFA
• Freddy Mac
• TOD Street Fund
• COP versus bonds
• County 5A or trade

Define value:
• Land - USFS / County
• Infrastructure
• Maintenance
• Management

Pricing structure based on cost of living versus AMI                                                    


