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Executive Summary

The objective of this research ateexaminet he Ci t y existingBausingder 06 s
assistancprogramsand to make recommendations fimproving these program$he research
begins by examining the curr entseloldseandehausirgr i st i
stock.We provide descriptive statistics bnh e Ci t -yarddgenteloeaupged housing stock
and examine the diskitions of housingosts for renters arfdr homeownersWe describethe
current distribution of house prices as well as historical trenthegeprices We survey
housing assistance programs in eight citiesdtsmt haveffordability problems: Portlah) OR,;
Madison, WI; Bellevue, WA; Chapel Hill, NC; Aspen, CO; Valil, CO; Steamboat Springs, CO;
and Burlington, VT. These places illustrate/ide variation in local governments' approach to
providingaffordable housing, both in terms of types of prograeng. €ligibility requirements)
andin funding mechanisms.

Weexami ne the cost s amedthobsmgassisiaricesprogrambe he Ci ty
characteristicsve examinanclude program eligibility requirements and restrictive covenants.
We provide grofile of current housing assistarfoeneficiaries and examine th&\G
administered costs associated with these programs. Programs designed to subsidize
homeownership are targeted to loveome households who either live or work in the City of
Boulder Homeownership programs are financed through a variety of funding mechanisms, but
primarily through the City's Inclusionary Zoning (I@)dinance. This regulation requires that
residential developers provide one permanently affordable dwelling (or dnebesih payment)
for every five market rate dwellings developed. The permanently affordable units are deed
restricted and limit the amount of appreciation that property owners may receive when selling the
property. The City's rental housing programs targeGhy's very lowincome population.

The Boulder Housing Market

There aresignificant disconnestbetweerthe market for owneroccupied singlefamily
homescondominiumsandrental housingn the City of BoulderThere are several reasons for
themaiket segmentatian

1. Over the past quarter century, regional housing demand has incsegasédantlyfaster
t han t he Cihoysingstbck Boul der 6s

a. The population in Boulder County has increased at an average rate of 1.5% per
year since 1980;

b. Restrictiois on residential development in the City of Boulder forcedtrof
Boul der Co wemhousing supply toroeia Iscations outside City
boundaries;

c. Rapidly ncreasinghousingdemand n t h eupgyicongtraisecharket has
forced singlefamily (e.g. predominantly ownarccupied)pricesto increase at an
average annual rate of 6.2% per ygace 19802.68% per year faster than the rate
of inflation;

d. The prices of singidamily homes located in Boulder County but outside City
boundaries increasl 4.8% per year since 1980 (about 1.2%/year in real terms).



2. The market price adinglefamily (e.g. predominantly ownarccupiedhousing in the
City of Boulder is driverby household wealth, not incoma.2006,

a. the median family income was $64,614lie tState of Colorado and $89,184 in
the City of Boulder (38.0% higher);

b. the median value of own@ccupied homes was $232,900 in the State of
Colorado and $455,900 in the City of Boulder (95.7% higher);

c. the ratio of the median singfamily house price tthe median family income
was 3.6 for the State of Colorado and 5.1 for the City of Boulder

d. in spite of paying significantly higher house pricesdameroccupied housing
nearly onethird of Boulder homeowners own their home without a mortgage
(31.8% ofCity homeowners owtheir home without a mortgageéhile 22.8%o0f
Coloradohomeownerswn their home free of dekt

e. the percent of the Cilys h o me o wn e paginglwdh bousing gxgense
burdens (payingnore than 30% of their income on hougirgyabait the same as
it is for homeowners in the State of Colorado (40.1% for City homeowners vs.
38.5% for homeownersn the State of Coloradp

ff.only 8% ofsinglefamilyRotybdeg stock is o6afforda
households earning the Departmentof sloun g and Ur ban Devel op
(HUDSs) establishedd\rea Median Income (AMIjor Boulder, Coloradp 75.9%
of the singlefamily stock in Longmon{15.6 miles from the City of Bouldeld
affordable; 60.5% in Lafayet{@1.1 miles from Bouldey)s0.7% in Louisiule
(10.3 miles from Boulder7.6% in Superiof7.8 miles from Boulderjand
56.7% in Erig(14.7 miles from Boulder)

3. Condominiumspricesin the City of Boulder are significantly lower than prices of single
family detached homes.

a. As of 4/17/2007 therevere 8,696 condominiums located in the City of Boulder.

b. The median value of a condominium was about $192,000.

c. Over the past quarter century, condominiyrisesin the City of Boulder have
increased 4.2% per year.

d Nearly 60% of t he @ffortapléts hooseholds@amingi ums a
100% d the Boulder AMI

e. On November 5, 2007, there were 117 condominiums for sale in the City of
Boulder with selling prices below $200,0080st of these were onand twe
bedroom units selling for between $178 and $2&4spguare foot.

4. Market rents in Boulder are driven by household incomes, consequently the monthly rent
for apartments in the City are not significantly different from market rents in the rest of
the Cainty:

a. The median renh the City of Boulde$948) iscomparable téthe median renin
Boulder County ($924)

b. Housing cost burdens for City renters are significantly higher than housing cost
burdens for renteoccupied households the rest ofColorad@® over 60% of the
Ci t y 6 sreportpaying more tha&0% of their income on rent while about
4% o f C o leders@pbbdrdensome housing expenses



The City of Boulderdés Housing Assistance Pro

Webrieflys ummari ze the housing assistance progra
Division of Housing (DOH) We examine both homeownershipd rental housingssistance
programsin 2000, the City established a goalpobviding4,500gpermanently affordabde
dwellingsin Boulder (approximately 10% of the expected baoilt housing stock)Accordng to
Title 9 of the Citydéds Land Use Code:

Adper manently affordable unitd means a dwe
affordable forever to households earning up to eighty percent of the area median
incomethrough contractual arrangements, restrettovenants, and resale

restrictions, subject to reasonable exceptions, including, without limitation,

subordination of such arrangements, covenants, and restrictions to a mortgagee.

No unit shall be considered a permanently affordable unittinetilocaion,

construction methods, and technigues used to ensure that the dwelling unit will

remain affordable to a households earning up to eighty percent of the area median

i ncome has been apprioved by the city manag

According to theDOH, as of Octdoer 2,2007, the City has achieved 61.8% oft@tal goal,
with 2,781affordable dwelling units. The units in inventory indicate that the City has achieved
75% of is rental assistance goal and 41% of its homeownership fealefital/owner splds of
Octobemnwas 74%/26%rxespectively, working toward a goal of 61%/39% rental/owner, as
defined in the May 2000 Housing Implementation and Funding Task Force Régore Ci t y 6 s
housing assistance progragiges preference to incomand assegligible households who
work and/or live in the City of BouldeF. h e  Gdompyebensive Housing Strategy 2@0@
theHousing Implementatn and Funding Task Force Rep@iatedMay 23, 200Dtarge very
low-, low-, and moderatencome households, University of Colorado studestaff and faculty
and worker households.

The Citydéds HomeWor ks Program adds permanent |
housing stock primarily tlaugh Inclusionary Zoning (IZY he Ci tyés | Z ordi nanc
resdential developer® allocate20% of a residential developmigto affordable housinigy
eitherbuilding affordable units osite, oftsite, donating land, or with cagi-lieu (CIL)
paymentsThe City also provides grants for assistance aatvn paymentthrough the House
to Homeowneship Program (H20), Firélome Program and the 3% SolutiGtesidential
properties that argecured hr ough the Cityds 1 Z ordinance ar e
through deed restriction$he restrictions limit the amount of house price appreciatitine
minimumof: (1) changes intheareamedianhousehold incom&?2) changes irthe rate of
inflation (as measured by thgenver are&€onsumer Price Indgxand (3)3.5%.Between 1997
and 2006, the annual average appremigbermitted by this formula vgd..68%. Theactual
amountof annualappreciation thatnegram participantbave been allowed to keep over this
period wag.3%.

!See the City of Boulderés Title 9 Land Use Code, Chapt
http://www.colocode.com/boulder2/chaptei®.htmaccessed 10/13/2007.



http://www.colocode.com/boulder2/chapter9-16.htm

fiBoulder Housing Partners (BHP) provides rental housing assistance to qualifying
households usinfive federal and noffiederalprogramsl t admi ni st ers HUDOS S
Housing Choice Voucher program, it manages public housing, it owns and operates Section 8
projectbased rental assistance, it operates rental properties that it makes available to qualifying
low-income households below-market rents, and it develops and manages housing using the
low-income housing tax credBHP serves the distribution of Boulder lamcome households,
butis uniquely positioned to house those families whose incomes are the lowest in Boulder,
between 0% and 30% of AMCurrently, BHP has 991 rental units in their affordable housing
stock and provides rental subsidies to an additional 650 farfil@sthese, 39 units are public
housing 650are Section 8 Housing Voucheand theremainders areegtion 8 project based,
workforce/reduced rent, tax credit; mixed income project8HP is in the process of
converting 44 units of public housing on Broadvia tax crediproperty In addition, BHP has
an additional 26 new units undezwelopment athe Broadway sitand has begun
redevelopment work oa66 urit mobile home parlon Valmont.

Funding for the Citydéds affordabl e &kedemai ng pr
funds from the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), HOME InvestrfAartnership
Program and the American Dream DeRayment Initiative finance homeownership lfmw-
income household$ocal funds come fromrpperty taxes androm development excise taxes
paid into the Communitidousing Assistance Fund (CHARoulder ha a property tax of 0.981
mills assessed aeal property. The tax revenuesddt he Ci t yos apitplendi tures
improvementsCHAP receives 0.8 mills of the 0.981 mills levied, which translates to
approximately $1$1.5 million annuallyAdditionally, the City has a development excise tax on
newcommercialand residential developmefith e Ci t yés I ncl usi onary Zor
funds the Cityods Arfdfadds tdthesupply ofipemmanentlygaffordabted
housing unitsResources for rentablising assistance programs are provided by the Federal
government through Section 8, CDBG and the Hoaome Housing Tax Credit Prografihe
Cityés Affordable Housing Fund al so provides
programs

Several nofprofit organizations provide additional housing assistancBdotde® Bw-
income householdsiabitat for Humanity has built 20 units in the City of Boulder since 1993
and is currently developing 9 units in the Harmony Haven neighborfibedAffordable
HousingAlliance (AHA) provides homeownership assistance and has built 32 units in Boulder,
18 of which were conaicted between 2004 and 20@authern Lights ishe most recerAHA
project. Fur units were constructéa 2007by AHA in partnership witithe Bouder Area
Realtor Association (BARA), th€ity of Boulder, Wolff Lyon Architects, Cottonwood Custom
Builders, the Wells Fargo Housing Foundation, and Wonderland Hill Development Campany
Thistle Community Housing (Thistle) employs a community land trusTj@pproach to
affordable housing. In 2007, the nprofit was managing 693 affordable rental unitd 242
CLTowneroccupied units in Boulder County. More t
households earning up to 30% of AMI, and nearly 91% mfitainits serve families up to 50%
of AMI.

2 http://www.boulderhousing.org/html/welcome. htarid comments from Cindy Brown aneé8ey Martens, BHP.
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Survey of Other Cities

The cities surveyeillustrate awide variation in local governments' approach to affordable
housing, both in terms of types of programs (e.qg. eliggbiequirements) and funding
mechanismsLocal financing mechanisms includevenues frontax increment financingn
urban renewal district&clusionary zoning, real estate transfer taxes, aloosing link that
placessome responsibility for affordable housiog employeantensive kusinesses, as well as
traditional mechanisms | i k e t h egemetalfundlLocallyafinanted libgsing assistance
programs in resort housing markets (e.g. Aspen, Vail, Steamboat Springs) require participants be
employed locally (or require retireas ltave previously worked in the are@pmparable non
Colorado cities differ from Bouldérs p r bygpifesnglsomeownership prograntisat link
house priceppeeciationto house prices ithe local housing markétVith the20% inclusionary
zoning (1Z) odinanceB o u | dZeprod@ram is more aggressive than programs in the
comparable citiesurveyed in this reparBellevue and Portland encourage, 8anhot mandate,

IZ through density bamses and other incentiveShapel Hill and Madison require fewkZ units
in their ordinances anekempt small scaleesidentialdevelopments (those with fewer than 5
units).

Analysis of Boulderds Housing Assistance Pro

Atotal of640a f f or dabl e housing units wervrrasticedded t o
affordable homes between 1991 and&0rhese homewere added through inclusionary
zoning,by subsidiegrom various sources, andth a combination of inclusionary zoning and
subsidies. Inclusionary zoning bight 241 units into the program, while tGe&yd Affordable
HousingFund, which isprimarily fundedwith inclusionary zoning casim-lieu, supported 83
homeownershipinits with nearly $1.8 million. In total, more tha&.$million in various funds
have been infused into affordable homeevship unitghrough the @y since 1991The average
City-administered subsidy provided for homeowernship units has ave$agg®6 from 1992
2007. Singlefamily homeownership units received thighestaverage subsidy of $41,88hile
townhomes, duplexes, and condoiams received $34,912, $22,961, and $22,489pectively

The City aims to serve families who are living dadworking in Boulder, but occasionally,
homeowners entering the program do not have a history of livjrog mearthe City. From 1996
to 2007, 424 affordable homeowner unif80.7%) sold to residents already living in the City of
Boulder(an additionall8 unitsnot counted in this tallgre slated for completion in Januray
2008. Another65 units, or10.8%,sold to residentsutside the Cityputwithin Boulder County.
There were 4affordable homebuye(§.2%)from othercountieswithin Coloradoor from
outside the State of Coloradbhe previousresidence of new homeownerssw#ot reported for
11.3%of the respondent©f the @0 families enering thehomeownershiprogram from 1996
through 200, 9 (1.5%)wereCity of Boulderemployeesand B (2.2%)wereother goverment
employeesThere were 2Tniversity teachers the program andZother teachers, for a total of
132%. There were 21ddth care professinals and nurse8.6%). 45 of the recipients, or 3%,
were service workerd'he dsabled and retired represented 2.0% anthlréspectively.
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A tot al of 797 units w-estretedoatfoddabte rental std@lo ul der 6 s

between 1992 and 200These rentals were addéfough inclusionary zonindpy subsidies

from various sourcesnd witha combination of inclusionary zoning and subsidies. Inclusionary
zoning brought 42 rental units into the program without the infusiordeféé, state, or City
subsides. The Affordable Housing Furdntributed to 92 rental units with $682,120. CHAP
funds supported 510 affordable rental units withhiglestaggregate amount of cash, more than
$6.6 million. A total of $1.375 million CDBG fuds supported 346 rental unithe average
subsidy for rental units from 1992007 has been $15,810 per unit, though subsidies have been
highly vatiable through time. The highesterage per unit subsidy occurred in 2005 at $40,000
per unit. The averageR6 subsidy wa$22,535, and there were nental subsidies in 2007.
Nearly 70%, or 719, of the covenamastricted rental units have been added sh@@®. The

single highest annuaicreasan the number of rental uniteccuredn 2002, adding 201 units.

Permanently affordablleouseprices are typically below construction costs (even after
excluding land prices) he current IZ ordinance has both a direct and an indirect effect on the
market price of housing in Boulder. The direct effect is that deeetopust make up the
incremental cost of constructing permanently affordable dwellBgse of these costs are
passed on to Boulder homebuyérke indirect effect is that house prices d&tirhousing
consumers increass the City takes existing dwellimgut of the housing stock and dedicates
them to permanently affordable units. Furthermore, the existing program for permanently
affordable ownenccupied housing accelerates the rate of depreciation in the stock of owner
occupied housing because it does allow homeowners to earn a return on theintenance
and repaiexpendituresCurrently, a permanently affordable homeowner may make
improvements to their property and, if approved by the Division of Housing, these expenditures
are included in the rate price of the property. However, the homeowner is only reimbursed for
theexpenditures, and does noteanyreturron t heir o6i nvestment 6 i n
addition, the current procedure for setting permanently affordable housepgwieatally puts
existing properties at disadvantage relative to new permanently affordable dwellings.
Currently, permanently affordable house prices are determined by size (number of bedrooms,
bathrooms and square feet of living space) and property typéetamgjly attached or singte
family detached). Thre is no accomodation féie other determinants of house price (e.g.
location). It is also the same price for new and for existing with one exception. With existing
homes the property owner may increasepghrmanently affordable price by the amount of
approved expenditures on maintenance and repairs. This could increase the price of existing
homes higher than the price of new homes and make existing homes less desirable for
homebuyers.

Regarding the deamd for assisted housing, there appears to be considerably more demand
for assistedental housing than there is for owrmcupiedpermanently affordable housiiry
Boulder One indicator of the excess demand for assisted rental housingBothader Haising

Partners only occasionally accepts applications for rental housing assistance. Once the deadline
for applying has passed, no more applicants are accepted. It takes BHP a considerable amount of

time to find rental housg for the applicants. An inditar of theexcess supply of permanently
affordableowneroccupiedhousing ighe Division of Housing occasionally finds permanently
affordable home buyers residing outside both the City of Boulder and outside Boulder County,
even though preferences areagivto applicants who live and work in the City of Boul@ome
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permanenthaffordable homebuyettsavecomefrom out of statePotential beneficiaries inability
to build wealth by accumulating equity in their hoomedoubtedly influences their decision to
participate in the program.

There are at least two contentious issues regarding the current housing assistance program in
the City of Boulder. One is the way the housing assistance is financed and the second is the way
the program regulates appreciatiarhbuse prices. The current IZ ordinance forces the
residential sector to finance much of the cost of the affordable housing prddgramther
contentious issue is the role that (expected) appreciation plays in determining how much
homeowners pay faheir housingconsumptionThe tradeoff here is obvious: the more the City
allows the homeowner taccumulatevealththroughhouse price appreciation, the less
oaffordabl ed house prices wil/l become in the
programconstrains house price appreciation, the more affordable Boulder house pridesiwill
the future, buh 0 me o wherefissvib be reducedThe aftertax user cost of ownerccupied
housing measures how much households pay for housing if they takéhenge(g.g. down
paymentsmonthly mortgage payments, propetayes,nsurancegdeductibility of mortgage
interest and property taxdsyuse price appreciation, expected holding period, etc.) into account.
The aftertax usercost of ownetoccupied housingepends on: (1) the market price of housing;

(2) how much of the price is financed; (3) the mortgage interest rate; (4) income tax rates; (5)
property tax rées; (6) insurancd?7) changes in the price of the properynd (8) the

h o me o wn e-taxdogoortanityt cest of capitalAn illustration will help. Suppose the market

price of a house is $250,00the house will be financed with a $225,000;y&@r, fixed rate

mortgage at 6.5% annual interest. Property tax and insurance payments amount to $2,100 pe

year. Suppose the homebuyer is in the 28% ordinary income tax heqiketts to own the

home for four yearand can earn 7% after tax on an equally risky alternative investthtra

price of the house keeps up with a 3% rate of inflation, the miarttythat will make the

homeowner indifferent between owniagdrenting a similar home is $1,126.58 per month. This
monthly payment takes the deductibility of mortgage interest and property taxes into account. In
addition, the 0c tysstreducedfby the 8% penygar appreciatior irotipee r

price of the property. If the rate of appreciation increases to 6% (closer to the actual rate of
appreciation in the City of Boulder over the
c 0 s echngs by about 51.4% to $547.52 per month. House price appreciation plays a large and

i mportant role in what homeowners end up payi
ability to capture the full benefit dfouse priceppreciation, the current hmeownership

program significantly i nc weeeoscapsedholsiegande nef i ci a
reduces incentives to participate in the progam.

Recommendations

Over the past quarter century, nominal siFfglmily house prices in the City of Baldr have
increased more than 6% per y€egtie current homeownership program in Boulder allows
program participants to captuneuse pricappreciation at a ratef between 1% andoa. If
historical trends continue, the gap between the price of perman#othjadle owneroccupied
housing and the market price of housing@oulderwill increase.This will have two
consequences: (1) potential participants will find the homeownership program less and less
attractive because they can purchase a home just®Qisydof Boulderboundarieand
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accumulate wealth through market rate appreciation; antdé2)urrent homeownership

program will requiregreater subsidies as the gap between market price and permanently
affordable price increasesurthermore, much ohe burden for financing affordable housing in
Boulder is placed on the residential sector: residential developers and market rate homebuyers.
The City should explore alternative mechanisms for funding affordable housing.

We recommend:

¢ Re-evaluating thdnomeownersip/rental mix Homeownership subsidies paid by the
City are significantly higher thasubsidies requirefbr renteroccupiechousing. The
City should reevaluate whether the additional cost is worth the bértediturrent mix
of affordableunits is 28% ownership and 74% rentaith a goal of 39% ownership and
61% rental. In order to meet that goal, the City would have to secure 686 additional
rental units an@n additional 1,033 own@&rccupiedunits.

¢ The City should reexaminethe current limitdion on the amount of appreciation that
homeowners are permitted to receiwéile the current limitation serves to keep house
prices oO0affordabled, it is disconnected
reduces the benefits associated witmleownership

e Examining the costs and benefits of sharing affordable housing with the regional
communities (i.e., cost of commuting, environmental impacts, spatial cost of creating
affordable housing, etc.)

e Changing program eligibilitfrom preferences toequirements andeatingstated
goals for workforce housing allocatedtéachers, health care workers, service and
retail workers, administrative employees, and trades and construction workers

e Creating a better methodology for collectengd reportinglata from beneficiaries

14
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Introduction
The objective of this research isgwaminethe existing affordable housing programs in

Boulder, Colorado, and to make recommendations for improving these progirangsearch

begins by examining the characteass of t he Cityo6s housing stock
and to the State of Colorado) and providing a profile of residents’' demand for hdirgng.

report then highlights the characteristics of
programsChaacteristics examined include program eligibility requirements and restrictive
covenantsNe xt , the report compares Boul der6s housi
other cities that have similar affordability problemmally, the research makes

recaonmendati ons for i mprovi ng t hssista@Gdetograme.f Boul de

The 2006Boulder, Colorado Housing Market
Understanding the composition of the City of

the housing stock isa prereqtiss t o under standing the Cityds h
Consequently, this report begins with,a basic

household compositioand housing stock.

Housing Demand: Who Needs Housing?
The American Communitg ur vey ( ACS) is fia nationwide sur

demographic, social, economic, and housing information of people, households, and housing
units. The survey collects the same type of information that has been collected every 10 years
from the lorg-form questionnaire of the census, which the American Community Survey will
replace. The estimates are limited to the household population and exclude the population living
in institutions, college dormitories, and other group quatfe@haracteristicsf the population

and housing stock are estimated from a small sample of the popufsttrdingly, the

estimates reported in the ACS are subject to sampling &trerACS reportgsharacteristics of

the population,of household, andof the housing stdcfor the nation, for states, for major
metropolitan areas, and for nearly 800 of the largest counties in the United States (including
Bouldel).

3
U.S. Census Bureau, Statistical Abstract of the United States, 2007, Population Section, page 2.
http://www.census.gov/prod/2006pubs/07statab/pop.pdf
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Population

According to the2006ACS, the City of Boulder, Coloradbad apopulation of about 92,500

(Tablel), less than onthird the population of Bould&Zounty.The City of

Boul der6s popul ation comprised fewer than 38,
per householdBoth Boulder County (with 2.41 persons per household) and the State of
Colorado(with 2.52 persons per household) had larger household $tze average household

size in the City is heavily influenced by the large university student populdtiongh the ACS

does not include university stewts living in the dormitoriest does nclude CU students living

off campus.

The U.S. Bureau of the Census defines a household as all people who occupy a residential
dwelling. The members of a household are not necessarily reldtedCensus Bureau publishes
information for family and for nofiamily householdsA family is a group of two or more
persons living in a dwelling related by blood, marriage, or adogtlon-family households
include singleperson households and groups of unrelated individdialarly 65% of the State of
Co | or aumulatdrslivep in family household8. maj or ity of the City of
(55%) reside in nofamily households.

It should be noted that the City of Boul der
estimates for 2000, citing the undercountifigipproximately 2,200 housing units and 8,000
peopld. As of the date of this reporhe U.S. Census Bureau has not revised the population
estimates for the City of Boulder. The Denver Regional Council of Government (DRCOG)
revised their population estates for Boulder, estimag a City population 0£01,918 in 2008.
Converselyhe Colorado Demographers Office estimatesitiig 2006population in the City of
Boulderat 97,671° Each source enipys similarmethodology foestimatingpopulation and
housholds betweedecenniatensuses. The City of Boulder, for example, estimates population

increasesisingbuilding permits’

4 http://www.ci.boulder.co.us/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=1490&Itemid=&0df November
12, 2007.

® http://www.drcog.org/documents/Place_Pop06,pdfof November 12, 2007.

8 http://www.dola.state.co.us/dlg/demog/population/estimates/Tdlfi€mal.pdf as of November 12007.

" Interview with Susan Richstone, Planning and Development Services, October 26, 2007.

16



http://www.ci.boulder.co.us/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=1490&Itemid=507
http://www.dola.state.co.us/dlg/demog/population/estimates/Table5-06Final.pdf%20as%20of%20November%2012

Table 1: 2006 Populations and Households

2006 Estimates of Population, Housing
and Household Characteristics

Total Population
Total Households
Family Households
With own children under 18 years
Married-couple families
With own children under 18 years
Male householder, no wife present
With own children under 18 years
Female householder, no husband present
With own children under 18 years
Nonfamily Households
Householder living alone
65 years and over

Households with one or more people under 18 years
Households with 1 or more people 65 years and over
Average household size
Average family size
Income and Benefits (20063$)
Households
Less than $10,000
$10,000 to $14,999
$15,000 to $24,999
$25,000 to $34,999
$35,000 to $49,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $149,999
$150,000 to $199,999
$200,000 or more
Source: 2006 American Community Survey

State of Colorado

Boulder County

City of Boulder

Percent of Percent of Percent of
Number Number Number
Category Category Category

4,753,377 282,304 92,474

1,846,988 112,947 37,873
1,196,223 64.77% 66,850 59.19% 17,029 44.96%
581,273 48.59% 35,324 52.84% 8,750 51.38%
934,148 78.09% 52,448 78.46% 13,162 77.29%
419,803 44.94% 26,084 49.73% 6,116 46.47%
80,429 6.72% 6,281 9.40% 1,525 8.96%
42,810 53.23% 3,421 54.47% 774 50.75%
181,646 15.18% 8,121 12.15% 2,342 13.75%
118,660 65.32% 5,819 71.65% 1,860 79.42%
650,765 35.23% 46,097 40.81% 20,844 55.04%
521,377 80.12% 32,052 69.53% 13,719 65.82%
132,949 25.50% 7,024 21.91% 2,507 18.27%
629,349 34.07% 37,035 32.79% 8,790 23.21%
335,325 18.16% 17,551 15.54% 4,949 13.07%

2.52 2.41 2.21

3.11 2.98 2.88

1,846,988 112,947 37,873
126,996 6.88% 8,221 7.28% 4,973 13.13%
91,361 4.95% 4,733 4.19% 2,159 5.70%
189,609 10.27% 8,584 7.60% 3,738 9.87%
198,815 10.76% 10,795 9.56% 4,342 11.46%
275,863 14.94% 15,351 13.59% 4,554 12.02%
351,977 19.06% 20,164 17.85% 5,022 13.26%
236,793 12.82% 12,957 11.47% 3,244 8.57%
228,497 12.37% 18,174 16.09% 5,703 15.06%
77,150 4.18% 6,778 6.00% 1,960 5.18%
69,927 3.79% 7,190 6.37% 2,178 5.75%
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Income
About 6.9% of all households in the State of Colorado had incomes below $10,000 during

2006.For the City of Boulder, the rate of households with incomes below $10,000 in 2006 was
almaost two times higher, at 13.1%t the other end of the household income distribution, about
5.8% of the Cityds househol Ast dmtaal 2@ 63 .i §1% oanfe
households had 2006 incomes above $200,000.

The U.S. Department ofddising and Urban Development (HUD) area median income
(AMI) calculations for Boulder, Colorado, are based on the median family income for residents
of Boulder CountyAMIs are used to determine eligibility for a variety of housing assistance

programsHUD defines four categories of leimcome household:

e Very Low-IncomeHouseholdsar e househol ds earning | ess t
median household income (adjusted for family size)

¢ Low-Income Householdsare households earning between 50% and 80% of AMI

¢ Moderate IncomeHouseholdsare households earning between 80% and 120% of AMI

e Above Moderate IncomeHouseholdsare households earning more than 120% of AMI

In 2006, HUD estimated the Boulder County median family income at $81,600. The ACS
estimate of the 200@edian family income for Boulder County was slightly lower, at $80,883
(Table2). 2006 median family incomes in the City of Boulder were about $8,300 higher than
median family incomes in Boulder County (according to the AG8Yertheless, City of
Boulderresidents must qualify for housing assistance using Boulder County median family
incomes (as published by HUO§or comparison, the 2006 median family income in the State of
Colorado was $64,600.

While the median family income in the City is higher tiia@ median family income in
Boulder County, the median ndamily income in the City of Boulder is substantially lower than
the median nofiamily income in Boulder County'he ACS estimate of the median A@amily
income for the City of Boulder was juster $29,000 in 2006Viedian nonfamily incomes were
over $4,000 higher in the State of Colorado and about $9,500 higher in Boulder County.
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Table 2: 2006 Household and Family Income

2006 Estimates of Population, Housing and
Household Characteristics

Household Income

Median household income (dollars)
Mean household income (dollars)

Family Income

Less than $10,000

$10,000 to $14,999

$15,000 to $24,999

$25,000 to $34,999

$35,000 to $49,999

$50,000 to $74,999

$75,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $149,999
$150,000 to $199,999
$200,000 or more

Median family income (dollars)
Mean family income (dollars)

Per capita income (dollars)

Nonfamily households

Median nonfamily income (dollars)
Mean nonfamily income (dollars)

Median earnings for workers (dollars)
Median earnings for male full-time, year-round workers

Median earnings for female full-time, year-round workers

Source: 2006 American Community Survey

State of Colorado

Boulder County

City of Boulder

Number Percent of Number Percent of Number Percent of
Category Category Category
$52,015 $61,748 $47,577
$69,334 $83,509 $73,734
1,196,223 66,850 17,029
49,509 4.14% 2,356 3.52% 688 4.04%
36,154 3.02% 1,319 1.97% 380 2.23%
88,379 7.39% 3,049 4.56% 965 5.67%
107,403 8.98% 4,506 6.74% 1,569 9.21%
166,039 13.88% 8,135 12.17% 1,385 8.13%
244,208 20.41% 11,710 17.52% 2,415 14.18%
186,559 15.60% 9,352 13.99% 2,070 12.16%
189,575 15.85% 14,121 21.12% 4,029 23.66%
68,161 5.70% 6,104 9.13% 1,692 9.94%
60,236 5.04% 6,198 9.27% 1,836 10.78%
$64,614 $80,883 $89,184
$81,751 $104,593 $109,018
$27,750 $34,081 $31,539
650,765 46,097 20,844
$33,234 $38,743 $29,222
$44,266 $51,409 $43,373
$29,511 $30,135 $21,208
$45,017 $57,141 $50,332
$35,847 $40,839 $35,652
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Poverty
Povertyguidelinesareestablishedyy the US. Department of Health and Human Sees

(HHS) for the 48 contiguous states and separately for Alaska and Hatvasie guidelines are
used to determine eligibility for a variety of federal, state, and local government subsidy
programsThe2006poverty guidelines for the 48 contiguoudatesand the District oColumbia

are listed in Table 8.

Table 3: 2006 Family Poverty Guidelines

Number of Persons in Family Unit Poverty guideline
Lo $9,800
2 13,200
R 16,600
A e 20,000
L 23,400
B 26,800
7 30,200
B i 33,600

For family units with more than 8 persons, add $3,400 for each additional person.
Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 10/13/2007.

The incidencef family poverty in the City of Boulder for 2006 was between the poverty rate
in Boulder County and the rate in the State of Coloratie.2006 poverty rate for families was
7.3% in the City of Boulder and 8.4% statewidealfle 4. The 2006 poverty rat®r families
residing in Boulder County was 5.5®overty rates increase significantly when {fiamilies are
included.The rate of poverty for the entire population of the City of Boulder was 21.6&6.
poverty rate for residents of Boulder County wasgertentage points lower (11.5%), while the
poverty rate for all people in the State of Colorado was 120%tersity of Colorado students
living off campus contribute to the high reported rate of poverty in the City of Boulder.

8 http://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty/06fedreg.htmcessed 10/13/07.
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Table 4: 2006 Poverty

2006 Estimates of Population, Housing and
Household Characteristics

Poverty: % of families and people with incomes below poverty (last 12 mos.)

All families
With related children under 18 years
With related children under 5 years only
Married couple families
With related children under 18 years
With related children under 5 years only

Families with female householder, no husband present
With related children under 18 years
With related children under 5 years only

All people
Under 18 years
Related children under 18 years
Related children under 5 years
Related children 5 to 17 years
18 years and over
18 to 64 years
65 years and over
People in families
Unrelated individuals 15 years and over

Source: 2006 American Community Survey

State of Colorado

Boulder County

City of Boulder

Percent of Category

Percent of Category

Percent of Category

21

8.4%
13.2%
13.6%

4.3%

6.3%

6.1%

27.7%
35.2%
43.0%

12.0%
15.7%
15.3%
18.4%
14.0%
10.7%
11.1%

8.3%

9.4%
22.2%

5.5%
8.5%
12.1%
2.3%
3.2%
0.5%

23.9%
31.7%
50.6%

11.5%
11.2%
10.2%
16.7%

7.7%
11.6%
12.5%

4.4%

57%
27.4%

7.30%
12.70%
3.30%
4.50%
8.20%
0.00%

22.20%
27.90%
14.20%

21.50%
17.00%
16.80%
18.70%
16.00%
22.40%
24.10%

5.00%

8.70%
39.30%



The Supply of Housing
Information on the stock of housing comes from two soutbes2006 ACS and the Boulder

County Assessors OfficAccording to the ACS, there were just over 41,300 residedvialling
units in the City of Boulder in 2006learly 38,00®f thesewere occupiedAccording to the
ACS, the number ohousing units in Boulder County totaled about 122,800 in 2006;

approximatelyl 13,000 were occupied, forvacancy rate of 8%.

The Existing Stock
Four features distinguish the City of Boul de

and from Boul der Countyds housing markets: (1
singlefamily detached housing; (2); the age of the haystock; (3) the rate of homeownership;
and (4) the market price of owReccupied homed he majority of dwelling units in both
Boulder County (62%) and in the State of Colorado (63.5%) were degiéy detached uniti
2006 A significant shareofth€i t y6s housing stock is | ocated |
less than onbalf of the dwellings in the City of Bouldé44%)singlefamily detachedOver
27% of t he Cstruciureonartocden in buldengsdvith ten or more unif&aple 5.
In the State of Coloradglightly more tharl5% of residential dwelling unitErelocated in
buildings with more than ten units.
In addition, the housing stock in the City of Boulder is significantly older than the housing
stock in the State of ColoradLess than 5% of the housing stock in Boulder was built after
2000.For the State of Colorado, the rate of residential new construction is nearly three times
higher, with 14.5% of th& t a hoesing stock built since 2000.
The rate of homeownership the City of Boulder is significantly lower than the rate of
homeownership for both the State of Colorado and for the nation as a Whel2006 ACS
reports that thé8.8%rate of homeownership in the City of Bould€he rate of homeownership
for theentire State of Colorada 2006 wa$8.7%.The2006homeownership rate for Colorado
wassimilar to the national homeownership rate of 68°8%.

9 Seehttp://www.census.gov/hhes/www/housing/hvshhit/histt14.htm) accessed on 10/13/07.
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Table 5: 2006 Housing Stock

2006 Estimates of Population, Housing and
Household Characteristics

Total Housing Units
Occupancy Status
Occupied housing units
Vacant housing units
Homeowner vacancy rate
Rental vacancy rate
Units in Structure
1-unit, detached
1-unit, attached
2 units
3 or 4 units
51to 9 units
10 to 19 units
20 or more units
Mobile home
Boat, RV, van, etc.
Year Structure Built
Built 2005 or later
Built 2000 to 2004
Built 1990 to 1999
Built 1980 to 1989
Built 1970 to 1979
Built 1960 to 1969
Built 1950 to 1959
Built 1940 to 1949
Built 1939 or earlier
Tenure
Owner-occupied
Renter-occupied
Source: 2006 American Community Survey

State of Colorado Boulder County

City of Boulder

Percent of Percent of Percent of
Number Number Number
Category Category Category

2,095,235 122,784 41,329
1,846,988 88.15% 112,947 91.99% 37,873 91.64%
248,247 11.85% 9,837 8.01% 3,456 8.36%

2.7 2.7 3.9

8.4 7.6 6.0
1,331,305 63.54% 76,180 62.04% 18,204 44.05%
142,561 6.80% 9,994 8.14% 4,055 9.81%
41,788 1.99% 2,704 2.20% 1,075 2.60%
69,029 3.29% 5,390 4.39% 2,490 6.02%
91,960 4.39% 5,934 4.83% 2,873 6.95%
130,868 6.25% 8,519 6.94% 3,679 8.90%
189,189 9.03% 10,171 8.28% 7,534 18.23%
97,342 4.65% 3,892 3.17% 1,419 3.43%
1,193 0.06% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
50,353 2.40% 1,989 1.62% 967 2.34%
255,067 12.17% 11,592 9.44% 1,042 2.52%
363,031 17.33% 27,621 22.50% 5,119 12.39%
320,068 15.28% 20,481 16.68% 6,122 14.81%
429,564 20.50% 25,851 21.05% 9,846 23.82%
223,828 10.68% 17,236 14.04% 9,274 22.44%
197,093 9.41% 7,142 5.82% 4,041 9.78%
65,993 3.15% 1,294 1.05% 562 1.36%
190,238 9.08% 9,578 7.80% 4,356 10.54%
1,269,421 68.73% 74,561 66.01% 18,482 48.80%
577,567 31.27% 38,386 33.99% 19,391 51.20%
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Owner-occupied housing in the City of BouldsrexpensiveAccording to the ACS, 44% of
owneroccupied homes in the City of Boulder were valued at more than $500,000 irn_2666.
than 11% of owneoccupied homes in the State of Colorado were similarly giri8ecording to
the ACS, the median value of owrszcupied homes in the City of Boulder was $455,900 in
2006 {Table §. This is the median value ttie homeownabreportedestimateof the market
valueof their home not the median of all transaction gscfor homes sold in 2006he median
value for all owneioccupied homes in the State of Colorado was just under $238,2006,
about half the mediaprice ofowneroccupied homes located @ity of Boulder.

In spite of paying significantly higher pas for owneifoccupiechomesn the City of
Boulder, City homeowners do not pay a significantly higher percentage of their irscome
housing 38.5% of Colorado homeowners who finath¢ke acquisition of their horaeeport
paying more than 30% difieir incanes on housinfTable 3. The rate ohousing expense
burdenfor State homeowners is only slightly lower than the rate for City homeowW#hers%o).
Thisis becausenore City of Boulder homeowners own th@itore expensivelomes without a
mortgageln theState of Colorado, 22.8% of homeowners own their homes without a mortgage.
In the City of Boulder, 31.8% of homeowners own their homes without a mortgage

The market price of ownearccupied housing in the City of Boulder is predominantly driven
by househtd wealth, noincome.T h e  C iedianfansly imome is 10.3% higher than the
Countybds median family income while the Citybo
County mediarhouse price

Housing expense burdens are much higher for City ofd&wukntersNearly 60% ofCity
rentes report spendig more than 30% of their inconea gross rentTable §.2° Just over 47%
of Colorado renters report paying more than 30% of their incomes on grosdnigg.owner
occupied house prices, median rentsthe City of Boulder ($948) are comparable to median
rents in Boulder County ($924Median rents in Boulder County are 18.5% higher than median
rents in the State of Coloradbhe ACS does not report information for people or properties
located within Ballder County but outside City limits. We can estimate the median rent for
properties located outsidiee City of Boulderbut inside Boulder Countysing a weighted
average of theeported rentsThis yields an estimated market rent for Boulder County ptieise

located outside the City of $894 per month.

10 Gross rent includes monthly contract rent plus all expenditures on utilities paid separately by the tenant.
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Table 6: 2006 OwnerOccupied Housing Costs

State of Colorado

Boulder County

City of Boulder

2006 Estimates of Population, Housing and Percent of Percent of Percent of
. Number Number Number
Household Characteristics Category Category Category
Total Housing Units 2,095,235 122,784 41,329
Owner-Occupied Housing Units 1,269,421 74,561 18,482
House Value
Less than $50,000 45,568 3.59% 2,653 3.56% 646 3.50%
$50,000 to $99,999 63,834 5.03% 684 0.92% 331 1.79%
$100,000 to $149,999 127,924 10.08% 1,493 2.00% 153 0.83%
$150,000 to $199,999 236,178 18.61% 7,310 9.80% 788 4.26%
$200,000 to $299,999 382,275 30.11% 18,112 24.29% 2,253 12.19%
$300,000 to $499,999 275,778 21.72% 23,219 31.14% 6,176 33.42%
$500,000 to $999,999 113,046 8.91% 18,137 24.33% 7,070 38.25%
$1,000,000 or more 24,818 1.96% 2,953 3.96% 1,065 5.76%
Median (dollars) $232,900 $347,000 $455,900
Mortgage Status and Selected Monthly Homeowner Costs
Housing units with a mortgage 980,544 77.24% 57,563 77.20% 12,611 68.23%
Less than $300 2,366 0.24% 111 0.19% 65 0.52%
$300 to $499 12,414 1.27% 205 0.36% 109 0.86%
$500 to $699 34,679 3.54% 967 1.68% 99 0.79%
$700 to $999 117,640 12.00% 4,086 7.10% 910 7.22%
$1,000 to $1,499 303,119 30.91% 13,777 23.93% 2,989 23.70%
$1,500 to $1,999 255,687 26.08% 16,566 28.78% 2,918 23.14%
$2,000 or more 254,639 25.97% 21,851 37.96% 5,621 43.78%
Median (dollars) $1,534 $1,782 $1,851
Housing units without a mortgage 288,877 22.76% 16,998 22.80% 5,871 31.77%
Less than $100 2,788 0.97% 174 1.02% 136 2.32%
$100 to $199 20,227 7.00% 482 2.84% 164 2.79%
$200 to $299 67,320 23.30% 2,910 17.12% 537 9.15%
$300 to $399 70,199 24.30% 3,669 21.58% 1,341 22.84%
$400 or more 128,343 44.43% 9,763 57.44% 3,693 62.90%
Median (dollars) $376 $432 $455

Source: 2006 American Community Survey
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Table 7: 2006 Homeowner Costs as Percent of Income

2006 Estimates of Population, Housing and
Household Characteristics

State of Colorado

Boulder County

City of Boulder

Selected Monthly Owner Costs as a Percentage of Household Income

Housing unit with a mortgage
Less than 20.0 percent
20.0 to 24.9 percent
25.0 to 29.9 percent
30.0 to 34.9 percent
35.0 percent or more

Housing unit without a mortgage
Less than 10.0 percent
10.0 to 14.9 percent
15.0 to 19.9 percent
20.0 to 24.9 percent
25.0 to 29.9 percent
30.0 to 34.9 percent
35.0 percent or more

Source: 2006 American Community Survey

Percent of Percent of Percent of
Number Number Number
Category Category Category
980,544 57,563 12,611
299,100 30.50% 18,163 31.55% 4,141 32.84%
167,826 17.12% 7,813 13.57% 1,853 14.69%
133,180 13.58% 8,233 14.30% 1,503 11.92%
99,357 10.13% 6,739 11.71% 1,570 12.45%
278,064 28.36% 16,615 28.86% 3,544 28.10%
288,877 16,998 5,871
128,982 44.65% 8,697 51.16% 2,867 48.83%
52,004 18.00% 2,411 14.18% 827 14.09%
33,772 11.69% 1,596 9.39% 625 10.65%
19,306 6.68% 898 5.28% 415 7.07%
15,008 5.20% 651 3.83% 260 4.43%
7,500 2.60% 381 2.24% 70 1.19%
29,519 10.22% 2,364 13.91% 807 13.75%
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Table 8: 2006 Rental Housing Costs

Source: 2006 American Community Survey

State of Colorado

Boulder County

City of Boulder

27

2006 Estimates of Population, Housing and Percent of Percent of Percent of
- Number Number Number
Household Characteristics Category Category Category
Renter-Occupied Units 577,567 38,386 19,391
Gross Rent
Less than $200 15,125 2.62% 821 2.14% 485 2.50%
$200 to $299 11,830 2.05% 436 1.14% 339 1.75%
$300 to $499 56,411 9.77% 1,172 3.05% 446 2.30%
$500 to $749 173,176 29.98% 8,632 22.49% 4,842 24.97%
$750 to $999 142,805 24.73% 10,504 27.36% 4,388 22.63%
$1,000 to $1,499 115,041 19.92% 10,676 27.81% 5,732 29.56%
$1,500 or more 36,920 6.39% 5,355 13.95% 3,027 15.61%
No cash rent 26,259 4.55% 790 2.06% 132 0.68%
Median (dollars) $780 $924 $948
Gross Rent as a Percentage of Household Income

Less than 15.0 percent 56,047 9.70% 3,796 9.89% 1,806 9.31%
15.0 to 19.9 percent 70,388 12.19% 5,370 13.99% 2,729 14.07%
20.0 to 24.9 percent 74,545 12.91% 3,769 9.82% 1,443 7.44%
25.0 to 29.9 percent 66,644 11.54% 4,132 10.76% 1,239 6.39%
30.0 to 34.9 percent 47,721 8.26% 3,377 8.80% 1,643 8.47%
35.0 percent or more 224,475 38.87% 16,280 42.41% 9,863 50.86%
Not computed 37,747 6.54% 1,662 4.33% 668 3.44%



Table9 provides the distribution of contract rents in Boulder County, by submarket, for the

second quaer of 2007 The average monthly rent for a thedoom, two batlmoomapartment

in the University of Coloradeulbmarket was $929.38 during the second quarter of 2% .

monthly rent for a similar unit outside the Bdulder submarket was $1,012.34, anpiten of

about 9% Apartment rents in other Boulder County metropolitan areas are similar to City rents:

the monthly rent for a-bed, 2bath apartment in Broomfield was $1,000 in the second quarter of

2007 and thaveragemonthly rent for comparable units Longmontwas$877.The monthly

rent for aCity of Boulderthreebedroom unitocatedoutside theCU-Bouldermarketwas
$1,288.51This amounts to 18.9% of the Boulder AMI.

Table 9: Boulder County Rent Distribution, 2" Quarter 2007**

2 Bed 2 Bed
Metropolitan Area Eficiency 1 Bed 1 Bath 2 Bath 3 Bed Other All
City of Bould&niversity Area $599.52  $681.75 $878.00 $929.38 $2,070.0( NA $721.04
City of Bould&xcept University  $770.06  $808.43 $928.02 $1,012.3¢ $1,28&%1 $1,010.9¢ $907.54
Boulder CourBther $833.14 $1,038.7¢ $988.88 $1,509.4: $1,613.7¢ $1,462.5( $1,276.3¢
Broomfield $460.00 $728.74 $748.72 $1,000.1C $998.9C $1,056.0: $820.46
Longmont $648.92  $630.58 $640.32 $876.65 $1,077.6: $1,180.0( $829.71

Table 10reports the number of taxable residential properties located in Boulder County in

2006.These are taxable properties, not dwelling uiteaxable property with between 4 and 8

units may contain up to eighgsidenial dwellings.For example, the Boulder County Assessors

Office (BCAO) reports there are 723 properties with between 4 and 8 dwelling units per

property.If these properties contain an average of six dwelling units per building, then the 723

properties wold contain 4,33&partmentsThe 2006 ACS estimates that there were 5,934

dwelling units located in multifamily propertiesrdaining between 5 and 9 uniome of these

dwelling units are owneoccupied (e.g. condominiums), while others are remteuped (e.qg.

apartments)it is not possible to accurately estimate the number of residential dwellings in

Boul der County

usi

ng

Boul

der

County Assessors

" Source: Denver Area Apartment Vacancy and Rent Survey, by Gordon E. Von Stroh, PhD
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Table 10: Distribution of Boulder County Residential Property Types (as of 4/17/2007)

Boulder Boulder
Structure Type County City Longmont Lafayette Louisville  Superior Erie Other
Number
Single Family 75,448 24,108 23,925 6,291 5,893 2,843 2,994 9,394
Townhome 5,928 2,648 1,457 1,097 372 294 0 60
Duplex/Triplex 1,992 973 841 106 24 0 1 47
Condominium 12,633 8,696 1,795 946 589 324 12 271
Multifamily with 4-8 Units 723 411 254 36 11 0 0 11
Multifamily with 9+ Units 428 261 133 9 13 4 0 8
Mobile Homes 3,710 1,582 856 915 110 26 11 210
Other/Missing 505 359 29 13 6 0 20 78
Total 101,367 39,038 29,290 9,413 7,018 3,491 3,038 10,079
Percent

Single Family 74.43% 61.76% 81.68% 66.83% 83.97% 81.44% 98.55% 93.20%
Townhome 5.85% 6.78% 4.97% 11.65% 5.30% 8.42% 0.00% 0.60%
Duplex/Triplex 1.97% 2.49% 2.87% 1.13% 0.34% 0.00% 0.03% 0.47%
Condominium 12.46% 22.28% 6.13% 10.05% 8.39% 9.28% 0.39% 2.69%
Multifamily with 4-8 Units 0.71% 1.05% 0.87% 0.38% 0.16% 0.00% 0.00% 0.11%
Multifamily with 9+ Units 0.42% 0.67% 0.45% 0.10% 0.19% 0.11% 0.00% 0.08%
Mobile Homes 3.66% 4.05% 2.92% 9.72% 1.57% 0.74% 0.36% 2.08%
Other/Missing 0.50% 0.92% 0.10% 0.14% 0.09% 0.00% 0.66% 0.77%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%  100.0®% 100.00%  100.00%

Source:Boul der County Assess
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According to the BCAO, nearly 40% of the 100,400 taxable residential properties in Boulder
County were located in the City of Boulddiaple 1Q. The City of Longmont had an adidinal
30% of the Countyos tTahxkea brleemaiersiindg n30% |o fp rtolpee
properties were located in Lafayette, Louisville, Superior, Erie, and other places in Boulder
County.

Over 11% of Blwusingistock w&duibfter2p0® §able 1). The rate of
new construction for the City of Boulderless than half ofthecCu nt y 6 s rEaethas ( 5. 1 %)
the highest rate of taxable residential properties built since 2000 (35.9%), followed by Longmont
(19.9%), Superior (17.9%and Lafayette (11.5%).

New Construction: Residential Building Permits
On average, Boulder County issued 1,974 resideshialling permits annually since 1980

(Figure 1).The number of residential building permits issued annually by Boulder County has
ranged from a high of just over 4,000 in 1983 to a low of 746 in 2066t of the permits were
issued outside the City of Bould€ver the last quarter century, the City of Boulder has issued
about 400 residential building permits per year, a@0@t of all residential permits issued the
County The number of permits issued by the City has ranged from a high of 1,201 in 1983 to a
low of 123 in 2000Most of theCityd s per mi t s wer e Sincs19Wethe Cipyofi or  t ¢
Boulder has issueah aveage of221 residential permits per ye&ity of Boulder Planning and
Development Services reported the number of residential units built frorR20@80closely
tracks the number of permits issueigure?).

The share of Boul detsisszdhythé @ity &f Boolder Hagichamged p e r mi
dramatically over the lagb yearsAccording to the US Department of Housing and Urban
Devel opment 6s (HUDs) St at e ,over31%oéllraSidentiale s Dat a
building permits issued in Boudd County were issued by the City of Boultetween 1980 and
1992. Between 1995 and 2001, the t y 6 s s Baauret yo&ds trhueember of r esi
issued declined to about 8%ince 2002, th€i t yd6s share of permits i ssi
16.9%.1t should be noted thate increase in the share is attributable to a decrease in the total
number of permits issued by tbeunty and not to an increase in the number of permits issued by
the City.
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Table 11:Distribution of Boulder County Residential Properties by Age (as of 4/17/2007)

Boulder Boulder
Age Distribution County City Longmont Lafayette Louisville Superior Erie Other
Number
Built between 2000 and 2007 11,422 1,991 5,812 1,079 137 624 1,092 687
Built between 1990 and 1999 21,586 4,050 6,148 3,086 2,205 2,768 1,644 1,685
Built between 1980 and 1989 17,383 7,613 3,618 2,225 2,511 6 37 1,373
Built between 1960 and 1979 35,097 17,570 10,077 2,256 1,509 40 233 3,412
Built between 1940 and 1959 7,970 4,715 1,777 271 175 19 7 1,006
Built between 1900 and 1939 7,350 2,829 1,791 486 447 33 22 1,742
Built before 1900 559 270 67 10 34 1 3 174
Total 101,367 39,038 29,290 9,413 7,018 3,491 3,038 10,079
Percent

Built between 2000 and 2007 11.27% 5.10% 19.84% 11.46% 1.95% 17.87% 35.94% 6.82%
Built between 1990 and 1999 21.29% 10.37% 20.99% 32.78% 31.42% 79.29% 54.11% 16.72%
Built between 1980 and 1989 17.15% 19.50% 12.35% 23.64% 35.78% 0.17% 1.22% 13.62%
Built between 1960 and 1979 34.62% 45.01% 34.40% 23.97% 21.50% 1.15% 7.67% 33.85%
Built between 1940 and 1959 7.86% 12.08% 6.07% 2.88% 2.49% 0.54% 0.23% 9.98%
Built between 1900 and 1939 7.25% 7.25% 6.11% 5.16% 6.37% 0.95% 0.72% 17.28%
Built before 1900 0.55% 0.69% 0.23% 0.11% 0.48% 0.03% 0.10% 1.73%
Total 100.00% 100.00%  100.00%  100.00%  100.00%  100.00%  100.00%  100.00%
Source:Boul der County Assessol
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Figure 1: Boulder Colorado Residential Building Permits, 1982006
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Figure 2: Residential Housing Units Built in the City of Boulder, 19802006
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Source: City of Boulder Planning & Development Services, November 8, 2008.
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Since 1986a majority of residential permits issued by the City of Boulder have been for
singlefamily homes (Figur@). A total of 121 of the annual average 221 residential permits
granted by the City of Boulder since 1994 have been for sfagidy propertiesThe remaining
100 have been for dwilgs locatedin multifamily propertiesThere is significatly more year
to year variability in the number of multifamily permits issu€ldis is not surprising given the
volatile naure of multifamily construction

In 1980, Boulder County had a population of 189,625 and the City of Boulder had a
population of 8,685 According to the2006ACS,thecount yds popul ati on was
theCityb s popul at iThese inceeasesariount té 4 1.54% annual rate of growth in
thecount yés popul ation and &ae0CT7T2% afndaniul datr & s
Over the last quarter century, the annual rate of growth in the City of Boulder's population
has beerless than onehalf therate of growthintheCount y6s .popul ati on

Figure 3: City of Boulder Residential Building Permits, 19802006
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Sourcehttp://socds.huduser.or@ccessed 9/15/2007.

12 hitp://www.city-data.com/ussities/TheWest/BouldeiPopulationProfile.htm| accessed 10/13/2007.
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TheCi t ydos declining share of rhlossinginerkati al bui l
consequence$: 1) most of the regionds popuihthdé i on gr o
demand for housing) has been met by locations outside the City of Boulder; and (2) housing
supply constraints hageneratedhigher house prices in the City of Boulder.

House Prices
Current House Prices

Table 12provides the distribution of sifegfamily property assessed values in Boulder
County?® The top half of the table lists the number of taxable sifately properties for ten
classifications opropertyvalue.The categories were constructed so that each category contain
10%of theCounty épsopertyvalues.The tablallustrates that while 40% of the distribution of
Boulder County singkéamily properties hagropertyvalues below $308,600, less thab of
the City o fleféndywptopkeyrva@ues were valyibalow $308,6000ver 71% of
the singlefamily properties in Longmont had 20p6opertyvalues below $308,6066.6% of
the taxable singkgamily properties in Lafayett&7.7% of the properties in Erié2.5% of the
properties in Louisvilleand 18.7% of the properties ing&rior hadpropertysinglefamily
property values below $308,608 the other end of the distributiob.8% of theCity of
Boul de r-family wlues gxteeded $459,800 (the top three value categories in Boulder
County).Only 9.4% of the distributionf singlefamily property values exceeded $459,800 in
Longmont 11.5% in Erie18.1% in Louisville and 19.5% in Superior.

Table 13provides comparable information for the distribution of taxable condominium
values in Boulder County majority (68.8%)6é Boul der Countyds taxabl e
located in the City of Boulde€onsequently, the distribution of condominium values inGitg
is very similar to the distribution of taxable condominium values in Boulder CoNagarly 26%
ofthe Cityof Boul er 6 s t ax a b | e vatuedat ttss thanr153,506 (tha first three
deciles of the distribution of Boulder County condominium valugsotal of 32.1% of
Longmont 6s c ovaldedahless than®lb3,590atei | e 32. 6% of Laf aye

condomniums are similarlyalued

B“Boulder County Assessorso6 Office. Data as of 4/17/200"
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Table 12: Distribution of Single-Family Property Values, by City (4/17/2007)

Boulder Boulder
Value Category County City Longmont Lafayette Louisville  Superior Erie Other
Number

value < $196,30(C 7,537 110 5,166 481 49 39 12 1,680

$196,300 < value < $233,20 7,542 63 5,206 1,196 165 18 141 753
$233,200 < value < $267,90 7,533 212 3,678 1,283 935 121 538 766
$267,900 < value < $308,60 7,561 686 2,935 588 1,357 353 736 906
$308,600 < value < $350,30 7,538 2,070 2,290 460 915 505 480 818
$350,300 < value < $397,90 7,549 3,058 1,468 433 747 533 481 829
$ 397,900< value < $459,80 7,544 3,739 945 581 661 437 261 920
$ 459,800< value < $553,4C 7,552 4,169 879 515 556 357 154 922
$ 553,400< value $710,700 7,547 4,906 717 388 327 396 98 715
value> $710,700 7,545 5,095 641 366 181 84 93 1,085

Total 75,448 24,108 23,925 6,291 5,893 2,843 2,994 9,394

Percent

value < $196,30(C 9.99% 0.46% 21.59% 7.65% 0.83% 1.37% 0.40% 17.88%

$196,3M < value < $233,20( 10.00% 0.26% 21.76% 19.01% 2.80% 0.63% 4.71% 8.02%
$233,200 < value < $267,90 9.98% 0.88% 15.37% 20.39% 15.87% 4.26% 17.97% 8.15%
$267,900 < value < $308,6C 10.02% 2.85% 12.27% 9.35% 23.03% 12.42% 24.58% 9.64%
$308,600 < value $350,300 9.99% 8.59% 9.57% 7.31% 15.53% 17.76% 16.03% 8.71%
$350,300 < value < $397,90 10.01% 12.68% 6.14% 6.88% 12.68% 18.75% 16.07% 8.82%
$ 397,900< value < $459,80 10.00% 15.51% 3.95% 9.24% 11.22% 15.37% 8.72% 9.79%
$ 459,800< value < $553,40 10.01% 17.29% 3.67% 8.19% 9.43% 12.56% 5.14% 9.81%
$ 553,400< value < $710,7C 10.00% 20.35% 3.00% 6.17% 5.55% 13.93% 3.27% 7.61%
value> $710,700 10.00% 21.13% 2.68% 5.82% 3.07% 2.95% 3.11% 11.55%

Total 100.00% 100.00%  100.00%  100.00%  100.00%  100.00% 100.00%  100.00%

SourceBoul der Count y;DAtsbuterss soomaketate@dfsifiential roperties.
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Table 13: Distribution of Condominium Values, by City (4/17/2007)

Boulder Boulder
Value Category County City Longmont Lafayette Louisville Superior Erie Other
Number

value < $120,10C 1,258 786 156 93 112 0 0 111
$120,100< value < $139,00 1,256 735 287 150 47 0 0 37
$139,000< value < $153,50 1,274 733 312 65 72 72 0 20
$153,500< value < $167,10 1,256 906 149 115 52 9 0 25
$167,100< value < $180,10 1,267 767 197 131 76 79 0 17
$180,100< value < $196,90 1,250 638 268 87 77 133 0 47
$196,900< value < $226,50 1,282 806 271 91 82 31 1 0
$226,500< value < $264,10 1,262 1,065 83 92 14 0 0 8
$264,100< value $318,900 1,264 1,101 33 97 20 0 11 2
value> $318,900 1,264 1,159 39 25 37 0 0 4

Total 12,633 8,696 1,795 946 589 324 12 271

Percent

value < $120,10C 9.96% 9.04% 8.69% 9.83% 19.02% 0.00% 0.00% 40.96%
$120,100< value < $139,00 9.94% 8.45% 15.99% 15.86% 7.98% 0.00% 0.00% 13.65%
$139,000< value < $153,50 10.08% 8.43% 17.38% 6.87% 12.22% 22.22% 0.00% 7.38%
$153,500< value < $167,10 9.94% 10.42% 8.30% 12.16% 8.83% 2.78% 0.00% 9.23%
$167,100< value < $180,10 10.03% 8.82% 10.97% 13.86% 12.90% 24.38% 0.00% 6.27%
$180,100< value < $196,90 9.89% 7.34% 14.93% 9.20% 13.07% 41.05% 0.00% 17.34%
$196,900< value < $226,50 10.15% 9.27% 15.10% 9.62% 13.92% 9.57% 8.33% 0.00%
$226,500< value < $264,10 9.99% 12.25% 4.62% 9.73% 2.38% 0.00% 0.00% 2.95%
$264,100< value < $318,90 10.01% 12.66% 1.84% 10.25% 3.40% 0.00% 91.67% 0.74%
value> $318,900 10.01% 13.33% 2.17% 2.64% 6.28% 0.00% 0.00% 1.48%

Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Source: Boulder Cout y A s s e s sistribgidns f@ imérketate resideéntial properties.
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Table 14: SingleFamily Homes Priced Below 2006 Boulder County Area Median Income

Percent of Single Family Values less  Boulder Boulder
than AMI County City Longmont Lafayette Louisville Superior Erie
Percent

less than 30% AMI 0.41% 0.04% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
between 30% and 50% AM 1.81% 0.17% 2.14% 0.89% 0.12% 0.53% 0.07%
between 50% and 80% AM 25.48% 1.11% 53.48% 43.46% 13.59% 3.94% 17.77%
between 80% and 100% ANV 17.19% 6.63% 20.20% 16.13% 37.01% 23.14% 38.84%
between 100% and 120% AN 15.09% 17.75% 10.85% 10.11% 20.01% 27.58% 23.08%
more than 120% AMI 40.01% 74.29% 13.30% 29.41% 29.27% 44.81% 20.24%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Cumulative Percent
less than 30% AMI 0.41% 0.04% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
less than 50% AMI 2.22% 0.22% 2.17% 0.89% 0.12% 0.53% 0.07%
less than 80% AMI 27.71% 1.33% 55.65% 44.35% 13.71% 4.4% 17.84%
less than 100% AMI 44.90% 7.96% 75.85% 60.48% 50.72% 27.61% 56.68%
less than 120% AMI 59.99% 25.71% 86.70% 70.59% 70.73% 55.19% 79.76%

Sour ce: Boul der Co isnbutionsfosnsaketeteaasidedtial @roderties.e ; d
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Table 15: Condominiums Priced Below 2006 Boulder County Area Median Income

Percent of Condominium Values Boulder Boulder
below AMI County City Longmont Lafayette Louisville Superior Erie
Percent

less than 30% AMI 0.01% 0.00% 0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
between 30% and 50% AM 8.24% 7.50% 7.86% 5.71% 16.13% 0.00% 0.00%
between 50% and 80% AM 58.49% 51.52% 79.72% 65.64% 66.38% 94.75% 8.33%
between 80% and 100% ANV 17.51% 20.27% 8.75% 23.26% 7.81% 5.25% 8.33%
between 100% and 120AMI 8.02% 10.04% 2.45% 2.96% 9.34% 0.00% 83.33%
more than 120% AMI 7.73% 10.67% 1.17% 2.43% 0.34% 0.00% 0.00%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Cumulative Percent
less than 30% AMI 0.01% 0.00% 0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
less than 50% AMI 8.25% 7.50% 7.91% 5.71% 16.13% 0.00% 0.00%
less than 80% AMI 66.74% 59.02% 87.63% 71.35% 82.51% 94.75% 8.33%
less than 100% AMI 84.25% 79.29% 96.38% 94.61% 90.32% 100.00% 16.67%
less than 120% AMI 92.27% 89.33% 98.83% 97.57% 99.66% 100.00% 100.00%

Source:

Boul der

C odistniiutjons Aos reaekatateaasidedtial @roderties. e ;
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Another way to look at the distribution of house prices is to examine the percentage of the
housing stockthasi fiaf f ordabl ed to households earning \
14 and 15 provide the percentages of the housing stock that are affordable for households
earning between 30% and 120% of the 2006 Boulder AMI. Separate distributions were computed
for singlefamily homes and for condominiums. Both distributions were computed assuming a
homebuyer would finance 90% of the purchase price at 6.5% annual interest with fixed monthly
payments for 30 years. The 30% of AMI includes property taxes and mesurBhe distribution
of condominium values also assumes that a household would pay a homeowner association fee
of between $200 and $300 per month (with the $200 fee associated with the lowest priced
condominiums and the higher fees associated with the exqgrensive condominiums). Table 14
illustrates that while 44.9% of singfea mi | ' y homes i n Boulder County
households earning the Boulder County AMI, only 8% of shfigieily homes in the City of
Boulder are similarly affordable. Singtamily homes are much more affordable outside the
Citybds boundar i efamily stok.is@afférdable to hduseholsls living In e
Longmont, 60.5% in Lafayette, 50.7% in Louisville, 27.6% in Superior, and 56.7% in Erie. A
total of 84.3% of the catominiums in Boulder County are affordable to households earning the
AMI, 79.3% to households living in the City of Boulder, 96.4% for Longmont households,

94.6% for Lafayette households, 90.3% for Louisville households, and all condominiums in
Superior (Bble 15).

On November 5, 2007, there were 117 condominiums for sale in the City of Boulder with a
listing price of under $200,000able 16 provides the number of condominium listings, the
median list price, the average size, the median per squareifambapd the average monthly

homeowner so6 fee:

Table 16: Listing Prices for Boulder Condominiums, as of November 5, 2007

Number of  Number of Median Median Square Per Square

Bedrooms Listings List Price Footage Foot Price  HOA Fee
0 4 $132,500 435 $304.60 $117.00
1 52 $154,950 573 $263.16 $155.00
2 58 $161,200 920 $178.81 $192.50
3 3 $128,850 854 $141.12 $231.40

Source: Boulder Area Realtors Association
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Historical House Prices
The increase itheregional demand for housing in the afganerated byegional

population growth)coupled with restrictions on housing supply growth-(ssis fewer

residential building permits), drove City of Boulder house prices up significantly faster than
Boulder County house prices over the 12806 periodThe hous price indices reported in
Figure4 are computed using statistical methods that control for differences in proper{g.type
singlefamily detached, singleamily attached, etc. property size (e.g. squaieet of living

area), dwellingage, and locadn. These price indices also control for improvements made to
properties to the extent that the improvement changed the square feet of living area, number of
rooms, number of bath rooms, dwelling age, or type of gafdgsehouseprice indicesare not
simply the ratio of median transaction pric€hey are alsmot repeat sales house price

indices®. The indces in Figure 4 are constructied indexing the median transaction price of
singlefamily homes that sold in 1980 1980, thenmedian transaction mefor singlefamily
homeswas $75,000n Boulder County$91,400in the City of Boulderand$67,000in the rest

of Boulder County (e.gin Boulder County but outside City of Bouldeoundaries)Single

family house prices in Boulder County increasedrannual average rate of 5.6% per year over
the 19802006 period

The average annual rate of inflation over this period (as measured by the Denver All Urban
Consumer, Consumer Price Index) was 3.88minal sngle-family house prices in the City of
Boulder increase®.2% per yeafor 2.6% annual real appreciation) and house prices in the rest
of Boulder County increased 4.8%rpyear in nominal terms (or 2&2annual real appreciation).
The difference in the rates of singlamily house price appreciatidoetween the City of Boulder
and the rest of Boulder County became significantly larger after T®&lcoincides with the
period where residential permits in the City of Boulder became a significandifer share of
Boulder County permitdn 1992,30 6 % of Boul der Countydés resider
|l ocated in the City of Boul der. Il n 1995, the

4 For more information o house price measurement, see Basu and Thibodeau [1998], Dubin, Pace and Thibodeau
[1999], Gillen, Thibodeau and Wachter [2001], Goodman and Thibodeau [1998, 1995], Hendershott and
Thibodeau [1990], Malpezzi, Ozanne and Thibodeau [1987] and Thibode& [38Y, 1995, 1992, 1989].
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Figure 4: Boulder County SingleFamily House Prices, 1982006
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Indexing the 1980 median singl@mily transaction pdes using the price indices reported
here yields a 2006 singfamily price of $440,532 for the City of Boulder and $308,287 for
Boulder CountyThese are slightly lower than the 2006 median values reported by the ACS.

There are two possible explanatioffs). the typical property sold in 1980 was less expensive

than the average property in the housing stock; or (2) the price indices slightly underestimate the

rate of appreciation in house prices over this period.

Figure5 provides price indices for condamums in BoulderIn 1980, the median

transaction price for condominiums in Boulder County was $56; 4 median transaction

price for City of Boulder condominiums was $58,200 and the median transaction price for

condominiums located in Boulder Countytloutside theCi t y 6 s

bounda Ratess

wa s

of appreciation for condominiums in Boulder were significantly below rates of appreciation for

singlefamily homes over the pa26 years.Theaverage annual nominal rate of appreciation in

the market pde of condominiums has been 4.5% per year in the City of Boulder and 4.3% in the
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rest of Boulder Countywith the exception of the past five years, the rates of appreciation for
Boulder condominiums have been very simildris is in part due to the fadtat most
condominiums in Boulder County are located in the City of Boulder. During the past five years,
the market prices for condominiums in the City of Boulder have increafdd the market

price of condominiums | oc addecteasedut si de t he Ci't

Figure 5: Boulder County Condominium Prices, 1982006
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Housing Assistance

A large (and increasing) number of households in the United States have incomes that are
inadequate to pay the market price of housing. Federal housing legi$las declared the
objective of Aproviding a safe and decent | iv
However, the U.S. Congress has not appropriated enough money to assist all income eligible
households with their housing consumption. Federatimg assistance programs are not
currently, and will likely never be, entitlement programs (where any eligibleshald can
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obtain assistance.onsequentlystate and local governments and fmofit organizations have
established programs that as$ist-income households with their housingeds™ These
programs operate in the markets for rental housing and for evecepied housing.

In the rental housing markéd, UD 6 s S e c t gdonched prag@mipsyis the

difference betweea O p ay me rdtd wtnaln Bd % o fThegpaymantsstaredardis n ¢ o me

an index set at a point between 90% and 110% of the HkM&payment standard replaces the
FMR as an index in an attempt to allow communities to react more quickly to changes in the
ma r k'8FMRsaaretypically established at the county level and are adjusted for dwelling size
as measured the number of bedroom®therfederal housing assistance programs for renters
use the tax code to funnel equity capital to rental housing construction/rehabilithie Low
Income Housing Tax Credit Program (LIHTC) gives equity investors tax credits for investing in
rental housing productio®roduction can be either new housing construction or substantial
rehabilitation.The LIHTC Program was created by Secti@wof the Internal Revenue Code to
provide private capital markets with financial incentives to invest in rental housing for low
income household3he equity generated by LIHTC programs reduces the amount of debt that is
typically used to finacerental haising new construction/rehabilitatidoower mortgage
amounts translat@to lower debt service paymenidhe reduced debt service means properties
can be offeredo qualified lowincome tenantat belowmarket rentsvhile still covering debt
service Equity investors use the tax creditsoffset theirfederal income tax liability’ Equity
investors receive tax credits fian yearsTaxpayers must keep rents affordable and are
prohibited from selling the properfgr terms ranging from fifteen to thirtyegars While the
federalgovernment decides how many tax credits to make available, LIHTC Programs are
typically administered by state housing finance agencies.

The Federal government allocatesiowvn c o me housing tax credits
population.The current annual allocation is about $1.90 per pefdta.amount is indexed for
inflation.Onl y the first year ds cr &lHTCtprojecss mosbbent e d

residential, for rent, projects and must commit to one of two programs:

5 For more on Federal housing assistance programs, see A Primer on U.S Housing Markets and Housing Policy, by
Richard K. Green and Stephen Malpezzi, AREUEA Monograph Series No. 3. The Urban Institute Press,
Washington DC, 2003.

6 Comment from Cindy Brown and Betsey Martens, Boulder Housing Partners.

" For a description of the LIHTC Program, see
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/affordablehsing/training/web/lihtc/basics/
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e The 2050 rule: at least twenty percent of the units must be affordable to households with
incomes below 50% of the AMI (adjusted for family size); or
e The 4060 rule: at least forty percent of the units must be affordable to households with
incomes below 6% of the AMI (adjusted for family sije

The amount of the tax credit provided equity investors depends on: (1) the type of
development/redevelopment; (2) the qualified basis; (3) the percent of the unit designated for
low-income households; and (4) thepéacable percentage ratelHTC projects are commonly
known as 09% credit rate [©% prpjects eceide tag credits4 % cr e
approximately equal to 9% of the qualified basis annu@h qualified basis includes hard
constructio (or rehabilitation) costs and most soft costs but excludes landicasts.a d di t i on,
projectsod6 are not otherwise financed by the F
bonds or Federally subsidized below market interest radesy.construtton/substantially
rehabilitated projects that do receive other sources of Federal government funds are eligible for
the 4% LIHTC. 9% credit projects are also known as 70% PVC projects because they provide
financing for approximately 70% of the qualifiednstruction/rehabilitation costs in present
value credit dollars4% credit projects are also know as 30% PVC LIHTC projects because they
provide financing for approximately 30% of the qualified construction/rehabilitation costs in
PVC dollars.Tax creditscannot be claimeldy equity investorsintil the property is operable.

Whil e LIHTC projects are commonly known as e
pr oj ect s faxcreditnateis estallisheonthlyby the US Treasury Departmemhe
tax aedit rate is determined so the expected present value of iymat @ubsidy is
approxi mately equal to 7Théblowwerhbert200&x @gedivajee ct 6 s e
f or 69 %prdjectsigansds.

Homeownership programs assist eligible ime@ome households in a variety of wawsth
grants/loans for down payments and/or closing ¢costs below market interest rate loamgth
grants or loans to assist with expenditures on repairs and mainteaiati@e@th programs that
reduce the market e of housingUndoubtedly, the largest subsidy for housing consumption in
the United States is homeownerso6 ability to d

taxes without having to claim the imputeshtal incomegeneated by owneoccupied hmes.

18 hitp://www.novoco.com/low_income _housing/facts_figures/tax_credit_2007asiepssed November 15, 2007.
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The Division of Housing(DOH), Department of Housingk Human Services (HHS)
Boul der 6s Di vis ana componerft of tHeit@ & pam@nent of Housing

Human ServicesThe DOHyiis responsiblefoe st abl i shing the Cityds
regarding affordable housinghe City provides a significant amount of funding, largely
originating from the federal government in pursuit of its gdaso administers the affordable
homeownership prograrithe federal rental housing assistance prograre primarily

administered by Boulder Housing Partné@her nonprofits have developed ndederal, non

HUD programs™ (Figure6).

Figure 6: Housing Bridge
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Notes: Incomes in this Figure are based epetson householgwovided by Housing and Hum&ervices, City of
Boulder, Colorado, December 18, 200He listed programand organizationservea variety of AMIs. The

housing bridge was constructed following the visual interpretation used in a variety of Affordable Housing
publications, includinghe Teller County Strategic Housing Plan, June 2006, produced by RRC Associates, Inc.
BoulderHousingPartners, and McCormick and Associates, Inc.

9 Comment from Cindy Bown and Betsey Martens, Boulder Housing Partners
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The City of Boulder established a goal of having 4,80is (about10% of the 2000
housing stockjipermanaetly affordabl@d 61% renter occupied ar2B% owneroccupied. A

ARoper manently affordable unitdé means a dwe
affordable forever to households earning up to eighty percent of the area median
incomethrough contractual arrgements, restrictive covenants, and resale
restrictions, subject to reasonable exceptions, including, without limitation,
subordination of such arrangements, covenants, and restrictions to a mortgagee.
No unit shall be considered a permanently affordabiewntil the location,
construction methods, and techniques used to ensure that the dwelling unit will
remain affordable to a households earning ug) to eighty percent of the area median
income has been apprd®ved by the city manag
House price apprediai on f or &6 p er ma niglimited pchanfes io thedAdMbor e 6 u n i
changes in the Denver Ar€&onsumer Price IndefCPI), whichever is lesthough presumably
not negative)andis capped at 3.5%er yearfiAs with any property sold, the condition of the
home and closing terms may result in a selling price below the maximum set by the City
According to the City of Bouldér Bivision of Housirg, as of Octder 2, 2007, the Citlgas
achieved 61.8% of it®tal goal, with 2,78hffordable dwellingunits(Table 7). The units in
inventory as of October 2, 2007 indicate that@lity has achieved 75% of is rental assistance
goal and 41% of its homemership goa(Table 16) The rental/owner splds of Octobewas
74%I/26% respectivelyworking toward a goal of 61%/39% rental/owner, as defined in the May
2000 Housing Implementation and Funding Task Force Ré{§Bitjure7). Covenantrestricted
unitsaredeedrestricted unitshat theCity has either supported with funding, securedhrough
inclusionary zoningThis would include &ome developed byhistie Community Housing, a
local nonprofit, thatreceived funding from th€ity. Units that are natovenantrestricted are
not permanently affordable, but rather, likely to remain affordable. Most often, these include
units brought online through nearofits that did not receive funding from the City for the
project, nor were they units developedbtigh inclusionary zoningMany of Boulder Housing

Partnersd units serve as a f airgleuknatfupdng. Thes

®see the City of Boulderods Title 9 Land Use Code, Chapt
http://www.bouldercoloradgov/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=3465&Itemid=&40essed
10/13/2007.

21 hitp://www.bouldercolorado.gov/index.php?option=com_ content&teiskv&id=3465&Itemid=840accessed
10/13/2007.

22 http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/files/HSHHS/Planning/housingtaskforcereport200@qméfssed October 17,
2007.
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through the @y, and therefore are not deed restrictether units, includig someThistle
propertiesandothernon-profit organization propertiesire serving the affordable market, but not
all of their assisted dwellings atleedrestrictedby the City of BoulderThistle Sunnypont

serves as an exanapdf a property that receivedtZfunding prior tothe deed resction

initiative. Theland remains ira land trust and appreciation is restricted, so DOH classifies these

unitsaffordable

Table 17: Affordable Housing Stock, City of Boulder

LONGTERM AND PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING STOCK
CITY OF BOULDER, ASOOH OBER 2, 2007

Rental* Homeowner Total
CovenarRestrictet] 1,017 696 1,713
Not CovenaRestricted 1,042 26 1,068
Total 2,059 722 2,781
Affordable Housing Goal 2745 1755 4500
Percent Towards Goal 75.0% 41.1% 61.8%

Source: Division of Housintpb@r 2, 2007.

* Rentals include shelter and group home beds.
* * A C orestrictexl mriits are deed restricted@yytiAdl other units are believed to be lor
term affordable, but are not restricteddity the

Figure 7: Permanently Affordable Housing Stock

AFFORDABLE HOUSING STOCK,

CITY OFBOULDER
ASOF OCTOBER 2, 2007

CURRENT TARGET

SourcesHousing and Human ServigeSity of Boulder, Colorado; Housing Implementation and
Funding Task Force Report, May 23, 2000, Page 7.
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To provide the basis for understanding the policy affecting affordable housing in Boulder, it
is important toconsultboth theComprehensive Housing Strategy 28Gihd theHousing
Implementation and Funding Task Force Report, May 23, 2bB0the Comprehensive
Housing Strategy for the City of Boulder, fi
affordable housing strategy:

¢ Managing density and growth;

e Strengthening partnerships;

e Holding and gaining ground on our support for the very low and low income,;

e Keeping the moderate income worker in Boulder; and

e Helping special populations and seniors.

Targetgroups identified in Attachment A of the document include:

e Verylow and low income;

e Moderate income;

e University students, staff, and faculty;

e Worker households.

Furthermore, in the Housing Implementation and Funding Task Force Report to the City
Council,dated May 11, 2000, the task force recommended ten key strategies to address
affordable housing in Boulder

¢ Make a commitment to the 10&fordable housing goal, in ten years or sooner,
through land use and funding strategies.

e Target attached housing #& primary means to achieve the 10 percent goal.

e Focus public dollars on providing permanently affordable housing for households
with incomes below 60 percent of the Area Median Income, since housing for this
group is not likely to be provided by the te sector.

¢ Increase the affordable housing inventory through a combination of the purchase

of existing housing and new construction.

% http://161.98.15.236/files/HSHHS/Planning/comphousingstrateqy2000fylapdf October 1, 2007.
24 hitp://161.98.15.236/files/HSHHS/Planning/housingtaskforcereport200@paf October 1, 2007.
% http://161.98.15.236/files/HSHHS/Plangihousingtaskforcereport2000.paf of October 1, 2007.
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e Address the affordable housing needs of a diverse population through a blend of
owneroccupied and rental housing.
¢ Increag the number of highatensity affordable housing units through land use
designating changes and annexation policy in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive
Plan update rather than through direct subsidies.
¢ Evaluate annually the recommendations on the type @stdb€ housing on the
basis of market conditions and new opportunities.
¢ Maximize existing funding sources through leverage, creative financing, and
public/private partnerships.
¢ Raise approximately $3.3 million annually to reach the goal through a new tax t
finance additional permanently affordable units.
The Task Force also recommended affordabl e ho
including teachers, nurses, police, and fire fighters, whiodilp earntoo much for public

subsidies but not engh to affordhousing in the Bouldenarket.

Current AssistancePrograms. Homeownership
The stated mission of the Department of Hous

community by providing and supporting diverse housing and human serBoalier residents

inneed 8TheCi ty of Boul der 6s hou®sengcosbsrdenedt ance pr
households that are paying a disproportionate amount of income on housing. People served that
generally fall into this category include the homelsssjors and the disabled, and the workforce
(teachers, health care workers, service and retail worke)s, etc

Eligibility Requirements for Homeownership Programs
The City of Boulder has general qualifiers for homeowner applicants, incfiiding

e Income Imits;
e The completion of City Orientation and Homebuyer Class Series;
e Applicants (or spouse) must be working, or otherwise retired or disabled, and have

at least one year work history;

% Housing and Human Services Master Plan, 2005
2z http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/index.php?mpi=com_content&task=view&id=3465&Itemid=848s of
September 27, 2007.
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e A $2,000 down payment or closing costs;

e Be able to secure first mortgage

e A debtto-income of less than 42%;

e Have assets less than $50,00(p¢€tson), $60,000-gerson, etc. (except in cases of
divorce, disability, or retirement).

e The unit must be owneayccupied

e Bedrooms may only exceed the number of people in the house by one

e Applicants cannot own a second home at the time of purchase;

¢ Houses deemed fApermanently affdhedabl eo,

Houseto Home Ownership program, discussed bglow

Exceptiondo these requirements are reviewed by the HomeahipeCommittega

Committee that includes Boulder residents with real estate expertise

The HomeWorks Program

The HomeWor ks program adds permanently aff
mostly through inclusionary zoning. These homes are sajdalifying buyers at below market
prices, and gign that house price appreciatiortépped, the properties remain permanently
affordable even upon res&le
TheCity has a lottery system that applies preferences to appli€intsgher preference:
Applicants live and work in Boulder and have been on a waitlist for 1 year;
Applicants live and work in Boulder;
Applicants work in Boulder and have been on a waitlist for 1 year;
Applicants work in Boulder

Applicants live in Boulder and have been on a waittistl year;

o g b~ WD

Applicants live in Boulder

28 http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=8#6mmid=840, as of
September 27, 2007.
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Down Payment AssistanceThe Houseto Home Ownership (H20) Program

TheHouse to Home @nershipProgram provides assistanafeup to 15% of the purchase
price ofa home through a deferred loan. The loamidafter 10 years, upon refinancing, or
upon sale of the home. There are no required payroarite deferred loaduring the deferment
period; however, the adjustable rate loan acdinterest at dixed rate of 3% for the first two
years.Thereafter, the wrtgage rate is indexed to the rateappreciationn house priceslhere
is no price ceiling when the owner sells the home. There is a $125 fee at%losing

The City of Boulder H20 program provides a largegrcentagef the down payment
compared tdahe rest of Coloradd 5% compared to 5%ollowing a request from funding
partners to adjust for the larger gap between market prices and affordable prices in the City of
Boulder®

Down Payment AssistanceFirst Home Program
The First Home Program provislgrants that pay up to 20% of the purchase pfiecehome.

The assistance percentage increases to 30% for families of three or more, purchasing a home
with three or more bedrooms. THends remain with the home, and the house is deemed
permanently affordble. The maximum assistance through the First Home Program is $56,000
($90,000 for 3+ family members and 3+ bedrooms). The resale price of thashadjpested for

the grantsised to initially purchase the property so thatgrantsemain with the propey.>*

Down Payment Assistance3% Solution
The 3% Solution is an alternative to those who do not qualify for Colorado Housing and

Finance Authority (CHFA) loans. They can be used in conjunction with the Home Works
program, or when purchasing a home thiotigistle Community Housing, a community land
trust nonprofit. The resale price of the home begins witte original purchase price, minus the

grants infused into the home, meaning that the grants mesith the property, making

2 http://161.98.15.236/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=3465&Itemid=8s16f September 27,
2007.

%0 http://fundingpartners.org/lenders/h2@ of September 28, 2007

31 hitp://161.98.15.236/index.php?option=com_conteasktview&id=3465&Itemid=840as of September 27,
2007.
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propertiegpermanently dbrdable. The purchaser must fiks deniech CHFA loanand have
less than $12,500 in asséts

Producing Permanently Affordable Housing
General Fund
Boul derds general fund approxmately$460,080fof or da bl e h
discretionary suppbfunding that is approved annually by Boulder City Codficil
Approximately $8,000 of the transfer payment from the general fund to affordable housing is
for the fee subsidy fund, while 5% of the transfer may be used for administration, and the

remainderfor acquisition, rehab, and new constructighomes™

Inclusionary Zoning
The City of Boulderodés Inclusionary Zoning (I

dwelling units and increases the funds available to finance the acquisition/destagm
affordablehousing TheC i t I¥ drdinance requireesdential developerto allocate 20% of a
residential developnm to affordable housinhy eitherbuilding affordable uniten-site, off-site,
donatingland, or with cashin-lieu (CIL) payments”® The onsite inclusion requirement amounts
to onepermanently affordabléwelling for every fve market ratdhomesconstructedFor units
with up to 1,200 square feet of living spade gquare footagef the affordable unitmust be
80% of the market ta units. Greater detail on the inclusionary zonmglinance can be found
on the Gty of Boulder websit&.

The IZ may also be satisfied with efite existingunits, land dedication, or CIL
contributions. Existing units must be generally equivalent (ineize), and the unit will be
designategbermanently affordable. Land dedications employ a formula based on the CIL

contribution, plus 50% toover various additional costs (i.e., holding, developing, improving, or

32 http://161.98.15.236/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=3465&Itemid=8s16f September 27,
2007

% Housing and Human Services Master Plan, 2005.

34 Interview with John Pollak, October 1, 2007.

35 http://www.ci.boulder.co.us/files’THSHHS/Planning/general ritoi pdf july07.pdfas of September 28, 2007.

%6 http://www.ci.boulder.co.us/files/HSHHS/Planning/izordinanceadminregs7Q apaf September 28, 2007.
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conveying costs). Land dedicationsra rare given the great value of developed land versus the
undeveloped parcels appraised for CIL.

Residential dvelopers have the option to provide @kyments rather tham-site
affordable housing units. The paymesairies depending on the type of hesrbeing constructed
on site. The CIL amourgerdetached, markette unit totals $24,143.88 per u($tL20,719 per
5 marketrate units) or ($100.60 x [20% x total floor area of market rate unit]). The CIL amount
is lessperattached unit $20,621.58%$103,108 per 5 markette units) or ($85.96 x [20% X
total floor area of market rate unitf)Developers also have the option to employ a blended
model, for example, with half of the units constructed on site, and half of the units CIL.
developers dede to employ the CIL option for 100% of the inclusionary zoning requirement,
then the first 50% are calculated using the above formula, but there is a 50% premium that must
be paid for the last 50% of the requirement.

For purposes of illustration, foucasnarios have been provided by the Division of
Housing as examples of potential outcomes from a hypothetical development of a 20 unit
townhome projeciThe examples range from inclusion of the entire affordable housing
requirement ossite, to 100% offite fulfillment.

e Scenario I All (100%) of the affordable housing requirement fulfilled site. The 20%
requirement results ingermanently affordable unit¥he market rate units average
1,800 square feet, so the developer must provide permanentlyahitorchits averaging

1,200 square feet or greatat [easB0% of the marketate size up to 1,200 square feet).

e Scenario 4 Half (50%) of the affordable housing requirement fulfilledsme. The
developer would include 2 permanently affordable umitsite and pay cash-lieu for
the balance of the 1Z requirement. The mariad¢ units total 1,800 square feet, so the
developer must provide permanently affordable units averaging at least 1,200 square feet.
The caskn-lieu for the other two units td&a$103,108 each, for a total of $206,216.

e Scenario 3 All (100%) of the affordable housg requirement is fulfilled with Cash-

Lieu. The average size of units is 1800 square ferten that the developer chooses not

37 http://www.ci.boulder.co.us/files/HSHHS/Planning/general_iz_intro_pdf_july07a=l6f September 28, 2007
38 http://www.ci.boulder.co.us/files/HSHHS/Planning/general_iz_intro_pdf_july07a=l6f September 28, 2007.
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to include any affordable housiogrsite, the regulations define that an additional 50%
community benefit is presumed to fulfill the requiremefitse caskin-lieu for the first

two units totals$103,108 per unit for a total of $206,216. The last two units, however,
have a casin-lieu pramium of 50% which brings the total to $154,662 each ($103,108 x
1.5 = $154,662), for a grand total of $515,540.

e Scenario 4 Three quarters (75%) of tmequirement is fulfilled witron-site,
permanently affordable homéRhe average size of homes in tlevelopment is 1,000
square feet. This scenario assumes the development has smallefratarkeits, which
reduces the formula output for the CIL payment. Given that the developer chooses to
fulfill 75% of the inclusionary zoning requirement-site, thethree omrsite units will be
at least 800 square feet (1,000 x 80%), while the-zashu for the final unit will be
roughly $85,000 (1,000/1,200 square feet x $103,000).

Allowable sales prices for units added through inclusionary zoning are deternyitrezl b
Division of Housing. The Division employs a formuket consideraMls, household size,
interest rates, HOA&xpenditures otaxes and insurancandother factorgFigure8). The
resulting prices araffordable for beneficiaries based on incomats (Table B). From that
calculated base price, adjustments are made basauit@ize, number of bathrooms, and
number of bedrooms. The price differentials are not forrbaked, but adjustmerdasemade
usingmarketinformationand construction costas well as incentives to add/excludertain

sized units.

Figure 8: Sample Pricing Formula, Attached Units, New Construction

1

1- ( (1+Fixed Interest Ragté&s™ ) Annual | House  Expectec _IE_xpected
Allowabl 12 A« [M] _ Paymer) - Monthly 1. raxesanc

12 . " Insurance
Sales _ Fixed Interest Rz3te Ratio HOA Due Percenta
Price (——

Assumed 5% Down Payment
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Table 18 Sample Pricing Formula, Attached Units, New Construction

Sample Pricing Formula: Attached Units, New Construction
AMI Household Size | Income | Payment (PITI)| Loan Amount Down Payment | Sales Price
68.5% 2 $47,700 $828 $112,400 $5,916 $118,316

ASSUMPTIONS:

Fixed Interest ¢(@®nth trailing average) 6.07%
Term (in months) 360
House Payment Ratio: 28.0%
less monthly Home Owner Dues (set by survey) $285
Taxes & Insurance 18%
Down Payment (For >110% AMI) 5%

Table B lists theallowablesales prices for nepermanently affordableclusionary zoning
homesin the City of Boulder for 20Q7as @signated by the Division of HousirBable 20

details the price differentials given changes in square footage, and changes in bedrooms and
bathroom.The top half of the table lists prices for attached, new construction, affordable units,
while the bottonlists prices for detached, new construction, affordable units. The prices listed
are for the third quarter of 2007. The sintdenily permanently affordable attached price for a
property with three bedrooms, 1,200 square feet of living area and two bedso$h®1,800.

The shaded cells without prices indicate units that the Division of Housing has deemed
undesirable for affordable housing. For instance, the Division does not perceive a market for a
1,400 square foot, 1 bedroom unit, nor for a 600 squate2fbedroom unit. In circumstances
where the developer has compelling reasons for building affordable units not on the pricing
schedule, negotiations will determine if the units may count towards the inclusionary zoning

requirements, as well as the alldMeselling prices for the units.

Affordable Housing Fund
The Affordable Housing Fund is primarily funded by inclusionary zoning-casbu

payments, with additional funds supplied by
households in grallel with inclusionary zoning to increase the stock of affordable

homeownership and rental units, and can be used for acquisition, construction, and rehabilitation
of homeownership, rental, transitional, or shelter units. The affordable housing fund can

subsidize households up to the HUD {oweome limit plus 10%.
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Table 19: Permanently Affordable House Prices

PRICING SCHEDULE FOR HOUSING AND HUMAN SERVICES AFFORDABLE HOUSING INCLUSIONARY ZONING UNITS

ATTACHED UNITSEW CONSTRUCT|QN 2007

Source: Division of Housing Planning and Policy, October 7, 2007.
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1101
Bedrooms| Baths| <400 | 401500 | 501600 | 60%X700 | 7031800 | 801900 1200
1 1 |$30,000 $47,200] $64,400, $81,600 $98,800
2 1 $102,50( $115,40( $121,80(
2 15 $106,00( $118,90( $125,30( $131,70
2 1.75/2 $109,50( $122,40( $131,00(¢ $137,40( $141,70
3 15 $135,30( $139,60( $143,90( $148,20(
3 1.75/2 $138,80( $147,00 | $156,00(0 $162,40(
4 1.75/2 $161,80(¢ $174,70(0 $181,10(¢ $185,40(¢ $189,70(
4 2.5 $178,200 $184,60( $188,90( $193,20(
4 2.75/3 $181,70( $188,10( $192,40( $196,70(
DETACHED UNHISEW CONSTRUCTION, Q3 2007
600 900 1000 1100 1200 1300
Bedrooms| Baths| 700 | 700800 | 806900 | 1000 1100 1200 1300
1 1 $92,900 $113,00(¢ $123,10
2 1 $109,60( $129,70( $134,00| $139,70
2 15 $113,10( $133,20( $143,30(¢ $150,80(¢ $155,80( $160,80(
2 1.75/2 $116,60( $136,70(0 $146,800 $154,30(¢ $159,30( $164,30(
3 15 $149,70( $154,70( $159,70¢ $164,70(
3 1.75/2 $153,20( $160,70( $168,200 $175,70C(
4 1.75/2 $168,90( $189,00( $196,50¢ $201,50( $206,50¢ $214,00(
4 2.5 $192,50( $200,00( $205,00(0 $210,00( $215,00(
4 2.75/3 $196,00( $203,50( $208,50( $213,50( $218,50(




Table 20: Pricing Differentials

PRICING DIFFERENTIAL FOR HOUSING AND HUMAN SERVICES AFFORDABLE HOUSINGONMNG3IQNARY Z

ATTACHED UNITSEW CONSTRUCTION, Q3 2007
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40t 50t 60%
Bedrooms| Baths| <400| 500 600 700 701800 | 801900
1 1 $17,200 $17,200 $17,20C
2 1 $12,900] $6,400
2 1.5 $12,900 $6,400
2 1.75/2 $12,900 $6,400 | $4,300
3 1.5 $4,300 | $4,300| $4,300| $4,300
3 1.75/2 $8,600 | $8,600 | $6,400 | $6,400
4 1.75/2 $12,900| $6,400 | $4,300 | $4,300
4 2.5 $6,400 | $4,300 | $4,300
4 2.75/3 $6,400 | $4,300 | $4,300
DETACHED UNITISEW CONSTRUCTION, Q3 2007
700 800 9006 1000 1100 1200 1300
Bedrmms | Baths 800 900 1000 1100 1200 1300 1400
1 1 $20,10¢ $10,10
2 1 $20,100 $5,000| $5,000
2 1.5 $20,10¢ $10,10¢ $7,500
2 1.75/2 $20,10q $10,100
3 1.5
3 1.75/2
4 1.75/2
4 2.5
4 2.75/3



Community Housing Assistance Funds (CHAP)

Boul derds affordable housing program recei Ve

dewelopment excise taxes, paid into the Commuitysing Assistance Fund (CHAR)HAP
serves households with incomes between 15% and 60% ofBddlder has a property tax of
0.981 mills assessed ogal propertyThe tax revenuesffset the cost of capitanprovements
of the development on th@ty. CHAP receives 0.8 mills of the 0.981 mills levied, which
translates to approxiately $1$1.5 million annually’® Additionally, the City has a development
excise tax on new neresidential and residential developm that totals
e $0.0089 per square foot of floor area for new, ardesr additional nosresidential area;
e $71.56 for new and annexing detached dwelling unit;

e $48.50 for new and annexing attached dwelling unit or mobile H8me.

Community Development Blak Grant (CDBG)
The Community Development Block Grant is HUD funding slatec¢émnmunity

development, as well avelopment, acquisition, and rehabilitation of housing. In 2000, annual
fundingfor Boulderamounted to approximately $1 milligapproximagly half of the granis
allocated to housing and h@fallocated to community servieetivities) and was targeted to
householdsvith incomesof up to 685% AMI.** CDBG funds can be used for a variety of public
services, including public clinics and #iees

The Community Development Block Gramrogramprincipally servedow- and
moderateincome individuals through community development by providing adequate housing
and expanding economic opportunities. From 2001 to 2007, the City of Boulder haesdece
annualaverage of $1.1 million of the average $4 lidn in CDBG granted from thedeleral
government (Tabl@l). The Federal Government requires that at least 70% of the lfiends
employed in activities serving leovand moderaténcome individualsCommunitiesqualifying
for CDBG funds may use the grdnta variety of capacities, includiffy

e acquisition of property for public purposes;

% Housing and Human Services Master Plan, 2005.

“%\wwww.colocode.com/boulder2/chapte8tm as of September 28, 2007.

“ http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/files/HSHHS/Planning/housingtaskforcereport2dp@qmessed November 3,
2007.

*2 http://www. hud.gov/offices/cpd/communitydevelopment/programs/entitlerentf October 18, 2007
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e construction or reconstruction of streets, water and sewer facilities, neighborhood centers,
recreation facilies, and other public works;
e demolition;

¢ rehabilitation of public and private buildings;

e public services;

e planning activities;

e assistance to nonprofit entities for community development activities; and

e assistance to private, for profit entities torgabut economic development activities
(including assistance to micenterprises).

Table 21: Community Planning and Development Program Formula Allocations, 2001

2007
COMMUNITY PLANNING AND OERMHENT PROGRAM
FORMULA ALLOCANS, BOULDER, COLORAB20D2007
Community Development Bl HOME Investment Partners| American Dream Dewn
Year Grant Program Payment Initiative
2007 $957,172 $1,142,089 $25,333
2006 962,545 752,189 -
2005 1,074,927 797,648 -
2004 1,141,000 818,270 52,368
2003 1,178,000 819,085 -
2002 1,185,000 682,000 -
2001 1,206,000 682,000 -
Total20032007 $7,704,644 $5,693,281 $77,701
Average20032007 $1,100,663 $813,326 $11,100

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development,
http://www.hud.gov/offapeabout/budget/budget06/index.cfm, as of October 16, 2006.

HUDs formula for distributing funds takes into account poverty, population, housing
overcrowdingtheage ofthe housingstock and population growth lag conmed to other

metropolitan area®

HOME
HOME is a £deral block grant, distributing on avera@e8$ billion annually from 2004

2007 to state and local governments for use in their affordable housing programs. Funds can be
used in transitional, rental, or homeownership housing, bdbnehelter. Boulder has received
an average of $813,326 in HOME funds from 2@0D7 {Table21). Funds can be used for

3 http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/communitydevelopment/programs/entitlerestf October 18, 2007
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grants, direct loans, loan guarantees, other credit enhancements, rental assistance, or security
deposits** As a block grant, HOME allosvcommunities to empjofundsto their tailored needs,
however, jurisdictions must provide matching fumeksling$0.25 forevery program dollaf?
HOME stipulates that 90% of beneficiaries mustdnincomes less than 60% AMI|
families must have incoes less than 80% AMI, and 20% of renters in development with 5 or
more units receiving assistance must be below 50% AMI. Furthermore, up to 10% of funds may
be used by the Division of Housing for program planning and administrative expenses. Units that
receive HOMEfunds are designated affordable for the letegmi 20 years for rental new
construction or 8.5 years for homeownership new construction and for rehabilitated Aftés.
this period, the units are governed by@iggd6 s Per man e n Rdntgl Cévénnb r da b | e
In 2007, the Cityf Boulderformed a regional HOME Consortium with Boulder County, the
City and County of Broomfield, and Longmoiitis resulted in additional fundirfgr housing
assistancen the regionHOME funds distributed to the tyiof Boulderincreased 51.8% to

$1.14 million from 2006 to 20QWith the increase allocated to the regional Consortium

American Dream DownpaymentInitiative
The American Dream Downpayment Initiative (ADDI) assists-tirase homebuyers

with downpaymerts, closing costs, and home rehabilitation, up to $10,000 or 6% of the
purchase price, whichever is greater. Beneficiaries must béifisthomebuyers, purchasing 1
4 bedroom family housing units, condominium units, cooperative units, or manufactusaaghou
units at 68.5% AMI for Bouldet® Boulder has received more than $77,000 in ADDI funding
from 20012007 [Table21).*’
Table22 provides the spatial distribution of affordable ownecupied properties in Boulder
County, according to the Boulder Coufys s e s s or s 6 @écbrding o thé BOBAB,0) .
there were 717 deed restricted ownecupied homes in Boulder County as of April 14, 2007.
Most of thesalwellings(386 units or 54%) were condominiuni&? properties (22%) were
singlefamily detachedMore than 6% of t he Citydéds permanentl y af

condominiumswhile 73 dwellings were single family detached properties.

4 http://www.hud.gowsffices/cpd/affordablehousing/programs/hones of October 18, 2007

5 http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/affordablehousing/programs/hpaebf October 16, 2007

48 http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/affordablehousing/programs/home/aalslivf October 18, 2007, and Interview
with Jann Oldham, Department of Housing and Human Services, October 22, 2007.

*7$25,333 went to Longmont as part of the HOME consortium (Interview with Jann Oldham, Department of
Housing and Human Services, October 22, 2007).
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Table 22: 2006 Distribution of Boulder County Affordable Owner-Occupied Properties

Structure Boulder Boulder
Type County City Longmont Lafayette Louisville Superior Erie Other
Number
Single Family 157 73 71 8 1 2 2
Townhome 70 44 18 8
Duplex/Triplex 10 10
Condominium 386 336 36 7 7
Multifamily with 4-8
Units
Multifamily with 9+ Units
Mobile Homes
Other/Missing 94 78 10 6
Total 717 541 135 29 8 2 2
Percent
Single Family 21.90% 13.49% 52.59% 27.59% 12.50% 100.00% 100.00%
Townhome 9.76% 8.13% 13.33% 27.59%
Duplex/Triplex 1.39% 1.85%
Condominium 53.84% 62.11% 26.67% 24.14% 87.50%
Multifamily with 4-8
Units
Multifamily with 9+ Units
Mobile Homes
Other/Missing 13.11% 14.42% 7.41% 20.69%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Note: The longerm affordability of these properties may vary substantially by specific property.
Assessor ds

SourceBoul der

County

Of fice
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Current Rental Assistance:Boulder Housing Partners
fiBoulder Housing Partners (BHP) provides rental housing assistance to qualifying

households usinfyve federal and noffiederal programd. t admi ni st e8s HUDOSs
Housing Choice Voucher program, it manages public housing, it owns and operates Section 8
projectbased rental assistance, it operates rental properties that it makes available to qualifying
low-income households at belawarket rents, and it developstamanages housing using the
low-income housing tax credBHP serves the distribution of Boulder lamcome households,

butis uniquely positioned to house those families whose incomes are the lowest in Boulder,
between 0% and 30% of AMTable B). Currently, BHP has 991 rental units in their affordable
housing stock and provides rental subsidies to an additional 650 fafhibéshese, 39 units

are public housing50are Section 8 Housing Voucheasd theremainders ar8ection 8

project based, woflrce/reduced rent, tax credit, mixed income project§ able 2). BHP is in

the process of converting 44 units of public housin@madwayto a tax credit financing

structure. In addition, BHP has an additional 26 new units ured@apment at the Bealway

siteand has begun redevelopment work on its G6ranbile home park, located &falmont.

Table 23: Boulder Housing Partners Rental Stock

BOULDER HOUSING PARTNEHRH AL STOCK

MarkeRate Rentals Reduced Rent*  Public Housing** Section 8 Voughk#
Rent Subsidies Fixed Rents Federal Subsidies Privatesector apartments

Units 102 138 505 511
Eligibility <120% AMI <60% AMI <80% AMI <30% AMI

Family of 1 NA $28,860 $35,150 $17,100

Family of 2 NA $33,000 $40,150 $19,550

Family of 3 NA $37,080 $45,200 $22,000

Family of 4 NA $41,200 $50,200 $24,400

*Owned and managed by BHP
**Rent Based on 30% of Resident's Income
Sourcehttp://www.boulderhousing.org/htani&Optibpage.htmé of September 27, 2007.

“8 http://www.boulderhousing.org/html/welconéml and comments from Cindy Brown and Betsey Martens, BHP.
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Table 24: Boulder Housing Partners Rental Assistance

BOULDER HOUSING PARTNERS RENTAL ASSISTANCE

PROPERTY UNITS
Broadway 0
Diagonal 30
Iris/Hawthrone 14
Kalmia 53
Madison 33
Manhattan 44
Arapahoe Qa 16
Northport 50
Walnut Place 95

Total Public Housing 335
Canyon Pointe 82
Glen Willow 34
North Haven 8

Total ProjeecBased 124
Arapahoe East 11
Bridgewalk 123
Midtown 13
Boulder Mobile Manor 66
Dakota Ridge 13
Sanitas Place 12
Twin Pines 22
Hayden Place 24
Whittier Apartments 10
Pearl St 6
Bluff St. 2
Eden East 5
Orchard House 1
Remington Post 2
Stratford Park 1
Wimbledon 4

Total Workforce Rentals 315
Woodland 35
Foothills 74
Vistoso 15
Holiday 49
Broadway East Comm 44

Towl 217

TOTAL BHP UNITS 991

Source: Boulder Housing Partners, as of October 19, 2007.
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Section 8 housing vouchers aaegeted to households wiithcomes below 30% AMI, while
the Reduced Rent program and the Public Housing program allow income@Q#b aind
80% of AMI, respectivelySection 8 and Public Housing programs cap rents at80% of
gross itomes. Section 8 housing givasority to the disabled, the elderly, and to families.
Boulder Housing Partners makes payments directly to the laisdiorcover thdifference
betweerthe affordable rent (30940% of gross incomeandthe market rent.

The Reduced Rent program off@asusing based on incomes up to 60% of AMI, but the
renter must also have income 2% tirttes amount of theent.

Finandng for BHP programs comes from tfedleral government (Section 8 Vouchers,
LIHTC), from the City of Boulder (for operations, maintenarased capital expendituresind

from grants and donations.

Other Non-Profits
Habitat for Humanity
Flatirons Habitatdr Humanity (Habitat) is a religiodsased, noprofit organization that
generally serves the 280% AMI affordable housing homeownership market. Habitat has built
20 units in theCity of Boulder since 1993, and has 9 units being developed in north Baulder
the Harmony Haven neighborhood, part of Holiday Hills. The City of Boulder has provided land
and construction cost assistance for the Harmony Haven project, and the units will be eovenant

resticted, permanently affordabfé.

Affordable HousingAlliance
The Affordable Housind\lliance (AHA) is a norprofit organization committed to providing

owneroccupied affordable housing to families atZ&% AMI. AHA has built 32 units in

Boulder, 18 of which were constructed from 2€mD7. Southern Lights was theost recent

project, completed in 2007, in which four units were constructed in conjunction with the Boulder
Area Realtor Association (BARA), th@ity of Boulder, Wolff Lyon Architects, Cottonwood

Custom Builders, the Wells Fargo Housing Foundation, andd&fland Hill Development

Company. AHA is not currently developimgw affordable housing unifs

9 Interview with Paul Casey, Executive Director of Flatirons Habitat for Humanity, October 12, 2007.
%0 |nterview with Mark Jellison, former Executive Director of AHA.
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Thistle Community Housing
Thistle Community HousingThistle) employs a community land trust (CLT) approach to

affordable housing. In 2007, the nprofit was managing 693 affordable rental unitd 242

CLT owneroccupied unitsn Boulder County. The Gty of Boulderis home for72 of the
owneroccupied units, with an additional 135 lots in the Mapléfwbile HomePark (6 of

which are vacant due an infastructure upgrad®) From 19992003, 86.9% of histle home

buyers were firstime buyers, while 81.1% were Boulder residents prior to purchasing a Thistle
home (Thistle,2007Ex cl udi ng t he Mapl eton Mobil e Home
serve louseholds earning between 30% and 70% AMI (Figurdore than 56% of Mapleton

properties serve residents up to 30% AMI (Figure 10). All homeownership units are represented

infigurell.Mor e t han 50% of seifvahossehblds@aniongte 30%a | uni t s

AMI, and nearly 91% of rental units serve families up to 50% of @&gjurel?2).

Figure 9: Income of Thistle CLT and Deed Restricted Residents by AMI

INCOME OF THISTLE HOMEOWNER RESIDENTS
AT TIME OF APPLICATION

50-60% AMI
34%

0-30% AMI
2%

Source: Thistle Community Housing, 2007.
Note: Data does not include Mapletdlobile Home Pek becauseavhile the land is in trust, the
structures are owned outright.

*1 www.coloradohousing.net/thistle/common/history,aspof October 1, 2007
2 Thistle Community Housing, 2007
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Figure 10: Income of Thistle Mapleton Residents by AMI

Source: Thistle Community Housing, 2007.
Note:Thi stl ebés involvement in the MapdlandrermindMo bi | e H¢
trust while the structures are owned outright.

Figure 11: Income of Thistle CLT Residents by Type

*Mapleton is a mobile home park in Boulder.
Note: Incomes were recorded upon home application.
Source: Thistle Community Housing, 2007.
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