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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
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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.
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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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