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Executive Summary 

 

The objectives of this research are to examine the City of Boulderôs existing housing 

assistance programs and to make recommendations for improving these programs. The research 

begins by examining the current characteristics of the Cityôs population, households and housing 

stock. We provide descriptive statistics on the Cityôs owner- and renter-occupied housing stock 

and examine the distributions of housing costs for renters and for homeowners. We describe the 

current distribution of house prices as well as historical trends in those prices. We survey 

housing assistance programs in eight cities that also have affordability problems: Portland, OR; 

Madison, WI; Bellevue, WA; Chapel Hill, NC; Aspen, CO; Vail, CO; Steamboat Springs, CO; 

and Burlington, VT. These places illustrate a wide variation in local governments' approach to 

providing affordable housing, both in terms of types of programs (e.g. eligibility requirements) 

and in funding mechanisms. 

 

We examine the costs and benefits of the Cityôs current housing assistance programs. The 

characteristics we examine include program eligibility requirements and restrictive covenants. 

We provide a profile of current housing assistance beneficiaries and examine the City-

administered costs associated with these programs. Programs designed to subsidize 

homeownership are targeted to low-income 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 (IZ) ordinance. This regulation requires that 

residential developers provide one permanently affordable dwelling (or a cash-in-lieu 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 target the City's very low-income population.  

 

 The Boulder Housing Market 

 

There are significant disconnects between the markets for owner-occupied, single-family 

homes, condominiums and rental housing in the City of Boulder. There are several reasons for 

the market segmentation: 

 

1. Over the past quarter century, regional housing demand has increased significantly faster 

than the City of Boulderôs housing stock; 

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

year since 1980; 

b. Restrictions on residential development in the City of Boulder forced most of 

Boulder Countyôs increase in housing supply to occur in locations outside City 

boundaries; 

c. Rapidly increasing housing demand in the Cityôs supply constrained market has 

forced single-family (e.g. predominantly owner-occupied) prices to increase at an 

average annual rate of 6.2% per year since 1980, 2.6% per year faster than the rate 

of inflation; 

d. The prices of single-family homes located in Boulder County but outside City 

boundaries increased 4.8% per year since 1980 (about 1.2%/year in real terms). 
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2. The market price of single-family (e.g. predominantly owner-occupied) housing in the 

City of Boulder is driven by household wealth, not income. In 2006, 

a. the median family income was $64,614 in the State of Colorado and $89,184 in 

the City of Boulder (38.0% higher); 

b. the median value of owner-occupied 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 single-family house price to the 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 prices for owner-occupied housing, 

nearly one-third of Boulder homeowners own their home without a mortgage 

(31.8% of City homeowners own their home without a mortgage while 22.8% of  

Colorado homeowners own their home free of debt); 

e. the percent of the Cityôs homeowners who report paying high housing expense 

burdens (paying more than 30% of their income on housing) is about the same as 

it is for  homeowners in the State of Colorado (40.1% for City homeowners vs. 

38.5% for  homeowners in the State of Colorado); 

f. only 8% of the Cityôs single-family housing stock is óaffordableô to area 

households earning the Department of Housing and Urban Developmentôs 

(HUDs) established Area Median Income (AMI) for Boulder, Colorado;  75.9% 

of the single-family stock in Longmont (15.6 miles from the City of Boulder) is 

affordable; 60.5% in Lafayette (11.1 miles from Boulder); 50.7% in Louisville 

(10.3 miles from Boulder); 27.6% in Superior (7.8 miles from Boulder); and 

56.7% in Erie (14.7 miles from Boulder). 

 

3. Condominiums prices in the City of Boulder are significantly lower than prices of single-

family detached homes. 

a. As of 4/17/2007 there were 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, condominiums prices in the City of Boulder have 

increased 4.2% per year. 

d. Nearly 60% of the Cityôs condominiums are affordable to households earning 

100% of the Boulder AMI. 

e. On November 5, 2007, there were 117 condominiums for sale in the City of 

Boulder with selling prices below $200,000; most of these were one- and two-

bedroom units selling for between $178 and $264 per square 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 County: 

a. The median rent in the City of Boulder ($948) is comparable to the median rent in 

Boulder County ($924); 

b. Housing cost burdens for City renters are significantly higher than housing cost 

burdens for renter-occupied households in the rest of Coloradoðover 60% of the 

Cityôs renters report paying more than 30% of their income on rent while about 

47% of Coloradoôs renters report burdensome housing expenses. 
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The City of Boulderôs Housing Assistance Programs 

 

We briefly summarize the housing assistance programs administered by the City of Boulderôs 

Division of Housing (DOH). We examine both homeownership and rental housing assistance 

programs. In 2000, the City established a goal of providing 4,500 ópermanently affordableô 

dwellings in Boulder (approximately 10% of the expected built-out housing stock). According to 

Title 9 of the Cityôs Land Use Code: 

 

ñópermanently affordable unitô means a dwelling unit that is pledged to remain 

affordable forever to households earning up to eighty percent of the area median 

income through contractual arrangements, 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 affordable unit until the location, 

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

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

income has been approved by the city manager.ò
1
  

 

According to the DOH, as of October 2, 2007, the City has achieved 61.8% of its total goal, 

with 2,781 affordable dwelling units. The units in inventory indicate that the City has achieved 

75% of is rental assistance goal and 41% of its homeownership goal. The rental/owner split as of 

October was 74%/26%, respectively, working toward a goal of 61%/39% rental/owner, as 

defined in the May 2000 Housing Implementation and Funding Task Force Report.  The Cityôs 

housing assistance programs gives preference to income- and asset-eligible households who 

work and/or live in the City of Boulder. The Cityôs Comprehensive Housing Strategy 2000 and 

the Housing Implementation and Funding Task Force Report (dated May 23, 2000) target very 

low-, low-, and moderate-income households, University of Colorado students, staff and faculty 

and worker households. 

 

The Cityôs HomeWorks Program adds permanently affordable housing units to Boulderôs 

housing stock primarily through Inclusionary Zoning (IZ). The Cityôs IZ ordinance requires 

residential developers to allocate 20% of a residential development to affordable housing by 

either building affordable units on-site, off-site, donating land, or with cash-in-lieu (CIL) 

payments. The City also provides grants for assistance with down payments through the House 

to Homeownership Program (H20), First Home Program and the 3% Solution. Residential 

properties that are secured through the Cityôs IZ ordinance are deemed permanently affordable 

through deed restrictions. The restrictions limit the amount of house price appreciation to the 

minimum of: (1) changes in the area median household income; (2) changes in the rate of 

inflation (as measured by the Denver area Consumer Price Index); and (3) 3.5%. Between 1997 

and 2006, the annual average appreciation permitted by this formula was 1.68%. The actual 

amount of annual appreciation that program participants have been allowed to keep over this 

period was1.3%. 

                                                 
1
 See the City of Boulderôs Title 9 Land Use Code, Chapter 16 Definitions 

http://www.colocode.com/boulder2/chapter9-16.htm accessed 10/13/2007. 

 

http://www.colocode.com/boulder2/chapter9-16.htm
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 ñBoulder Housing Partners (BHP) provides rental housing assistance to qualifying 

households using five federal and non-federal programs. It administers HUDôs Section 8 

Housing Choice Voucher program, it manages public housing, it owns and operates Section 8 

project-based rental assistance, it operates rental properties that it makes available to qualifying 

low-income households at below-market rents, and it develops and manages housing using the 

low-income housing tax credit. BHP serves the distribution of Boulder low-income households, 

but is uniquely positioned to house those families whose incomes are the lowest in Boulder, 

between 0% and 30% of AMI. Currently, BHP has 991 rental units in their affordable housing 

stock and provides rental subsidies to an additional 650 families.ò
2
 Of these, 339 units are public 

housing, 650 are Section 8 Housing Vouchers, and the remainders are Section 8 project based, 

workforce/reduced rent, tax credit, or mixed income projects. BHP is in the process of 

converting 44 units of public housing on Broadway to a tax credit property. In addition, BHP has 

an additional 26 new units under development at the Broadway site and has begun 

redevelopment work on a 66 unit mobile home park on Valmont. 

 

Funding for the Cityôs affordable housing programs comes from a variety of sources. Federal 

funds from the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), HOME Investment Partnership 

Program and the American Dream Down-Payment Initiative finance homeownership for low-

income households. Local funds come from property taxes and from development excise taxes 

paid into the Community Housing Assistance Fund (CHAP). Boulder has a property tax of 0.981 

mills assessed on real property. The tax revenues fund the Cityôs expenditures on capital 

improvements. CHAP receives 0.8 mills of the 0.981 mills levied, which translates to 

approximately $1-$1.5 million annually. Additionally, the City has a development excise tax on 

new commercial and residential development. The Cityôs Inclusionary Zoning (IZ) law also 

funds the Cityôs Affordable Housing Fund and adds to the supply of permanently affordable 

housing units. Resources for rental housing assistance programs are provided by the Federal 

government through Section 8, CDBG and the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Program. The 

Cityôs Affordable Housing Fund also provides funding for BHP administered assistance 

programs. 

 

Several non-profit organizations provide additional housing assistance for Boulderôs low-

income households. Habitat for Humanity has built 20 units in the City of Boulder since 1993 

and is currently developing 9 units in the Harmony Haven neighborhood. The Affordable 

Housing Alliance (AHA) provides homeownership assistance and has built 32 units in Boulder, 

18 of which were constructed between 2004 and 2007. Southern Lights is the most recent AHA 

project.  Four units were constructed in 2007 by AHA in partnership with the Boulder Area 

Realtor Association (BARA), the City of Boulder, Wolff Lyon Architects, Cottonwood Custom 

Builders, the Wells Fargo Housing Foundation, and Wonderland Hill Development Company. 

Thistle Community Housing (Thistle) employs a community land trust (CLT) approach to 

affordable housing. In 2007, the non-profit was managing 693 affordable rental units and 212 

CLT owner-occupied units in Boulder County. More than 50% of Thistleôs rental units serve 

households earning up to 30% of AMI, and nearly 91% of rental units serve families up to 50% 

of AMI.  

 

 

                                                 
2
 http://www.boulderhousing.org/html/welcome.html and comments from Cindy Brown and Betsey Martens, BHP. 

http://www.boulderhousing.org/html/welcome.html
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Survey of Other Cities 

 

The cities surveyed illustrate a wide variation in local governments' approach to affordable 

housing, both in terms of types of programs (e.g. eligibility requirements) and funding 

mechanisms. Local financing mechanisms include revenues from tax increment financing in 

urban renewal districts, inclusionary zoning, real estate transfer taxes, a jobs-housing link that 

places some responsibility for affordable housing on employee-intensive businesses, as well as 

traditional mechanisms, like the municipalityôs general fund. Locally financed housing assistance 

programs in resort housing markets (e.g. Aspen, Vail, Steamboat Springs) require participants be 

employed locally (or require retirees to have previously worked in the area). Comparable non-

Colorado cities differ from Boulderôs programs by offering homeownership programs that link 

house price appreciation to house prices in the local housing market. With the 20% inclusionary 

zoning (IZ) ordinance, Boulderôs IZ program is more aggressive than programs in the 

comparable cities surveyed in this report. Bellevue and Portland encourage, but do not mandate, 

IZ through density bonuses and other incentives. Chapel Hill and Madison require fewer IZ units 

in their ordinances and exempt small scale residential developments (those with fewer than 5 

units). 

 

 Analysis of Boulderôs Housing Assistance Programs 

 

 A total of 640 affordable housing units were added to Boulderôs stock of covenant-restricted 

affordable homes between 1991 and 2008. These homes were added through inclusionary 

zoning, by subsidies from various sources, and with a combination of inclusionary zoning and 

subsidies. Inclusionary zoning brought 241 units into the program, while the Cityôs Affordable 

Housing Fund, which is primarily funded with inclusionary zoning cash-in-lieu, supported 83 

homeownership units with nearly $1.8 million. In total, more than $8.1 million in various funds 

have been infused into affordable homeownership units through the City since 1991. The average 

City-administered subsidy provided for homeowernship units has averaged $28,196 from 1992-

2007. Single-family homeownership units received the highest average subsidy of $41,837 while 

townhomes, duplexes, and condominiums received $34,912, $22,961, and $22,409, respectively. 

 

 The City aims to serve families who are living and/or working in Boulder, but occasionally, 

homeowners entering the program do not have a history of living in, or near, the City. From 1996 

to 2007, 424 affordable homeowner units (70.7%) sold to residents already living in the City of 

Boulder (an additional 18 units not counted in this tally are slated for completion in Januray 

2008). Another 65 units, or 10.8%, sold to residents outside the City but within Boulder County. 

There were 43 affordable homebuyers (7.2%) from other counties within Colorado or from 

outside the State of Colorado. The previous residence of new homeowners was not reported for 

11.3% of the respondents. Of the 600 families entering the homeownership program from 1996 

through 2007, 9 (1.5%) were City of Boulder employees, and 13 (2.2%) were other government 

employees. There were 27 university teachers in the program and 52 other teachers, for a total of 

13.2%. There were 21 health care professionals and nurses (3.5%). 45 of the recipients, or 7.5%, 

were service workers. The disabled and retired represented 2.0% and 1.7%, respectively. 
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 A total of 797 units were added to Boulderôs covenant-restricted affordable rental stock 

between 1992 and 2007. These rentals were added through inclusionary zoning, by subsidies 

from various sources, and with a combination of inclusionary zoning and subsidies. Inclusionary 

zoning brought 42 rental units into the program without the infusion of federal, state, or City 

subsidies. The Affordable Housing Fund contributed to 92 rental units with $682,120. CHAP 

funds supported 510 affordable rental units with the highest aggregate amount of cash, more than 

$6.6 million. A total of $1.375 million CDBG funds supported 346 rental units. The average 

subsidy for rental units from 1992-2007 has been $15,810 per unit, though subsidies have been 

highly variable through time. The highest average per unit subsidy occurred in 2005 at $40,000 

per unit. The average 2006 subsidy was $22,535, and there were no rental subsidies in 2007. 

Nearly 70%, or 719, of the covenant-restricted rental units have been added since 2000. The 

single highest annual increase in the number of rental units occured in 2002, adding 201 units. 

 

 Permanently affordable house prices are typically below construction costs (even after 

excluding land prices). The current IZ ordinance has both a direct and an indirect effect on the 

market price of housing in Boulder. The direct effect is that developers must make up the 

incremental cost of constructing permanently affordable dwellings. Some of these costs are 

passed on to Boulder homebuyers. The indirect effect is that house prices for all housing 

consumers increase as the City takes existing dwellings out of the housing stock and dedicates 

them to permanently affordable units. Furthermore, the existing program for permanently 

affordable owner-occupied housing accelerates the rate of depreciation in the stock of owner-

occupied housing because it does not allow homeowners to earn a return on their maintenance 

and repair expenditures. Currently, a permanently affordable homeowner may make 

improvements to their property and, if approved by the Division of Housing, these expenditures 

are included in the resale price of the property. However, the homeowner is only reimbursed for 

the expenditures, and does not earn any return on their óinvestmentô in capital expenditures. In 

addition, the current procedure for setting permanently affordable house prices potentially puts 

existing properties at a 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 type (single-family attached or single-

family detached). There is no accomodation for the 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 increase the permanently 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 demand for assisted housing, there appears to be considerably more demand 

for assisted rental housing than there is for owner-occupied permanently affordable housing in 

Boulder. One indicator of the excess demand for assisted rental housing is that Boulder Housing 

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 housing for the applicants. An indicator of the excess supply of permanently 

affordable owner-occupied housing is the Division of Housing occasionally finds permanently 

affordable home buyers residing outside both the City of Boulder and outside Boulder County, 

even though preferences are given to applicants who live and work in the City of Boulder. Some 
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permanently affordable homebuyers have come from out of state. Potential beneficiaries inability 

to build wealth by accumulating equity in their home undoubtedly 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 appreciation in house prices. The current IZ ordinance forces the 

residential sector to finance much of the cost of the affordable housing program. The other 

contentious issue is the role that (expected) appreciation plays in determining how much 

homeowners pay for their housing consumption. The tradeoff here is obvious: the more the City 

allows the homeowner to accumulate wealth through house price appreciation, the less 

óaffordableô house prices will become in the future. The more the Cityôs affordable housing 

program constrains house price appreciation, the more affordable Boulder house prices will be in 

the future, but homeownersô benefits will be reduced. The after-tax user cost of owner-occupied 

housing measures how much households pay for housing if they take everything (e.g. down 

payments, monthly mortgage payments, property taxes, insurance, deductibility of mortgage 

interest and property taxes, house price appreciation, expected holding period, etc.) into account. 

The after-tax user cost of owner-occupied housing depends 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 rates; (6) insurance; (7) changes in the price of the property; and (8) the 

homeownerôs after-tax opportunity cost of capital. An illustration will help. Suppose the market 

price of a house is $250,000. The house will be financed with a $225,000, 30-year, fixed rate 

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

year. Suppose the homebuyer is in the 28% ordinary income tax bracket, expects to own the 

home for four years and can earn 7% after tax on an equally risky alternative investment. If the 

price of the house keeps up with a 3% rate of inflation, the montly rent that will make the 

homeowner indifferent between owning and renting 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 ócostô of owning the property is reduced by the 3% per year appreciation in the 

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 past quarter century), the monthly payment (or óuser 

costô) declines by about 51.4% to $547.52 per month. House price appreciation plays a large and 

important role in what homeowners end up paying for housing. By limiting the homeownerôs 

ability to capture the full benefit of house price appreciation, the current homeownership 

program significantly increases the beneficiaryôs user cost of owner-occupied housing and 

reduces incentives to participate in the progam. 

 

 Recommendations 

 

 Over the past quarter century, nominal single-family house prices in the City of Boulder have 

increased more than 6% per year. The current homeownership program in Boulder allows 

program participants to capture house price appreciation at a rate of between 1% and 2%. If 

historical trends continue, the gap between the price of permanently affordable owner-occupied 

housing and the market price of housing in Boulder will 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 outside City of Boulder boundaries and 
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accumulate wealth through market rate appreciation; and (2) the current homeownership 

program will require greater subsidies as the gap between market price and permanently 

affordable price increases. Furthermore, much of the 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 the homeownership/rental mix. Homeownership subsidies paid by the 

City are significantly higher than subsidies required for renter-occupied housing. The 

City should reevaluate whether the additional cost is worth the benefit. The current mix 

of affordable units is 26% ownership and 74% rental with a goal of 39% ownership and 

61% rental. In order to meet that goal, the City would have to secure 686 additional 

rental units and an additional 1,033 owner-occupied units. 

 The City should re-examine the current limitation on the amount of appreciation that 

homeowners are permitted to receive. While the current limitation serves to keep house 

prices óaffordableô, it is disconnected from the market price of housing and significantly 

reduces the benefits associated with homeownership.  

 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.) 

 Changing program eligibility from preferences to requirements and creating stated 

goals for workforce housing allocated to teachers, health care workers, service and 

retail workers, administrative employees, and trades and construction workers. 

 Creating a better methodology for collecting and reporting data from beneficiaries. 



15 

 

Introduction  

 The objective of this research is to examine the existing affordable housing programs in 

Boulder, Colorado, and to make recommendations for improving these programs. The research 

begins by examining the characteristics of the Cityôs housing stock (relative to Boulder County 

and to the State of Colorado) and providing a profile of residents' demand for housing. The 

report then highlights the characteristics of Boulderôs rental and homeownership assistance 

programs. Characteristics examined include program eligibility requirements and restrictive 

covenants. Next, the report compares Boulderôs housing assistance programs to programs in 

other cities that have similar affordability problems. Finally, the research makes 

recommendations for improving the City of Boulderôs existing housing assistance programs.  

The 2006 Boulder, Colorado Housing Market 

 Understanding the composition of the City of Boulderôs population and the characteristics of 

the housing stock is a prerequisite to understanding the Cityôs housing affordability issues. 

Consequently, this report begins with a basic description of the City of Boulderôs population, 

household composition and housing stock.  

Housing Demand: Who Needs Housing? 

 The American Community Survey (ACS) is ña nationwide survey to obtain data about 

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 long-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 quarters.ò
3
 Characteristics of the population 

and housing stock are estimated from a small sample of the population. Accordingly, the 

estimates reported in the ACS are subject to sampling error. The ACS reports characteristics of 

the population, of households, and of the housing stock for the nation, for states, for major 

metropolitan areas, and for nearly 800 of the largest counties in the United States (including 

Boulder).  

                                                 
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 the 2006 ACS, the City of Boulder, Colorado, had a population of about 92,500 

(Table 1), less than one-third the population of Boulder County. The City of  

Boulderôs population comprised fewer than 38,000 households for an average of 2.21 persons 

per household. Both Boulder County (with 2.41 persons per household) and the State of 

Colorado (with 2.52 persons per household) had larger household sizes. The average household 

size in the City is heavily influenced by the large university student population. Though the ACS 

does not include university students living in the dormitories, it does include 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 related. The Census Bureau publishes 

information for family and for non-family households. A family is a group of two or more 

persons living in a dwelling related by blood, marriage, or adoption. Non-family households 

include single-person households and groups of unrelated individuals. Nearly 65% of the State of 

Coloradoôs population lives in family households. A majority of the City of Boulderôs population 

(55%) reside in non-family households.  

 It should be noted that the City of Boulder contested the Census Bureauôs population 

estimates for 2000, citing the undercounting of approximately 2,200 housing units and 8,000 

people
4
. As of the date of this report, the 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 estimates for Boulder, estimating a City population of 101,918 in 2006.
5
 

Conversely, he Colorado Demographers Office estimates the July 2006 population in the City of 

Boulder at 97,671.
6
 Each source employs similar methodology for estimating population and 

households between decennial censuses. The City of Boulder, for example, estimates population 

increases using building permits.
7

                                                 
4
 http://www.ci.boulder.co.us/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=1490&Itemid=507, as of November 

12, 2007. 
5
 http://www.drcog.org/documents/Place_Pop06.pdf, as of November 12, 2007. 

6
 http://www.dola.state.co.us/dlg/demog/population/estimates/Table5-06Final.pdf as of November 12, 2007. 

7
 Interview with Susan Richstone, Planning and Development Services, October 26, 2007. 

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
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Table 1: 2006 Populations and Households 

     

    State of Colorado 
 

 Boulder County   City of Boulder 

  

2006 Estimates of Population, Housing 
and Household Characteristics 

Number 
Percent of 
Category 

 Number 
Percent of 
Category   

Number 
Percent of 
Category 

           

Total Population 4,753,377   282,304   92,474   

Total Households 1,846,988   112,947   37,873   

 Family Households 1,196,223 64.77%  66,850 59.19%  17,029 44.96% 

  With own children under 18 years 581,273 48.59%  35,324 52.84%  8,750 51.38% 

  Married-couple families 934,148 78.09%  52,448 78.46%  13,162 77.29% 

  With own children under 18 years 419,803 44.94%  26,084 49.73%  6,116 46.47% 

  Male householder, no wife present 80,429 6.72%  6,281 9.40%  1,525 8.96% 

  With own children under 18 years 42,810 53.23%  3,421 54.47%  774 50.75% 

  Female householder, no husband present 181,646 15.18%  8,121 12.15%  2,342 13.75% 

  With own children under 18 years 118,660 65.32%  5,819 71.65%  1,860 79.42% 

 Nonfamily Households 650,765 35.23%  46,097 40.81%  20,844 55.04% 

  Householder living alone 521,377 80.12%  32,052 69.53%  13,719 65.82% 

  65 years and over 132,949 25.50%  7,024 21.91%  2,507 18.27% 

  Households with one or more people under 18 years 629,349 34.07%  37,035 32.79%  8,790 23.21% 

  Households with 1 or more people 65 years and over 335,325 18.16%  17,551 15.54%  4,949 13.07% 

  Average household size 2.52   2.41   2.21   

  Average family size 3.11   2.98   2.88   

Income and Benefits (2006$)        

  Households 1,846,988   112,947   37,873  

  Less than $10,000 126,996 6.88%  8,221 7.28%  4,973 13.13% 

  $10,000 to $14,999 91,361 4.95%  4,733 4.19%  2,159 5.70% 

  $15,000 to $24,999 189,609 10.27%  8,584 7.60%  3,738 9.87% 

  $25,000 to $34,999 198,815 10.76%  10,795 9.56%  4,342 11.46% 

  $35,000 to $49,999 275,863 14.94%  15,351 13.59%  4,554 12.02% 

  $50,000 to $74,999 351,977 19.06%  20,164 17.85%  5,022 13.26% 

  $75,000 to $99,999 236,793 12.82%  12,957 11.47%  3,244 8.57% 

  $100,000 to $149,999 228,497 12.37%  18,174 16.09%  5,703 15.06% 

  $150,000 to $199,999 77,150 4.18%  6,778 6.00%  1,960 5.18% 

  $200,000 or more 69,927 3.79%  7,190 6.37%  2,178 5.75% 

Source: 2006 American Community Survey         
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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 

almost two times higher, at 13.1%. At the other end of the household income distribution, about 

5.8% of the Cityôs households had 2006 incomes above $200,000. A total of 3.8% of the Stateôs 

households had 2006 incomes above $200,000.  

 The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) area median income 

(AMI) calculations for Boulder, Colorado, are based on the median family income for residents 

of Boulder County. AMIs are used to determine eligibility for a variety of housing assistance 

programs. HUD defines four categories of low-income household: 

 

 Very Low-Income Households are households earning less than 50% of the areaôs 

median household income (adjusted for family size) 

 Low-Income Households are households earning between 50% and 80% of AMI 

 Moderate Income Households are households earning between 80% and 120% of AMI 

 Above Moderate Income Households are 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 2006 median family income for Boulder County was slightly lower, at $80,883 

(Table 2).  2006 median family incomes in the City of Boulder were about $8,300 higher than 

median family incomes in Boulder County (according to the ACS). Nevertheless, City of 

Boulder residents must qualify for housing assistance using Boulder County median family 

incomes (as published by HUD). For comparison, the 2006 median family income in the State of 

Colorado was $64,600.  

 While the median family income in the City is higher than the median family income in 

Boulder County, the median non-family income in the City of Boulder is substantially lower than 

the median non-family income in Boulder County. The ACS estimate of the median non-family 

income for the City of Boulder was just over $29,000 in 2006. Median 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 

 

    State of Colorado 
 

 Boulder County   City of Boulder 

  

2006 Estimates of Population, Housing and 
Household Characteristics 

Number 
Percent of 
Category 

 Number 
Percent of 
Category   

Number 
Percent of 
Category 

           

 Household Income         

  Median household income (dollars) $52,015    $61,748   $47,577  

  Mean household income (dollars) $69,334    $83,509   $73,734  

           

 Family Income 1,196,223   66,850   17,029  

  Less than $10,000 49,509 4.14%  2,356 3.52%  688 4.04% 

  $10,000 to $14,999 36,154 3.02%  1,319 1.97%  380 2.23% 

  $15,000 to $24,999 88,379 7.39%  3,049 4.56%  965 5.67% 

  $25,000 to $34,999 107,403 8.98%  4,506 6.74%  1,569 9.21% 

  $35,000 to $49,999 166,039 13.88%  8,135 12.17%  1,385 8.13% 

  $50,000 to $74,999 244,208 20.41%  11,710 17.52%  2,415 14.18% 

  $75,000 to $99,999 186,559 15.60%  9,352 13.99%  2,070 12.16% 

  $100,000 to $149,999 189,575 15.85%  14,121 21.12%  4,029 23.66% 

  $150,000 to $199,999 68,161 5.70%  6,104 9.13%  1,692 9.94% 

  $200,000 or more 60,236 5.04%  6,198 9.27%  1,836 10.78% 

  Median family income (dollars) $64,614    $80,883   $89,184  

  Mean family income (dollars) $81,751    $104,593   $109,018  

          

  Per capita income (dollars) $27,750    $34,081    $31,539   

          

 Nonfamily households 650,765   46,097   20,844  

  Median nonfamily income (dollars) $33,234    $38,743    $29,222  

  Mean nonfamily income (dollars) $44,266    $51,409    $43,373  

          

  Median earnings for workers (dollars) $29,511    $30,135    $21,208  

  Median earnings for male full-time, year-round workers $45,017    $57,141    $50,332  

  Median earnings for female full-time, year-round workers $35,847    $40,839    $35,652  

Source: 2006 American Community Survey        
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Poverty 

 Poverty guidelines are established by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 

(HHS) for the 48 contiguous states and separately for Alaska and Hawaii. These guidelines are 

used to determine eligibility for a variety of federal, state, and local government subsidy 

programs. The 2006 poverty guidelines for the 48 contiguous states and the District of Columbia 

are listed in Table 3.
8
 

Table 3: 2006 Family Poverty Guidelines 

Number of Persons in Family Unit                                        Poverty guideline 

1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $9,800 

2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,200 

3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16,600 

4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20,000 

5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23,400 

6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26,800 

7 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30,200 

8 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 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 incidence of family poverty in the City of Boulder for 2006 was between the poverty rate 

in Boulder County and the rate in the State of Colorado. The 2006 poverty rate for families was 

7.3% in the City of Boulder and 8.4% statewide (Table 4). The 2006 poverty rate for families 

residing in Boulder County was 5.5%. Poverty rates increase significantly when non-families are 

included. The rate of poverty for the entire population of the City of Boulder was 21.5%. The 

poverty rate for residents of Boulder County was ten percentage points lower (11.5%), while the 

poverty rate for all people in the State of Colorado was 12.0%. University 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.htm, accessed 10/13/07. 

http://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty/06fedreg.htm
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Table 4: 2006 Poverty 

 

   State of Colorado 
 

Boulder County  City of Boulder 

  

2006 Estimates of Population, Housing and 
Household Characteristics 

Percent of Category  Percent of Category 
  

Percent of Category 

        

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

        

  All families 8.4%  5.5%  7.30% 

  With related children under 18 years 13.2%  8.5%  12.70% 

  With related children under 5 years only 13.6%  12.1%  3.30% 

  Married couple families 4.3%  2.3%  4.50% 

  With related children under 18 years 6.3%  3.2%  8.20% 

  With related children under 5 years only 6.1%  0.5%  0.00% 

  Families with female householder, no husband present 27.7%  23.9%  22.20% 

  With related children under 18 years 35.2%  31.7%  27.90% 

  With related children under 5 years only 43.0%  50.6%  14.20% 

        

  All people 12.0%  11.5%  21.50% 

  Under 18 years 15.7%  11.2%  17.00% 

  Related children under 18 years 15.3%  10.2%  16.80% 

  Related children under 5 years 18.4%  16.7%  18.70% 

  Related children 5 to 17 years 14.0%  7.7%  16.00% 

  18 years and over 10.7%  11.6%  22.40% 

  18 to 64 years 11.1%  12.5%  24.10% 

  65 years and over 8.3%  4.4%  5.00% 

  People in families 9.4%  5.7%  8.70% 

  Unrelated individuals 15 years and over 22.2%  27.4%  39.30% 

        

Source: 2006 American Community Survey      
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 The Supply of Housing 

 Information on the stock of housing comes from two sources: the 2006 ACS and the Boulder 

County Assessors Office. According to the ACS, there were just over 41,300 residential dwelling 

units in the City of Boulder in 2006. Nearly 38,000 of these were occupied. According to the 

ACS, the number of housing units in Boulder County totaled about 122,800 in 2006; 

approximately 113,000 were occupied, for a vacancy rate of 8%.  

 The Existing Stock 

 Four features distinguish the City of Boulderôs housing market from the State of Coloradoôs 

and from Boulder Countyôs housing markets: (1) the proportion of the housing stock that is 

single-family detached housing; (2); the age of the housing stock; (3) the rate of homeownership; 

and (4) the market price of owner-occupied homes. The majority of dwelling units in both 

Boulder County (62%) and in the State of Colorado (63.5%) were single-family detached units in 

2006. A significant share of the Cityôs housing stock is located in multifamily properties with 

less than one-half of the dwellings in the City of Boulder (44%) single-family detached. Over 

27% of the City of Boulderôs structures are located in buildings with ten or more units (Table 5). 

In the State of Colorado, slightly more than 15% of residential dwelling units are located 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 Colorado. Less 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 the Stateôs housing stock built since 2000.     

 The rate of homeownership in the City of Boulder is significantly lower than the rate of 

homeownership for both the State of Colorado and for the nation as a whole. The 2006 ACS 

reports that the 48.8% rate of homeownership in the City of Boulder. The rate of homeownership 

for the entire State of Colorado in 2006 was 68.7%. The 2006 homeownership rate for Colorado 

was similar to the national homeownership rate of 68.8%.
9

                                                 
9
 See http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/housing/hvs/historic/histt14.html, accessed on 10/13/07. 

http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/housing/hvs/historic/histt14.html
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Table 5: 2006 Housing Stock 

 

    State of Colorado 
 

 Boulder County   City of Boulder 

  

2006 Estimates of Population, Housing and 
Household Characteristics 

Number 
Percent of 
Category 

 Number 
Percent of 
Category   

Number 
Percent of 
Category 

           

Total Housing Units 2,095,235   122,784    41,329   

 Occupancy Status         

  Occupied housing units 1,846,988 88.15%  112,947 91.99%  37,873 91.64% 

  Vacant housing units 248,247 11.85%  9,837 8.01%  3,456 8.36% 

  Homeowner vacancy rate 2.7   2.7   3.9   

  Rental vacancy rate 8.4   7.6   6.0   

 Units in Structure         

  1-unit, detached 1,331,305 63.54%  76,180 62.04%  18,204 44.05% 

  1-unit, attached 142,561 6.80%  9,994 8.14%  4,055 9.81% 

  2 units 41,788 1.99%  2,704 2.20%  1,075 2.60% 

  3 or 4 units 69,029 3.29%  5,390 4.39%  2,490 6.02% 

  5 to 9 units 91,960 4.39%  5,934 4.83%  2,873 6.95% 

  10 to 19 units 130,868 6.25%  8,519 6.94%  3,679 8.90% 

  20 or more units 189,189 9.03%  10,171 8.28%  7,534 18.23% 

  Mobile home 97,342 4.65%  3,892 3.17%  1,419 3.43% 

  Boat, RV, van, etc. 1,193 0.06%  0 0.00%  0 0.00% 

 Year Structure Built        

  Built 2005 or later 50,353 2.40%  1,989 1.62%  967 2.34% 

  Built 2000 to 2004 255,067 12.17%  11,592 9.44%  1,042 2.52% 

  Built 1990 to 1999 363,031 17.33%  27,621 22.50%  5,119 12.39% 

  Built 1980 to 1989 320,068 15.28%  20,481 16.68%  6,122 14.81% 

  Built 1970 to 1979 429,564 20.50%  25,851 21.05%  9,846 23.82% 

  Built 1960 to 1969 223,828 10.68%  17,236 14.04%  9,274 22.44% 

  Built 1950 to 1959 197,093 9.41%  7,142 5.82%  4,041 9.78% 

  Built 1940 to 1949 65,993 3.15%  1,294 1.05%  562 1.36% 

  Built 1939 or earlier 190,238 9.08%  9,578 7.80%  4,356 10.54% 

 Tenure         

  Owner-occupied 1,269,421 68.73%  74,561 66.01%  18,482 48.80% 

  Renter-occupied 577,567 31.27%  38,386 33.99%  19,391 51.20% 

Source: 2006 American Community Survey         
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 Owner-occupied housing in the City of Boulder is expensive. According to the ACS, 44% of 

owner-occupied homes in the City of Boulder were valued at more than $500,000 in 2006. Less 

than 11% of owner-occupied homes in the State of Colorado were similarly priced. According to 

the ACS, the median value of owner-occupied homes in the City of Boulder was $455,900 in 

2006 (Table 6). This is the median value of the homeownersô reported estimate of the market 

value of their home, not the median of all transaction prices for homes sold in 2006. The median 

value for all owner-occupied homes in the State of Colorado was just under $233,000 in 2006, 

about half the median price of owner-occupied homes located in City of Boulder. 

 In spite of paying significantly higher prices for owner-occupied homes in the City of 

Boulder, City homeowners do not pay a significantly higher percentage of their incomes on 

housing. 38.5% of Colorado homeowners who financed the acquisition of their homes report 

paying more than 30% of their incomes on housing (Table 7). The rate of housing expense 

burden for State homeowners is only slightly lower than the rate for City homeowners (40.1%). 

This is because more City of Boulder homeowners own their (more expensive) homes without a 

mortgage. In the State 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 owner-occupied housing in the City of Boulder is predominantly driven 

by household wealth, not income. The Cityôs median family income is 10.3% higher than the 

Countyôs median family income while the Cityôs median house price is 31.4% higher than the 

County median house price.  

 Housing expense burdens are much higher for City of Boulder renters. Nearly 60% of City 

renters report spending more than 30% of their income on gross rent (Table 8).
10

 Just over 47% 

of Colorado renters report paying more than 30% of their incomes on gross rent. Unlike owner-

occupied house prices, median rents in the City of Boulder ($948) are comparable to median 

rents in Boulder County ($924). Median rents in Boulder County are 18.5% higher than median 

rents in the State of Colorado. The ACS does not report information for people or properties 

located within Boulder County but outside City limits. We can estimate the median rent for 

properties located outside the City of Boulder but inside Boulder County using a weighted 

average of the reported rents. This yields an estimated market rent for Boulder County properties 

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 Owner-Occupied Housing Costs 

 

    State of Colorado 
 

 Boulder County   City of Boulder 

    

2006 Estimates of Population, Housing and 
Household Characteristics 

Number 
Percent of 
Category 

  Number 
Percent of 
Category   

Number 
Percent of 
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%  5,521 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 

 

    State of Colorado 
 

 Boulder County   City of Boulder 

  

2006 Estimates of Population, Housing and 
Household Characteristics 

Number 
Percent of 
Category 

 Number 
Percent of 
Category   

Number 
Percent of 
Category 

        
 

  

 Selected Monthly Owner Costs as a Percentage of Household Income      

  Housing unit with a mortgage 980,544   57,563   12,611  

  Less than 20.0 percent 299,100 30.50%  18,163 31.55%  4,141 32.84% 

  20.0 to 24.9 percent 167,826 17.12%  7,813 13.57%  1,853 14.69% 

  25.0 to 29.9 percent 133,180 13.58%  8,233 14.30%  1,503 11.92% 

  30.0 to 34.9 percent 99,357 10.13%  6,739 11.71%  1,570 12.45% 

  35.0 percent or more 278,064 28.36%  16,615 28.86%  3,544 28.10% 

           

  Housing unit without a mortgage 288,877   16,998   5,871  

  Less than 10.0 percent 128,982 44.65%  8,697 51.16%  2,867 48.83% 

  10.0 to 14.9 percent 52,004 18.00%  2,411 14.18%  827 14.09% 

  15.0 to 19.9 percent 33,772 11.69%  1,596 9.39%  625 10.65% 

  20.0 to 24.9 percent 19,306 6.68%  898 5.28%  415 7.07% 

  25.0 to 29.9 percent 15,008 5.20%  651 3.83%  260 4.43% 

  30.0 to 34.9 percent 7,500 2.60%  381 2.24%  70 1.19% 

  35.0 percent or more 29,519 10.22%  2,364 13.91%  807 13.75% 

           

Source: 2006 American Community Survey         
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Table 8: 2006 Rental Housing Costs 

 

    State of Colorado 
 

 Boulder County   City of Boulder 

  

2006 Estimates of Population, Housing and 
Household Characteristics 

Number 
Percent of 
Category 

 Number 
Percent of 
Category   

Number 
Percent of 
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% 

           

Source: 2006 American Community Survey         
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 Table 9 provides the distribution of contract rents in Boulder County, by submarket, for the 

second quarter of 2007. The average monthly rent for a two-bedroom, two bathroom apartment 

in the University of Colorado submarket was $929.38 during the second quarter of 2007. The 

monthly rent for a similar unit outside the CU-Boulder submarket was $1,012.34, a premium of 

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

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

2007 and the average monthly rent for comparable units in Longmont was $877. The monthly 

rent for a City of Boulder three-bedroom unit located outside the CU-Boulder market was 

$1,288.51. This amounts to 18.9% of the Boulder AMI. 

Table 9: Boulder County Rent Distribution, 2
nd

 Quarter 2007
11

 

Metropolitan Area Efficiency 1 Bed 
2 Bed         
1 Bath 

 2 Bed       
2 Bath 3 Bed Other All 

          
City of Boulder-University Area $599.52 $681.75 $878.00 $929.38 $2,070.00 NA $721.04 

          

City of Boulder-Except University $770.06 $808.43 $928.02 $1,012.34 $1,288.51 $1,010.93 $907.54 

          

Boulder County-Other $833.14 $1,038.79 $988.88 $1,509.42 $1,613.76 $1,462.50 $1,276.35 

          

Broomfield $460.00 $728.74 $748.72 $1,000.10 $998.90 $1,056.03 $820.46 

          

Longmont $648.92 $630.59 $640.32 $876.65 $1,077.63 $1,180.00 $829.71 

 

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

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

units may contain up to eight residential 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 would contain 4,338 apartments. The 2006 ACS estimates that there were 5,934 

dwelling units located in multifamily properties containing between 5 and 9 units. Some of these 

dwelling units are owner-occupied (e.g. condominiums), while others are renter-occupied (e.g. 

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

Boulder County using Boulder County Assessorsô Office data.  

                                                 
11

 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) 

 

  Structure Type 

Boulder 

County   

Boulder 

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% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

 Source: Boulder County Assessorôs Office       
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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 Boulder (Table 10). The City of Longmont had an additional 

30% of the Countyôs taxable residential properties. The remaining 30% of the Countyôs taxable 

properties were located in Lafayette, Louisville, Superior, Erie, and other places in Boulder 

County.  

 Over 11% of Boulder Countyôs housing stock was built after 2000 (Table 11). The rate of 

new construction for the City of Boulder is less than half of the Countyôs rate (5.1%). Erie has 

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 residential dwelling 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 2006. Most of the permits were 

issued outside the City of Boulder. Over the last quarter century, the City of Boulder has issued 

about 400 residential building permits per year, about 20% of all residential permits issued in 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 2000. Most of the Cityôs permits were issued prior to 1994. Since 1994, the City of 

Boulder has issued an average of 221 residential permits per year. City of Boulder Planning and 

Development Services reported the number of residential units built from 1980-2006 closely 

tracks the number of permits issued (Figure 2).  

 The share of Boulder Countyôs building permits issued by the City of Boulder has changed 

dramatically over the last 25 years. According to the US Department of Housing and Urban 

Developmentôs (HUDs) State of the Cities Data System (SOCDS), over 31% of all residential 

building permits issued in Boulder County were issued by the City of Boulder between 1980 and 

1992 . Between 1995 and 2001, the Cityôs share of the Countyôs number of residential permits 

issued declined to about 8%. Since 2002, the Cityôs share of permits issued has increased to 

16.9%. It should be noted that the increase in the share is attributable to a decrease in the total 

number of permits issued by the county 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) 

 

 

Age Distribution 

Boulder 

County   

Boulder 

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: Boulder County Assessorôs Office       
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Figure 1: Boulder Colorado Residential Building Permits, 1980-2006 

Boulder, CO Residential Building Permits:

1980-2006

0

500

1,000

1,500

2,000

2,500

3,000

3,500

4,000

4,500
1
9
8
0

1
9
8
1

1
9
8
2

1
9
8
3

1
9
8
4

1
9
8
5

1
9
8
6

1
9
8
7

1
9
8
8

1
9
8
9

1
9
9
0

1
9
9
1

1
9
9
2

1
9
9
3

1
9
9
4

1
9
9
5

1
9
9
6

1
9
9
7

1
9
9
8

1
9
9
9

2
0
0
0

2
0
0
1

2
0
0
2

2
0
0
3

2
0
0
4

2
0
0
5

2
0
0
6

Year

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

P
e
rm

it
s

County

City

 

Figure 2: Residential Housing Units Built in the City of Boulder, 1980-2006 

 
Source: City of Boulder Planning & Development Services, November 8, 2008. 
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 Since 1986, a majority of residential permits issued by the City of Boulder have been for 

single-family homes (Figure 3). A total of 121 of the annual average 221 residential permits 

granted by the City of Boulder since 1994 have been for single-family properties. The remaining 

100 have been for dwellings located in multifamily properties. There is significantly more year 

to year variability in the number of multifamily permits issued. This is not surprising given the 

volatile nature of multifamily construction. 

 In 1980, Boulder County had a population of 189,625 and the City of Boulder had a 

population of 76,685
12

. According to the 2006 ACS, the countyôs population was 282,304 and 

the Cityôs population was 92,474. These increases amount to a 1.54% annual rate of growth in 

the countyôs population and a 0.72% annual rate of growth in the City of Boulderôs population. 

Over the last quarter century, the annual rate of growth in the City of Boulder's population 

has been less than one-half the rate of growth in the Countyôs population. 

Figure 3: City of Boulder Residential Building Permits, 1980-2006 
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Source: http://socds.huduser.org/, accessed 9/15/2007. 

                                                 
12

 http://www.city-data.com/us-cities/The-West/Boulder-Population-Profile.html, accessed 10/13/2007. 

http://socds.huduser.org/
http://www.city-data.com/us-cities/The-West/Boulder-Population-Profile.html
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 The Cityôs declining share of residential building permits has had two housing market 

consequences: (1) most of the regionôs population growth (and corresponding increase in the 

demand for housing) has been met by locations outside the City of Boulder; and (2) housing 

supply constraints have generated higher house prices in the City of Boulder. 

 House Prices 

 Current House Prices 

 Table 12 provides the distribution of single-family property assessed values in Boulder 

County.
13

 The top half of the table lists the number of taxable single-family properties for ten 

classifications of property value. The categories were constructed so that each category contains 

10% of the Countyôs property values. The table illustrates that while 40% of the distribution of 

Boulder County single-family properties had property values below $308,600, less than 5% of 

the City of Boulderôs single-family property values were valued below $308,600. Over 71% of 

the single-family properties in Longmont had 2006 property values below $308,600, 56.6% of 

the taxable single-family properties in Lafayette, 47.7% of the properties in Erie, 42.5% of the 

properties in Louisville, and 18.7% of the properties in Superior had property single-family 

property values below $308,600. At the other end of the distribution, 58.8% of the City of 

Boulderôs single-family values exceeded $459,800 (the top three value categories in Boulder 

County). Only 9.4% of the distribution of single-family property values exceeded $459,800 in 

Longmont, 11.5% in Erie, 18.1% in Louisville, and 19.5% in Superior.  

 Table 13 provides comparable information for the distribution of taxable condominium 

values in Boulder County. A majority (68.8%) of Boulder Countyôs taxable condominiums are 

located in the City of Boulder. Consequently, the distribution of condominium values in the City 

is very similar to the distribution of taxable condominium values in Boulder County. Nearly 26% 

of the City of Boulderôs taxable condominiums are valued at less than $153,500 (the first three 

deciles of the distribution of Boulder County condominium values). A total of 32.1% of 

Longmontôs condominiums are valued at less than $153,500, while 32.6% of Lafayetteôs 

condominiums are similarly valued. 

 

   

                                                 
13

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

 

Value Category 

Boulder 

County   

Boulder 

City  Longmont Lafayette Louisville Superior Erie Other 

Number           

value < $196,300 7,537  110 5,166 481 49 39 12 1,680 

$196,300 < value < $233,200 7,542  63 5,206 1,196 165 18 141 753 

$233,200 < value < $267,900 7,533  212 3,678 1,283 935 121 538 766 

$267,900 < value < $308,600 7,561  686 2,935 588 1,357 353 736 906 

$308,600 < value < $350,300 7,538  2,070 2,290 460 915 505 480 818 

$350,300 < value < $397,900 7,549  3,058 1,468 433 747 533 481 829 

$ 397,900< value < $459,800 7,544  3,739 945 581 661 437 261 920 

$ 459,800< value < $553,400 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 < $196,300 9.99%  0.46% 21.59% 7.65% 0.83% 1.37% 0.40% 17.88% 

$196,300 < value < $233,200 10.00%  0.26% 21.76% 19.01% 2.80% 0.63% 4.71% 8.02% 

$233,200 < value < $267,900 9.98%  0.88% 15.37% 20.39% 15.87% 4.26% 17.97% 8.15% 

$267,900 < value < $308,600 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 < $397,900 10.01%  12.68% 6.14% 6.88% 12.68% 18.75% 16.07% 8.82% 

$ 397,900< value < $459,800 10.00%  15.51% 3.95% 9.24% 11.22% 15.37% 8.72% 9.79% 

$ 459,800< value < $553,400 10.01%  17.29% 3.67% 8.19% 9.43% 12.56% 5.14% 9.81% 

$ 553,400< value < $710,700 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% 

Source: Boulder County Assessorôs Office; Distributions for market-rate residential properties. 
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Table 13: Distribution of Condominium Values, by City (4/17/2007) 

 

Value Category 

Boulder 

County   

Boulder 

City  Longmont Lafayette Louisville Superior Erie Other 

Number           

value < $120,100 1,258  786 156 93 112 0 0 111 

$120,100< value < $139,000 1,256  735 287 150 47 0 0 37 

$139,000< value < $153,500 1,274  733 312 65 72 72 0 20 

$153,500< value < $167,100 1,256  906 149 115 52 9 0 25 

$167,100< value < $180,100 1,267  767 197 131 76 79 0 17 

$180,100< value < $196,900 1,250  638 268 87 77 133 0 47 

$196,900< value < $226,500 1,282  806 271 91 82 31 1 0 

$226,500< value < $264,100 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 < $120,100 9.96%  9.04% 8.69% 9.83% 19.02% 0.00% 0.00% 40.96% 

$120,100< value < $139,000 9.94%  8.45% 15.99% 15.86% 7.98% 0.00% 0.00% 13.65% 

$139,000< value < $153,500 10.08%  8.43% 17.38% 6.87% 12.22% 22.22% 0.00% 7.38% 

$153,500< value < $167,100 9.94%  10.42% 8.30% 12.16% 8.83% 2.78% 0.00% 9.23% 

$167,100< value < $180,100 10.03%  8.82% 10.97% 13.85% 12.90% 24.38% 0.00% 6.27% 

$180,100< value < $196,900 9.89%  7.34% 14.93% 9.20% 13.07% 41.05% 0.00% 17.34% 

$196,900< value < $226,500 10.15%  9.27% 15.10% 9.62% 13.92% 9.57% 8.33% 0.00% 

$226,500< value < $264,100 9.99%  12.25% 4.62% 9.73% 2.38% 0.00% 0.00% 2.95% 

$264,100< value < $318,900 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 County Assessorsô Office; distributions for market-rate residential properties. 
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Table 14: Single-Family Homes Priced Below 2006 Boulder County Area Median Income 

 

 

Percent of Single Family Values less 

than AMI  

Boulder 

County   

Boulder 

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% AMI 1.81%  0.17% 2.14% 0.89% 0.12% 0.53% 0.07% 

between 50% and 80% AMI 25.48%  1.11% 53.48% 43.46% 13.59% 3.94% 17.77% 

between 80% and 100% AMI 17.19%  6.63% 20.20% 16.13% 37.01% 23.14% 38.84% 

between 100% and 120% AMI 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% 4.47% 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% 

Source: Boulder County Assessorsô Office; distributions for market-rate residential properties. 
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Table 15: Condominiums Priced Below 2006 Boulder County Area Median Income 

 

 

Percent of Condominium Values 

below AMI  

Boulder 

County   

Boulder 

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% AMI 8.24%  7.50% 7.86% 5.71% 16.13% 0.00% 0.00% 

between 50% and 80% AMI 58.49%  51.52% 79.72% 65.64% 66.38% 94.75% 8.33% 

between 80% and 100% AMI 17.51%  20.27% 8.75% 23.26% 7.81% 5.25% 8.33% 

between 100% and 120% AMI 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: Boulder County Assessorsô Office; distributions for market-rate residential properties.
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 Another way to look at the distribution of house prices is to examine the percentage of the 

housing stock that is ñaffordableò to households earning various percentages of the AMI. Tables 

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 single-family 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 insurance. The 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 more expensive condominiums). Table 14 

illustrates that while 44.9% of single-family homes in Boulder County are ñaffordableò to 

households earning the Boulder County AMI, only 8% of single-family homes in the City of 

Boulder are similarly affordable. Single-family homes are much more affordable outside the 

Cityôs boundaries: 75.9% of the single-family stock is affordable to households living in 

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 condominiums 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 (Table 15).  

 On November 5, 2007, there were 117 condominiums for sale in the City of Boulder with a 

listing price of under $200,000. Table 16 provides the number of condominium listings, the 

median list price, the average size, the median per square foot price and the average monthly 

homeownersô fee: 

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

Number of 
Bedrooms 

Number of 
Listings 

Median 
List Price 

Median Square 
Footage 

Per Square 
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 in the regional demand for housing in the area (generated by regional 

population growth), coupled with restrictions on housing supply growth (vis- à-vis fewer 

residential building permits), drove City of Boulder house prices up significantly faster than 

Boulder County house prices over the 1980-2006 period. The house price indices reported in 

Figure 4 are computed using statistical methods that control for differences in property type (e.g. 

single-family detached, single-family attached, etc.), property size (e.g. square feet of living 

area), dwelling age, and location. 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 garage. These house price indices are not 

simply the ratio of median transaction prices. They are also not repeat sales house price 

indices
14

. The indices in Figure 4 are constructed by indexing the median transaction price of 

single-family homes that sold in 1980. In 1980, the median transaction price for single-family 

homes was $75,000 in Boulder County; $91,400 in the City of Boulder; and $67,000 in the rest 

of Boulder County (e.g., in Boulder County but outside City of Boulder boundaries). Single-

family house prices in Boulder County increased at an annual average rate of 5.6% per year over 

the 1980-2006 period.  

 

 The average annual rate of inflation over this period (as measured by the Denver All Urban 

Consumer, Consumer Price Index) was 3.6%. Nominal single-family house prices in the City of 

Boulder increased 6.2% per year (or 2.6% annual real appreciation) and house prices in the rest 

of Boulder County increased 4.8% per year in nominal terms (or 1.2% annual real appreciation). 

The difference in the rates of single-family house price appreciation between the City of Boulder 

and the rest of Boulder County became significantly larger after 1994. This coincides with the 

period where residential permits in the City of Boulder became a significantly smaller share of 

Boulder County permits. In 1992, 30.6% of Boulder Countyôs residential building permits were 

located in the City of Boulder. In 1995, the Cityôs share dropped to 6.3%. 

 

                                                 
14

 For more information on 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 Thibodeau [2003, 1997, 1995, 1992, 1989].  
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Figure 4: Boulder County Single-Family House Prices, 1980-2006 

Boulder County Historical Single-Family 

House Prices:  1980-2006
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 Indexing the 1980 median single-family transaction prices using the price indices reported 

here yields a 2006 single-family price of $440,532 for the City of Boulder and $308,287 for 

Boulder County. These are slightly lower than the 2006 median values reported by the ACS. 

There are two possible explanations: (1) 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.  

 Figure 5 provides price indices for condominiums in Boulder. In 1980, the median 

transaction price for condominiums in Boulder County was $56,700. The median transaction 

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

condominiums located in Boulder County but outside the Cityôs boundaries was $53,750. Rates 

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

single-family homes over the past 26 years. The average annual nominal rate of appreciation in 

the market price 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 County. With the exception of the past five years, the rates of appreciation for 

Boulder condominiums have been very similar. This is in part due to the fact that 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 increased, while the market 

price of condominiums located outside the Cityôs boundaries has decreased.  

 

Figure 5: Boulder County Condominium Prices, 1980-2006 

Boulder County Historical Condominium Prices: 

1980-2006
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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 legislation has declared the 

objective of ñproviding a safe and decent living environment for every American household.ò 

However, the U.S. Congress has not appropriated enough money to assist all income eligible 

households with their housing consumption. Federal housing assistance programs are not 

currently, and will likely never be, entitlement programs (where any eligible household can 
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obtain assistance). Consequently, state and local governments and non-profit organizations have 

established programs that assist low-income households with their housing needs.
15

 These 

programs operate in the markets for rental housing and for owner-occupied housing.  

 In the rental housing market, HUDôs Section 8 Housing Voucher program ñpays the 

difference between a ópayment standardô and 30% of adjusted income. The payment standard is 

an index set at a point between 90% and 110% of the FMR. The payment standard replaces the 

FMR as an index in an attempt to allow communities to react more quickly to changes in the 

market.ò
16

 FMRs are typically established at the county level and are adjusted for dwelling size 

as measured by the number of bedrooms. Other federal housing assistance programs for renters 

use the tax code to funnel equity capital to rental housing construction/rehabilitation. The Low-

Income Housing Tax Credit Program (LIHTC) gives equity investors tax credits for investing in 

rental housing production. Production can be either new housing construction or substantial 

rehabilitation. The LIHTC Program was created by Section 42 of the Internal Revenue Code to 

provide private capital markets with financial incentives to invest in rental housing for low-

income households. The equity generated by LIHTC programs reduces the amount of debt that is 

typically used to finance rental housing new construction/rehabilitation. Lower mortgage 

amounts translate into lower debt service payments. The reduced debt service means properties 

can be offered to qualified low-income tenants at below-market rents while still covering debt 

service. Equity investors use the tax credits to offset their federal income tax liability.
17

 Equity 

investors receive tax credits for ten years. Taxpayers must keep rents affordable and are 

prohibited from selling the property for terms ranging from fifteen to thirty years. While the 

federal government decides how many tax credits to make available, LIHTC Programs are 

typically administered by state housing finance agencies.  

 The Federal government allocates low-income housing tax credits based on a stateôs 

population. The current annual allocation is about $1.90 per person. This amount is indexed for 

inflation. Only the first yearôs credit is counted against the allocation. LIHTC projects must be 

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

                                                 
15

 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. 
16

 Comment from Cindy Brown and Betsey Martens, Boulder Housing Partners. 
17

 For a description of the LIHTC Program, see 

 http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/affordablehousing/training/web/lihtc/basics/. 

 

http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/affordablehousing/training/web/lihtc/basics/
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 The 20-50 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 

 The 40-60 rule: at least forty percent of the units must be affordable to households with 

incomes below 60% of the AMI (adjusted for family size). 

 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) the applicable percentage rate. LIHTC projects are commonly 

known as ó9% credit rate projectsô or ó4% credit rate projectsô. 9% projects receive tax credits 

approximately equal to 9% of the qualified basis annually. The qualified basis includes hard 

construction (or rehabilitation) costs and most soft costs but excludes land costs. In addition, ó9% 

projectsô are not otherwise financed by the Federal government (e.g. financed with tax exempt 

bonds or Federally subsidized below market interest rates). New construction/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 qualified construction/rehabilitation costs in present 

value credit dollars. 4% 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 credits cannot be claimed by equity investors until the property is operable. 

 While LIHTC projects are commonly known as either ó9% LIHTC projectsô or ó4% LIHTC 

projectsô, the actual tax credit rate is established monthly by the US Treasury Department. The 

tax credit rate is determined so the expected present value of the 10-year subsidy is 

approximately equal to 70% of the projectôs eligible basis. The November 2007 tax credit rate 

for ó9% LIHTCô projects is 8.08%
18

. 

 Homeownership programs assist eligible low-income households in a variety of ways: with 

grants/loans for down payments and/or closing costs, with below market interest rate loans, with 

grants or loans to assist with expenditures on repairs and maintenance, and with programs that 

reduce the market price of housing. Undoubtedly, the largest subsidy for housing consumption in 

the United States is homeownersô ability to deduct expenses for mortgage interest and property 

taxes without having to claim the imputed rental income generated by owner-occupied homes.  

                                                 
18

 http://www.novoco.com/low_income_housing/facts_figures/tax_credit_2007.php, accessed November 15, 2007. 

http://www.novoco.com/low_income_housing/facts_figures/tax_credit_2007.php
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The Division of Housing (DOH), Department of Housing & Human Services (HHS) 

 Boulderôs Division of Housing is one component of the Cityôs Department of Housing & 

Human Services. The DOH ñis responsible for establishing the Cityôs goals and policies 

regarding affordable housing. The City provides a significant amount of funding, largely 

originating from the federal government in pursuit of its goals. It also administers the affordable 

homeownership program. The federal rental housing assistance programs are primarily 

administered by Boulder Housing Partners. Other non-profits have developed non-federal, non-

HUD programs.ò
19

 (Figure 6). 

 

Figure 6: Housing Bridge 

 
Notes: Incomes in this Figure are based on 4-person households provided by Housing and Human Services, City of 

Boulder, Colorado, December 18, 2007. The listed programs and organizations serve a variety of AMIs. The 

housing bridge was constructed following the visual interpretation used in a variety of Affordable Housing 

publications, including the Teller County Strategic Housing Plan, June 2006, produced by RRC Associates, Inc. 

Boulder Housing Partners, and McCormick and Associates, Inc.  

 

                                                 
19

 Comment from Cindy Brown and Betsey Martens, Boulder Housing Partners 
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 The City of Boulder established a goal of having 4,500 units (about 10% of the 2000 

housing stock) ñpermanently affordableòð61% renter occupied and 39% owner-occupied. A 

 ñópermanently affordable unitô means a dwelling unit that is pledged to remain 

affordable forever to households earning up to eighty percent of the area median 

income through contractual arrangements, 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 affordable unit until the location, 

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

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

income has been approved by the city manager.ò
20

  

 

House price appreciation for ópermanently affordableô units is limited to changes in the AMI or 

changes in the Denver Area Consumer Price Index (CPI), whichever is less (though presumably 

not negative), and is capped at 3.5% per year. ñAs with any property sold, the condition of the 

home and closing terms may result in a selling price below the maximum set by the Cityò.
21

 

According to the City of Boulderôs Division of Housing, as of October 2, 2007, the City has 

achieved 61.8% of its total goal, with 2,781 affordable dwelling units (Table 17). The units in 

inventory as of October 2, 2007 indicate that the City has achieved 75% of is rental assistance 

goal and 41% of its homeownership goal (Table 16). The rental/owner split as of October was 

74%/26%, respectively, working toward a goal of 61%/39% rental/owner, as defined in the May 

2000 Housing Implementation and Funding Task Force Report
22

 (Figure 7). Covenant-restricted 

units are deed-restricted units that the City has either supported with funding, or secured through 

inclusionary zoning. This would include a home developed by Thistle Community Housing, a 

local non-profit, that received funding from the City. Units that are not covenant-restricted are 

not permanently affordable, but rather, likely to remain affordable. Most often, these include 

units brought online through non-profits that did not receive funding from the City for the 

project, nor were they units developed through inclusionary zoning. Many of Boulder Housing 

Partnersô units serve as a fair example. These units may include HUD funding, but not funding 

                                                 
20

 See the City of Boulderôs Title 9 Land Use Code, Chapter 16 Definitions 

http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=3465&Itemid=840 accessed 

10/13/2007. 

 
21

 http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=3465&Itemid=840 accessed 

10/13/2007. 

 
22

 http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/files/HSHHS/Planning/housingtaskforcereport2000.pdf, accessed October 17, 

2007. 

http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=3463&Itemid=840
http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=3465&Itemid=840
http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=3465&Itemid=840
http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/files/HSHHS/Planning/housingtaskforcereport2000.pdf
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through the City, and therefore are not deed restricted. Other units, including some Thistle 

properties and other non-profit organization properties, are serving the affordable market, but not 

all of their assisted dwellings are deed restricted by the City of Boulder. Thistle Sunnypont 

serves as an example of a property that received City funding prior to the deed restriction 

initiative. The land remains in a land trust and appreciation is restricted, so DOH classifies these 

units affordable. 

Table 17: Affordable Housing Stock, City of Boulder 

 

LONG-TERM AND PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING STOCK 

CITY OF BOULDER, AS OF OCTOBER 2, 2007 

  Rental* Homeowner Total 

Covenant-Restricted** 1,017 696 1,713 

Not Covenant-Restricted 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 Housing, October 2, 2007. 

* Rentals include shelter and group home beds. 
**ñCovenant-restricted units are deed restricted by the City. All other units are believed to be long-
term affordable, but are not restricted by the City.  

 

 Figure 7: Permanently Affordable Housing Stock 

 

 
Sources: Housing and Human Services, City 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 to consult both the Comprehensive Housing Strategy 2000
23

 and the Housing 

Implementation and Funding Task Force Report, May 23, 2000.
24

 In the Comprehensive 

Housing Strategy for the City of Boulder, five themes are detailed regarding Boulderôs 

affordable housing strategy: 

 Managing density and growth; 

 Strengthening partnerships; 

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

 Keeping the moderate income worker in Boulder; and 

 Helping special populations and seniors. 

Target groups identified in Attachment A of the document include: 

 Very low and low income; 

 Moderate income; 

 University students, staff, and faculty; 

 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
25

:  

 Make a commitment to the 10% affordable housing goal, in ten years or sooner, 

through land use and funding strategies. 

 Target attached housing as the primary means to achieve the 10 percent goal. 

 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 private sector. 

 Increase the affordable housing inventory through a combination of the purchase 

of existing housing and new construction. 

                                                 
23

 http://161.98.15.236/files/HSHHS/Planning/comphousingstrategy2000full.pdf, as of October 1, 2007. 
24

 http://161.98.15.236/files/HSHHS/Planning/housingtaskforcereport2000.pdf, as of October 1, 2007. 
25

 http://161.98.15.236/files/HSHHS/Planning/housingtaskforcereport2000.pdf, as of October 1, 2007. 

http://161.98.15.236/files/HSHHS/Planning/comphousingstrategy2000full.pdf
http://161.98.15.236/files/HSHHS/Planning/housingtaskforcereport2000.pdf
http://161.98.15.236/files/HSHHS/Planning/housingtaskforcereport2000.pdf
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 Address the affordable housing needs of a diverse population through a blend of 

owner-occupied and rental housing. 

 Increase the number of higher-density 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 and cost of 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 to 

finance additional permanently affordable units.  

The Task Force also recommended affordable housing for Boulderôs ñessentialò workforce, 

including teachers, nurses, police, and fire fighters, who typically earn too much for public 

subsidies but not enough to afford housing in the Boulder market.  

 Current Assistance Programs: Homeownership 

 The stated mission of the Department of Housing and Human Services is ñto create a healthy 

community by providing and supporting diverse housing and human service to Boulder residents 

in need.ò
26

 The City of Boulderôs housing assistance programs seek to serve cost-burdened 

households that are paying a disproportionate amount of income on housing. People served that 

generally fall into this category include the homeless, seniors and the disabled, and the workforce 

(teachers, health care workers, service and retail workers, etc). 

  

Eligibility Requirements for Homeownership Programs 

 The City of Boulder has general qualifiers for homeowner applicants, including
27

  

 Income limits; 

 The completion of City Orientation and Homebuyer Class Series; 

 Applicants (or spouse) must be working, or otherwise retired or disabled, and have 

at least one year work history; 

                                                 
26

 Housing and Human Services Master Plan, 2005. 
27

 http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=3465&Itemid=840, as of 

September 27, 2007. 

http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=3465&Itemid=840
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 A $2,000 down payment or closing costs; 

 Be able to secure first mortgage; 

 A debt-to-income of less than 42%; 

 Have assets less than $50,000 (1-person), $60,000 2-person, etc. (except in cases of 

divorce, disability, or retirement). 

 The unit must be owner-occupied 

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

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

 Houses deemed ñpermanently affordableò, and are resale restricted (except the 

House to Home Ownership program, discussed below). 

 

 Exceptions to these requirements are reviewed by the Homeownership Committee, a 

Committee that includes Boulder residents with real estate expertise.  

The HomeWorks Program 

 

 The HomeWorks program adds permanently affordable units to Boulderôs housing stock 

mostly through inclusionary zoning. These homes are sold to qualifying buyers at below market 

prices, and given that house price appreciation is capped, the properties remain permanently 

affordable even upon resale
28

.  

 The City has a lottery system that applies preferences to applicants. Of higher preference: 

1. Applicants live and work in Boulder and have been on a waitlist for 1 year; 

2. Applicants live and work in Boulder; 

3. Applicants work in Boulder and have been on a waitlist for 1 year; 

4. Applicants work in Boulder 

5. Applicants live in Boulder and have been on a waitlist for 1 year; 

6. Applicants live in Boulder 

 

                                                 
28

 http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=3465&Itemid=840, as of 

September 27, 2007. 

http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=3465&Itemid=840
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Down Payment Assistance: The House to Home Ownership (H20) Program 

 

 The House to Home Ownership Program provides assistance of up to 15% of the purchase 

price of a home through a deferred loan. The loan is repaid after 10 years, upon refinancing, or 

upon sale of the home. There are no required payments on the deferred loan during the deferment 

period; however, the adjustable rate loan accrues interest at a fixed rate of 3% for the first two 

years. Thereafter, the mortgage rate is indexed to the rate of appreciation in house prices. There 

is no price ceiling when the owner sells the home. There is a $125 fee at closing
29

.  

 The City of Boulder H2O program provides a larger percentage of the down payment 

compared to the rest of Colorado, 15% compared to 5%, following a request from funding 

partners to adjust for the larger gap between market prices and affordable prices in the City of 

Boulder.
30

  

Down Payment Assistance: First Home Program 

 The First Home Program provides grants that pay up to 20% of the purchase price of a home. 

The assistance percentage increases to 30% for families of three or more, purchasing a home 

with three or more bedrooms. The funds remain with the home, and the house is deemed 

permanently affordable. The maximum assistance through the First Home Program is $56,000 

($90,000 for 3+ family members and 3+ bedrooms). The resale price of the home is adjusted for 

the grants used to initially purchase the property so that the grants remain with the property.
31

  

Down Payment Assistance: 3% 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 through Thistle Community Housing, a community land 

trust non-profit. The resale price of the home begins with the original purchase price, minus the 

grants infused into the home, meaning that the grants remain with the property, making 

                                                 
29

 http://161.98.15.236/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=3465&Itemid=840, as of September 27, 

2007. 
30

 http://fundingpartners.org/lenders/h20, as of September 28, 2007 
31

 http://161.98.15.236/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=3465&Itemid=840, as of September 27, 

2007. 

http://161.98.15.236/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=3465&Itemid=840
http://fundingpartners.org/lenders/h20
http://161.98.15.236/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=3465&Itemid=840
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properties permanently affordable. The purchaser must first be denied a CHFA loan and have 

less than $12,500 in assets.
32

  

 

 Producing Permanently Affordable Housing 

 General Fund 

 Boulderôs general fund supports affordable housing with approximately $400,000 of 

discretionary support funding that is approved annually by Boulder City Council
33

. 

Approximately $95,000 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 

remainder for acquisition, rehab, and new construction of homes.
34

  

 Inclusionary Zoning 

 The City of Boulderôs Inclusionary Zoning (IZ) ordinance increases the supply of affordable 

dwelling units and increases the funds available to finance the acquisition/development of 

affordable housing. The Cityôs IZ ordinance requires residential developers to allocate 20% of a 

residential development to affordable housing by either building affordable units on-site, off-site, 

donating land, or with cash-in-lieu (CIL) payments.
35

 The on-site inclusion requirement amounts 

to one permanently affordable dwelling for every five market rate homes constructed. For units 

with up to 1,200 square feet of living space, the square footage of the affordable units must be 

80% of the market rate units. Greater detail on the inclusionary zoning ordinance can be found 

on the City of Boulder website
36

.  

 The IZ may also be satisfied with off-site existing units, land dedication, or CIL 

contributions. Existing units must be generally equivalent (i.e., in size), and the unit will be 

designated permanently affordable. Land dedications employ a formula based on the CIL 

contribution, plus 50% to cover 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=840, as of September 27, 

2007 
33

 Housing and Human Services Master Plan, 2005. 
34

 Interview with John Pollak, October 1, 2007. 
35

 http://www.ci.boulder.co.us/files/HSHHS/Planning/general_iz_intro_pdf_july07.pdf, as of September 28, 2007. 
36 http://www.ci.boulder.co.us/files/HSHHS/Planning/izordinanceadminregs707.pdf, as of September 28, 2007. 

http://161.98.15.236/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=3465&Itemid=840
http://www.ci.boulder.co.us/files/HSHHS/Planning/general_iz_intro_pdf_july07.pdf
http://www.ci.boulder.co.us/files/HSHHS/Planning/izordinanceadminregs707.pdf
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conveying costs)
37

. Land dedications are rare given the great value of developed land versus the 

undeveloped parcels appraised for CIL.  

 Residential developers have the option to provide CIL payments rather than on-site 

affordable housing units. The payment varies depending on the type of homes being constructed 

on site. The CIL amount per detached, market-rate unit totals $24,143.88 per unit ($120,719 per 

5 market-rate units), or ($100.60 x [20% x total floor area of market rate unit]). The CIL amount 

is less per attached unit - $20,621.58 ($103,108 per 5 market-rate units), or ($85.96 x [20% x 

total floor area of market rate unit]).
38

 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. If 

developers decide 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, four scenarios have been provided by the Division of 

Housing as examples of potential outcomes from a hypothetical development of a 20 unit 

townhome project. The examples range from inclusion of the entire affordable housing 

requirement on-site, to 100% off-site fulfillment. 

 

 Scenario 1 ï All (100%) of the affordable housing requirement fulfilled on-site. The 20% 

requirement results in 4 permanently affordable units. The market rate units average 

1,800 square feet, so the developer must provide permanently affordable units averaging 

1,200 square feet or greater (at least 80% of the market-rate size up to 1,200 square feet).  

 Scenario 2 ï Half (50%) of the affordable housing requirement fulfilled on-site. The 

developer would include 2 permanently affordable units on site and pay cash-in-lieu for 

the balance of the IZ requirement. The market-rate units total 1,800 square feet, so the 

developer must provide permanently affordable units averaging at least 1,200 square feet. 

The cash-in-lieu for the other two units totals $103,108 each, for a total of $206,216. 

  Scenario 3 ï All  (100%) of the affordable housing requirement is fulfilled with Cash-in-

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

                                                 
37

 http://www.ci.boulder.co.us/files/HSHHS/Planning/general_iz_intro_pdf_july07.pdf, as of September 28, 2007. 
38

 http://www.ci.boulder.co.us/files/HSHHS/Planning/general_iz_intro_pdf_july07.pdf, as of September 28, 2007. 

http://www.ci.boulder.co.us/files/HSHHS/Planning/general_iz_intro_pdf_july07.pdf
http://www.ci.boulder.co.us/files/HSHHS/Planning/general_iz_intro_pdf_july07.pdf
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to include any affordable housing on-site, the regulations define that an additional 50% 

community benefit is presumed to fulfill the requirements. The cash-in-lieu for the first 

two units totals$103,108 per unit for a total of $206,216. The last two units, however, 

have a cash-in-lieu premium of 50% which brings the total to $154,662 each ($103,108 x 

1.5 = $154,662), for a grand total of $515,540. 

 Scenario 4 ï Three quarters (75%) of the requirement is fulfilled with on-site, 

permanently affordable homes. The average size of homes in the development is 1,000 

square feet. This scenario assumes the development has smaller market-rate units, which 

reduces the formula output for the CIL payment. Given that the developer chooses to 

fulfill 75% of the inclusionary zoning requirement on-site, the three on-site units will be 

at least 800 square feet (1,000 x 80%), while the cash-in-lieu 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 determined by the 

Division of Housing. The Division employs a formula that considers AMIs, household size, 

interest rates, HOAs, expenditures on taxes and insurance, and other factors (Figure 8). The 

resulting prices are affordable for beneficiaries based on income limits (Table 18). From that 

calculated base price, adjustments are made based on unit size, number of bathrooms, and 

number of bedrooms. The price differentials are not formula-based, but adjustments are made 

using market information and construction costs, as well as incentives to add/exclude certain 

sized units.  

Figure 8: Sample Pricing Formula, Attached Units, New Construction 
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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 (18-month 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 19 lists the allowable sales prices for new permanently affordable inclusionary zoning 

homes in the City of Boulder for 2007, as designated by the Division of Housing. Table 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 bottom lists prices for detached, new construction, affordable units. The prices listed 

are for the third quarter of 2007. The single-family permanently affordable attached price for a 

property with three bedrooms, 1,200 square feet of living area and two bedrooms is $161,800. 

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 square foot 2-bedroom 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 allowable selling prices for the units.  

Affordable Housing Fund 

The Affordable Housing Fund is primarily funded by inclusionary zoning cash-in-lieu 

payments, with additional funds supplied by the City of Boulderôs general fund. This fund targets 

households in parallel 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 low-income 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 UNITS - NEW CONSTRUCTION, Q3 2007 

Bedrooms Baths < 400 401-500  501-600 601-700  701-800 801-900 
901-
1000 

1001-
1100 

1101-
1200 

1201-
1300 

1301-
1400 

1401-
1500 1501+ 

1 1 $30,000  $47,200  $64,400  $81,600  $98,800                  

2 1         $102,500  $115,400  $121,800              

2 1.5         $106,000  $118,900  $125,300  $131,700            

2 1.75/2         $109,500  $122,400  $131,000  $137,400  $141,700          

3 1.5             $135,300  $139,600  $143,900  $148,200  $152,500      

3 1.75/2             $138,800  $147,400  $156,000  $162,400  $168,800      

4 1.75/2                 $161,800  $174,700  $181,100  $185,400  $189,700  

4 2.5                   $178,200  $184,600  $188,900  $193,200  

4 2.75/3                   $181,700  $188,100  $192,400  $196,700  

               

DETACHED UNITS - NEW CONSTRUCTION, Q3 2007   

Bedrooms Baths 
600-
700  700-800 800-900 

900-
1000 

1000-
1100 

1100-
1200 

1200-
1300 

1300-
1400 

1400-
1500 

1500-
1600 1600+   

1 1 $92,900  $113,000  $123,100                    

2 1   $109,600  $129,700  $134,700  $139,700                

2 1.5   $113,100  $133,200  $143,300  $150,800  $155,800  $160,800  $165,800          

2 1.75/2   $116,600  $136,700  $146,800  $154,300  $159,300  $164,300  $169,300          

3 1.5       $149,700  $154,700  $159,700  $164,700  $169,700          

3 1.75/2       $153,200  $160,700  $168,200  $175,700  $183,200          

4 1.75/2           $168,900  $189,000  $196,500  $201,500  $206,500  $214,000    

4 2.5             $192,500  $200,000  $205,000  $210,000  $215,000    

4 2.75/3             $196,000  $203,500  $208,500  $213,500  $218,500    
  Source: Division of Housing ï Planning and Policy, October 7, 2007.  
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Table 20: Pricing Differentials  

 

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

               

ATTACHED UNITS - NEW CONSTRUCTION, Q3 2007 

Bedrooms Baths < 400 
401-
500  

501-
600 

601-
700  701-800 801-900 

901-
1000 

1001-
1100 

1101-
1200 

1201-
1300 

1301-
1400 

1401-
1500 1501+ 

1 1   $17,200  $17,200  $17,200  $17,200                  

2 1           $12,900  $6,400              

2 1.5           $12,900  $6,400  $6,400            

2 1.75/2           $12,900  $8,600  $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 UNITS - NEW CONSTRUCTION, Q3 2007   

Bedrooms Baths 
600-
700  

700-
800 

800-
900 

900-
1000 

1000-
1100 

1100-
1200 

1200-
1300 

1300-
1400 

1400-
1500 

1500-
1600 1600+   

1 1   $20,100  $10,100                    

2 1     $20,100  $5,000  $5,000                

2 1.5     $20,100  $10,100  $7,500  $5,000  $5,000  $5,000          

2 1.75/2     $20,100  $10,100  $7,500  $5,000  $5,000  $5,000          

3 1.5         $5,000  $5,000  $5,000  $5,000          

3 1.75/2         $7,500  $7,500  $7,500  $7,500          

4 1.75/2             $20,100  $7,500  $5,000  $5,000  $7,500    

4 2.5               $7,500  $5,000  $5,000  $5,000    

4 2.75/3               $7,500  $5,000  $5,000  $5,000    
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Community Housing Assistance Funds (CHAP) 

 Boulderôs affordable housing program receives funding through property taxes and 

development excise taxes, paid into the Community Housing Assistance Fund (CHAP). CHAP 

serves households with incomes between 15% and 60% of AMI. Boulder has a property tax of 

0.981 mills assessed on real property. The tax revenues offset the cost of capital improvements 

of the development on the City. CHAP receives 0.8 mills of the 0.981 mills levied, which 

translates to approximately $1-$1.5 million annually.
39

 Additionally, the City has a development 

excise tax on new non-residential and residential development that totals: 

 $0.0089 per square foot of floor area for new, annexed, or additional non-residential area; 

 $71.56 for new and annexing detached dwelling unit; 

 $48.50 for new and annexing attached dwelling unit or mobile home.
 40

 

 Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 

 The Community Development Block Grant is HUD funding slated for community 

development, as well as development, acquisition, and rehabilitation of housing. In 2000, annual 

funding for Boulder amounted to approximately $1 million (approximately half of the grant is 

allocated to housing and half is allocated to community service activities), and was targeted to 

households with incomes of up to 68.5% AMI.
41

 CDBG funds can be used for a variety of public 

services, including public clinics and shelters.  

 The Community Development Block Grant Program principally serves low- and 

moderate-income individuals through community development by providing adequate housing 

and expanding economic opportunities. From 2001 to 2007, the City of Boulder has received an 

annual average of $1.1 million of the average $4.1 billion in CDBG granted from the Federal 

government (Table 21). The Federal Government requires that at least 70% of the funds be 

employed in activities serving low- and moderate-income individuals. Communities qualifying 

for CDBG funds may use the grant in a variety of capacities, including
42

:  

 acquisition of property for public purposes;  

                                                 
39 Housing and Human Services Master Plan, 2005. 
40

 www.colocode.com/boulder2/chapter3-8.htm, as of September 28, 2007. 
41

 http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/files/HSHHS/Planning/housingtaskforcereport2000.pdf, accessed November 3, 

2007. 
42 http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/communitydevelopment/programs/entitlement/, as of October 18, 2007 

http://www.colocode.com/boulder2/chapter3-8.htm
http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/files/HSHHS/Planning/housingtaskforcereport2000.pdf
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/communitydevelopment/programs/entitlement/
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 construction or reconstruction of streets, water and sewer facilities, neighborhood centers, 

recreation facilities, and other public works;  

 demolition;  

 rehabilitation of public and private buildings;  

 public services;  

 planning activities;  

 assistance to nonprofit entities for community development activities; and  

 assistance to private, for profit entities to carry out economic development activities 

(including assistance to micro-enterprises).  

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

2007 

  
 

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM  
FORMULA ALLOCATIONS, BOULDER, COLORADO, FY 2001-2007 

Year 
Community Development Block 

Grant 
HOME Investment Partnerships 

Program 
American Dream Down- 

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 - 

Total 2001-2007 $7,704,644 $5,693,281 $77,701 

Average 2001-2007 $1,100,663 $813,326 $11,100 

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

 

HUDs formula for distributing funds takes into account poverty, population, housing 

overcrowding, the age of the housing stock, and population growth lag compared to other 

metropolitan areas.
43

 

 HOME  

  HOME is a federal block grant, distributing on average $0.81 billion annually from 2001-

2007 to state and local governments for use in their affordable housing programs. Funds can be 

used in transitional, rental, or homeownership housing, but not for shelter. Boulder has received 

an average of $813,326 in HOME funds from 2001-2007 (Table 21). Funds can be used for 

                                                 
43

 http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/communitydevelopment/programs/entitlement/, as of October 18, 2007 

http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/communitydevelopment/programs/entitlement/
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grants, direct loans, loan guarantees, other credit enhancements, rental assistance, or security 

deposits.
44

 As a block grant, HOME allows communities to employ funds to their tailored needs, 

however, jurisdictions must provide matching funds totaling $0.25 for every program dollar.
45

  

HOME stipulates that 90% of beneficiaries must have incomes less than 60% AMI, all 

families must have incomes 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 HOME-funds are designated affordable for the long-term ï 20 years for rental new 

construction or 5-15 years for homeownership new construction and for rehabilitated units. After 

this period, the units are governed by the Cityôs Permanently Affordable Rental Covenant. 

In 2007, the City of Boulder formed a regional HOME Consortium with Boulder County, the 

City and County of Broomfield, and Longmont. This resulted in additional funding for housing 

assistance in the region. HOME funds distributed to the City of Boulder increased 51.8% to 

$1.14 million from 2006 to 2007, with the increase allocated to the regional Consortium.  

American Dream Downpayment Initiative  

The American Dream Downpayment Initiative (ADDI) assists first-time homebuyers 

with down-payments, closing costs, and home rehabilitation, up to $10,000 or 6% of the 

purchase price, whichever is greater. Beneficiaries must be first-time homebuyers, purchasing 1-

4 bedroom family housing units, condominium units, cooperative units, or manufactured housing 

units at 68.5% AMI for Boulder.
46

 Boulder has received more than $77,000 in ADDI funding 

from 2001-2007 (Table 21).
47

  

 Table 22 provides the spatial distribution of affordable owner-occupied properties in Boulder 

County, according to the Boulder County Assessorsô Office (BCAO). According to the BCAO, 

there were 717 deed restricted owner-occupied homes in Boulder County as of April 14, 2007. 

Most of these dwellings (386 units or 54%) were condominiums. 157 properties (22%) were 

single-family detached. More than 62% of the Cityôs permanently affordable dwellings were 

condominiums, while 73 dwellings were single family detached properties.

                                                 
44

 http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/affordablehousing/programs/home/, as of October 18, 2007 
45

 http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/affordablehousing/programs/home/, as of October 16, 2007 
46

 http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/affordablehousing/programs/home/addi/, as of October 18, 2007, and Interview 

with Jann Oldham, Department of Housing and Human Services, October 22, 2007. 
47

 $25,333 went to Longmont as part of the HOME consortium (Interview with Jann Oldham, Department of 

Housing and Human Services, October 22, 2007). 

http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/affordablehousing/programs/home/
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/affordablehousing/programs/home/
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/affordablehousing/programs/home/addi/
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Table 22: 2006 Distribution of Boulder County Affordable Owner-Occupied Properties 

 

Structure 

Type   

Boulder 

County   

Boulder 

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 0 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 long-term affordability of these properties may vary substantially by specific property. 

Source: Boulder County Assessorôs Office 



62 

 

 Current Rental Assistance: Boulder Housing Partners 

 ñBoulder Housing Partners (BHP) provides rental housing assistance to qualifying 

households using five federal and non-federal programs. It administers HUDôs Section 8 

Housing Choice Voucher program, it manages public housing, it owns and operates Section 8 

project-based rental assistance, it operates rental properties that it makes available to qualifying 

low-income households at below-market rents, and it develops and manages housing using the 

low-income housing tax credit. BHP serves the distribution of Boulder low-income households, 

but is uniquely positioned to house those families whose incomes are the lowest in Boulder, 

between 0% and 30% of AMI (Table 23). Currently, BHP has 991 rental units in their affordable 

housing stock and provides rental subsidies to an additional 650 families.
48

 Of these, 339 units 

are public housing, 650 are Section 8 Housing Vouchers, and the remainders are Section 8 

project based, workforce/reduced rent, tax credit, or mixed income projects (Table 24). BHP is in 

the process of converting 44 units of public housing on Broadway to a tax credit financing 

structure. In addition, BHP has an additional 26 new units under development at the Broadway 

site and has begun redevelopment work on its 66 unit mobile home park, located on Valmont. 

   

Table 23: Boulder Housing Partners Rental Stock 

 

BOULDER HOUSING PARTNERS RENTAL STOCK 

 Market-Rate Rentals Reduced Rent* Public Housing** Section 8 Vouchers** 

  Rent Subsidies Fixed Rents Federal Subsidies Private-sector 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 

Source: http://www.boulderhousing.org/html/Options_subpage.html, as of September 27, 2007. 

 

 

                                                 
48

 http://www.boulderhousing.org/html/welcome.html and comments from Cindy Brown and Betsey Martens, BHP. 

http://www.boulderhousing.org/html/Options_subpage.html
http://www.boulderhousing.org/html/welcome.html
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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 Court 16 

Northport 50 

Walnut Place 95 

Total Public Housing 335 

Canyon Pointe 82 

Glen Willow 34 

North Haven 8 

Total Project-Based 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 

Total  217 

TOTAL BHP UNITS 991 

Source: Boulder Housing Partners, as of October 19, 2007. 



64 

 

 Section 8 housing vouchers are targeted to households with incomes below 30% AMI, while 

the Reduced Rent program and the Public Housing program allow incomes of up to 60% and 

80% of AMI, respectively. Section 8 and Public Housing programs cap rents at 30%-40% of 

gross incomes. Section 8 housing gives priority to the disabled, the elderly, and to families. 

Boulder Housing Partners makes payments directly to the landlords to cover the difference 

between the affordable rent (30%-40% of gross income) and the market rent. 

 The Reduced Rent program offers housing based on incomes up to 60% of AMI, but the 

renter must also have income 2½ times the amount of the rent.  

 Financing for BHP programs comes from the federal government (Section 8 Vouchers, 

LIHTC), from the City of Boulder (for operations, maintenance, and capital expenditures), and 

from grants and donations. 

Other Non-Profits 

 Habitat for Humanity 

Flatirons Habitat for Humanity (Habitat) is a religious-based, non-profit organization that 

generally serves the 25-40% AMI affordable housing homeownership market. Habitat has built 

20 units in the City of Boulder since 1993, and has 9 units being developed in north Boulder in 

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 covenant-

restricted, permanently affordable.
49

  

Affordable Housing Alliance 

The Affordable Housing Alliance (AHA) is a non-profit organization committed to providing 

owner-occupied affordable housing to families at 40-75% AMI. AHA has built 32 units in 

Boulder, 18 of which were constructed from 2004-2007. Southern Lights was the most recent 

project, completed in 2007, in which four units were constructed in conjunction with the Boulder 

Area Realtor Association (BARA), the City of Boulder, Wolff Lyon Architects, Cottonwood 

Custom Builders, the Wells Fargo Housing Foundation, and Wonderland Hill Development 

Company. AHA is not currently developing new affordable housing units
50

.  

                                                 
49

 Interview with Paul Casey, Executive Director of Flatirons Habitat for Humanity, October 12, 2007. 
50

 Interview with Mark Jellison, former Executive Director of AHA. 
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Thistle Community Housing  

Thistle Community Housing (Thistle) employs a community land trust (CLT) approach to 

affordable housing. In 2007, the non-profit was managing 693 affordable rental units and 212 

CLT owner-occupied units in Boulder County
51

. The City of Boulder is home for 72 of the 

owner-occupied units, with an additional 135 lots in the Mapleton Mobile Home Park (6 of 

which are vacant due to an infrastructure upgrade)
52

. From 1999-2003, 86.9% of Thistle home 

buyers were first-time buyers, while 81.1% were Boulder residents prior to purchasing a Thistle 

home (Thistle, 2007). Excluding the Mapleton Mobile Home Park, Thistleôs units predominately 

serve households earning between 30% and 70% AMI (Figure 9). More than 56% of Mapleton 

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

in figure 11. More than 50% of Thistleôs rental units serve households earning up to 30% of 

AMI , and nearly 91% of rental units serve families up to 50% of AMI (Figure 12). 

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

 

 
Source: Thistle Community Housing, 2007.  

Note: Data does not include Mapleton Mobile Home Park because while the land is in trust, the 

structures are owned outright. 

 

                                                 
51

 www.coloradohousing.net/thistle/common/history.asp, as of October 1, 2007 
52

 Thistle Community Housing, 2007 

http://www.coloradohousing.net/thistle/common/history.asp
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Figure 10: Income of Thistle Mapleton Residents by AMI 

 
Source: Thistle Community Housing, 2007.  

Note: Thistleôs involvement in the Mapleton Mobile Home Park is unique because the land remains in 

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. 

 


