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SECTION ES.
Executive Summary

Executive Summary
In 2017, BBC Research & Consulting was contracted to conduct a Housing Needs Assessment for
the City and County of Broomfield. The study is organized around the following sections:










Section I. Demographic Profile provides a general overview of Broomfield’s demographic
and economic environment to set the context for the housing market analysis.

Section II. Housing Profile and Market Analysis provides an analysis of Broomfield’s
housing market including a discussion of housing stock as well as trends in the owner and
rental markets. The section concludes with a gaps analysis to examine mismatches in
supply and demand of housing in Broomfield.
Section III. Community Input describes the findings from the community participation
component of the housing study, which included four focus groups, a random sample
telephone resident survey and an online resident survey. The public input process was
designed to assess stakeholder and resident perceptions of housing issues.

Section IV. Senior and special needs profile summarizes population characteristics and
housing needs of older adults and special needs populations. The discussion is organized
around demographics, housing options and preferences, and services available to older
adults and seniors, people with disabilities, and people experiencing homelessness.

Section V. Best Practices and Recommendations discusses surrounding community
successes and challenges and provides recommendations for addressing Broomfield’s
housing needs. Recommendations are designed to offer a balanced approach for addressing
housing needs within Broomfield and many springboard from goals and action steps in the
Broomfield Comprehensive Plan.

This Executive Summary highlights the key findings from each report section and then
summarizes the top needs to set the context for recommendations. The Executive Summary
concludes with a discussion of why the city may desire to address housing needs and
recommendations for how to address those needs.

Key Findings

Demographic trends:




Broomfield is currently home to about 66,500 residents and has experienced substantial
growth in the last 15 years (a 19% increase over 2010 and a 74% increase since 2000). The
largest age cohort in the city is middle aged residents between 35 and 54 years old (29% of
the population). Seniors (65 and older) represent 13 percent and millennials (18 to 34)
represent 23 percent of the population. Children account for 24 percent of the population.
Two out of three Broomfield households are families; 32 percent of households include
children (married couple and single head of household), down slightly from 33 percent in
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2010. Thirty-seven percent of households are non-family households, which include
unrelated persons living together or individuals living alone.

The median household income in Broomfield is $84,000—higher than the state ($66,000)
and the Denver Metro overall ($72,000). Broomfield’s median income increased by 32
percent since 1999 (from $64,000) with much of that increase occurring in the last five
years.
Typical of national trends, income growth was not uniform across all income categories:
Workers in high-paying professions and residents with accumulated wealth saw their
incomes increase during the past 15 years, while lower income residents were
disproportionately affected by the economic downturn.
 Owners experienced a 47 percent median income increase (from $71,000 to
$104,000).





 Renters experienced a 49 percent median income increase (from $39,000 to
$56,000). That increase was largely driven by the in-migration of higher-income
renters, earning $75,000 or more, signaling a potential shortage of starter homes
which makes it difficult for renters to convert to ownership, along with
increased production/availability of luxury rental units.

Over 5,600 Broomfield residents (9% of the population) are living in poverty. Children
(under 18 years old) have the highest poverty rate at 19 percent.

Broomfield residents are relatively well educated, labor market engagement is high and
unemployment rates are lower that state and national averages. The job market in
Broomfield is characterized by a high proportion of both in- and out-commuters: 88 percent
of working Broomfield residents are out-commuters and 88 percent of Broomfield’s jobs
are held by in-commuters. The most common out-commuting destinations are Denver and
Boulder and the most common in-commuting origins are Westminster, Denver and
Thornton.

Housing market trends:






Most of Broomfield’s housing stock is single family detached homes (61%). Thirty-seven
percent is attached housing (paired homes, townhomes, apartments, condos, etc.) and 3
percent is mobile homes.

Broomfield is home to more owners (65%) than renters (35%). Owners tend to be older,
earn higher incomes, and are more likely to have children living in the home, when
compared to renters.

The ownership market saw sharp price increases and declining affordability, particularly
over the past 5 years:

 Since early 2012, home prices have increased sharply in Broomfield and in peer
communities throughout the metro area. In 2016- 2017 Q2, the median sale
price for homes in Broomfield was $450,000 (higher than the Denver Metro
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median of $390,000 and higher than surrounding areas except in the City of
Boulder. Days on market are lowest for homes priced below $300,000 (average
of 11 days and median of 5 days) indicating extremely high demand (and
competition) for homes in the most affordable price range.

 Median price per square foot in Broomfield was $157—the same as Arvada and
Westminster and lower than the Denver Metro overall ($168). High median
prices but moderate median price per square foot is a reflection of the available
housing in Broomfield, which tends to be larger single family detached homes
(2,900 square feet on average).

 Falling interest rates between 1999 and 2016 have allowed potential buyers to
improve their purchasing power, but those gains were not enough to keep up
with the increase in sale prices. In addition, rising home prices require a higher
down payment which further constrains the ownership market.



 The proportion of owners (with a mortgage) who are severely cost burdened—
spending over half their income on housing costs—increased from 6 percent to 9
percent.

Rental market trends also reflect higher costs and declining affordability:

 The median rent in Broomfield was $1,507 in 2016—about $220 higher than the
metro median of $1,286 and 55 percent higher than the median in 2010 ($975).
Median rent in Broomfield is higher than surrounding communities, including
Boulder.
 Between 1999 and 2016 renters in Broomfield lost purchasing power as rents
increased faster than incomes. Median rent increased by 74 percent in
Broomfield from $865 in 1999 to $1,507 in 2016. In order to afford the increase
in rent, renters' annual incomes would have needed to increase by $25,680
between 1999 and 2016; actual increase in renter median income was $18,940.



 Forty-two percent of Broomfield renters (3,691 households) are cost burdened,
spending 30 percent or more of their income on housing costs. One quarter of
renters (2,281 households) are severely cost burdened, spending at least half of
their income on housing costs.

To examine how well Broomfield’s current housing market meets the needs of its residents
BBC conducted a modeling effort called a “gaps analysis” which compares the supply of
housing at various price points to the number of households who can afford such housing.
 Altogether, the city has a shortage of rental units priced affordably for renters
earning less than $20,000 per year of 1,286 units. These households consist of
working residents earning low wages, students, residents who are unemployed
and residents who are disabled and cannot work.

 The for sale gaps analysis shows the Broomfield market to be relatively
affordable for current renters who may wish to buy a home if they are earning
more than $100,000 per year. The market is manageable for renters who may
wish to buy a home if they are earning between $75,000 and $100,000, assuming
BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION ES, PAGE 3







a willingness to consider attached housing options. Only 174 homes (7% of all
listed/sold homes) that were listed or sold in Broomfield in 2016/2017 were
affordable to households earning less than $75,000 per year.

Among the five largest employment industries of Broomfield residents (those who live and
work in the city as well as out-commuters), which account for about half of all resident
workers: just two industries have average wages high enough to afford the city’s median
rent and none of the top five industries has average wages high enough to afford the 20162017 median sale price of $450,000.

Affordability for Broomfield workers (those who live and work in the city as well as incommuters) is similar: three of the top five industries can afford median rent and one of the
top five industries can afford the median home price.

If current trends continue (home prices rising faster than incomes), affordability is likely to
decline substantially over the next five to fifteen years in Broomfield. For example, forecasts
conducted for this study indicate that a household earning 150 percent of the median
income could afford 44 percent of homes in 2017 but only 3 percent in 2032. A renter
household earning the median income could afford 74 percent of rentals in 2017 but only
34 percent of rentals in 2032.

Community input: In general, the community input for the housing study highlights

Broomfield’s desirability based on community culture, good schools and proximity to job
centers. It also highlights housing needs as perceived by both residents and stakeholders—
affordability was a key concern identified by both groups.






Resident survey respondents indicated that cost was the most important factor in choosing
their current home but quality public schools as well as neighborhood character and layout
of the home were also influential. Residents chose Broomfield over other communities for a
number of factors, including proximity to work (or spouse’s work), proximity to
friends/family, and good schools.

When asked about challenges in their current housing or neighborhood situations, renters
exhibited higher levels of concern than owners (in general). Top concerns among renters
centered on affordability but also highlighted concerns related to walkability and
infrastructure, home size, and landlord unwillingness to make repairs. The most common
concern among owners was neighborhood-related as opposed to house-related and focused
on walkability/infrastructure. Owners also expressed concern related to HOAs not allowing
them to make changes to their home/property.
Housing for middle class families and housing affordable to residents in public service are
top priorities among Broomfield residents, along with housing for residents with mobility
challenges, housing for low income residents, and options for first-time buyers. These
expressed priorities are not consistent with the market analysis which shows Broomfield to
be out of reach for many low and middle income households.
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The types of homes residents considered “appropriate” for Broomfield were somewhat
consistent with the priorities described above but may not offer the affordability necessary
to accommodate those priority populations:
 Medium-sized single family homes (1,500 to 3,000 square feet) and some
affordable types of homes (co-housing, townhomes with a similar setback as
surrounding homes, and homes on medium sized lots) were all widely
accepted—most were comfortable with these housing types in any Broomfield
neighborhood.









 Among traditional rental product types, apartment buildings with five or fewer
stories near major roads or public transit were considered to be the most
appropriate for Broomfield—35 percent said these products were appropriate
in “my neighborhood” and another 48 percent said they were appropriate
elsewhere in Broomfield.

Focus groups with older adults and seniors highlighted the housing preferences and needs
of this dynamic population including, affordability (for themselves as well as adult children
who desire to return to Broomfield), age-in-place resources including services and support
for accessibility modifications, more options for those who wish to downsize or live in an
age-restricted community, and developments that provide walkability, safety and security.
One of the core strengths of Broomfield, according to older adult and senior focus group
participants, is the community culture and residents expressed a strong desire for
Broomfield to remain a “life-cycle community,” in which people at any point in their career
or family life can find a home. Focus group residents were very complimentary of
Broomfield overall and were specifically complimentary of older adult amenities including
the senior center, well-maintained parks and open space, and Easy Ride.
A focus group with real estate professionals and developers in Broomfield focused on
housing needs by price point and product type. Participants emphasized a need for more
inventory priced between $250,000 and $350,000 as well as more product diversity—
particularly smaller detached homes and single family attached products that appeal to
starter families and seniors. According to stakeholders the biggest barriers to developing
these types of products are Broomfield’s development process (unpredictable and lacks
incentives for affordability) and outdated zoning regulations. Land costs and construction
costs also pose challenges for affordable development.

Social service providers echoed many of the same concerns related to affordability, with a
particular focus on affordable rentals, especially for those on a fixed or low income.
Providers also expressed concern about options for residents with disabilities (both seniors
and non-seniors) noting a shortage of affordable accessible inventory and very few options
for residents with a cognitive disability that want to live independently but may need some
supports. In addition to housing affordability and accessibility, stakeholders discussed the
need for better public transportation, increased funding for emergency rental assistance,
and more landlords willing to accept housing choice vouchers.
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In order to address the needs identified, social service providers indicated a need for
attached homes for low-income families in the price range of $100,000 to $250,000 and
rentals in the price range of $500 to $750 per month. They also expressed a desire for more
public support for high needs populations—at present stakeholder feel that much fo the
responsibility for Broomfield’s safety net falls on the non-profit community as well as
individuals/family members.

Senior housing:












Over the next twenty years, Broomfield residents aged 45 and older are forecasted to grow
at a steady increase, compared to all other age groups that are predicted to stabilize or
decline. Growth in this age demographic, especially among those ages 65 and older
underscores the importance of housing and community policies and investments that
incorporate the needs of older residents, including accessibility of homes and community
infrastructure, as well as public transportation and other senior services.

Seniors have higher levels of cost burden than other households and, in many cases, may be
less able to cope with increasing housing costs (rents for renters and property taxes for
owners) as they are more likely to be living on a fixed retirement income.

There are handful of age-restricted communities in Broomfield that provide market-rate
ownership and rental opportunities for older adults and seniors. However, these options
tend to be relatively high cost and cater primarily to older adults with relatively high
incomes. Typical age-restricted rental developments range from $2,100-$4,000 monthly for
independent living. For-sale communities for adults aged 55 offer down-size options but at
a much higher price per square foot than the rest of the Broomfield market.
There are some publicly assisted rental options for low income seniors but these units stay
full and typically have long waiting lists. In contrast, market-rate senior rental
developments are about 90 percent occupied at present.

Most seniors desire to age in place but may need accessibility modifications as they age and
may need additional support services in order to properly maintain their home and
property. Many may also require transportation services and in-home health care at certain
stages.
Nearly one in five seniors (18%) surveyed as part of this needs study indicated they plan to
move from their current home in the next five years. Of those, 42 percent want to downsize
into a smaller single family home, 19 percent want to move to a seniors-only development,
and 17 percent want a single level home, condo or apartment (with no stairs). Most
respondents (58%) believe the type of housing they want does exist in Broomfield.
However, as discussed earlier this section, most market-rate senior-friendly homes for sale
or rent in Broomfield are only offered at relatively high price-points and supply is limited.

Housing for people with disabilities:


People with disabilities comprise 9 percent of the total population in Broomfield. About
one-third of residents 65 and older have at least one type of disability (most commonly
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hearing or ambulatory). About 6 percent of residents aged 18 to 64 have a disability (most
commonly ambulatory or hearing).

A relatively high proportion of Broomfield residents aged 18 to 64 with a disability
participate in the labor force (66%); however median earnings for residents with a
disability ($36,195) are much lower than for those without a disability ($45,380). About 22
percent of residents with disabilities are living in poverty, compared to just 7 percent of
residents without a disability.
On an income of $36,195, a single person with a disability could afford a rental unit priced
at $905 per month or a home listed at $136,887. As discussed in the housing profile, the
supply of rental and ownership opportunities in this price range is severely limited.

As part of the resident survey conducted for this study, respondents answered a series of
questions related to disability and accessibility. Overall, 18 percent of respondents
indicated that they or a member of their household had some type of disability. Among
those that have accessibility needs in the home, most (86%) said their current home meets
their accessibility needs. The most common unmet accessibility needs were ramps and
hand rails, grab bars, and a single-story home.
Social service providers emphasized the need for integrated housing options for people
with disabilities in Broomfield that offer community but also supportive services as
necessary.

Residents experiencing homelessness:






Data limitations make it challenge to estimate the precise number of residents experiencing
homelessness in Broomfield. One of the key data sources for homeless counts is a point in
time survey conducted as a snapshot on a single nigh in January. This source only includes
residents spending the night unsheltered or in a designated homeless shelter and therefore
excludes individuals, families and children, many of whom “float” among temporary
residences or double-up with friends or family. Even so, this point in time count identified
5,100 people experiencing homelessness in the seven county Denver Metro area on January
30, 2017. Just 15 of those indicated they spent the previous night in Broomfield and 20
indicated that Broomfield was their last permanent residence.
School districts also track homelessness among students, using the broader definition of
homelessness which includes children who are in temporary residences or “couch-surfing.”
The two-largest school districts serving Broomfield have a total of 2,229 students
experiencing homelessness during the 2015-2016 school year—1,668 in Adams 12 district
and 561 in the Bolder Valley district—or 3 percent of the total student population.

Households spending 50 percent or more of their income on housing costs are considered
to be at risk of homelessness, as they are the most vulnerable to temporary or even minor
disruptions to their housing or income situations. In Broomfield a total of 3,480 households
are at risk of homelessness by this measure—1,199 owners and 2,281 renters.
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Broomfield does not have any shelters (day or overnight) and does not have any housing
developments specifically serving people experiencing homelessness. Broomfield FISH—
the local food bank—and The Refuge are the primary resources for Broomfield residents
experiencing homelessness. Through the stakeholder focus groups and interviews, social
service providers expressed a need for local services to address homelessness, a central
place for people to go for resources or shelter, better education around needs related to
homelessness, workforce housing, and a partnership approach to addressing the spectrum
of needs.

Why Work to Address Housing Needs?

A balanced housing stock accommodates a full “life cycle community”—where there are housing
options for each stage of life from career starters through centenarians—which in turn supports
the local economy and contributes to Broomfield’s community culture. Recent trends in market
prices are putting the City and County out of reach for middle income households and the
housing products and price points offered may not be able to accommodate the needs of starter
families or aging residents. Actions that help mitigate price increases and preserve both marketrate and publicly assisted housing affordability will also help preserve the culture and identity of
Broomfield itself.

Currently the average worker in only one of the city’s top ten industries has wages high enough
to afford the median sale price of $450,000.1 Only five of those industries has average wages high
enough to afford the median rent of $1,507 in Broomfield. Although household incomes have
increased in Broomfield over the past 15 years, those increases have not been sufficient to keep
up with rising home prices or rising rents.

Top Needs and Recommendations

The ultimate purpose of the study is to provide recommendations that serve to guide future City
and County policy decisions relating to housing. Recommendations are based on BBC’s
experience working with peer communities and best practices and were developed in
conjunction with the Broomfield Housing Study Advisory Committee.

Top Needs. Recommendations should focus on actions that would best help the City and
County preserve its existing strengths and address the following core needs (based on all
previous sections in this report):


Additional affordable rentals (or rental assistance), specifically for residents earning less
than $20,000—Broomfield currently has a shortage of 1,286 units priced below $500 per
month.

1 Calculation assumes a 30-year mortgage with a 10 percent down payment and an interest rate of 4.00 percent and

incorporates property taxes, insurance, HOAs and utilities (assumed to collectively account for 35% of the monthly payment).
Housing costs are restricted to be 30 percent of total income or less.
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Starter homes and family homes priced near or below $300,000. Increasing the variety of
product types in Broomfield (smaller single family homes and single family attached
products) may help meet this need.
Housing options attractive to aging seniors—primarily single-level homes with low
maintenance yards (could be patio homes, other small-lot options and small attached
products without stairs).

Recommendations. The following recommendations are intended to offer a balanced

approach for promoting housing affordability within Broomfield. A collaborative engagement,
which spreads the cost, impact, and rewards among all interested parties, will have the greatest
chance for success. These recommendations are consistent with Broomfield’s Comprehensive
Plan and many of these recommendations springboard from goals and action steps identified in
the Comprehensive Plan. Section V provides additional detail on specific references to
Comprehensive Plan Actions Steps but the following Comprehensive Plan Goals are particularly
relevant for this discussion:


Broomfield Comprehensive Plan Goal HO-B: Maintaining Housing Affordability/Attainability.
Encourage and adequate supply of affordable/attainable housing for lower-income households.



Broomfield Comprehensive Plan Goal HO-C: Diversity of Housing Types and Ownership
Options. Encourage a diversity of populations within developed areas by providing a variety of
housing types that serve a broad spectrum of households.

Additional explanation, supporting strategies and primary beneficiaries of the following
recommendations are discussed in Section V of this report.


Recommendation 1. Review planning processes and zoning code to streamline affordable
development and encourage housing diversity. This recommendation is also referenced
under subsequent recommendations to highlight the impact of this task on both rental and
ownership affordability objectives. BBC recommends the Housing Advisory Committee
begin this process with a thorough review of existing fees, current development review
process through a workshop with the Planning department.
 Formalize incentives for affordable development;

 Encourage product diversity throughout the city (e.g., missing middle attached,
small-lot and patio homes);
 Evaluate residential districts were accessory dwelling units (also called ADUs,
carriage houses, granny flats or casitas) could be allowed by right;
 Encourage visitable/accessible development by streamlining development
process, providing fee waivers, enact a visitability ordinance.2
2 Visitable units are those that can be easily accessed by seniors with mobility limitations and persons

with disabilities. They
are also built for accessibility modifications if needed in the future (e.g., reinforced walls for grab bars). They typically include
at least one no-step entrance as well doors, hallways and a main floor bathroom that meet accessibility standards.
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Recommendation 2. Set a goal to mitigate increases to the rental gap. The city currently
has a 1,286-unit shortage of rental units priced affordably for renters earning less than
$20,000 per year. The city should consider the following strategies to help mitigate
increases to (or even reduce) the existing rental gap:
 Formalize incentives for affordable development;

 Educating the community about the need for and benefits of affordable housing
development;
 Encourage Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) development;

 Evaluate the potential for affordable and mixed-income housing on city-owned
land;

 Acquire and bank underutilized and vacant land for future affordable and mixedincome rental and/or ownership housing, potentially through land trust
partnerships; and


 Consider purchasing aging multifamily developments working in partnership
with area housing nonprofits for long-term preservation.

Recommendation 3. Consider implementing policies/programs to improve product
diversity and homeownership affordability. This strategy includes preserving existing
affordable ownership opportunities and creating opportunity for “missing middle” and
“visitable” development.3 Many strategies for encouraging development and preservation of
affordable housing for purchase overlap with those offered for reducing the rental gap:
 Continue to support home rehab programs funded by CDBG.

 Consider creating a revolving loan fund where residents get home improvement
funds in exchange for discounting the home to a first time buyer upon sale.

 Acquire and bank underutilized and vacant land for future affordable and mixedincome housing, potentially through land trust or sweat-equity partnerships;
 Promote and encourage mixed-income communities offering a variety of
housing types;

 Encourage sufficient product diversity throughout residential districts in the city
through both new and infill development;
 Review zoning districts to evaluate residential districts were accessory dwelling
units (also called ADUs, carriage houses, granny flats or casitas) could be
allowed by right and adjust zoning regulations to accommodate;


Consider implementation of a deed restricted housing program to link the
production of affordable housing to the production of market-rate housing; and

 Encourage visitable/accessible development by streamlining development
process or providing fee waivers for visitable/accessible units.
3 See previous footnote for explanation of “visitable” units.
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Recommendation 4. Increase capacity for affordable preservation and development
through financial resources. Broomfield can facilitate some affordable and mixed-income
development at a relatively low cost through many of the recommendations offered above
but efforts that require more resources would benefit from a recurring source of funds for
affordable housing. Broomfield should start considering options for future resources now,
before housing needs become even more critical with an evaluation of the following
options:
 Dedicated property tax mill or sales tax;
 Dedicated affordable housing bond;
 General Fund allocation; and/or





 Developer impact fees and in-lieu fees (as discussed under Recommendation 3).

Recommendation 5. Consider establishing an independent Housing Authority Board.
Broomfield City Council currently has the responsibility of serving as the Broomfield
Housing Authority Board. While the recommendations discussed above can be
implemented under the current structure, many of the recommendations may prove more
efficient under a dedicated and independent board whose focus is specifically to oversee
the operations of the Housing Authority.

Recommendation 6. Be a leader and advocate for regional collaboration. There is a great
deal of focus on affordable housing strategies in the Denver metro area currently—
particularly in the communities northwest of the City and County of Denver—as evidenced
by the recent release of Westminster’s Housing Strategic Plan and Boulder County Regional
Housing Partnership’s Regional Housing Strategy. Broomfield should seek to engage in
housing planning at the regional level along with these other north metro communities.
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SECTION I.
Demographic Profile

SECTION I.
Demographic Profile
This section provides a general overview of Broomfield’s demographic and economic
environment to set the context for the housing market analysis. The discussion is organized
around population levels and trends, household diversity, and economic health.

Population Levels and Trends

Population. Over the last fifteen years, Broomfield experienced one of the largest population
growths in the Denver Metro. According to the 2016 American Community Survey (ACS),
Broomfield has a population of 66,500—up from 33,300 in 2000 (a 74% increase). During the
same period, the Denver Metro’s population increased by 32 percent (an increase of 840,300
people).1 Figure I-1 shows the population and growth for Broomfield and surrounding cities.
Figure I-1.
Broomfield Population, 2000, 2010, and 2016

Total Population

Arvada
Boulder
Broomfield
Longmont
Westminster
Denver Metro
Note:

2000

2010

2016

Total Growth
2000-2016

102,153
94,673
38,272
71,093
100,940
2,629,980

106,433
97,385
55,889
86,270
106,114
3,090,874

117,308
108,108
66,529
92,813
113,865
3,470,235

15,155
13,435
28,257
21,720
12,925
840,255

Annual
Rate
2000-Growth
20102010
2016
0.4%
0.3%
3.9%
2.0%
0.5%
1.6%

2.0%
2.1%
3.5%
1.5%
1.4%
2.3%

“Denver Metro” is defined as the Denver Metro Combined Statistical Area and includes Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder, Broomfield, Clear
Creek, Denver, Douglas, Elbert, Gilpin, Jefferson, Park and Weld Counties.

Source: 2000 and 2010 U.S. Census, 2016 ACS, and BBC Research & Consulting.

Population by age. The 2016 ACS reports that the median age of residents in Broomfield is

38, slightly higher than the median age of 36 in the Denver Metro. Figure I-2 shows that
residents between the ages of 35 and 54 years old are the largest cohort in the city, representing
29 percent of the population. Millennials (18 to 34) represent 23 percent of the population and
school-aged children (5 to 17) represent 18 percent of the population.
Although Broomfield residents between 35 and 54 years old are the largest cohort, this
population declined slightly between 2010 and 2016, from 31 percent of the population to 29
percent. The senior cohort, aged 65 years and older, increased by 3 percent over the same

1Throughout this report “Denver Metro” is defined as the Denver Metro Combined Statistical Area and includes Adams,

Arapahoe, Boulder, Broomfield, Clear Creek, Denver, Douglas, Elbert, Gilpin, Jefferson, Park and Weld Counties.
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period. Millennials, as a proportion of the total population, remained fairly constant, with a slight
increase in college-age millennials (aged 18 to 24).
Figure I-2.
Age, Broomfield, 2000, 2010, and 2016
2000
Number Percent

2010
Number Percent

2016
Number Percent

2010-2016
Numerical
Change

2010-2016
Percentage
Point Change

Under 5 years

2,998

8%

3,944

7%

3,792

6%

-152

-1%

5 to 17 years

8,229

22%

10,708

19%

11,909

18%

1,201

-1%

18 to 24 years

2,950

8%

4,313

8%

5,522

8%

1,209

1%

25 to 34 years

6,192

16%

7,796

14%

9,514

14%

1,718

0%

35 to 54 years

13,009

34%

17,604

31%

19,560

29%

1,956

-2%

55 to 64 years

2,383

6%

6,016

11%

7,717

12%

1,701

1%

65 years and over

2,511

7%

5,508

10%

8,516

13%

3,008

3%

Source: 2000 and 2010 U.S. Census, 2016 1-year ACS, and BBC Research & Consulting.

Figure I-3 displays net migration by age for Broomfield. Between 2000 and 2010, 22 percent of
new Broomfield residents were post-college-aged millennials (25 to 34). Young children also
comprised a large proportion of new Broomfield residents, most likely the children of postcollege-aged millennials who migrated into the city. Older adults and seniors (55 and older)
migrated into Broomfield at a steady rate, making up over 20 percent of new residents. The only
age cohort that experienced a negative net migration was college-aged millennials.
Figure I-3.
Net Migration by Age, Broomfield County, 2000 to 2010

Source: Colorado Department of Local Affairs and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Population projections. Broomfield’s population will continue to grow over the next twenty
years, but at a slower rate compared to that of the last decade. Forecasts show a 2.0 percent
projected compound annual growth rate for 2015 to 2040, down from the 3.9 percent growth
experienced between 2000 and 2010.

Figure I-4 displays forecasted population growth by age group for Broomfield. Between 2015
and 2040, the senior population (65 and older) is expected to increase by 5.8 percent per year,
compared to 2.0 percent for the population overall. Newborns to 24 year olds are forecasted to
have the slowest growth in Broomfield at 1.0 percent per year.
Figure I-4.
Population Forecasts, Broomfield, 2010 through 2040

Source:

Colorado Department of Local Affairs and BBC Research & Consulting.

Household Diversity
Household types. Almost two out of three Broomfield households are families, most of which
are married couples with or without children. Thirty-seven percent of households are nonfamily households, which include unrelated persons living together or individuals living alone.

Overall, 32 percent of households include children (married couple and single head of
household), down slightly from 33 percent in 2010. Single parent households make up 4 percent
of all Broomfield households. Figure I-5 displays the city’s 2016 household composition.
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Figure I-5.
Household Composition, Broomfield, 2016

Source: 2016 1-year ACS and BBC Research & Consulting.

Disability. In 2015, about 6,000 Broomfield residents—9 percent of the total population—had
at least one type of disability. Half of those disabled residents were 65 or older. The proportion
of residents with a disability in Broomfield (9%) is similar to the Denver Metro (9%) and the
state overall (10%).
Over 80 percent of all seniors (65 years and over) in Broomfield are living with at least one
disability. Seniors are most affected by hearing and ambulatory disabilities and children are
most affected by cognitive and self-care disabilities.

The high percentage of seniors living with disabilities, coupled with the population growth
among this age group in Broomfield (Figure I-6), suggests that the number of total residents
living with a disability will increase in the future.

Understanding the needs of seniors with disabilities, primarily with physical disabilities, in
terms of housing and community resources will ensure that the city is prepared and equipped to
accommodate this growing community.
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Figure I-6.
Incidence of Disability by Age,
Broomfield, 2016

Number of
Residents
Total Residents with a Disability

Source:
2016 1-year ACS and BBC Research & Consulting.

Percent of
Residents

6,014

9%

0

0%

378
140
50
245
0
217

3%
1%
0%
2%
0%
2%

Population 18 to 64 years
Hearing
Vision
Cognitive
Ambulatory
Self-care
Independent living

2,651
670
374
759
996
29
357

11%
2%
1%
2%
2%
0%
1%

Population 65 years and over
Hearing
Vision
Cognitive
Ambulatory
Self-care
Independent living

2,985
1,494
390
888
1,361
206
987

81%
18%
5%
11%
16%
3%
12%

Residents 5 years and younger
Residents 5 to 17 years
Hearing
Vision
Cognitive
Ambulatory
Self-care

Race and ethnicity. Seventy-eight percent of Broomfield residents are non-Hispanic White;

the other 22 percent belong to a minority group. About 12 percent are Hispanic, 6 percent are
Asian, 1 percent is African American, and 3 percent are two or more races. Although minority
populations have experienced faster growth than non-Hispanic White residents over the past 15
years, there have only been modest changes in the city’s overall racial/ethnic distribution since
2010. Figure I-7 presents the racial and ethnic composition of city residents and how the
composition has changed since 2000.2

2 It should be noted that Census data on race and ethnic identification vary with how people choose to identify themselves. The

U.S. Census Bureau treats race and ethnicity separately: the Bureau does not classify Hispanic/Latino as a race, but rather as an
identification of origin and ethnicity. In 2010 the U.S. Census Bureau changed the race question slightly, which may have
encouraged respondents to check more than one racial category.
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Figure I-7.
Race and Ethnicity, Broomfield, 2000, 2010, and 2016
2000
Number Percent

2010
Number Percent

66,529

2000-2016
Percent Change

Total population

38,272

Race
American Indian and Alaska Native
Asian
Black or African American
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander
White
Two or more races

235
1,585
352
14
33,918
938

1%
4%
1%
0%
89%
2%

336
3,407
587
43
48,099
1,569

1%
6%
1%
0%
86%
3%

316
3,943
727
0
57,480
2,251

0%
6%
1%
0%
86%
3%

34%
149%
107%
-100%
69%
140%

Ethnicity
Hispanic or Latino
Non-Hispanic White

3,471
32,603

9%
85%

6,216
44,358

11%
79%

7,983
51,893

12%
78%

130%
59%

Note:

55,889

2016
Number Percent

74%

The ACS question on Hispanic origin was revised in 2008 to make it consistent with the 2010 Census Hispanic origin question. As such,
there are slight differences in how respondents identified their origin between the 2000 Census and 2015 ACS.
Excludes “Some Other Race” category due to inconsistency of reporting between 2000 Census and 2015 ACS.

Source: 2000 and 2010 U.S. Census, 2016 1-year ACS, and BBC Research & Consulting.

Economic Health
Income. Broomfield’s healthy economy has contributed to strong income growth over the last
fifteen years. The median household income in Broomfield was $84,349 in 2016—higher than
the state ($65,685) and the Denver Metro overall ($71,926).
Figure I-8 displays median household income of both renters and owners in Broomfield for
1999, 2007, 2010, and 2016. The median income increased by 32 percent between 1999 and
2016—from $63,707 to $84,349. Much of that increase occurred within the last five years.
Renters experienced a 49 percent income increase (from $38,992 to $57,932) and owners
experienced a 47 percent increase (from $70,605 to $103,704).3

3 It is important to note that the median used in housing programs is a HUD-determined figure based on household incomes in

the Denver-Aurora region, adjusted for household size. The 2016 HUD-determined median for a family of four in the DenverAurora metropolitan statistical area (MSA) is $79,900.
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Figure I-8.
Median Household Income
by Tenure, Broomfield,
1999, 2007, 2010, and 2016
Source:
2000 and 2010 Census; 2007 3-year ACS,
2016 1-year ACS, and BBC Research &
Consulting.

Median Household Income
1999
2007
2010
2016

All Households

Owners

Renters

$63,707
$69,419
$73,616
$84,349

$70,605
$81,468
$90,338
$103,704

$38,992
$44,693
$42,794
$57,932

15%
11%
15%
47%

15%
-4%
35%
49%

Percent Change in Median Household Income
1999 to 2007
9%
2007 to 2010
6%
2010 to 2016
15%
Total change 1999-2016
32%

As shown in Figure I-9, income growth was not uniform across income categories or tenure. The
city now has more owners earning less than $25,000 and earning more than $100,000 compared
to 1999—and fewer owners earning $25,000 to $100,000.

As discussed above, the median renter income grew considerably between 1999 and 2016. Much
of that increase appears to be driven by the in-migration of higher-income renters, earning
$75,000 or more. The total number of renters in Broomfield nearly tripled between 2000 and
2016 but the number of renters earning at least $75,000 increased six-fold, while the number of
renters earning less than $75,000 doubled. As a result, the income distribution of renters shifted
toward higher income ranges such that those earning $75,000 or more now account for 40
percent of all renters, up from 19 percent in 2000.
These changes typify the growing “income gap” experienced in many cities in the country.
Workers in high-paying professions and residents with accumulated wealth saw their incomes
increase during the past 15 years, while lower income residents were disproportionately
affected by the economic downturn, particularly those in recession-vulnerable professions.
The influx of high income renters may also indicate a shortage of starter homes available for
purchase in Broomfield (making it harder for higher income renters to transition into
ownership) along with increased production of luxury rental units in Broomfield.
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Figure I-9.
Income Shifts
for Owners
and Rents,
Broomfield,
2000 and 2016
Source:
2000 Census; 2016 1year ACS, and BBC
Research & Consulting.

2000
Number
Percent

2016
Number
Percent
26,269

2000-2016
Percentage Point
Change

Total

13,858

Owners
Less than $25,000
$25,000 - $50,000
$50,000 - $75,000
$75,000 - $100,000
$100,000+
Total

730
2,165
2,857
2,299
2,558
10,609

7%
20%
27%
22%
24%
100%

1,741
1,745
2,577
1,992
8,949
17,004

10%
10%
15%
12%
53%
100%

3%
-10%
-12%
-10%
29%

Renters
Less than $25,000
$25,000 - $50,000
$50,000 - $75,000
$75,000 - $100,000
$100,000 +
Total

879
1,090
671
317
292
3,249

27%
34%
21%
10%
9%
100%

2,000
2,150
1,417
1,925
1,773
9,265

22%
23%
15%
21%
19%
100%

-5%
-10%
-5%
11%
10%

90%

Poverty. Over 5,600 Broomfield residents (9% of the population) are living in poverty. Children
(under 18 years old) are the most likely age group to be living in poverty (19%) and residents
over 35 are the least likely to be living in poverty (7% of 35-64 year olds and 7% of seniors).
Figure I-10 displays poverty by age for Broomfield residents in 2016.
Figure I-10.
Poverty Levels by Age,
Broomfield, 2016
Source:
2016 1-year ACS and BBC Research &
Consulting.

Total
Total Population
Under 5 years
5 to 17 years
18 to 34 years
35 to 64 years
65 years and over

66,246
3,792
11,875
14,954
27,223
8,402

Number Below
Poverty
5,643
286
1,266
1,733
1,799
559

Percent Below
Poverty
9%
8%
11%
12%
7%
7%

As shown in Figure I-11, Broomfield’s poverty rate is similar to the Denver Metro area overall
and Westminster (all 9%). The City of Boulder has a higher poverty rate while Arvada and
Longmont have lower levels of poverty than Broomfield.
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Figure I-11.
Poverty Levels of Surrounding
Communities, 2016
Source:
2016 1-year ACS and BBC Research & Consulting.

Jobs and Unemployment. Among Broomfield residents aged 16 and older, 71 percent

participate in the labor force. This indicates residents were currently employed (either part-time
or full-time) or were actively looking for a job.

Unemployment. As displayed by Figure I-12, Broomfield has historically exhibited low rates of
unemployment. As of December 2016, Broomfield’s unemployment rate was 2.9 percent—lower
than the rate for the Denver metro area (3.1%), the State of Colorado (3.3%) and the U.S. (4.9%).
Figure I-12.
Unemployment Rates in Broomfield, the Denver Metro, Colorado, and the United States, 1990
through 2016

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Industry and Earnings. According to the US Census Bureau’s Longitudinal Employer-

Household Dynamics, there are 29,058 working Broomfield residents (either employed in the
city or commuting to work outside the city) and 29,315 workers whose primary jobs are located
in Broomfield (some of these workers live in the city and some live outside the city). Figure I-13
displays employment by industry for people working in the city and for people living in the city.
The figure also displays the average 2016 wage for each industry.
Over half (62%) of Broomfield jobs are concentrated in five industries: professional services
(17%), retail (14%), manufacturing (13%), management of companies (9%), and
accommodation and food services (9%). Broomfield residents, most of whom are outcommuters, have a broader industry distribution with professional services accounting for the
largest share of jobs (13%) followed by health and social services (11%), and educational
services (10%).

Mining and utilities have the highest average annual pay ($151,800 and $97,200, respectively)
but account for a small proportion of the workforce (less than 1% of workers with jobs in
Broomfield and 1% of working residents). Average annual wages in the Denver metro across all
industries is $71,926.
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Figure I-13.
Employment and
Earnings by Industry,
Broomfield, 2014
Note:
People who both live and work the
city are included in both
distributions.
Source:
US Census Bureau’s Longitudinal
Employer-Household Dynamics,
Bureau of Labor Statistics Quarterly
Census of Employment and Wages
(BLS QCEW), and BBC Research &
Consulting.
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Commuting patterns. Among the almost equal number of Broomfield workers and employed
residents, there are just 3,555 people that both live and work in Broomfield. As shown in Figure
I-14, about 25,800 people work in Broomfield but live elsewhere (in-commuters) and 25,500
people live in Broomfield but commute to jobs elsewhere (out-commuters).
In other words, 88 percent of working Broomfield residents are out-commuters and 88 percent
of Broomfield’s jobs are held by in-commuters.
Figure I-14.
Inflow and Outflow of Primary Jobs,
Broomfield, 2014
Source:
US Census Bureau’s Longitudinal Employer-Household
Dynamics and BBC Research & Consulting.

Figure I-15 displays the top daily destinations of in-commuters and out-commuters to/from
Broomfield. Denver is the top destination: 19 percent of Broomfield residents work in Denver
and 10 percent of Broomfield workers live in Denver.
Figure I-15.
In-Commuter and Out-Commuter Destinations, Broomfield, 2014

Source: US Census Bureau’s Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics and BBC Research & Consulting.
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SECTION II.
Housing Profile and Market Analysis

SECTION II.
Housing Profile and Market Analysis
This section provides an analysis of Broomfield’s housing market. It begins with a discussion of
housing stock then examines trends in the owner and rental markets. The section concludes with
gaps analysis to examine mismatches in supply and demand of housing in Broomfield.

Existing Housing Stock

According to the 2016 ACS there are 27,090 housing units (occupied and vacant) in Broomfield,
up from 22,646 in 2010—a 20 percent increase. Nearly two thirds (65%) of households in the
city are owner-occupied; 35 percent are renter occupied.

Housing type. Most of Broomfield’s housing stock is single family detached homes (61%).
Thirty-seven percent of the housing stock is comprised of attached housing (paired homes,
townhomes, apartments, condos, etc) and 3 percent of the housing stock is mobile homes.

The vast majority of Broomfield owners (86%) live in single family detached houses and the vast
majority of renters (85%) live in attached units. Figure II-1 displays housing type by tenure for
Broomfield.
Figure II-1.
Housing Type by Tenure, City of Broomfield, 2016

Source: 2016 1-year ACS and BBC Research & Consulting.

Household size and bedrooms. The average household size in Broomfield is 2.52—similar

to the Denver metro as a whole (2.58). About one-quarter of housing units in Broomfield have
three bedrooms; 40 percent have fewer than three bedrooms and 32 percent have four or more
bedrooms. As shown in Figure II-2, Broomfield has a slightly higher proportion of five bedroom
units than the Denver metro overall but is otherwise very similar to the metro in terms of
bedroom distribution.
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Figure II-2.
Number of Bedrooms,
Broomfield, 2016
Source:
2016 1-year ACS and BBC Research & Consulting.

On average, owner-occupied households in Broomfield are larger (2.76 people) than renter
occupied households (2.09 people). Owner occupied units also tend to have more bedrooms
than renter occupied units—85 percent of owner occupied homes have three or more bedrooms,
compared to just 16 percent of renter occupied homes.

Age of housing stock. Broomfield’s housing stock is relatively new—nearly half of the city’s

housing stock was built in the past 17 years (since 2000). That compares to 22 percent of the
metro area’s housing stock. Just over one quarter (28%) of Broomfield’s housing stock was built
between 1980 and 2000 and another 20 percent was built between 1960 and 1980. Figure II-3
displays the city’s housing stock by age; data for the Denver Metro is included for comparison.
Figure II-3.
Age of Housing Stock, Broomfield, 2016

Source: 2016 1-year ACS and BBC Research & Consulting.

When examined by tenure, the city’s owner occupied units are somewhat older than renter
occupied units: 61 percent of owner units were built prior to 2000 compared to 42 percent of
rental units.
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Figure II-4.
Age of Housing Stock by Tenure, Broomfield, 2016

Source: 2016 1-year ACS and BBC Research & Consulting.

Nearly all of Broomfield’s housing stock was built after 1940, therefore reducing the risk of leadbased paint.1 Age of homes can be an important indicator of housing condition: older houses
tend to have more condition problems and are more likely to contain materials such as lead
based paint. Less than 1 percent of the housing units in Broomfield were built before 1940 and
three-quarters were built after 1980.

Overcrowding and substandard conditions. Other key factors to examine in evaluating

housing condition are overcrowding and substandard units. Overcrowding in housing can
threaten public health, strain public infrastructure, and points to an increasing need of
affordable housing. This study uses HUD’s definition of having more than one person per room
to identify overcrowded units.2 Approximately two percent of the city’s households—or about
436 households—are overcrowded.

The 2015 5-year ACS reported that 109 units (vacant and occupied) in the city lacked complete
plumbing facilities and 189 housing units (vacant and occupied) lacked complete kitchens. These
298 severely substandard units represent about one percent of the city’s total housing units.

Current and Future Development

Like many areas across the country, residential development in Broomfield slowed in the wake
of the recession but has experienced resurgence over the past five years. Figure II-5 displays
1 Lead-based paint was banned from residential use in 1978. Housing built before 1978 is considered to have some risk, but

housing built prior to 1940 is considered to have the highest risk. After 1940, paint manufacturers voluntarily began to reduce
the amount of lead they added to their paint. As a result, painted surfaces in homes built before 1940 are likely to have higher
levels of lead than homes built between 1940 and 1978.
2 The HUD American Housing Survey defines a room as an enclosed space used for living purposes, such as a bedroom,

living or
dining room, kitchen, recreation room, or another finished room suitable for year-round use. Excluded are bathrooms, laundry
rooms, utility rooms, pantries, and unfinished areas.
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residential permitting over the past 20 years, broken out by housing type. Data for 2017 reflects
only the first three quarters (January through October).
Figure II-5.
Building Permits Issued, Broomfield, 1998 through Q3 2017

Source: HUD State of the Cities Data Systems Building Permit Database and BBC Research & Consulting.

Permitting for single family homes has been fairly consistent since 2013, averaging about 400
permits per year. Multifamily permitting was notably high in 2012 and was substantial in both
2013 and 2014 but has declined in the past few years.

Profile of Renters and Owners

Broomfield is home to more owners (65%) than renters (35%). Owners tend to be older and
earn higher incomes than renters (median income for renters is 56% of the median income for
owners). Owners are more likely than renters to have children living in the home—41 percent of
owners and 17 percent of renters are households with children. Renters are more likely than
owners to be living in non-family households (e.g., living alone, living with roommates, or
unmarried partners). The racial and ethnic distribution of renters and owners is similar, with
owners being slightly more likely to identify as non-Hispanic white.
Figure II-6 summarizes characteristics of renters and owners in Broomfield. The figure displays
the number and distribution of renter and owner households by demographic characteristic and
also provides the homeownership rate by income, age group, household type and race/ethnicity.
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Figure II-6.
Profile of Renters and Owners, Broomfield, 2016
Renters
Number
Total Households
Median Income

9,265

Owners

Percent

Number

Percent

Ownership
Rate

100%

17,004

100%

65%

$57,932

$103,704

Income Distribution
Less than $25,000
$25,000 - $50,000
$50,000 - $75,000
$75,000 - $100,000
$100,000+

2,000
2,150
1,417
1,925
1,773

22%
23%
15%
21%
19%

1,741
1,745
2,577
1,992
8,949

10%
10%
15%
12%
53%

47%
45%
65%
51%
83%

Age of Householder
Young millennials (15-24)
Post-college millennials (25-34)
Ages 35-44
Ages 45-64
Seniors (65 and older)

1,362
3,140
1,413
2,429
921

15%
34%
15%
26%
10%

28
1,379
4,092
7,204
4,301

0%
8%
24%
42%
25%

2%
31%
74%
75%
82%

Household Type
Family household without children
Family household with children
Nonfamily household - living alone
Other nonfamily household

2,334
1,616
3,275
2,040

25%
17%
35%
22%

5,650
6,969
4,003
382

33%
41%
24%
2%

71%
81%
55%
16%

Race/Ethnicity of Householder
Non-Hispanic white
Hispanic
Other minority

7,262
1,142
861

78%
12%
9%

13,993
1,621
1,390

82%
10%
8%

66%
59%
62%

Source: 2016 1-year ACS and BBC Research & Consulting.

Ownership Market Trends
Similar to most housing markets across the country, the Denver Metro experienced substantial
increases in home values between 2000 and 2008 followed by a drop in values and sales activity
as the housing bubble burst. Trends were similar in Broomfield except that even during the
recession, Broomfield home prices held steady or increased slightly.
Since early 2012, home prices have increased sharply in Broomfield and in peer communities
throughout the metro area. Figure II-7 uses Zillow data to compare long-term trends in
Broomfield home prices to other communities in the metro area and to the Denver region
overall.
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Figure II-7.
Median Sale Price, Broomfield and Surrounding Communities, 1997 - 2016

Source: Zillow median sale price and BBC Research & Consulting.

Home value. According to the 2016 ACS, the median value of owner-occupied homes in
Broomfield was $383,600, up from $189,800 in 1999 and $261,700 in 2010. (Median value
reflects the self-reported value of all homes—not just those listed or sold; as such median value
is typically below median sale price in any community).

Figure II-8 displays the distribution of home values in Broomfield, along with Arvada and
Westminster for comparison. Nearly half (45%) of Broomfield owners report their home value
to be between $300,000 and $500,000. Just 5 percent report their home value to be less than
$200,000. Compared to neighboring communities Arvada and Westminster, Broomfield has
fewer homes valued below $300,000 and more homes valued between $500,000 and $1 million.
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Figure II-8.
Home Value Distribution,
Broomfield and Neighboring
Communities, 2016
Source:
2016 1-year ACS and
BBC Research & Consulting.

Home sales. Over a year and a half period between January 2016 and July 2017, about 2,400
homes were listed for sale or sold in Broomfield for a median price of $450,000. Over 80 percent
of sales were single family detached homes, a proportion slightly below the 86 percent of owneroccupied homes in the city that are single family detached. Single family detached homes sold for
a median sale price of $495,000, significantly higher than the median sale price for attached
homes ($340,000).
Broomfield’s median sale price of $450,000 was higher than the metro overall ($390,000) and
higher than surrounding areas except the City of Boulder. As shown in Figure II-9 Boulder had
the highest median sale price at $795,000 and Westminster had the lowest at $340,000.

Median price per square foot in Broomfield was $157—the same as Arvada and Westminster
and lower than the Denver Metro overall ($168). Figure II-9 shows the median listed/sold price
and the median price per square foot for Broomfield and surrounding communities. Data for the
Denver Metro overall is also included for comparison.
Figure II-9.
Median Price and Price per Square Foot, Broomfield and Surrounding Communities, 2016-2017 Q2

Source: Genesis Group MLS data and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure II-10 shows characteristics of the homes listed/sold in Broomfield during 2016 and the
first two quarters of 2017. Sixteen percent of homes were bought with cash, 73 percent were
bought through conventional mortgages and the remaining 11 percent of homes were bought
with FHA, VA or other financial terms. Nearly half of the city’s home sales (49%) were priced
between $300,000 and $500,000; only 10 percent were priced below $300,000.
On average, the homes listed or sold in Broomfield in 2016 and 2017 were 2,900 square feet
with 3 bedrooms and 3 and a half baths and were on the market for just 28 days before going
under contract.
Figure II-10.
Home Sales Characteristics,
Broomfield, 2016-2017 Q2
Source:
Genesis Group MLS data and BBC Research &
Consulting.

Attached
Homes

Detached
Homes

All
Homes

Total Homes
Number
Percent of All Homes

400
17%

1,946
83%

2,346
100%

Financial Terms
Cash
Conventional
Other (FHA, VA, etc.)

26%
67%
7%

14%
74%
12%

16%
73%
11%

Price
Sale Price of < $300k
Sale Price of $300k - $500k
Sale Price of > $500k

32%
68%
1%

5%
46%
49%

10%
49%
41%

1,765
2.6
2.4
2005
15

3,548
3.3
3.8
1997
31

2,868
3.0
3.4
1996
28

Average Characteristics
Square Feet
Number of Baths
Number of Bedrooms
Year Built
Days on Market

Days on market are lowest for homes priced below $300,000 (average of 11 days and median of
5 days) and highest for homes priced over $500,000 (average of 48 days and median of 23 days).
This indicates that demand (and competition) is very high for homes in the most affordable price
range.

Price distribution. Figure II-11 displays the distribution of home listed/sold prices in

Broomfield compared to the Denver Metro overall. Compared to the Denver Metro, Broomfield
has fewer homes priced below $300,000 but more homes priced between $350,000 and
$1,000,000. The most notable category is homes priced between $500,000 and $750,000—30
percent of Broomfield listings are in this range compared to just 18 percent of listings in the
Metro overall.
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Figure II-11.
Price Distribution of Homes Listed/Sold in Broomfield and the Denver Metro, 2016-2017 Q2

Source: Genesis Group MLS data and BBC Research & Consulting.

Figure II-12 displays the geographic distribution of homes listed/sold in 2016-2017 Q2 by price
point in Broomfield; Figure II-13 displays the same detail but for the broader region. As
illustrated by the maps, relatively few homes were sold for less than $350,000 in 2016-2017
and those that did sell at that price point were primarily located southeast of Broomfield.
Within Broomfield, homes priced below $350,000 were typically located across the central
portion of the city or in several developments along transportation corridors.
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Figure II-12.
Homes Listed/Sold by Price, Broomfield, 2016-2017 Q2

Source: Esri, USGS, Genesis Group MLS data and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure II-13.
Homes Listed/Sold by Price, Surrounding Area, 2016-2017 Q2

Source: Esri, USGS, Genesis Group MLS data and BBC Research & Consulting.

Other ownership costs. In addition to the price of housing, owners (and renters who would

like to buy a home) grapple with utilities, property taxes and Home Owner Association (HOA)
fees. Property taxes are generally the second highest monthly ownership cost after mortgage.
According to the Tax Foundation, the median property taxes paid in Broomfield were $2,199 in
FY 2014, or $183 per month. That amount was below neighboring Boulder County’s median of
$2,318 but above Jefferson County ($1,853), Adams County ($1,590) medians.3

HOA fees are relatively common in Broomfield: 70 percent of homes listed for sale in 2016-2017
Q2 included an HOA fee, compared to 40 percent of homes listed in the Denver metro overall.
The average HOA fee for homes listed/sold in Broomfield was $186 per month. HOAs were
higher for attached homes ($233) than detached homes ($171).
3 https://taxfoundation.org/median-property-taxes-county-2011-2015/
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Ownership affordability. As discussed in the Demographic Profile, median income for all

households increased by 32 percent between 1999 and 2016, from $63,707 to $84,349. Median
sale prices increased substantially faster, rising by 159 percent between 1999 and 2016.
Falling interest rates between 1999 and 2016 have allowed potential buyers to improve their
purchasing power, but those gains were not enough to keep up with sale prices. As a result,
ownership affordability has declined at the median, even after accounting for differences in
interest rates.

This is demonstrated in Figure II-14, which shows the change in income, home prices and
purchasing power in Broomfield. Income shown is for all residents, not just owners in order to
include renters who may wish to purchase homes. In 1999, the median household income of
$63,700 could afford to purchase a home priced at $186,000 (based on a 7.44% interest rate
with 10% down on a 30 year fixed loan and assuming 35% of monthly housing costs go toward
insurance, utilities, HOA and taxes). It should be noted that existing owners with substantial
equity in their homes may be able to purchase under different lending conditions with a shorter
term and lower interest rate. This analysis focuses on typical early or first-time buyers using a
30-year loan.

In 2016, the median household income of $84,300 could afford a home priced at $319,000 based
on a much lower interest rate of 4.00 percent (and otherwise the same lending assumptions).
Over that seventeen year period, purchasing power increased by 93 percent for median income
households but the median sale price increased by 159 percent.
Figure II-14.
Changes in Purchasing
Power, Broomfield,
1999 to 2016
Note:
Purchasing power calculation
assumes 10% down on a 30 year
fixed loan and 35% of monthly
housing costs go toward insurance,
utilities and taxes.
Source:
2000 Census 2016 ACS, Genesis
Group MLS data, Freddie Mac and
BBC Research & Consulting.

Purchasing power is not the only—and may not the best—measure of affordability dynamics in a
given market. Even as purchasing power increased as interest rates dropped, the rising home
prices make it more challenging to save for a down payment to purchase a home. Assuming a 10
percent down payment, the median sale price in 1999 required a $17,000 down payment—
about 27 percent of the median household’s annual income. In 2016, the median sale price
required a $45,000 down payment, about 53 percent of the median household’s income. For
renters looking to purchase a home, rising rental prices also impact the ability to save for a down
payment.
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Cost burden, defined as spending 30 percent or more on housing costs is another measure of
affordability trends. As shown in Figure II-15 the proportion of owners (with a mortgage) who
are cost burdened increased declined slightly from 25 percent in 1999 to 22 percent in 2016.
However, the proportion of owners (with a mortgage) who are severely cost burdened—
spending over half their income on housing costs—increased from 6 percent to 9 percent. This
increase may reflect existing owners with rising property taxes (due to rising home values not
necessarily rising tax rates) and/or new owners purchasing above their affordability levels to
keep up with rising home prices.
Figure II-15.
Cost Burdened Owners, Broomfield, 2015
Source:
2015 5-year ACS and BBC Research & Consulting.

Rental Market Trends
According to market reports, apartment vacancy rates in the Denver metro area were at a nine
year low in late 2014 at 3.9 percent—indicating an extremely tight rental market. Vacancy rates
have increased somewhat since then but still reflect a relatively tight rental market and average
rents have continued to rise. As of Q2 2017, the Denver metro vacancy rate was 5.0 percent and
the average rent was $1,419. In Broomfield, the 2017 Q2 vacancy rate was 5.5 percent and the
average rent was $1,545.4

Vacancy rates. Vacancy rates around 5 percent typically indicate a competitive equilibrium in
the rental market. Rates that fall below 5 percent indicate a very tight market. As shown in
Figure II-16, multifamily vacancies in Broomfield follow a similar trend as the metro overall.
During the recession (2007-2009) vacancies fluctuated between 4.3 percent and 7.2 percent in
Broomfield, then hovered around 6 through 2011, falling to 4.8 percent in Q1 2012. Vacancies
stayed below 5 percent between 2011 through 2014 (reaching a low of 3.3% in 2013). The
market responded by increasing multifamily construction in 2015 and 2016 and vacancy rates
have now returned to 5.5 percent. (Note that the Q4 2014 and Q1 2015 vacancy rates appear
high but actually reflect new units leasing up as projects were completed).

4 Apartment Market Vacancy Survey 4Q16. The Vacancy Survey is based on a survey of multifamily structures and does not

include single family rental units. In contrast, the ACS provides self-reported rents among all renters, regardless of structure.
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Figure II-16.
Multifamily Vacancy Rates, Broomfield and Denver Metro, 2007-2017 Q2

Note:

Q4 2014 and Q1 2015 vacancy rates affected by new units leasing up.

Source: Apartment Market Vacancy Survey 2Q17 and BBC Research & Consulting.

Distribution of rents. According to ACS data, the median rent in Broomfield was $1,507 in
2016—about $220 higher than the median rent in the metro overall ($1,286). As shown in
Figure II-17, median rent in Broomfield is higher than surrounding communities, including
Boulder.
Figure II-17.
Median Rent, Broomfield and
Surrounding Communities, 2016
Source:
2015 5-year ACS and BBC Research & Consulting.

Figure II-18 displays the distribution of rents for Broomfield and the Denver metro. Over onethird of Broomfield renters pay between $1,000 and $1,500 and another third of renters pay
$1,500 or more per month for their units. Four percent pay less than $500 and another 10
percent pay between $500 and $750 per month.
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Figure II-18.
Gross Rent Distribution,
Broomfield, 2016
Source:
2015 5-year ACS and BBC Research & Consulting.

Figure II-19 displays the median gross rent (from the ACS) by neighborhood in Broomfield. Only
three Census tracts, all located near City Center, have median rents below $1,000 per month. The
highest median rents in the city are found in the northeast portion of the city and likely reflect
renters in single family detached homes. For the most part, median rents rise as you move from
Southwest Broomfield to Northeast Broomfield.
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Figure II-19.
Median Rent by Census tract, Broomfield, 2016

Source: 2012-2016 5-year ACS and BBC Research & Consulting.

Market rates. The ACS data on median rent and rental distribution is a comprehensive analysis
of what all renters currently pay for rent. However, those data might not reflect what is available
on the market for a household looking to rent. A survey of apartment complexes in the Greater
Denver Metro shows that average rents region-wide were $1,419 in Q2 2017, up from $936 in
2011 (52% increase). Average rent by unit size ranged from $1,117 for a studio to $1,844 for a
three-bedroom, two-bath unit. Average rent was highest for apartment communities with 200 to
350 units at $1,400 and lowest for small complexes (8 or fewer units) at $1,039.5

5 Apartment Market Report, Greater Denver Metro Area. Second Quarter 2016. Apartment Association Metro Denver

Publication.
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Average rent in Broomfield was $1,545 in Q2 2017, up from $963 in 2011. Average rent by unit
size ranged from $1,374 for one bedrooms to $2,049 for three bedroom units.6
BBC conducted additional primary research in the fall of 2017 to assess rental rates and
availability in Broomfield. This primary research consisted of two distinct efforts:
1) Phone surveys are large rental developments in Broomfield; and

2) Automated, daily craigslist data collection on any rental advertisements posted in
Broomfield.

The survey of large developments yielded results very similar to the Apartment Association’s
annual multifamily survey. The average rent in the BBC phone survey was $1,548. Average rent
by unit size ranged from $1,382 for one-bedrooms to $2,239.

The average rent by location (weighted by unit size) is displayed in Figure II-20. Only a few
developments had average rents below $1,300. Most of the developments along the I-36 corridor
have rents between $1,500 and $1,700.
Figure II-21 displays the available rental units advertised on craigslist between August and
October of 2017. Just two postings listed rents below $1,000. There were also relatively few
rentals posted in the $1,000 to $1,500 price range; most of those were located in central
Broomfield.

6 Apartment Market Report, Greater Denver Metro Area. Second Quarter 2017. Apartment Association Metro Denver

Publication.

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION II, PAGE 17

Figure II-20.
Average Rent by Development

Source: BBC Research & Consulting Rental Survey 2017.
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Figure II-21.
Available Rental Units Posted on Craigslist, August-October, 2017

Note:

Duplicate postings have been removed for clarity.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting Rental Survey 2017.

Renter affordability. Between 1999 and 2016 renters in Broomfield lost purchasing power as
rents increased faster than incomes. Median rent increased by 74 percent in Broomfield from
$865 in 1999 to $1,507 in 2016. In order to afford the increase in rent, renters' annual incomes
would have needed to increase by $25,680 between 1999 and 2016; however actual increase in
renter median income was $18,940.

Figure II-22 displays the income required to afford the median rent of Broomfield rentals by size
(number of bedrooms). The median two-bedroom rental unit in Broomfield is affordable to
households earning $67,360 or more per year.
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Figure II-22.
Rental Affordability, Broomfield, 2016

Rental Size

Median Rent

Income Required

Source:

1-bedroom
2-bedroom
3-bedroom
4-bedroom

$1,346
$1,684
$1,677
$1,875

$53,840
$67,360
$67,080
$75,000

2016 ACS and BBC Research & Consulting.

More than four out of every 10 Broomfield renters (42%), 3,691 households, are cost burdened,
spending 30 percent or more of their income on housing costs. One quarter of renters (2,281
households) are severely costs burdened, spending at least half of their income on housing costs.
The increase in cost burdened renters between 1999 and 2016 (demonstrated in Figure II-23) is
consistent with the decline in purchasing power among renters over the same period.
Figure II-23.
Cost Burdened Renters, Broomfield, 2016
Source:
2000 Census, 2016 ACS and BBC Research & Consulting.

Gaps Analysis
To examine how well Broomfield’s current housing market meets the needs of its residents BBC
conducted a modeling effort called a “gaps analysis.” The analysis compares the supply of
housing at various price points to the number of households who can afford such housing. If
there are more housing units than households, the market is “oversupplying” housing at that
price range. Conversely, if there are too few units, the market is “undersupplying” housing. The
gaps analysis conducted for renters in Broomfield addresses both rental affordability and
ownership opportunities for renters who want to buy.

Mismatch in the rental market. Figure II-24 compares the number of renter households in
Broomfield in 2016, their income levels, the maximum monthly rent they could afford without
being cost burdened, and the number of units in the market that were affordable to them. The
“Rental Gap” column shows the difference between the number of renter households and the
number of rental units affordable to them. Negative numbers (in parentheses) indicate a
shortage of units at the specific income level; positive units indicate an excess of units.
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Figure II-24.
Mismatch in Rental Market, Broomfield, 2016

Income Range

Max Affordable
Rent

Less than $5,000
$125
$5,000 to $9,999
$250
$10,000 to $14,999
$375
$15,000 to $19,999
$500
$20,000 to $24,999
$625
$25,000 to $34,999
$875
$35,000 to $49,999
$1,250
$50,000 to $74,999
$1,875
$75,000 to $99,999
$2,500
$100,000 or more
$2,500+
Total/Low Income Gap

Renters
Number
Percent
554
421
406
253
366
789
1,361
1,417
1,925
1,773
9,265

6%
5%
4%
3%
4%
9%
15%
15%
21%
19%
100%

Rental Units
Number
Percent
21
118
135
75
387
1,174
2,268
4,101
1,241
305
9,825

0%
1%
1%
1%
4%
12%
23%
42%
13%
3%
100%

Rental
Gap

Cumulative
Gap

(533)
(303)
(271)
(178)
21
385
907
2,684
(684)
(1,468)
(1,286)

(533)
(837)
(1,108)
(1,286)
(1,265)
(880)
27
2,711
2,027
1,243

Source: 2016 ACS and BBC Research & Consulting.

The gaps analysis in Figure II-24 shows that:








Fifteen percent of renters (1,381 households) living in Broomfield earn less than $15,000
per year. These renters need units that cost less than $375 per month to avoid being cost
burdened. Just 3 percent of rental units (273 units) in the city rent for less than
$375/month (including subsidized rental units). This leaves a “gap,” or shortage, of 1,108
units for these extremely low income households.

Another 253 renters earn between $15,000 and $20,000 per year. There are only 75 rental
units priced at their affordability range (between $375 and $500/month), leaving a
shortage of 178 units.
Altogether, the city has a shortage of rental units priced affordably for renters earning less
than $20,000 per year of 1,286 units. These households consist of students, working
residents earning low wages, residents who are unemployed and residents who are
disabled and cannot work.7

For renters earning between $20,000 and $35,000, the market does offer proportional
affordability but supply is limited, especially when considering the households earning less
than $20,000 are forced to “rent up” into the price range affordable to those earning
$20,000-$35,000, crowding the market, as evidenced by the cumulative gap column.

In sum, the private rental market in Broomfield largely serves renters earning between $35,000
and $75,000 per year—77 percent of rental units are priced within that group’s affordability
range. The market fails to adequately serve the 33 percent of renters earning less than $20,000
7 It is important to note that these renters are not homeless. Those renters who cannot find affordability priced rentals are

living in units that cost more than they can afford. These households are “cost burdened.”
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per year and struggles to serve those earning between $20,000 and $35,000—even when
accounting for the impact of subsidized housing programs.

The “shortage” shown in the gaps model for high income renters (earning more than $75,000
per year) suggests those renters are spending less than 30 percent of their income on housing—
perhaps in order to save for a down payment on a home purchase.

Gaps in the For Sale Market. A similar gaps analysis was conducted to evaluate the market

options affordable to renters who may wish to purchase a home in Broomfield. Again, the model
compared renters, renter income levels, the maximum monthly housing payment they could
afford, and the proportion of units in the market that were affordable to them. The maximum
affordable home prices shown in Figure II-25 assume a 30-year mortgage with a 10 percent
down payment and an interest rate of 3.65 percent. The estimates also incorporate property
taxes, insurance, HOA payments and utilities (assumed to collectively account for 35% of the
monthly payment).

The “Renter Purchase Gap” column in Figure II-25 shows the difference between the proportion
of renter households and the proportion of homes listed or sold in 2016-2017 Q2 that were
affordable to them. Negative numbers (in parentheses) indicate a shortage of units at the specific
income level; positive units indicate an excess of units.
The for sale gaps analysis shows the Broomfield market to be relatively affordable for renters
earning more than $100,000 per year and manageable for renters earning between $75,000 and
$100,000, assuming a willingness to consider attached housing options. Renters earning less
than $75,000 per year can afford a max home price of $284,000. Only 174 homes were listed or
sold in Broomfield n 2016/2017 in that price range (7% of all listed/sold homes); 61 percent of
those were attached homes.
It is important to note that home size, condition and housing preferences are not considered in
the affordability model. The model also assumes that renters are able to save for a 10 percent
down payment (up to $28,000 for a household earning less than $75,000 annually).
Figure II-25.
Market Options for Renters Wanting to Buy, Broomfield, 2016/2017

Income Range

Max
Affordable
Home Price

Less than $35,000
$132,368
$35,000 to $49,999
$189,097
$50,000 to $74,999
$283,645
$75,000 to $99,999
$378,194
$100,000 to $149,999
$567,291
$150,000 or more
$567,292+
Total/ Gap below $75,000
Note:

Renters
Number
Percent
2,789
1,361
1,417
1,925
1,104
669
9,265

30%
15%
15%
21%
12%
7%
100%

Homes Listed/Sold
2016-2017 Q2
Number
Percent
0
6
168
591
866
715
2,346

0%
0%
7%
25%
37%
30%
100%

Renter
Purchase
Gap

Percent of
Homes that
are Attached

(30%)
(14%)
(8%)
4%
25%
23%
(53%)

N/A
67%
61%
30%
14%
0%

Maximum affordable home price is based on a 30 year mortgage with a 10 percent down payment and an interest rate of 4.00%. Property
taxes, insurance, HOA and utilities are assumed to collectively account for 35% of the monthly payment.

Source: 2016 ACS, 2017 Genesis Group MLS data and BBC Research & Consulting.
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What can workers afford? Figure II-26 displays affordable rental and ownership options for
workers earning the average wage by industry. Among the five largest industries of Broomfield
residents (those who live and work in the city as well as out-commuters), which account for
about half of all resident workers: two industries have average wages high enough to afford the
city’s median rent and zero of the five industries has average wages high enough to afford the
2016-2017 median sale price of $450,000. Indeed, only two industries overall have average
wages high enough to afford Broomfield’s median home price: Management of Companies and
Mining and Oil and Gas Extraction.

Affordability for Broomfield workers (those who live and work in the city as well as incommuters) is similar: three of the top five industries can afford median rent and one of the top
five industries can afford the median home price.

Overall, the average Denver metro worker—earning $60,215 per year—could afford 65 percent
of Broomfield’s rental units and 4 percent of the homes listed/sold in Broomfield in 2016-2017
Q2 (75% of which are attached homes).
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Figure II-26.
Affordability for Workers by Industry, Broomfield, 2016

Industry
Private, Total, all industries
Professional Services
Health and Social Services
Educational Services
Retail Trade
Manufacturing
Accommodation and Food Services
Public Administration
Wholesale Trade
Admin and Waste Services
Construction
Information
Finance and Insurance
Transportation and Warehousing
Other Services
Management of Companies
Real Estate
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation
Mining and Oil and Gas Extraction
Utilities
Natural Resources

Job distribution
for Broomfield
residents

Job distribution
for Broomfield
workers

Average Annual
Wage in Metro
Denver

Max
Affordable
Rent

Can Afford
Median Rent?

100%
13%
11%
10%
9%
9%
8%
5%
5%
5%
5%
4%
4%
3%
3%
2%
2%
2%
1%
0%
0%

100%
17%
6%
1%
14%
13%
9%
3%
5%
4%
5%
6%
3%
1%
2%
9%
2%
1%
0%
0%
0%

$60,215
$92,014
$50,345
$41,053
$31,063
$69,425
$20,934
$63,538
$93,403
$39,681
$58,989
$99,275
$92,487
$55,031
$38,735
$147,957
$63,749
$46,120
$169,133
$93,457
$30,608

$1,505
$2,300
$1,259
$1,026
$777
$1,736
$523
$1,588
$2,335
$992
$1,475
$2,482
$2,312
$1,376
$968
$3,699
$1,594
$1,153
$4,228
$2,336
$765

no
yes
no
no
no
yes
no
yes
yes
no
no
yes
yes
no
no
yes
yes
no
yes
yes
no

Max
Affordable
Home Price

Can Afford
Median
Home Price?

$235,287
$359,540
$196,721
$160,413
$121,377
$271,275
$81,799
$248,272
$364,967
$155,051
$230,497
$387,912
$361,388
$215,031
$151,355
$578,134
$249,096
$180,212
$660,879
$365,178
$119,599

no
no
no
no
no
no
no
no
no
no
no
no
no
no
no
yes
no
no
yes
no
no

Source: US Census Bureau’s Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics, Bureau of Labor Statistics Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (BLS QCEW), Genesis Group MLS data, 2016 ACS and
BBC Research & Consulting.
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Future Housing Need
Over the past 15 years, rents and home prices in Broomfield rose faster than incomes. If that
trend continues an increasing proportion of households may be priced out of the market. Figure
II-27 models affordability changes over the next 15 years, using trends from the past 15 years to
forecast changes in income and housing costs. The forecast model presents income a as percent
of the HUD Area Median Income and for the sake of simplicity, lending conditions are assumed to
remain constant. Income and housing costs in the model are based on the following historical
trends and conditions:






HUD Area Median Family Income (HAMFI) for the Denver metro area (the HUD standard for
Broomfield) increased by 20 percent between 2002 and 2017 (1.22% CAGR). BBC applied
the same CAGR to model income growth through 2032. BBC used HAMFI for a 3-person
household to forecast owner affordability and HAMFI for a 2-person household to forecast
renter affordability based on median household size by tenure for Broomfield.
Median gross rent in Broomfield increased from $865 in 1999 to $1,507 in 2016—an
increase of 74 percent, or 3.5 percent CAGR. BBC applied the same CAGR to model rent
growth through 2032.

Median sale price from homes in Broomfield increased by 128 percent between 2000 and
2017 (from about $197,000 to about $450,000). BBC applied the same CAGR (5.0%) to
model increases in home prices through 2032.

Figure II-26.
Affordability Forecasts,
Broomfield 2017 - 2032
Note:

2017 HUD AMI is $67,200 for a 2person household and $75,600 for a
3-person household.

Renter affordability forecasts
Income Range
(2-person hh)
50% HAMFI
100% HAMFI
150% HAMFI

Max Affordable Rent
2017
2032
$840
$1,680
$2,520

$1,008
$2,016
$3,025

Percent of Rentals Affordable
2017
2022
2027
2032
17%
74%
97%

10%
56%
92%

8%
43%
84%

5%
34%
74%

Source:
BBC Research & Consulting.

Owner affordability forecasts
Income Range
(3-person hh)
50% HAMFI
100% HAMFI
150% HAMFI
200% HAMFI

Max Affordable Home Price
2017
2032
$141,528
$283,055
$424,583
$566,111

$169,874
$339,748
$509,621
$679,495

Percent of Homes Affordable
2017
2022
2027
2032
0%
7%
44%
70%

0%
2%
25%
54%

0%
0%
9%
37%

0%
0%
3%
18%

As demonstrated in the figure, affordability of both rentals and for-sale homes declines
substantially over the forecast period. In 2017, a household earning twice the median income
could afford nearly 70 percent of all homes listed/sold in Broomfield; by 2032 that household
could afford fewer than one in five. At 150 percent of the median, a household could afford 44
percent of homes in 2017 but only 3 percent in 2032. Households with incomes below 150
percent of AMI were completely priced out of the ownership market by 2027.
BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION II, PAGE 25

Rental affordability declines as well, though not as quickly. A household earning half the median
income could afford 17 percent of rentals in 2017 but only 5 percent in 2032. At the median,
rental affordability drops from 74 percent in 2017 to 34 percent in 2032.


If current trends continue (home prices rising faster than incomes), affordability is likely to
decline substantially over the next five to fifteen years in Broomfield. For example, forecasts
conducted for this study indicate that a household earning 150 percent of the median
income could afford 44 percent of homes in 2017 but only 3 percent in 2032. A renter
household earning the median income could afford 74 percent of rentals in 2017 but only
34 percent of rentals in 2032.
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SECTION III.
Community Input

SECTION III.
Community Input
This section describes the findings from the public participation component of the housing
study. The public input process was designed to assess market trends, housing needs, and
community perceptions of housing issues. Opportunities for public participation included:






Stakeholder focus groups and interviews facilitated by BBC—14 participated;
Resident focus groups with older adults facilitated by BBC—25 participated;

A statistically valid representative telephone survey of Broomfield residents—400
respondents completed the survey; and
An online resident survey—136 residents responded.

Focus Groups

BBC designed the focus group engagement to solicit perspectives of Broomfield stakeholders,
(real estate and development professionals as well as social service providers) and to explore
resident perspective on housing choice specifically among older adults. To that end, BBC
scheduled four focus groups: one with real estate development professionals, one with social
service providers, one with lower income seniors living in publicly subsidized housing, and one
with an income-diverse group of older adults and seniors. BBC also conducted some stakeholder
interviews for service providers that expressed interest but were not able to participate in the
focus group.

Findings from the real estate professionals and developers focus group and from the social
service provider groups are used to gather professional insight about the housing market and
about Broomfield’s housing and community needs. Findings from the older adult and senior
resident focus groups provide perspective on the housing needs of older adults in Broomfield. All
other resident perspectives are gathered through the survey efforts described later in this
section.

Service providers. BBC invited social service providers to participate in two focus groups and
one-on-one interviews through the city’s network of non-profits, grant recipients, and human
service and affordable housing providers. Participants included representatives from Boulder
Valley School District, Broomfield FISH, Foothills United Way, FRIENDS of Broomfield, Senior
Resources of Broomfield, and The Refuge. The first focus group was held on November 14 and
the second was held on November 15, both at the George Di Ciero City and County Building.
Follow up interviews were held on December 1, 4, and 5.
The discussion centered around housing needs of the populations served by attendees. Key
themes are described below.
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Affordability is a primary concern. Across all service populations, affordability—or the lack
thereof—was a primary concern. The rental market and for-sale market are extremely tight
and there are very few options for low income and even middle income households. Service
providers noted increases in families leaving Broomfield as well as growing needs among
residents and seniors with fixed incomes. Salaries are not keeping up with the pace of rent
increases and for families who want to stay in Broomfield, they are forced to double up or
get roommates.

Options for residents with special needs are particularly limited. Providers also expressed
concern about options for residents with disabilities (both seniors and non-seniors). Many
people with disabilities are forced to live with family or are subsidized by family members,
putting additional financial stress on households. For those that want to live independently,
the options are extremely limited. While affordability is the biggest barrier, finding a unit
close to services and amenities is nearly impossible. There is also a need for more
integrated housing options for people with cognitive disabilities.

Housing stock is not always suitable for aging in place. While aging in place is often
preferred, many homes in Broomfield are not equipped to house residents as they age.
Many people wish to modify their homes, but do not have the financial ability to make
modifications. Some residents will take out a second mortgage, but this is an additional
stress that can make aging in their home more difficult in the long run. If residents are
forced to downsize and move into something more accessible, affordability is the biggest
concern. Many residents feel pressure to move out Broomfield to find something affordable,
which can be daunting because they feel forced to leave their community.
Other needs. In addition to housing affordability and accessibility, stakeholders discussed
the need for better public transportation, increased funding for emergency rental
assistance, and more landlords willing to accept housing choice vouchers.

Providing resources and services falls on non-profits and families. Social service providers
felt that the responsibility of providing resources and services to low-income families,
people with disabilities, and people experiencing homelessness fell on non-profits and
families. Participants expressed the desire for the City to be more involved with providing
these services or increasing funding for non-profits to reach more people in need.
Social/community impacts of pricing out. The group was quick to point out the social and
community impacts of Broomfield’s affordability shortage. Displacement of residents and
families due to high home prices can also disrupt their support network, access to health
and services, school, and social stability. This has a particularly adverse impact on seniors,
who may rely on friends and family for care/support and on school children, for whom
housing and school stability is a significant indicator of success and wellness. The
community as a whole may also experience negative impacts by pricing out long-time
residents and by creating a more exclusive community.

Need small-structure attached and multi-generational housing products. In addition to the
general need for more affordable housing, stakeholders discussed specific housing types
that are in high demand and that could provide affordable solutions for Broomfield. Small-

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION III, PAGE 2



structure attached products (condos, townhomes and du-/tri-plexes) as well as accessory
dwelling units were identified as good solutions that could be integrated in existing
neighborhoods. Housing that accommodates multiple generations under one roof is also
needed and would accommodate families that choose to double-up for cost savings. Service
providers also discussed the need for attached homes for low-income families in the price
range of $100,000 to $250,000 and rentals in the price range of $500 to $750 per month.

Potential solutions. Focus group participants provided the following recommendations to
the city as potential solutions to address the needs identified by the group:

 Educate residents about the type of housing needs that exist in the community;
 Work to inform residents about resources and services available if they are in
need;
 Create incentives for developing affordable units for varying income levels;

 Encourage partnerships between recreational centers, non-profits, health care
providers, and the city to focus on the wide range of needs; and
 Create landlord incentives for participating in the Section 8 voucher program.

Real estate professionals and developers. The real estate professionals and developer

focus group was held on November 15 at the George Di Ciero City and County Building and
included 7 participants. Participants included representatives from Broomfield Housing
Authority, Broomfield Housing Opportunity Coalition, Flatirons Habitat, Mercy Loan Fund,
Norris Design, and a few local realtors. The discussion focused on housing demand in
Broomfield, housing availability for families, workforce, and older adults, and regulatory and
market barriers to housing creation. Key themes are discussed below.






Need more inventory priced between $250,000 and $350,000. Affordability was the
primary concern among real estate professionals and developers. The biggest gap in
market-provided options is between $250,000 and $350,000. For households looking for
homes under $250,000, they do not even look in Broomfield. Many participants expressed a
growing concern over adult children who cannot buy a home in Broomfield and are forced
to move in with family or completely move out of the area. Part of the affordability
challenge may be related to the lack of condo development (due to legislative issues around
construction defects).
Not enough product type variety or inventory. When asked about demand for specific
product types, focus group participants expressed concern about the limited inventory and
noted specifically a shortage of smaller attached and detached product types for seniors
and starters. The most in-demand units for older adults and seniors are one-bedroom
accessible homes and patio homes, but these are often not affordable.

Seniors have few options. Participants felt the limited supply of family homes was
exacerbated by a lack of downsize options for seniors. An increase in senior-friendly
downsize options might increase turnover of traditional family-oriented products, which
are in very high demand among young families. Many seniors would be open to renting, but
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these units are not available or affordable. If a senior has a housing voucher, it is almost
impossible to use it in Broomfield.

Young couples/families. A key demographic leaving Broomfield are young couples and
young families. These include people who grew up in Broomfield and wish to return as they
form households as well as young professionals tired of living in the urban core.
Broomfield’s assets, including good schools, parks and trails, and community culture are a
strong draw for this demographic. However, lack of affordable inventory and available
starter homes limit the ability of these households to find a suitable home in Broomfield.

Broomfield residents are moving to affordability. As prices continue to rise, families are
forced to move, which particularly impacts low to moderate income renter households.
Once these families are priced out, they leave Broomfield for the next affordable option in
Thornton or Commerce City. This housing instability impacts children because they have to
change schools and families are no longer connected to their support system and
community. Rising housing costs also affects public service workers such as teachers and
firefighters. Participants felt that the out-migration of the workforce and families is creating
a negative impact on the fabric of the community.
Need for workforce housing and partnerships with employers. Participants expressed
concern over the City investing in retail and commercial without consideration of
workforce housing or contributions to affordable housing by large employers. Participants
felt that there was a large disconnect between the growing service industry in Broomfield
and employees who cannot afford to live where they work.

No incentives for developers. The perception among real estate professionals and
developers is that Broomfield’s development process poses significant challenges for
developers. Key concerns were difficulty getting projects through permitting, planning and
approvals, unpredictability in the development process (rules seem to change on a case-bycase basis) and outdated zoning regulations.
Potential solutions. Focus group participants provided the following recommendations to
the city as potential solutions to address the needs identified by the group:

 Offer incentives and fast-track review process for attainable/affordable housing;
 Allow by-right development and update zoning codes to encourage
development;

 Encourage partnerships between the City, developers, and employers to meet
housing needs (i.e. workforce housing);
 Create a public housing authority in Broomfield;
 Consider an inclusionary zoning ordinance;

 Change the perception around affordable housing and educate residents about
who is impacted;
 Create permanently affordable housing (e.g. Habitat for Humanity); and
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 Find creative solutions to address affordability such as land trust models, land
banking, smaller footprints for for-sale homes, etc.

Older Adult Residents. Two focus groups were held with older adult and senior residents.

The first focus group was with low-income seniors living in subsidized housing and the other
was with an income-diverse group of older adults and seniors. The discussions focused on their
experiences living in Broomfield and housing barriers and choices.












Older residents have varying needs. As residents age, their needs vary. Although a resident
in their 50’s may be considering their future housing needs, those will be different than an
older resident that needs in-home care. Participants emphasized the importance of
understanding the varying needs of older residents in different age categories. This
population wants a diverse selection of housing types from active adult single family
communities to affordable independent living rentals.
Affordability. Older adult renters were very concerned about declining rental affordability
in Broomfield. Many shared stories of their challenges in finding affordable units, of friends
moving further away from families/support networks to find affordable housing, or of
bouncing between family homes and rental options in order to stay within their budget.
These participants highlighted a need for more affordable rental options with a strong
preference for affordable senior-only developments.

Desire to age in place. Participants expressed the desire for Broomfield to be a place where
people can both raise children and retire without being forced to move elsewhere to find
affordability. Most participants in the income-diverse focus group had lived in Broomfield
for over ten years and would prefer to stay in their current home for as long as possible.
Some expressed a desire to age in place as a preference; for others aging in place necessity:
The high housing costs combined with a lack of affordable, aging-friendly product types
creates fewer options for older adults considering future housing choices.

Need more options for aging residents. For residents who want to downsize or need an
aging-friendly home, limited options currently exist within Broomfield. The few active adult
and senior communities are either costly or unavailable. Participants wanted to see new
developments that better met the needs of aging adults without a high price tag. While
condos may be an affordable ownership alternative, participants preferred the outdoor
space and privacy of patio homes. Some participants preferred active adult or senior only
communities, but all wanted Broomfield to be welcoming to all ages and household types.
Walkability, safety and security. When considering both current and future housing
choices, participants preferred communities that were walkable (to community amenities,
grocery stores and shopping) and that provided a variety of services and amenities. Safety
and security were also key factors in older resident’s housing choices/preferences.
Affordable accessibility modifications. For participants who wanted to age-in-place,
making modifications to their home is a costly but necessary process. To help residents
remain in their home for longer, participants felt that additional funding or programs to
assist with accessibility modifications was important.
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Broomfield community culture. One of the core strengths of Broomfield, according to
participants, is the community culture. However, older adult residents were concerned
about changing demographics and culture as more families are priced out of the
community. Participants expressed a desire for Broomfield to remain a “life-cycle
community,” in which people at any point in their career or family life can find a home.
Many participants who own their home also experienced adult children living with them
after difficulty trying to find housing in Broomfield. A changing community—one without
families and young children and one that only caters to wealthy professionals—was one of
the participants’ biggest concerns.
Broomfield amenities. Focus group residents were very complimentary of Broomfield
overall and were specifically complimentary of older adult amenities including the senior
center, well-maintained parks and open space, and Easy Ride (the city’s transportation
service for seniors and for disabled residents).

Broomfield Resident Survey

The Broomfield resident phone survey contacted a statistically valid representative sample of
residents to better understand their housing choices as well as perception of current and future
housing needs in the city. The survey randomly sampled residents via both landline and cell
phone. As part of the analysis, results are weighted to match the existing age and income profile
of the city. A total of 400 residents completed the survey.
BBC designed the telephone survey instrument with review from Broomfield staff and the
Broomfield Housing Study Advisory Committee. Many of the questions had been validated in
previous surveys conducted by BBC in housing studies across the country. The survey included
questions related to current housing choice, living in Broomfield, future housing choice,
Broomfield’s housing spectrum and demographic questions.
Figure III-1 compares resident survey respondent demographic and socioeconomic
characteristics with Broomfield households overall. Survey respondents are more likely to be
homeowners and are more likely to be non-Hispanic white than Broomfield residents overall.
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Figure III-1.
Survey Respondent
Demographics
Note:
N=400.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from the
2017 Broomfield Live Work Survey and
2015 5-year ACS.

Survey Respondents
(weighted)
Age
18 to 34
35 to 44
45 to 64
65 or older

Broomfield
Households

13%
31%
37%
20%

22%
21%
37%
20%

82%
14%
3%

65%
35%

Income
Less than $50,000
$50,000 up to $75,000
$75,000 up to $100,000
$100,000 up to $150,000
$150,000 or more

22%
23%
13%
20%
23%

29%
15%
15%
18%
23%

Race or Ethnicity
Non-Hispanic White
Hispanic
Other racial/ethnic minority

82%
10%
8%

78%
12%
11%

Housing Tenure
Homeowner
Renter
Living with others but not paying rent

Current housing choice. Most survey respondents (81%) live in a single family detached

home; 6 percent live in a townhome or duplex and 10 percent live in a multifamily building such
as a condo or apartment building. The remaining 2 percent live in a mobile home or other
housing type. About half of all respondents have lived in their current home more than 10 years.
About one-third of respondents have lived in Broomfield for twenty years or more; about onequarter moved to Broomfield in 2010 or later.
Figure III-2 displays how long respondents have lived in their current home and in Broomfield
along with the most important factors that led to their choice of home.
For the general market sample, cost was the most important factor, followed by quality public
schools and neighborhood preference. Twelve percent of respondents selected their home
specifically because it was in Broomfield.
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Figure III-2.
Current Housing Choice

Note:

N=400.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Broomfield Live Work Survey.

Choosing Broomfield. Residents shared their perspectives on the desirability of living in

Broomfield. About two-thirds of Broomfield residents participating in the survey considered
living in other communities when searching for their current home—most commonly,
Westminster, Louisville, Thornton, Boulder and Lafayette.

Residents chose Broomfield over other communities for a number of factors. As shown in Figure
III-3, these include proximity to work (or spouse’s work),proximity to friends/family, and good
schools. The figure displays responses by when the respondent first moved to Broomfield—
providing a comparison of long-time residents to newer Broomfield residents. Top responses
were relatively consistent across groups with proximity to work/spouse’s work the number one
reason for each group.
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Figure III-3.
When you were looking for a place to live, why did you choose to live in Broomfield?

Note:

Before 2000 sample n=400, 2000 to 2010 sample n=400, 2010 or later sample n=XXX.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Broomfield Live Work Survey.

Among residents that only considered Broomfield, the top reasons for focusing their housing
search on Broomfield were proximity to family, proximity to work, good schools, and small town
charm.

Housing and Neighborhood Challenges. Respondents were asked to identify challenges
faced in their housing situation and/or neighborhood by responding “yes” or “no” to a list of
potential concerns, as shown in Figure III-4. The figure reflects the proportion of “yes”
responses by tenure (renters/owners).
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In general, renters exhibited higher levels of concern than owners. Top concerns among renters
centered on affordability but also highlighted concerns related to walkability/infrastructure,
home size and landlord unwillingness to make repairs:







64 percent said “I want to buy a house but can’t afford the down payment”; and
61 percent said “I worry about my rent going up to an amount I can’t afford.”

31 percent said “There are inadequate sidewalks, street lights, drainage, or other
infrastructure in my neighborhood.”
Nearly one quarter of renters said “my home isn’t big enough for our family.”

Nearly one in five renters (19%) said their landlord won’t make repairs and another 15
percent said their landlord refuses to make repairs despite requests.

Owners, as a group, expressed fewer concerns than renters—the most common concern among
owners only impacted about 20 percent of owners (compared to 64% of renters, who agreed on
the top renter concern).






The most common concern among owners was neighborhood-related as opposed to houserelated and focused on walkability/infrastructure: one in five owners said “There are
inadequate sidewalks, street lights, drainage, or other infrastructure in my neighborhood.”
The second most common concern among owners was expressed by 12 percent of
respondents: “the HOA in my neighborhood wouldn’t let me make changes to my house or
property.”

Other concerns were related to size of home: Twenty three percent of owners said their
home isn’t big enough for their family; 14 percent said they want to downsize but can’t find
a suitable, affordable home.
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Figure III-4.
Do you face any of these challenges in your housing situation or neighborhood?

Note:

Owner sample n=346, Renter sample n=47.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Broomfield Live Work Survey.
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Housing costs. As discussed above, affordability is a primary concern, particularly among
renters. The survey asked all respondents about their housing costs and also whether or not they
considered specific strategies to help cover their housing costs. On average renters that
responded to the survey were paying approximately $1,308 per month—an amount consistent
with, though slightly below, median rents city-wide ($1,500). On average, owners said their
home was worth $456,000—similar to the median sale price of $450,000 in Broomfield.
As shown in Figure III-5, about 6 percent of respondents had rented out a room in their home in
the past year in order to help pay their rent/mortgage. Another 10 percent said they would
consider doing so in the future. Eight percent of respondents said they would consider listing
their home as a vacation rental and 6 percent of owners said they would consider adding a
mother-in-law apartment or accessory dwelling unit on their property.
Figure III-5.
Options to Mitigate Costs

In order to help pay your rent or mortgage in the past year have you…
Rented out a room in your house?
Listed your home as a vacation rental?
Rented out a mother-in-law apartment or accessory dwelling unit on your
property?
If no, would you consider doing any of these in the future?
Renting out a room in your house?
Listing your home as a vacation rental?
Adding a mother-in-law apartment or accessory dwelling unit on your
property?
Note:

Yes

No

Don't Know

6.3%
0.0%

93%
99%

0.6%
0.6%

0.3%

98%

1.2%

10%
8%

88%
90%

1%
2%

6%

91%

2%

N=400.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Broomfield Live Work Survey.

Future housing plans About one-third of the general market sample report that they plan to

move in the next five years, as shown in Figure III-6. The proportion is much lower for the senior
subgroup (18%) and much higher for the renter subgroup (61%). Among seniors, 77 percent
reported they plan to stay in their current home as long as possible and 3 percent report they
would like to stay in their home but are concerned they may not be able to (primarily for
financial or health concerns).
Most residents in the general market sample that planned to move want to live in a single family
home but were split between wanting a smaller single family home (26%) and a larger single
family home (16%). Among seniors that plan to move in the next five years, 42 percent want to
downsize into a smaller single family home, 19 percent want to move to a seniors-only
development, and 17 percent want a single level home, condo or apartment (with no stairs).
Renters are most likely to look for a ranch-style (single level) home, apartment or condo (37%)
or a single family home (25% said smaller single family; 18% said larger single family home).
Respondents that want to move—in the general market sample and in the subgroups—were
relatively confident the type of home they want exists in Broomfield.
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Figure III-6.
Plans to Move

Note:

General market sample n=401, Senior sample n=92, Renter sample n=47.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Broomfield Live Work Survey.
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Broomfield’s housing spectrum. The survey also included questions about resident

perception of housing needs and appropriate product types. Specifically, residents were asked
the following:
“On a scale of 0 to 9, where 9 means extremely important and 0 is not at all important, how
important to you is it that Broomfield’s housing supply includes the following types of homes?”

Housing for middle class families and housing affordable to residents in public service received
the highest ratings (7.7 for each). Respondents also placed high importance on housing for
residents with mobility challenges, housing that is affordable to residents with relatively low
incomes (those working retail jobs and those on fixed incomes) and starter homes for first-time
buyers. Figure III-7 displays the average rating among the general market sample.

Responses from millennials and seniors indicated similar values, though millennials focused
more on housing for low and modest income families as well as starter apartments while seniors
focused more on apartments or condos designed specifically for seniors. Renters were more
likely than other group to value housing that is affordable for those with a fixed income.
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Figure III-7.
How important to you is it that Broomfield's housing supply includes the following types of
homes?

Note:

n=400.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Broomfield Live Work Survey.

In a separate question, respondents were asked about specific housing product types (e.g.,
townhomes, large-lot single family homes, tiny homes, etc.). Respondents were asked to state
whether each product type was appropriate in their neighborhood, appropriate in other
Broomfield neighborhoods or not appropriate in Broomfield. Figure III-8 displays responses
from the General Market sample; products are shown in order of most to least accepted in “my”
neighborhood.
Medium-sized single family homes (1,500 to 3,000 square feet) were the most widely accepted
product type—for Broomfield as a whole and in “my” neighborhood. Co-housing or shared
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communities for seniors was also widely accepted for Broomfield overall but received a more
mixed response about whether it was most appropriate in “my” or “other” neighborhoods.
Homes on medium-sized lots and townhomes (with the same setback and height as neighboring
homes) were also widely accepted as appropriate. Among traditional rental product types,
apartment buildings with five or fewer stories near major roads or public transit were
considered to be the most appropriate for Broomfield—35 percent said these products were
appropriate in “my neighborhood” and another 48 percent said they were appropriate
elsewhere in Broomfield.

Tiny homes, accessory dwelling units, and apartment buildings with five or more stories had the
highest percentage of “not appropriate in Broomfield” responses, though each product type still
had majority approval for Broomfield.
Figure III-8.
Please state whether the following types of housing are appropriate in your neighborhood, other
Broomfield neighborhoods or not appropriate in Broomfield.

Note:

n=400.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Broomfield Live Work Survey.
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SECTION IV.
Seniors and Special Needs Profile

SECTION IV.
Seniors and Special Needs Profile
Section I and II provide an overview of the demographic and housing profile in Broomfield, while
this section takes a deeper look into seniors and special needs populations. The discussion is
organized around demographics, housing options and preferences, and services available to
older adults and seniors, people with disabilities, and people experiencing homelessness.

Older Adults and Seniors

Population Profile. Older adults (55 to 64 years) and seniors (65 years and over) comprise 24
percent of the total residents in Broomfield. These age cohorts—particularly seniors—have
grown at a faster rate than other groups. Figure IV-1 shows Broomfield’s population by age
cohort over the last fifteen years.
Figure IV-1.
Population by age, Broomfield, 2000, 2010, and 2016
2000
Number

2010
Percent

Number

Percent

2010-2016
Numerical
Change

2016

Percent

Number

2010-2016
Percentage
Point Change

55 to 64 years

2,383

6%

6,016

11%

7,717

12%

1,701

1%

65 years and over

2,511

7%

5,508

10%

8,516

13%

3,008

3%

Note:

Refer to Figure I-1 for population by every age cohort.

Source: 2000 and 2010 Census, 2015-2016 ACS, and BBC Research & Consulting.

The number of aging Baby Boomers and seniors will continue to increase in Broomfield,
impacting the future demographic makeup of the City and County. Over the next twenty years,
Broomfield residents aged 45 and older are forecasted to grow at a steady increase, compared to
all other age groups that are predicted to stabilize or decline. Growth in this age demographic,
especially among those ages 65 and older underscores the importance of housing and
community policies and investments that incorporate the needs of older residents, including
accessibility of homes and community infrastructure, as well as public transportation and other
senior services.
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Figure IV-2.
Population Forecasts, Broomfield, 2015 to 2040

Source: Colorado Department of Local Affairs and BBC Research & Consulting.

Figure IV-3 compares demographic characteristics of the total population in Broomfield to
residents 60 years and older.

The demographics of residents aged 60 and older is similar to the total population in Broomfield,
with a few exceptions: they are more likely to be non-Hispanic white, more likely to be veterans,
and more likely to be living with a disability.
Thirty-one percent of Broomfield residents aged 60 and older are still in the labor force. This
share of older adults in the labor force is similar to the overall Metro region (34%). The percent
of individuals living below the poverty line is similar for both older adults and the rest of the
population (about 6%).
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Figure IV-3.
Demographic Profile,
Broomfield, 2016

Total Population
Percent

Number

Percent

62,449

100.0%

10,691

100.0%

Male

30,975

49.6%

4,725

44.2%

Female

31,474

50.4%

5,966

55.8%

48,773

78.1%

9,536

89.2%

624

1.0%

86

0.8%

Hispanic

7,431

11.9%

631

5.9%

Asian or Pacific Islander

3,934

6.3%

374

3.5%

312

0.5%

53

0.5%

3,663

5.9%

610

5.8%

3,964

8.4%

2,160

20.2%

35,135

71.7%

3,314

31.0%

5,218

8.4%

2,837

27.0%

Population
Source:
2012-2016 ACS and BBC
Research & Consulting

60 years and older

Number

Sex

Race/Ethnicity
White, Non-Hispanic
Black or African American

Native American
Poverty Status
Living below the poverty line
Veteran Status
Civilian veteran
Employment Status
In labor force
Disability Status
With any disability

Income. Figure IV-4 shows source of household income and average household incomes by

source for the total population and for residents 60 years and older. Although Broomfield has
one of the highest average household incomes in the region, older adults that are still working
earn less on average than other residents. For residents that do not participate in the labor force,
a few primary income sources exist, as shown in Figure IV-4.
Figure IV-4.
Source of Income, Broomfield, 2016

Total Population

Households
With Earnings
With Social Security Income
With Supplemental Security Income
With Public Assistance Income
With Retirement Income
With Food Stamps/SNAP Benefits

Number

Percent

24,581
20,650
5,334
590
369
3,761
909

100.0%
84.0%
21.7%
2.4%
1.5%
15.3%
3.7%

Avg. Income

$107,805
$19,536
$9,548
$6,607
$31,095
--

60 years and older
Number

Percent

Avg. Income

6,414
3,066
4,778
263
77
2,989
212

100.0%
47.8%
74.5%
4.1%
1.2%
46.6%
3.3%

$72,633
$20,327
$9,474
$4,084
$32,535
--

Source: 2012-2016 ACS and BBC Research & Consulting

The majority of Broomfield households overall (84%) receive an income from employment
earnings, while residents 60 and over typically rely on a combination of Social Security income
(75%) and either earnings (48%) or retirement income (47%).
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On average, older adults that participate in the workforce earn less than younger working adults
($72,633 annually compared to $107,805 for all households). The average income older adults
receive from Social Security is $20,327 and the average retirement income is $32,535.
The proportion of households relying public assistance and/or receiving food stamps or SNAP
benefits is similar for older adults as the overall population: One to two percent of Broomfield
households rely on public assistance income and between 3 and 4 percent receive food stamps
or SNAP benefits.

Housing costs. The majority (78%) of households aged 60 years and older are homeowners.
This is a larger percentage of owners compared to the total population. Monthly housing costs
for older adults are similar to the costs for other households but older adults and seniors are
more likely to be cost-burdened than other households, regardless of tenure.
Figure IV-5 compares housing characteristics for the total population in Broomfield and
residents 60 and over.
Figure IV-5.
Housing Profile,
Broomfield, 2016
Note:
Cost-burdened households
pay 30 percent or more of
their income on housing
costs.
Source:
2012-2016 ACS and BBC
Research & Consulting.

Total Population

Number
Households
24,581
Housing Tenure
Owners
16,641
Renters
7,940
Owner-Occupied Units
Average Household Size
2.69
Cost-burdened Households
3,446
Median Home Value
$328,200
Median Monthly Costs with Mortgage
$1,792
Median Monthly Costs without Mortgage
$476
Renter-Occupied Units
Average Household Size
2.19
Cost-burdened Households
3,357
Median Gross Rent
$1,417

Percent

60 years and older

Number

Percent

100.0%

6,414

100.0%

67.7%
32.3%

4,990
1,424

77.8%
22.2%

-20.7%
----

1.91
1,277
$322,100
$1,603
$472

-25.6%
----

-42.3%
--

1.44
863
$1,321

-60.5%
--

Residents who own their home and have a mortgage pay the highest monthly costs: $1,800 at
the median for all households and $1,600 at the median for residents 60 or older. Residents that
do not have a mortgage still have monthly housing costs including property taxes, home
maintenance, and utilities, that can reach almost $500 for householders 60 or older. These costs,
even without a mortgage, can be difficult to manage on a fixed income. Broomfield residents pay
more for housing across all demographics when compared to the region, particularly for senior
renters.
As discussed in the housing section, cost burden households are those spending 30 percent or
more of their income on housing. Older residents—both owners and renters—are more likely to
be cost burdened than younger residents. Twenty six percent of owners over 60 are cost
burdened, compared to 21 percent of owners overall and 60 percent of renters over 60 are cost
burdened compared to 42 percent overall.
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Age-restricted ownership options. As shown above, homeownership is common among older
adults and seniors in Broomfield. Many of these residents bought their homes when the housing
market was more affordable or before they retired. For older adults and seniors that desire to
move into an age-restricted community in Broomfield, there are three for-sale development
options. In addition to the established active adult community of Gate N Green, new for-sale
homes for residents 55 years and older are also being built. Two communities, Anthem Ranch
and Skyestone, are building new single family homes for older adults and seniors. Anthem
Ranch, the age-restricted neighborhoods of the larger Anthem Colorado, started building homes
in 2006 and is approved to build up to 1,700 units. As of February 2016, just over 1,000 homes
were completed in Anthem Ranch. Skyestone, a newer master-planned community, plans to
develop 500 units when completely built out. Figure IV-6 provides a summary of listings and
sales for these communities.
Figure IV-6.
Listing and Sales of For Sale 55+ Communities, Broomfield, 2017

Listings
Anthem Ranch
Skyestone
Gate N Green
Sales
Anthem Ranch
Skyestone
Gate N Green
Note:

Median
Price

Median
Square Footage

Median Price
per Sq Ft

Bedrooms

Bathrooms

Monthly
HOA

$524,995
$431,990
$335,000

2,198
1,902
2,160

$239
$227
$155

2
2
3

2
2
2

$175
$125
$130

$573,183
$518,271
$328,900

2,723
2,379
1,540

$210
$218
$214

2
2
3

2
3
2

$175
$125
$130

Home sales include the last six months—69 homes sold in Anthem Ranch and 24 homes sold in Skyestone. For new build communities like
Anthem Ranch and Skyestone, listings represent the base price and amenities for model homes. Buyers can choose to upgrade and
customize homes for an additional cost; therefore sales provide a better representation of actual costs after buyer selects upgrades.

Source: Anthem Ranch, Skyestone, Redfin, and BBC Research & Consulting.

Anthem Ranch has the highest median home price, the largest median home size, and the highest
monthly HOA fee. For both Anthem Ranch and Skyestone, the median list price varied from the
median sale price because buyers opted for upgrades that increased the price of the home. While
these upgrades are optional, base prices can be misleading and not representative of actual
costs.
Green N Gate is the most affordable for-sale option for older adults and seniors, but these homes
are rarely available for purchase and were built almost 40 years ago. Only one Gate N Green
home was listed for sale and less than 15 homes were sold in the last six months. Older homes
also require more maintenance and modifications, which can be costly.
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Age-restricted rental options. Although the majority of older adults and seniors in

Broomfield own their homes, 23 percent of this population is in the rental market. For those who
would like to be in an age-restricted rental community, Broomfield offers a range of affordable
and market rate developments which include independent living and assisted living options.
There are three market-rate independent living developments for older adults and seniors in
Broomfield—two offer independent living only and one offers both independent living as well as
assisted living and memory care units.1 Altogether these developments account for 340
independent living, age restricted rental units. These market-rate rentals typically cost between
$2,100 and $4,000 per month (additional costs for higher levels of care such as assisted living or
memory care). At the time of this study, these market-rate developments were about 90 percent
occupied and did have availability in a range of unit sizes.
For individuals who cannot afford to live in market rate independent living communities, there
are publicly subsidized communities that specifically serve older adults and seniors. Figure IV-7
provides a summary of these below-market rate housing options.
Figure IV-7.
Publicly Subsidized Communities, Broomfield, 2017

Populations Served

Type of Subsidy

Total
Number
of Units

Occupancy
Level

Waitlist

AMI's
Served

Serves Seniors and/or People with Disabilities
Seniors

LIHTC

50

100%

Open - 60+
people

40%/50%/
60%

Seniors (62+)

Other HUD
Multifamily

84

100%

Open - 2
years long

50%

Seniors or People
with Disabilities

Project-Based
Section 8

50

98%

Open

30%

Seniors (55+)

LIHTC

88

100%

Open - 1.5-2
years long

60%

All

LIHTC

108

98%

Closed 200+ people

40%/50%

Broomfield Greens
Broomfield Silvercrest
Maryel Manor
Town Centre Senior
Apartments
Serves All Populations
Village Square
Source: BBC Research & Consulting.

The majority of below-market rate housing options serve seniors or people with disabilities, but
overall there are less than 400 units of publicly subsidized housing units in Broomfield. While
these communities serve residents with varying income levels, extremely or very low income
seniors have limited options. These subsidized units for seniors operate at very high occupancy
levels and most have waiting lists, some over a year long.
Figure IV-8 shows the income limits for low income senior households to qualify for subsidized
housing and the number of senior households in Broomfield that fall within those income levels.
1 This list excludes developments and institutions that do not include independent living options.
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Without wealth data, it is difficult to understand how many of the senior households in
Broomfield may actually need subsidized rental units but the Figure shows that between 1,100
and 1,300 senior households may qualify for “very low income” housing based on income
standards alone.
Figure IV-8.
Income Limits by AMI, Broomfield, 2016

Broomfield Residents 65
Broomfield Residents 65
years or older that meet
years or older that meet
1-person
2-person
income limit
income limit
Household
Household
Income Limit
Number
Percent
Income Limit
Number
Percent
Extremely Low Income - 30% AMI

$16,850

487

11%

$19,250

614

13%

Very Low Income - 50% AMI

$28,050

1,129

24%

$32,050

1,339

29%

Low Income - 80% AMI

$44,900

1,938

42%

$51,300

2,283

49%

Note:

Data are not available by tenure and includes both owners and renters. Low income residents are more likely to rent, therefore one can
assume that the majority of residents that fall within the 30 or 50 percent AMI income limit are renters.

Source: 2016 ACS and BBC Research & Consulting.

The Area Median Income (AMI) for Broomfield County is the same as the entire Metro region—
$80,100. Individuals with an income of $16,850 or less (30% of AMI) would only qualify for one
below-market rate community, Maryel Manor. Although there are more rental options for
individuals with an income between 31% and 60% of the AMI, the waitlists are long and can take
years before a unit opens up.

Resident survey and focus group perspectives. As part of the broader public engagement
conducted for the Housing Needs Study, BBC surveyed resident seniors and conducted focus
groups with older adults in Broomfield. Full results are discussed in Section III but the following
discussion highlights findings specific to older adult and senior housing perspectives.

Focus groups. In resident focus groups, older adults and seniors were asked about their current
and future housing choices. For participants who owned their homes, the biggest desire was to
age-in-place, but many of them recognized that it may not be possible without modifications. If
forced to downsize or rent a home that better suits their needs as they age, participants
preferred affordable, attached homes with some outdoor space. While participants emphasized
the need for more children, families, and young adults in Broomfield, most would prefer their
future home to be in an active adult community amongst individuals who have the same needs.
Participants felt that these types of developments created a community with the necessary
amenities and design for aging adults compared to a community where people of all ages reside.

Both residents and stakeholders stressed the need to distinguish between the different stages of
older adults and seniors and the varying needs in each stage. The Seniors Resources of
Broomfield described three stages—the first is when older adults/empty-nesters stay in their
single-family, multi-level home and plan to age-in-place; the second stage is when residents have
trouble with daily activity in their homes and need modifications or to move into a smaller, more
age-friendly home; and the third is when individuals require assistance with daily personal care,
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such as in an assisted living or memory care community. While all of these stages fall within the
older adult and senior age category, they require different types of housing and services.

Focus group participants that were homeowners had an additional challenge—grown children
moving back into their home. While this arrangement may help older adults age-in-place, the
additional costs and stress of more individuals in the household outweighed the benefits of
multi-generational living. Participants expressed concern over their grown children’s inability to
purchase a home in Broomfield.

Survey results. Similar to focus group participants, most senior respondents to the survey
expressed a preference to stay in their current home as long as possible. Even so, nearly one in
five seniors (18%) indicated they plan to move from their current home in the next five years. Of
those, 42 percent want to downsize into a smaller single family home, 19 percent want to move
to a seniors-only development, and 17 percent want a single level home, condo or apartment
(with no stairs). Most respondents (58%) believe the type of housing they want does exist in
Broomfield. However, as discussed earlier this section, most market-rate senior-friendly homes
for sale or rent in Broomfield are only offered at relatively high price-points and supply is
limited.
When asked about challenges in their current housing and neighborhood situations, seniors
expressed similar concerns as the general population: renters expressed strong concern about
rental prices, lack of affordable ownership options and landlords failing to make repairs; and
both renters and owners had some concern about improved walkability and infrastructure in
their neighborhoods. However, seniors were more likely than other respondents to say they
wanted to downsize but can’t find a suitable, affordable home (12% of all seniors).

When asked about housing priorities seniors emphasized affordability (for public servants, retail
workers, and those needing starter homes) and mobility (homes for those with mobility
challenges and homes designed for seniors) and were less concerned than the general market
about homes for the middle class. Despite an expressed desire for downsize options, seniors
viewed small lot homes (less than 5,000 square feet) as less appropriate for Broomfield than
other residents. Seniors were more likely than other residents to say co-housing for seniors was
appropriate in Broomfield.

Services and Resources. The City and County of Broomfield and local social service providers
offer assistance to older residents who may need help with housing, transportation, and
nutrition. Focus group participants that used any of the resources in Broomfield for older adults
and seniors generally felt that it met their needs. Other participants expressed a need to educate
residents on what resources were available, as many learned about them from their peers
during the focus group. Broomfield’s Easy Ride, the Senior Center, and Meals on Wheels were
identified as the most used and reliable resources for participants.

People with Disabilities

Population Profile. People with disabilities comprise 9 percent of the total population in
Broomfield. Figure IV-9 shows residents with disabilities by age and type of disability.
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Nearly half of the residents with disabilities are over the age of 65 and 81 percent of people aged
65 and older have at least one disability. The most prevalent disabilities for older adults and
seniors are hearing and ambulatory disabilities. School-aged children (5 to 17 years) are more
likely to have cognitive and self-care disabilities and residents aged 18 to 64 are more likely to
have cognitive and ambulatory disabilities.
Figure IV-9.
Profile for People with
Disabilities, Broomfield, 2016

Number of
Residents

Total Residents with a Disability
Source:
2016 ACS and BBC Research & Consulting.

Percent of
Residents

6,014

9%

0

0%

378
140
50
245
0
217

3%
1%
0%
2%
0%
2%

Population 18 to 64 years
Hearing
Vision
Cognitive
Ambulatory
Self-care
Independent living

2,651
670
374
759
996
29
357

11%
2%
1%
2%
2%
0%
1%

Population 65 years and over
Hearing
Vision
Cognitive
Ambulatory
Self-care
Independent living

2,985
1,494
390
888
1,361
206
987

81%
18%
5%
11%
16%
3%
12%

Residents 5 years and younger
Residents 5 to 17 years
Hearing
Vision
Cognitive
Ambulatory
Self-care

Two-thirds of Broomfield residents aged 18 to 64 with a disability participate in the labor
force—a rate higher than the state overall for people with disabilities (48%) but lower than
Broomfield residents without a disability (83%). Figure IV-10 shows employment
characteristics for people with disabilities in Broomfield.
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Figure IV-10.
Employment Characteristics for People with Disabilities (Aged 18-64), Broomfield, 2016
In the Labor Force
Employed
Unemployed
Number
Total Population with a Disability
Hearing
Vision
Cognitive
Ambulatory
Self-care
Independent living

1,473
566
205
124
528
0
50

% of Total
56%
21%
8%
5%
20%
0%
2%

Number
283
77
0
159
47
0
47

% of Total
11%
3%
0%
6%
2%
0%
2%

Not in the Labor Force
Number
895
27
169
476
421
29
260

% of Total
34%
1%
6%
18%
16%
1%
10%

Source: 2016 ACS and BBC Research & Consulting.

Just over half of residents aged 18 to 64 living with a disability in Broomfield are employed in
and 11 percent are unemployed but actively looking for work. The remaining 34 percent of
residents with a disability do not participate in the labor force. Residents with hearing and
ambulatory disabilities are more likely to be employed and residents with cognitive disabilities
are more likely to be unemployed.

According to a five-year sample of data, the median earnings for residents with a disability is
$36,195—much lower than the median earnings of residents without a disability in Broomfield
($45,380). On an income of $36,195, a single person with a disability could afford a rental unit
priced at $905 per month or a home listed at $136,887. About 22 percent of residents with
disabilities are living in poverty, compared to just 7 percent of residents without a disability.

Affordable housing options. While there are no publicly assisted housing developments in

Broomfield that specifically serve people with disabilities, Maryel Manor, one of the seniororiented below-market rate communities, also accepts people with disabilities that do not meet
the age requirement. This community only has 50 units and, although the waitlist is open, only
places 1 to 2 people in a new unit per year.

The lack of affordable housing that meets the needs of people with disabilities creates an extra
burden on family and friends that often house or financially support individuals who are not able
to afford market-rate housing on social security disability income or on their earned wages.
FRIENDS of Broomfield, who serve adults with developmental disabilities, expressed the biggest
challenge as the availability of subsidized housing, particularly units that accept housing
vouchers in accessible areas. Some individuals are housed through host-home providers who
rent single family homes or apartments. Unfortunately, these units are often located in
neighborhoods that do not meet the needs of the individuals—far from public transit, services,
and employment opportunities. People living with a disability that cannot find affordable
housing that meets their needs may have to search for housing outside of Broomfield, leaving
behind their support system and resources.
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Accessible Housing Options. Section II provides a full overview of the housing market in

Broomfield. Although there is no source that provides a number or summary of units that meet
the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) requirements, identifying the units that were
built after the ADA was enacted gives information on what developments should be ADA
compliant and are more likely to meet the needs of people with disabilities.

According to the 2016 ACS, 68 percent of the housing stock in Broomfield was built after 1990.
While this percentage can be used as a proxy to understand how many units should be compliant
with ADA regulations, the actual amount varies because of the type of housing. Most housing
units in Broomfield are single family homes that do not require ADA compliance. Therefore, only
the multifamily developments built after 1990 would meet ADA requirements and only certain
units within those developments are actually fully accessible. In Broomfield, approximately
3,900 multifamily units2 were built after 1990 and only a small proportion of those units are
likely to fully accommodate people with disabilities.
As part of the resident survey conducted for this study, respondents answered a series of
questions related to disability and accessibility. Overall, 18 percent of respondents indicated that
they or a member of their household had some type of disability. Among those that have
accessibility needs in the home, most (86%) said their current home meets their accessibility
needs. The most common unmet accessibility needs were ramps and hand rails, grab bars, and a
single-story home.

Preferences. Social service providers emphasized the need for a housing development in

Broomfield that creates a community for people with disabilities. Combining housing with a
common space and built-in amenities and services would be ideal. Many people with disabilities
want to live on their own, but need the right environment to achieve that level of independence.
A housing development with integrated services in a controlled environment would help
individuals have a community, easily access needed services, and not rely on family and friends.

Services and Resources. Non-profits like FRIENDS and Imagine! help Broomfield residents
living with a disability, but resources are limited. Ultimately, families subsidize the care and
housing gap for people with disabilities. This creates an extra burden on Broomfield families,
who may already be struggling financially. Social service providers expressed a desire for
Broomfield to play a larger role in providing housing and services for this population.

Homelessness

The Metro Denver Homeless Initiative conducts an annual point-in-time survey of people
experiencing homelessness in the Denver Metro region. The survey includes Adams, Arapahoe,
Boulder, Broomfield, Denver, Douglas, and Jefferson counties, but the data are summarized at
the regional level.

Population Profile. Although it is important to know how many Broomfield residents are
currently experiencing homelessness, surveying the larger region provides a better
2 Estimate from 2011-2016 5-year ACS data for structures with five or more units.
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representation of the entire population that could be homeless in or near Broomfield. People
experiencing homelessness are a transient population that regularly travels across counties to
temporary housing, work, and services. Figure IV-11 provides an overview of the population
experiencing homelessness in the Denver Metro region during the January 2017 survey count.
Figure IV-11.
Population Profile for People Experiencing
Homelessness, Denver Metro, 2017
Source:
MDHI Point-In-Time Report 2017 and BBC Research & Consulting.

Number

Total Homeless
Age
Under 18 years
18 to 24 years
25 to 34 years
35 to 44 years
45 to 54 years
55 years and over
Sex
Male
Female
Transgender
Race/Ethnicity
White
Black or African American
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American

Percent

5,116
287
440
775
828
1017
967

5.6%
8.6%
15.1%
16.2%
19.9%
18.9%

3,309
1,722
21

64.7%
33.7%
0.4%

2,874
1,170
1,079
25
253

56.2%
22.9%
21.1%
0.5%
4.9%

More than 5,000 people were experiencing homelessness in the seven county Denver Metro area
on January 30, 2017; this includes respondents who completed a survey as well as their family
(4,019 respondents and 1,097 family members). Eighteen percent of these individuals were
unsheltered (i.e. living on the street, under a bridge, in an abandoned or public building, in a car,
camping, etc.). The remaining individuals were either in transitional housing or emergency
shelters.
One fifth of respondents were chronically homeless and 19 percent were newly homeless (i.e.
homeless for less than a year and first episode of homelessness).

Figure IV-12 shows where people spent the night during the point-in-time count and the county
of their last permanent residence.
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Figure IV-12.
County Where Respondent Spent Night by County of Last Permanent Residence, Denver Metro,
2017
Where Spent Monday Night

County of Last
Permanent Residence

Adams

Adams
Arapahoe
Boulder
Broomfield
Denver
Douglas
Jefferson
In CO--other county
In CO--unknown/invalid
Other state/country
Total
Note:

42
7
0
0
19
0
3
3
0
9
83

Arapahoe

Boulder Broomfield

20
214
2
0
76
5
3
15
1
60
396

14
9
227
6
23
1
8
41
1
123
453

1
1
0
7
2
0
1
1
0
2
15

Denver
163
237
14
7
1,172
46
167
129
14
478
2,427

Douglas

Jefferson

0
0
1
0
1
11
3
0
0
2
18

17
10
2
0
30
1
92
4
1
19
176

Total
257
478
246
20
1,323
64
277
193
17
693
3,568

Not all respondents answered questions and therefore table data do not equal the total number of respondents.

Source: MDHI Point-In-Time Report 2017 and BBC Research & Consulting.

In addition to the difficulty of specifying the location where a person is homeless, the point-intime survey has other limitations because the count is merely a snapshot of a single night.
Numbers can vary depending on the weather (the night of the 2017 count was unusually warm)
and the data is self-reported and given on a voluntary basis. This survey does not include
persons who are at-risk of homelessness nor does it include individuals, families and children,
many of whom “float” among temporary residences or double-up with friends or family.

The 2017 PIT survey counted 439 families in the Denver Metro, which is low compared to the
almost 15,000 children identified as homeless by their school district in the 2014 to 2015 school
year. School districts often have more accurate data on families experiencing homelessness
because they provide direct supportive services. Figure IV-13 shows the number of children
experiencing homelessness in school districts that serve Broomfield County during the 2015 to
2016 school year.
Figure IV-13.
Number of children experiencing homelessness in school districts that serve Broomfield County,
2015 to 2016 school year
Total Pupil
Membership
for 2015-2016
School Year
Adams 12
Boulder Valley
Jefferson County
St. Vrain Valley

39,287
31,247
86,708
31,776

Primary Nighttime Residence while Enrolled in School District
Shelters/ transitional
housing
80
241
227
236

Doubled-up
1,506
297
2,137
418

Unsheltered
24
10
62
35

Hotels/
Motels
58
13
307
47

Total Homeless Students
Number
1,668
561
2,733
736

% of Total
Pupils
4%
2%
3%
2%

Source: 2015-2016 CDE Homeless Education Data and BBC Research & Consulting.
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It is difficult to determine the total families and students experiencing homelessness in
Broomfield because school districts do not match city boundaries. Adams 12 School District
serves a large amount of Broomfield, therefore a portion of the 1,700 students experiencing
homelessness in that school district likely live in Broomfield.

Housing Options. Broomfield does not have any shelters (day or overnight) and does not have
any housing developments specifically serving people experiencing homelessness. While the
number of people sleeping on the streets in Broomfield is smaller than nearby counties, service
providers in Broomfield report that residents are more often sleeping in their cars or
temporarily staying with family or friends. According to stakeholder, this is a similar trend to
previous years, where most of Broomfield’s homeless population does not fit the usual
stereotype. The “invisible homeless” population in Broomfield creates a different challenge
because these individuals are often not seeking services or resources and the need is heavily
undercounted.

Services and Resources. The lack of services for people experiencing homelessness in

Broomfield creates more hardship for residents who are forced to travel between Denver and
Boulder for assistance. Broomfield FISH—the local food bank—and The Refuge are the primary
resources for Broomfield residents experiencing homelessness. Through the stakeholder focus
groups and interviews, these social service providers expressed a need for:












Local services to address homelessness. Social service providers felt that the biggest need
was for a local system to address the problems of people experiencing homelessness,
including personal case management to achieve long-term solutions.
A central place for people to go for resources or shelter. While Broomfield FISH provides
much more than just food, many residents are not aware of the services they offer. Social
service providers expressed a need for either a day shelter or resource center to better
serve people experiencing homelessness in Broomfield.
Better and more education around the needs of people experiencing homelessness or
people on the verge of becoming homeless. The perception of these individuals is a large
part of why there is a lack of services in Broomfield.

Workforce housing to make sure all residents, regardless of their job or position, can afford
to both live and work in Broomfield. Many people experiencing homelessness or who
recently experienced an episode of homelessness are currently employed.

Understanding that the need varies by person. People become homeless for a variety of
reasons and understanding that services and resources are not a one-size fits all situation is
essential for properly serving this population.
Partnerships with non-profits, the Recreational Center, mental health providers, and the
City. Social service providers felt that having these partnerships would provide a spectrum
of services for people with varying needs.
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Emergency funds to help people who may be on the verge of homelessness. One social
service provider explained that some families in Broomfield are “one small crisis away from
a disaster”. If there were more funding to help with rental assistance, car repairs, or any
other unexpected costs, people could avoid losing their home.
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SECTION V.
Best Practices and Recommendations

SECTION V.
Best Practices and Recommendations
The ultimate purpose of the Broomfield Housing Needs Study is to provide recommendations
that serve to guide future City and County policy decisions relating to housing. This section
presents recommendations for addressing the identified housing needs. Recommendations are
based on BBC’s experience working with peer communities and best practices and were
developed in conjunction with the Broomfield Housing Study Advisory Committee.
The section begins with a discussion of why it is important to address housing needs in
Broomfield, a brief recap of the top needs, and a review of existing Broomfield housing
programs. The section then outlines best practice strategies that have been implemented in
similar communities and presents recommendations for the City and County of Broomfield.

Why Work to Address Housing Needs?

A balanced housing stock accommodates a full “life cycle community”—where there are housing
options for each stage of life from career starters through centenarians—which in turn supports
the local economy and contributes to Broomfield’s community culture. Recent trends in market
prices are putting the City and County out of reach for middle income households. The existing
housing products and price points offered may not be able to accommodate the needs of starter
families or aging residents, particularly as housing prices continue to increase faster than
incomes. Actions that help mitigate price increases and preserve both market-rate and publicly
assisted housing affordability will also help preserve the culture and identity of Broomfield
itself.
Currently the average worker in only one of the city’s top 10 industries has wages high enough
to afford the median sale price of $450,000.1 Only five of those industries have average wages
high enough to afford the median rent of $1,507 in Broomfield. Although household incomes
have increased in Broomfield over the past 15 years, those increases have not been sufficient to
keep up with rising home prices or rising rents.
If current trends continue (home prices rising faster than incomes), affordability is likely to
decline substantially over the next five to fifteen years in Broomfield. For example, forecasts
conducted for this study indicate that a household earning 150 percent of the median income
could afford 44 percent of homes in 2017 but only 3 percent of homes by 2032. A renter
household earning the median income could afford 74 percent of rentals in 2017 but only 34
percent of rentals in 2032.
1 Calculation assumes a 30-year mortgage with a 10 percent down payment and an interest rate of 4.00 percent and

incorporates property taxes, insurance, HOAs and utilities (assumed to collectively account for 35% of the monthly payment).
Housing costs are restricted to be 30 percent of total income or less.
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Existing Broomfield Housing Programs
Current programs, as described on the City and County webpage are below:














Rehabilitation and Mobile Home Repair Program - loan program for Broomfield's low and
moderate income homeowners, or landlords of low income rental property, to address
health and safety, accessibility and code compliance issues.

Urgent Home Repair Program - a program for low-income Broomfield homeowners to help
with one-time emergency repairs to their homes.
Homeownership Counseling and Financial Fitness Classes - a free service to Broomfield
residents to prepare for homeownership and meet the requirements of the CHFA home
mortgage loan program.

Foreclosure Prevention Counseling - a free service offering assistance to Broomfield
homeowners in refinance, budgeting, and navigating the mortgage lending organizations.
Home Weatherization Program - free weatherization improvements to low-income
Broomfield residents, offering insulation, furnace replacement and storm windows.

Tenant Based Rental Assistance Program - a two-year self sufficiency program for
Broomfield families which includes commitment by the family for education, job training,
and counseling while provided with rental assistance and other services.

Down Payment Assistance - grants equal to 4% of the mortgage amount to qualifying low
and moderate income homebuyers in Broomfield through the City and County of Denver
Metro Mortgage Assistance Program. Broomfield residents also have access to the Colorado
Housing and Finance Authority’ statewide down payment assistance program.

Top Needs

Recommendations should focus on actions that would best help the City and County preserve its
existing strengths and address the following core needs (based on all previous sections in this
report):






Additional affordable rentals (or rental assistance), specifically for residents earning less
than $20,000—Broomfield currently has a shortage of 1,286 units priced below $500 per
month.

Starter homes and family homes priced near or below $300,000. Increasing the variety of
product types in Broomfield (smaller single family homes and single family attached
products) may help meet this need.
Housing options attractive to aging seniors—primarily single-level homes with low
maintenance yards (could be patio homes, other small-lot options and small attached
products without stairs).
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Surrounding Community Successes and Challenges
In order to help inform the discussion around possible solutions for Broomfield, the following
section examines surrounding communities’ regulatory, financial, policy and programmatic
solutions to housing. The three communities selected for this review are Westminster, Colorado;
San Mateo County, California; and Boulder, Colorado. In addition, BBC provides an overview of
tools used in other Boulder County communities, such as Longmont, Louisville, and Erie, among
others.

Westminster, Colorado. The City of Westminster, which borders Broomfield to the South,

commissioned a Housing Needs Assessment in 2016 in response to rising home prices and a citywide Strategic Plan that identified housing as an area of interest. The Needs Assessment
highlighted concerns related to both rental and ownership affordability, along with options for
seniors and people experiencing and at risk of homelessness:










3,500 Westminster residents need rental assistance to afford their rent payments without
being cost burdened (i.e., they pay more than 30 percent of the income in rent and utilities).
More than 4,000 renters are on waitlists for subsidized housing. These renters are hoping
to access the 800 rent-restricted rentals in Westminster that currently exist, but are
occupied by other low-income renters.

1,700 renters earning $50,000 to $75,000 want to buy in Westminster – yet there are only
250 affordable homes for sale in their price range.

The City will have 4,000 more seniors with disabilities in the next 10-15 years. Since most
seniors choose to age in place, these residents will need affordable rental homes with
supportive services and, for homeowners, assistance with home maintenance, repairs, and
activities of daily living and home health care.
An estimated 100 Westminster residents experience homelessness any given night. The
majority of these – an estimated 70 percent – are families with children. The primary
reasons for homelessness are lost jobs, rent increases, and family breakups.

The City established a task force in 2017 to address those affordable housing needs in the
community and they began by crafting a vision and a strategic plan. The Affordable and
Workforce Housing Strategic Plan was released in October of 2017 and is a regional model for
addressing current housing issues facing Denver Metro area communities.

At the time the strategic plan was released the City of Westminster was already involved in the
following efforts to address housing needs:




Creating an inventory and determining municipally-owned parcels viable for residential
development with affordable and workforce housing;
Putting policies and practices in place to better streamline development;
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Implementing affordability targets as part of the Downtown Westminster development (the
city set a goal that 20 percent of units would be workforce housing, targeted families
earning 80 percent of AMI);
Using Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funding for emergency and essential
home repair, in addition to small community redevelopment projects (Westminster
receives about $550,000 annually from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development);

Providing gap funding for affordable residential development projects through HUD’s Home
Investment Partnerships Program, or HOME (the amount varies by year but recently has
been approximately $170,000); and
Maintaining positive relationship with housing development partners (CHFA, housing
authorities, nonprofits), and actively building those partnerships with private sector
developers with a commitment to mixed-income housing.

The 2017 Affordable and Workforce Housing Strategic Plan focuses the city’s efforts on
removing barriers to the development of new units as well as preserving existing ones and is
defined by the following strategies and policies:










Strategy #1: Finance workforce and affordable housing. The City of Westminster has a
policy of seeking financially sustainable methods of supporting the development of
workforce and affordable housing in recognition of the positive economic impact that
balanced housing has on our community.

Strategy #2: Address regulatory and process challenges. The City of Westminster has a
policy of incentivizing desired workforce and affordable housing by assessing opportunities
to improve local processes while remaining dedicated to protecting the health, safety, and
welfare of the public and seeking demonstrated commitment from the development
community.
Strategy #3: Adopt preservation policies and programs. The City of Westminster has a
policy of preserving existing affordable housing stock through acquisition opportunities
and assisting in the repair and rehabilitation of units, as well as supporting legislative
efforts to protect renters.

Strategy #4: Donate and bank land. The City of Westminster has a policy of utilizing Cityowned developable land for the construction of new workforce and affordable housing
projects and pursuing land banking options in viable locations.
Strategy #5: Form partnerships to address regional housing issues. The City of
Westminster has a policy of working with other jurisdictions, service providers, and
organizations to increase our capacity to serve a wide range of housing needs, including
accommodations for residents with special needs related to disabilities, mental health
issues, and those experiencing or at-risk of homelessness.
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Strategy #6: Improve efficiencies in rental inspections. The City of Westminster has a
policy of promoting safe and healthy rental housing for its citizens through effective
program management, education, enforcement of adopted codes, and proactive
relationship building.

Strategy #7: Allow alternative product types. The City of Westminster has a policy of
responding to a range of housing needs by providing for the development of more options
in product types through zoning, land use codes, ordinances, and design standards.

Strategy #8: Build and support an effective housing program within the organization. The
City of Westminster has a policy of working collaboratively across departments to
coordinate and implement initiatives, policies, and systems that complement the efforts of
the housing program.

The Strategic Plan also identifies specific action items to accomplish their housing goals. These
range from to “provide expedited review process and prioritization [for affordable
developments]” to “create and fund an Affordable Housing Trust Fund.” All action items and the
timeframe for completion are included in Appendix A (Figure A-1) for reference.

San Mateo County, California. Though not an adjacent community, San Mateo County is

similar to Broomfield in that it is a high cost community in a suburban context with close
proximity to regional job centers. San Mateo County overall has a higher population than
Broomfield (nearly 750,000 residents as of 2015) but the City of San Mateo (also discussed in
this analysis) is comparable in size to Broomfield (about 100,000 residents).

The County, in collaboration its cities, recently prepared an Action Plan to address their
jobs/housing gaps and developed a fantastic web resource at homeforallsmc.com that is a
national model for communicating and addressing their housing challenges. Their website
clearly communicates their housing challenges through infographics and it discusses the toolkit
of options that can be used by municipalities and counties to address housing challenges. In
addition, the website outlines the County’s Action Plan and tracks the current progress of each
participating jurisdiction.
The Action Plan Goals are summarized below; specific implementation strategies and action
items are included in Appendix A (Figure A-2). These goals are an excellent model for regional
collaboration but also provide options for individual communities.


Building Partnerships and Community Support

 All 20 Cities and the County adopt a “Home for All” resolution that commits them
to continuing to work on housing and implementing the Home for All Action
Plan.

 Convene meetings for school districts and other public agencies, businesses,
hospitals, funders and foundations, environmental and other advocates,
congregations and other groups to educate them about the housing situation and
provide tools to help them take action.
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 Engage executives on the business impacts of the jobs/housing gap with data,
concise one-pagers and an action option menu.



 Develop a “Home for All, San Mateo County” public relations campaign to
educate county residents on the housing gap, the range of solutions and how
they can help solve the problem.

Supporting All Types of Housing Development

 Created a “Home for All” website for city officials and the community with access
to experts, resources on all aspects of housing development, and information on
concrete actions stakeholders and community members can take to get involved.
 Establish an online “Second Unit Center” to provide technical assistance, design
templates, referral to city second unit “liaisons” and low-interest loans. Analyze
second unit capacity countywide. Develop a targeted second unit marketing
campaign based on land potential analysis.


 Pilot a facilitated community meeting process to facilitate a respectful and
informed discussion with neighbors regarding a new development.

Funding Affordable Housing

 Create a San Mateo County affordable housing endowment and land trust which
could be a redesigned Housing Endowment and Regional Trust of San Mateo
County (HEART), funded through significant contributions from the County and
all 20 cities, businesses, foundations and city contributions which could include
impact fees, boomerang funds and/or other sources.
 Pursue a revenue measure to provide additional funding for affordable housing
or housing and transportation combined.

 Pursue legislation that allows San Mateo County cities, on a pilot basis, to get
credit for units constructed with funds they contributed to the countywide land
and housing trust.



 Established an Affordable Rental Housing Preservation Fund, with $10 million in
County money to provide matching funds to preserve market-rate affordable
units.

Securing Land & Strengthening Community Infrastructure

 Explore regional options to enhance public transportation within San Mateo
County and to improve East Bay-Peninsula connectivity.

 Encourage jurisdictions to ensure that future development incorporates waterefficient strategies and land use best practices and policies.
 Review and analyze the development feasibility of available sites countywide,
focusing on publicly-owned land in Priority Development Areas and transit
corridors. Establish minimum affordability targets for housing development on
public land.
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Current programs and policies in use by the City of San Mateo and San Mateo County are
displayed in Figure V-1. Additional detail on the County’s action plan and a link to the “Home for
All” website are included in Appendix A.
Figure V-1.
Affordable
Housing
Policies and
Programs of
San Mateo
County and the
City of San
Mateo
Source:
San Mateo County
homeforallsmc.com.
Compiled by the
Association of Bay Area
governments, February
2016; revised March
2017 by San Mateo
County Staff with
updates from 21
Housing Elements.

Affordable Housing Policies and Programs

City of
San Mateo

San Mateo
County

Reduced Parking Requirements
Yes
Streamlined Permitting Process
Graduated Density Bonus (parcel assembly)
Yes
Form‐based codes
Yes
Mixed Use Zoning
Housing Overlay Zone
Yes
Density Bonus Ordinances
Inclusionary/Below Market Rate Housing Policy
Yes
Condominium Conversion Ordinance
Just Cause Evictions
Rent Stabilization
Acquisition/Rehabilitation/ Conversion Program
Yes
Preserva on of Mobile Homes (Rent Stabiliza onordinances)
SRO Preservation Ordinances
Homeowner Rehabilitation program
Other Anti‐Displacement Strategies
Yes
Reduced Fees or Waivers
General Fund Allocation Incl. former RDA“Boomerang” Funds
In‐Lieu Fees (Inclusionary Zoning)
Housing Development Impact Fee
Yes
Commercial Development Impact Fee
Under Consideration
Other taxes or fees dedicated to housing
Yes
Locally Funded Homebuyer Assistance Programs
Tenant‐Based Assistance
Home sharing programs
Yes
Has Public Housing? (Y/N)
Has Group Homes? (Y/N)
Yes
Has a Second Unit Ordinance? (Y/N)
Yes
Has Emergency Shelters? (Y/N)
Yes
Has Affordable Housing Complexes? (Y/N)
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Boulder, Colorado. The City of Boulder’s efforts have been very effective in creating

permanent housing for low income residents—yet middle income housing remains a challenge.
In 2013, the city launched a new planning effort (“Housing Boulder”) to identify goals and
priorities for affordable housing choices in Boulder, which includes a working group dedicated
specifically to developing a Middle Income Housing Strategy.
Boulder’s overall Housing Strategy is guided by the following goals:


Strengthen Our Current Commitments. Reach or exceed Boulder’s goals to serve very low-,
low-, and moderate-income households, including people with disabilities, special needs,
and the homeless.
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Maintain the Middle. Provide a greater variety of housing choices for middle-income
families and Boulder’s workforce.

Diverse Housing Choices. Facilitate the exploration of a variety of housing options for every
part of the city.
Create 15-Minute Neighborhoods. Foster mixed-income, mixed-use, highly walkable
neighborhoods in amenity-rich locations (e.g., close to public transit, parks, open space and
trails, employment, retail services, etc.).
Strengthen Partnerships. Strengthen current partnerships and explore and form creative
and inclusive new public-private, public-public or other partnerships (e.g. neighborhood,
regional, financial or transportation-related) to address our community’s housing
challenges and expand housing options (e.g. University of Colorado, private developers,
financing entities, affordable housing providers, etc.).

Enable Aging in Place. Support and encourage housing options for seniors of all abilities
and incomes and their caregivers, enabling them to remain in the community, with access
to services and formal and informal support.

The City of Boulder funds affordable housing development, rehabilitation and preservation
through federal HOME and CDBG funds, local Community Housing Assistance Program (CHAP)
funds and Affordable Housing Funds (AHF). Sources of the local funds include property and sales
tax revenue, Inclusionary Housing cash-in-lieu payments, and Housing Excise Tax revenue.
City of Boulder policies and programs that encourage housing diversity and affordability include
(also shown in Figure V-2 on page 10).












Habitat for Humanity Active Sites



Deed Restricted Rental Housing



Housing Stabilization Program



Weatherization Program



Local Affordable Housing Goals Adopted



Deed Restricted Homeownership



Permanently Supportive Housing Units



Housing Choice Vouchers (Section 8)



Rehab Program



Dedicated Local Funding Source



Inclusionary Housing (cash in lieu)

HET/Commercial Linkage Fees
Down Payment Assistance

Inventory Public Land for Housing Sites
Active Land Bank Program

Donation of Land/Homes Program

Mobile/Manufactured Home Zoning
Inclusionary Housing (on site)
Annexation Ordinance

Density Bonus (some zones)
Rental License Program

The City is also considering reduced/waived development fees and a Community Benefit
Ordinance. The city’s 2016-2017 Action Plan is included in Appendix A.
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Other surrounding communities. The Boulder County Regional Housing Partnership

recently released a Regional Housing Strategy titled “Expanding Access to Diverse Housing for
our Community.” In addition to providing a summary of trends and regional strategies to
address housing affordability, the report provides a thorough overview of the tools Boulder
County communities are currently using to improve housing diversity. Those tools are
summarized in Figure V-2, on the following page.
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Figure 2.
Strategic Tools for Housing Diversity Across County Municipalities
Strategic Tools for Housing Diversity
Ongoing Programs
Habitat for Humanity Active Sites
Deed Restricted Homeownership
Deed Restricted Rental Housing
Permanently Supportive Housing Units
Housing Stabilization Program
Housing Choice Vouchers (Section 8)
Weatherization Program
Rehab Program
Local Affordable Housing Goals Adopted
Financial Resources
Dedicated Local Funding Source
Inclusionary Housing (cash in lieu)
HET/Commercial Linkage Fees
Reduced Development Fees
Waived Development Fees
Down Payment Assistance
Land
Inventory Public Land for Housing Sites
Active Land Bank Program
Donation of Land/Homes Program
Preservation
Right of First Refusal for MF Property
Mobile/Manufactured Home Zoning
Regulatory Alignment
Inclusionary Housing (on site)
Community Benefit Ordinance
Annexation Ordinance
Expedited Development Review
Density Bonus
Height Bonus
“By Right” Variances
Rental License Program

Boulder
County

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes

City of
Boulder

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Under Discussion
Under Discussion
Yes

Erie

Jamestown

Lafayette

Louisville

Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Longmont Lyons Nederland Niwot

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Superior Ward

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Discretionary
Discretionary

Discretionary
Discretionary

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes
Under Discussion
Yes
Some Zones

Yes

Discretionary
Discretionary

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes

Source: Boulder County Regional Housing Partnership "Expanding Access to Diverse Housing for our Community", Regional Housing Strategy, Draft v4, September 29th 2017. https://assets.bouldercounty.org/wpcontent/uploads/2017/03/affordable-housing-draft-plan.pdf.
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Recommendations for Broomfield
Recommendations for the City and County of Broomfield are based on our experience working
with peer communities and best practices and reflect the input of the Broomfield Housing Study
Advisory Committee. The recommendations are intended to offer a balanced approach for
promoting housing affordability within Broomfield. A collaborative engagement, which spreads
the cost, impact, and rewards among all interested parties, will have the greatest chance for
success.
Many of the following recommendations springboard from goals and action steps identified in
the Broomfield Comprehensive Plan, particularly Goal HO-B and Goal HO-C:


Goal HO-B: Maintaining Housing Affordability/Attainability. Encourage and adequate supply
of affordable/attainable housing for lower-income households.



Goal HO-C: Diversity of Housing Types and Ownership Options. Encourage a diversity of
populations within developed areas by providing a variety of housing types that serve a broad
spectrum of households.

Where relevant, specific references to the Comprehensive Plan goals and action steps are noted.

Recommendation 1. Review planning processes and zoning code to streamline
affordable development and encourage housing diversity. This recommendation is also
referenced under subsequent recommendations to highlight the impact of this task on both
rental and ownership affordability objectives. Two specific goals in the 2016 Comprehensive
Plan lay groundwork for this process:


Action Step HO-B.1.3: Identify possible regulatory modifications that may be appropriate to
promote attainable, sustainable and quality housing for lower income households. This may
include evaluating residential design standards, review procedures, permit fees, density
requirements, inclusionary and restricted housing, etc.



Action Step HO-C.2.5: Develop review process to encourage alternative housing options and to
streamline necessary permitting to meet deadlines for grant money. This includes senior
facilities, accessory dwelling units (ADUs), tiny homes, “granny homes,” etc.

BBC recommends the Housing Advisory Committee begin this process with a thorough review of
existing fees, current development review process through a workshop with the Planning
department. Specific objectives for the review should include:


Formalize incentives for affordable development in the zoning code to reduce both time
and cost for affordable developers. These could include streamlining the development
approval and rezoning process for developments with an affordability component and fee
waivers/discounts for affordable units, among others. A review should also include
identification of revenue sources to offset incentives.
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Encourage sufficient product diversity throughout residential districts in the city—
including missing middle attached as well as small-lot and patio homes. This should be
applied to both new and infill development.

Review zoning districts to evaluate residential districts were accessory dwelling units (also
called ADUs, carriage houses, granny flats or casitas) could be allowed by right and adjust
zoning regulations to accommodate.
Encourage visitable/accessible development by streamlining development process or
providing fee waivers for visitable/accessible units. Some communities also enact a
visitability ordinance requiring a certain proportion of new development to meet visitable
standards.2

Recommendation 2. Set a goal to mitigate increases to the rental gap. The city

currently has a 1,286-unit shortage of rental units priced affordably for renters earning less than
$20,000 per year. Since 2010, the rental gap has more than doubled (from 731 units to 1,286
units); if the city experiences even half that increase over the next 6 years, the gap will increase
to 1,563 units. Comprehensive Plan Action Step HO-B.1.2 states “Prepare and consider housing
programs to meet identified housing targets.” This recommendation serves to identify one of
these housing targets as the rental gap and provides strategies below to address. It also supports
Comprehensive Plan Action Step HO-C.2.2 to “identify potential gaps in the current and
projected housing supply, and develop and consider programs to address these gaps.”
The city should consider the following strategies to help mitigate increases to (or even reduce)
the existing rental gap:








Formalize incentives for affordable development in the zoning code. These could include
streamlining the development approval and rezoning process for developments with an
affordability component and fee waivers/discounts for affordable units, among others.
Work to educate the community on housing needs and solutions and to improve public
perception of Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) developments and reduce
NIMBYism related to proposed affordable developments.

Encourage LIHTC development in Broomfield through activities of the Housing Advisory
Committee and by proactively sharing Broomfield’s housing vision (as expressed in the
Comprehensive Plan) as an indicator to developers that Broomfield is “open for business.”

Evaluate the potential for the development of affordable and mixed-income housing on cityowned land. Consider selling, at below market prices, city-owned land to developers to
create housing.

2 Visitable units are those that can be easily accessed by seniors with mobility limitations and persons with disabilities. They

are also built for accessibility modifications if needed in the future (e.g., reinforced walls for grab bars). They typically include
at least one no-step entrance as well doors, hallways and a main floor bathroom that meet accessibility standards.
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As opportunities arise, acquire and bank underutilized and vacant land for future affordable
and mixed-income rental and/or ownership housing. This could be implemented through a
land trust model (also discussed under Recommendation 3) to help secure housing for very
low income residents, including those with special needs.
As opportunities arise and as funding allows, consider purchasing aging multifamily
developments working in partnership with area housing nonprofits for long-term
preservation.

Who would benefit from this action? Lower income workforce (home health care providers,
retail workers, service industry workers); seniors; residents with disabilities and other
extremely low income households.

Recommendation 3. Consider implementing policies/programs to improve product
diversity and homeownership affordability. This strategy includes preserving existing

affordable ownership opportunities and creating opportunity for “missing middle” and
“visitable” development.3 Increasing opportunities for family-oriented attached products in
Broomfield could help increase the supply of starter homes while preserving community culture.
Missing Middle development which focuses on attached products that that are compatible with
traditional single family contexts, can help meet demand for walkable urban-light
neighborhoods and can provide more affordable options for young families and for seniors. In
Colorado, focusing efforts on single family attached products (such as townhomes and paired
homes) as opposed to condos may be more effective given concerns relating to construction
defects protections. Encouraging visitable development would create more opportunities for
senior-friendly, accessible homes.
Many strategies for encouraging development and preservation of affordable housing for
purchase overlap with those offered for reducing the rental gap:






Preserve existing affordable ownership by continuing to support home rehab programs
funded by CDBG.

In addition to CDBG rehab programs, consider creating a revolving loan fund where
residents get home improvement funds in exchange for the promise to discount the home
or market the home initially to a first time homebuyer upon sale.

As opportunities arise, acquire and bank underutilized and vacant land for future affordable
and mixed-income housing. Evaluate the potential for the development of affordable and
mixed-income housing on city-owned land. Consider selling, at below market prices, cityowned land to developers to create housing using a land trust model4 or partner with local

3 Visitable units are those that can be easily accessed by seniors with mobility limitations and persons with disabilities. They

are also built for accessibility modifications if needed in the future (e.g., reinforced walls for grab bars). They typically include
at least one no-step entrance as well doors, hallways and a main floor bathroom that meet accessibility standards.

4 A Community Land Trust (CLT) is a type of non-profit housing organization that intends to maintain ownership of the land in

perpetuity. Following construction (or acquisition), the land is leased to the residents who own homes on the leased land;
their ownership is subject to restrictions on use and resale that keep the units permanently affordable.
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nonprofits to create units through a sweat equity model (the best known is Habitat for
Humanity, although others exist).

Promote and encourage mixed-income communities offering a variety of housing types.
“New urbanist” developments have been shown to maintain stronger property values and,
by making more efficient use of land, can offer a greater diversity of housing types and
pricing. Denver’s Lowry neighborhood, for example, offers a very wide range of housing,
from families transitioning out of homelessness, to persons with disabilities who want to
own homes to executive, custom builds (see www.lowrydenver.com). Lowry also
incorporates a significant amount of medical offices and light commercial uses into its
residential development. Austin’s Mueller community also offers a range of housing prices
and energy efficient homes in a transit-oriented environment (see
www.muelleraustin.com). The city should commit to mixed-income housing and types in all
future developments by ensuring that proper zoning is in place to facilitate such
neighborhoods, as well as consider public land donations and subsidies to guarantee a wide
range of affordability. Broomfield has begun to work toward this through developments
such as Palisade and Palisade North.
Work with Broomfield Planning Division to encourage sufficient product diversity
throughout residential districts in the city—including missing middle attached as well as
small-lot and patio homes. This strategy should be applied to both new and infill
development.

Review zoning districts to evaluate residential districts were accessory dwelling units (also
called ADUs, carriage houses, granny flats or casitas) could be allowed by right and adjust
zoning regulations to accommodate.
Consider implementation of a deed restricted housing program to link the production of
affordable housing to the production of market-rate housing. Typically these policies
require developers to make a certain proportion of their units affordable to specified
income levels or to pay “in-lieu fees” into a public housing fund. These programs can be
structured in a variety of ways to generate affordable housing and/or provide revenue for
supporting affordable development. Many studies have found mandatory inclusionary
housing programs to be the most successful way to increase affordable housing stock.
Although sometimes controversial, inclusionary ordinances are the best and most efficient
way to create affordable units in high cost communities.

Encourage visitable development by streamlining development process or providing fee
waivers for visitable units. Some communities also enact a visitability ordinance requiring
a certain proportion of new development to meet visitable standards.5

5 Visitable units are those that can be easily accessed by seniors with mobility limitations and persons with disabilities. They

are also built for accessibility modifications if needed in the future (e.g., reinforced walls for grab bars). They typically include
at least one no-step entrance as well doors, hallways and a main floor bathroom that meet accessibility standards.
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Who would benefit from this action? Core workforce (teachers, health and social service
workers, first responders, public service workers); new workers; seniors; residents with
disabilities, first-time home buyers and other low to moderate income households.

Recommendation 4. Increase capacity for affordable preservation and
development through financial resources. Broomfield can facilitate some affordable and

mixed-income development at a relatively low cost through many of the recommendations
offered above but efforts that require more resources would benefit from a recurring source of
funds for affordable housing. Some communities (Denver, Austin, Albuquerque, Boston) have
raised significant funds through mill levy increases or bond extensions; other funds have been
started by area employers (Silicon Valley employers); others are linked to commercial
development (Denver, Boulder). Another option is to adopt a community benefits ordinance
with an affordable housing component. Such an ordinance would require that developers and
employers who receive economic benefits from the city contribute to the creation of balanced
housing communities through a housing trust fund or incorporating a variety of housing types
and prices into their projects.

This recommendation is consistent with Comprehensive Plan Action Step HO-B.1.1 to “consider
and establish affordable financing tools for new developments and redevelopment.” Broomfield
should start considering options for future resources now, before housing needs become even
more critical with an evaluation of the following options:





Dedicated property tax mill or sales tax;
Dedicated affordable housing bond;
General Fund allocation; and/or

Developer impact fees and in-lieu fees (as discussed under Recommendation 3).

Who would benefit from this action? Varies by parcel/development but could include any
previously mentioned beneficiary (lower income workforce; core workforce; new workers;
seniors; residents with disabilities, first-time home buyers, and other extremely low and low to
moderate income households).

Recommendation 5. Consider establishing an independent Housing Authority
Board. Broomfield City Council currently has the responsibility of serving as the Broomfield

Housing Authority Board. While the recommendations discussed above can be implemented
under the current structure, many of the recommendations may prove more efficient under a
dedicated and independent board whose focus is specifically to oversee the operations of the
Housing Authority. An independent board comprised of some City Council members and some
housing experts and community representatives may be able to contribute to a more nimble and
hands-on approach to the Housing Authority. This recommendation is consistent with Action
Step HO-B.1.6 of the Comprehensive Plan which states, “Consider a formal housing authority to
allow increased opportunities for engagement and investments in public and private
partnership.
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Who would benefit from this action? Varies by activity but could include any previously
mentioned beneficiary (lower income workforce; core workforce; new workers; seniors;
residents with disabilities, first-time home buyers, and other extremely low and low to moderate
income households).

Recommendation 6. Be a leader and advocate for regional collaboration. There is a

great deal of focus on affordable housing strategies in the Denver metro area currently—
particularly in the communities northwest of the City and County of Denver. These efforts are
evidenced by the recent release of Westminster’s Housing Strategic Plan and Boulder County
Regional Housing Partnership’s Regional Housing Strategy. Broomfield should seek to engage in
housing planning at the regional level along with these other north metro communities.
Convening city leaders and housing department managers to discuss current efforts and
opportunities for regional partnerships would be an ideal first step.

Who would benefit from this action? Varies by activity but could include any previously
mentioned beneficiary (lower income workforce; core workforce; new workers; seniors;
residents with disabilities, first-time home buyers, and other extremely low and low to moderate
income households)—both in Broomfield and in the metro area.
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APPENDIX A.
Additional Resources

APPENDIX A.
Additional Resources and Action Plan Tables
This Appendix supplements the “Surrounding Community Successes and Challenges” section by
providing additional resource links and Action Plan tables for the communities discussed.

Additional Resources











City of Westminster affordable housing website:
www.westminstereconomicdevelopment.org/housing/affordable-housing/

City of Westminster Affordable and Workforce Housing Strategic Plan:
https://www.westminstereconomicdevelopment.org/wpcontent/uploads/2017/05/Housing-Strategic-Plan-FINAL-Westminster.pdf
San Mateo County Home for All website: http://homeforallsmc.com/

City of Boulder Housing Goals and Tools: https://bouldercolorado.gov/housingboulder/housing-tools-options

City of Boulder housing issues and reports (including Middling Income Housing Strategy):
https://bouldercolorado.gov/housing-boulder/housing-data-challenges

The Boulder County Regional Housing Partnership Regional Housing Strategy:
https://assets.bouldercounty.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/affordable-housing-draftplan.pdf

Sample Community Action Plan Tables

The following tables are adapted from each community’s action plans and/or strategic plans.
They have been reformatted by BBC for consistency and ease of review by the Broomfield
Housing Advisory Committee.
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Figure A-1.
City of Westminster Affordable and Workforce Housing Strategic Plan Action Items Matrix
Strategy/Action Item

Immediate
(Year 1) 2018

Mid-term
(Yrs. 2-3) 2019-20

Long-term
(Yrs 4+) 2021+

Strategy #1: Finance workforce and affordable housing
Evaluate City tax and fee structure
Recommend and adopt changes to City tax and fee structure
Continue to work with developers on City tax and fee rebates,
waivers & reductions
Inventory State and local programs
Evaluate Federal programs (CDBG & HOME)
Identify potential sources of funds for a dedicated revenue stream
Evaluate property tax options
Evaluate bond options for affordable housing and infill
infrastructure
Establish evaluation guidelines for City participation in financing
(cash, rebates, loans, SLP's)

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Develop financing partnerships
Support equity in public infrastructure
Create and fund an Affordable Housing Trust Fund
Strategy #2: Address regulatory or process challenges

X
X
X

Adopt design standards specific to affordable housing
Provide expedited review process and prioritization

X
X

Identify in Comprehensive Land Use Plan areas for increased
density and residential zoning to meet affordable housing gap

X

Tailor project management timeframes to align affordable housing
projects with other time constraints (ex. LIHTC)

X

Pilot a dedicated project manager system (i.e. development services
model or a project "ombudsman")

X

Assess incentive approach against mandatory provisions
(Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, etc.)

X

Evaluate best practices on an ongoing basis and assess revisisions
needed in City codes and associated documents
Strategy #3: Adopt preservation policies and programs
Continue funding emergency and essential home repair program

X
X

Develop a program for small-scale landlords to fund repairs and
upgrades in exchange for affordable units
Promote homebuyer education and assistance opportunities
offered through partner organizations

X
X

Explore potential to create a down payment assistance program
Develop community land trust model

X
X

Identify opportunities for sustainable development for long term
cost reduction

X

Adopt a displacement policy for City projects similar to Federal
Relocation Act

X

Explore First Right of Refusal as a purchasing tool to preserve
affordable units

X

Evaluate existing for-sale housing stock as related to affordability
measures (ongoing)

X

Source: City of Westminster Affordable and Workforce Housing Strategic Plan.
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Figure A-1 (continued).
City of Westminster Affordable and Workforce Housing Strategic Plan Action Items Matrix
Strategy/Action Item

Immediate
(Year 1) 2018

Mid-term
(Yrs. 2-3) 2019-20

Long-term
(Yrs 4+) 2021+

Strategy #4: Donate and bank land
Inventory and assess existing City-owned land for suitability as
affordable housing

X

Seek development partners for City-owned land (ongoing)

X

Articulate critical site characteristics conducive to affordable
housing development

X

Align project evaluation criteria with geographic distribution goals
(HUD & City driven)

X

Evaluate fund for acquisition of properties that meet affordable
housing criteria

X

Evaluate Public Land Dedication (PLD) broadly to include land
contributions toward affordable housing

X

Deepen and expand development partnerships for land banking
Formulate long-term strategies for mobile home parks
Strategy #5: Form partnerships to address regional housing issues

X

Inventory existing programs and partner agencies
Identify peer jurisdictions with common needs and goals

X
X

Identify private housing developers at the local level engaged in
these projects
Explore opportunities with private housing developers at a national
level
Inventory legislative initiatives (state and federal levels)
Craft an advocacy framework
Continue support of construction defects mitigation
Strategy #6: Improve efficiencies in rental inspections

X

X
X
X
X
X

Resolve duplicate inspection items
X
Coordinate inspections with other required inspections (REAC)
X
Strategy #7: Allow alternative product types
Identify and define alternative product types within the
X
Comprehensive Plan
Determine geographic compatibility for different types (lot sizes,
X
HOA's, etc.)
Assess building typologies to support more workforce or "Missing
Middle" properties
Monitor pilot programs in peer communitites - tiny homes, ADU's,
X
etc.
Evaluate innovative technologies and trends against design standards
Strategy #8: Build and support an effective housing program within the organization
Hire 1 FTE - Housing Program Coordinator

X

Assess potential additional staff or contract services needed for
2019-20 budget

X

Identify department "champions" and primary points of contact
Internal education and outreach
Complete marketing/branding approach and website development
Fully developed public and community outreach strategy
Legal assessment of limitations (local vs. state level)
Evaluate and define role of Westminster Housing Authority

X
X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X
X
X

Source: City of Westminster Affordable and Workforce Housing Strategic Plan.
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Figure A-2.
San Mateo County Action Plan
Action Plan Priorities

Overall Action
Plan Goals

More housing is built at all income levels
Ongoing
All 20 ci es and the County meet or exceed their Regional Housing Needs AllocaOngoing
on (RHNA)requirements
Jurisdictions utilize a variety of policy and funding tools to produce new
UnderDevelopment
housing
New sources of funding for affordable housing are identified and secured

Government, businesses, and communities view housing development as
central to jurisdictions' economic development
Community members are engaged in housing conversations on solutions
Building Partnerships and Community Support
All sectors of the community are engaged in housing conversations and
discussions on solutions
Residents understand the impacts of the housing crisis, need for and
benefits of more housing at all income levels, and the variety of tools and
strategies available to increase housing
Goals
Proposed housing developments have vocal supporters within the
community
A cross section network of stakeholders works together to increase housing
production and preservation throughout San Mateo County
Strategic partnerships are formed to implement solutions in specific
locations
Partner with all 20 Cities and the County to adopt a "Home for All"
resolution that commits them to continuing to work on housing and
implementing the Home for All Action Plan
Convene meetings of school districts and other public agencies, funders and
foundations, businesses, environmental and other advocates,
Strides Toward
congregations, and other groups to educate them about the housing
Closing the Gap situation and provide tools to help them take action
Engage executives on the business impacts of the jobs/housing gap with
targeted data, resources, and options to take action
Develop a "Home for All, San Mateo County" public relations campaign to
educate county residents on the housing gap, the range of solutions, and
how they can help solve the problem

Implementation
Strategies

Status

UnderDevelopment
Ongoing
Ongoing
Ongoing
In Progress
Ongoing
Ongoing
Ongoing
In Progress

In Progress
In Progress
Completed

Form strategic partnerships between private sector employers, developers,
and public agencies to develop housing solutions for particular locations

Ongoing

Form partnerships with service providers to deliver integrated housing,
health, and supportive services to very low income and extremely low
income households

Ongoing

Engage community members through methods such as tabling and outreach
at community events, leadership academies and trainings, open houses,
information videos, online surveys, social media and text message
campaigns, livestreaming/Periscope, video testimony from stakeholders
who can't otherwise attend meetings, visualizations, maps, and renderings

Ongoing

Develop profile stories of local workers/residents either struggling in this
housing market and how it impacts them, residents of newer affordable
housing projects who can speak to benefits of living there, and stories
drawn from each community and age/demographic group
Continue to fund and support outreach services for homeowners and
renters at risk of losing their homes, through legal assistance,
landlord/tenant mediation outreach, and education

In Progress

Ongoing

Source: San Mateo County, homeforallsmc.com.
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Figure A-2. (Continued)
San Mateo County Action Plan
Action Plan Priorities
Building Partnerships and Community Support
Create a menu of actions to support housing, targeted and tailored to each
key stakeholder group
Create messaging platform and materials for Task Force members and key
stakeholders
Engage new stakeholders and audiences
Develop/compile data and statistics and visuals to communicate aspects of
the crisis, tailored to different cities in the County
Action Items
Develop messaging for key audiences based on common concerns
Develop strategies by target audience and by mode (print, online, etc.)
Develop campaign's brand recognition and distinct identity
Support and expand Homeless Outreach Teams to engage with unsheltered
homeless people and match them with permanent supportive housing and
supportive services
Supporting All Types of Housing Development
Information on available sites for housing and their corresponding
development capacity are identified, analyzed, and shared
Goals
All 20 cities and the County use all available planning policies and enact
additional policies to increase housing production
Create a "Home for All" website for city and town staff and elected officials
with access to experts, resources on all aspects of housing development,
and information on concrete actions stakeholders and community members
can take to get involved
Establish a "Second Unit Center" within the Home for All website to provide
Strides Toward
technical assistance, design templates, referrals to city second unit
Closing the Gap "liaisons," and low-interest loans. Analyze second unit capacity countywide.
Develop a targeted second unit marketing campaign based on land capacity
analysis
Pilot a process for facilitated community meetings to address potential
concerns and foster respectful and informed discussions with neighbors
regarding proposed development projects
Find a local approach to meeting Article 34 requirements
Adopt a "no net loss" policy for affordable units that establishes
replacement requirements (at a one- for-one basis at minimum) for
affordable units lost to new development
Encourage local planning and land use changes to increase unit production,
such as inclusionary housing, density bonuses, reduced parking
Implementation requirements, and second units
Strategies
Explore the use of tiny houses (standalone homes usually 400 sf or less) and
microunits (small studio apartments typically between 250 and 500 sf) to
capitalize on small parcels not suitable for larger-scale development and/or
maximizing units for higher density projects on larger parcels

Action

Expand home sharing through enhanced outreach and incentives to
increase participation
Educate and promote knowledge-sharing among local policy makers about
having the right tools in place to increase unit production
Improve and expand homeless shelters in the County

Status

Completed
Completed
Ongoing
Completed
Completed
Completed
Completed
Ongoing

Ongoing
In Progress
Completed

In Progress

In Progress
Ongoing
Ongoing
Ongoing

Ongoing

In Progress
Ongoing
Ongoing

Source: San Mateo County, homeforallsmc.com.
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Figure A-2. (Continued)
San Mateo County Action Plan
Action Plan Priorities
Funding Affordable Housing
The amount of funding needed to build the number of new units needed is
estimated and used as a target for funding activities
Impact fees are widely adopted throughout the County and set at
appropriate levels
Home for All partners work collaboratively to increase funding from variety
of sources, including potential long-term revenue measures, to fund
Goals
housing development and preservation
The 21 jurisdictions achieve a balanced approach to funding housing
development, combining local sources to leverage federal and state funding
sources and private investment
Promising projects supported through the County's Housing Innovation
Fund are expanded to provide additional housing funding and financing
options
Pursue a revenue measure to provide additional funding for affordable
housing or housing and transportation combined
Create a San Mateo County affordable housing and community land trust,
which could be a redesigned HEART, funded through significant
contributions from the County and all 20 cities, businesses, and
foundations, and through impact fees, boomerang funds, and/or other
Strides Toward
sources
Closing the Gap
Pursue legislation that allows San Mateo County cities, on a pilot basis, to
get credit for units constructed with funds they contribute to the
countywide land and housing trust (coordinate with Legislative Director)

Status
Under
Development
In Progress
Ongoing
Ongoing
Under
Development
Fall 2018 (ballot measure)

In Progress

Under Development

Establish an Affordable Rental Housing Preservation Program, seed with $10
million in County money, and require local match to access funds

Completed

Launch campaign to get impact fees passed in additional jurisdictions

In Progress

Conduct education and advocacy around State legislation to provide
affordable housing funding
Explore potential options for funding preservation of subsidized or marketrate affordable housing
Implementation Explore options for establishing a community land trust
Strategies
Enhance coordination and planning to ensure jurisdictions are better
positioned to compete for State Cap and Trade funds and Low-Income
Housing Tax Credits
Maintain a funding pool to assist residents needing short-term help with
rent payments
Identify next steps and resources needed to advance projects supported
under the Housing Innovation Fund
Securing Land and Strengthening Community Infrastructure
Local governments use a variety of mechanisms to acquire and develop land
for housing (e.g. land swaps, land trust, joint development, public-private
partnerships, etc.)
Goals
Local governments work with other public agencies and service providers to
ensure adequate and resilient infrastructure to support growth

Ongoing
Ongoing
In Progress
Ongoing
Ongoing
UnderDevelopment

Ongoing
Ongoing

Source: San Mateo County, homeforallsmc.com.
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Figure A-2. (Continued)
San Mateo County Action Plan
Action Plan Priorities

Status

Securing Land and Strengthening Community Infrastructure
Encourage jurisdictions to ensure that future development incorporates
water-efficient features and land use best practices and policies
Strides Toward
Closing the Gap

Implementation
Strategies
Action Items

Review and analyze the development feasibility of available sites
countywide, focusing on publiclyowned land in Priority Development Areas
and transit corridors. Establish minimum affordability targets for housing
development on public land.
Pursue regional options to enhance public transportation within San Mateo
County and improve East Bay-Peninsula connectivity
Explore planning and site assembly for development of publicly-owned
lands for housing
Develop a strategy for pursuing land swaps with large property owners
Explore partnerships with school districts and congregations with surplus
land to build housing
Analyze capacity and buildout potential of surplus public lands under
various development types

Ongoing

Ongoing
Ongoing
Ongoing
Ongoing
Ongoing
UnderDevelopment

Source: San Mateo County, homeforallsmc.com.

Figure A-3.
City of Boulder 2016-2017 Action Plan
2016
Accomplishments
1. ADDRESS HOUSING ISSUES AS PART OF COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE
Completed Phases 1 and 2 of
Jobs/Housing Mix. Consider potential
the Update, including:
a adjustments to future mix and/or rate of
residential and commercial growth.
 Developed land use
Land Use Map Adjustments. Evaluate options in
scenarios.
b
focused areas
 Draft updated housing
Housing Product Types/Diversity. Adjust zoning
policies.
c and regulations to facilitate a richer diversity of
 Approved land use
housing choices.
changes (including Mt. Calvary
BVCP Policies. Update housing and neighborhood
Church site for affordable
d
policies.
housing).
2. CREATE A MIDDLE INCOME HOUSING STRATEGY
Market Study. Conduct a “Missing Middle”
a market analysis
Completed Market Study.
and identify potential interventions. $
Create a middle income housing goal and
Completed the Middle Income
b strategy. Create a Council and Planning Board
Housing Strategy.
working group to draft.
Inclusionary Housing Program Update. Update
regulations to 1) include a middle income
Completed background work
c component 2) increase the effectiveness for
and project scoping.
low/mod income households 3) address credit and
fee waivers for affordable projects. $

2017
Planned Actions

Present final plan,
including policy and
map changes for
adoption by July 2017.

Present program
amendment options by
Mar 2017.
Present final plan for
adoption by Oct 2017.

Source: City of Boulder 2016-2017 Action Plan.
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Figure A-3. (Continued)
City of Boulder 2016-2017 Action Plan
2016
Accomplishments
2. CREATE A MIDDLE INCOME HOUSING STRATEGY
Down-payment assistance. Explore a potential
d bond to fund a revolving loan for middle income
home purchases.
Community Benefit. Adopt community benefit
e policies and regulations to establish incentivebased zoning.
3. PRESERVE EXISTING AFFORDABLE HOUSING
Short-Term Rentals. Adopt changes to
a
regulations addressing short-term rentals.

b

c

d

e

One-for-One Replacement. Enable partnerowned housing projects to rebuild to the number
of units currently on site in situations where
zoning changes have reduced allowed density.
Preservation Priorities. Identify priorities for
preservation funding (housing types and target
unit numbers for funding).
Tenant and City Purchase Program. Evaluate a
potential program giving first right of refusal to
tenants and/or city prior to the sale of market
rate affordable rental units.

Mobile Home Parks. Ongoing support for mobile
home parks.

Not on work plan
Completed some background
work, policy drafted for
adoption with BVCP.
Completed amendments to shortterm rental regulations.

2017
Planned Actions
Present options for 2017
ballot measures in May
2017
Not on work plan

Completed background work.

Present proposal to
Planning Board on Feb
2017. Present Planning
Board
recommendation by
April 2017.

Not on work plan

Not on work plan

Not on work plan

Not on work plan

Increased MHP repair funds,
completed infrastructure
study, explored mediation
services expansion, advocated
at the state-level, supported
model leases and legal services.

Continue to explore
long-term stabilization
of the Ponderosa
Mobile Home Park.
Timing TBD.

Completed phase-in of citywide
Affordable Housing Linkage
Fee.

Present Ordinance to
revise fees based on
2016 Jobs Housing
Nexus Analysis.

4. ACHIEVE OUR 10% GOAL
a

Linkage Fee. Implement the Affordable Housing
Linkage Fee on non-residential development.

Tax Exempt Partnerships. Explore with BHP the
Not on work plan
idea of using tax exempt partnerships to establish
a pipeline of acquisitions.
5. PROJECTS, PARTNERSHIPS, GOVERNANCE AND OTHER
Palo Park. Complete family housing in partnership
Completed site review and
a with BHP, Flatirons Habitat for Humanity, and
building permits.
neighborhood.
Completed analysis and
30th and Pearl: $
options for affordable housing
 Develop and analyze options for
and mixed income, mixed-use
b redevelopment of site:
development on the city Select and refine preferred option RFP and/ or
owned property at 30th and
sale
Pearl.
Neighborhood Pilot. Pilot a new approach to
partnering with neighborhoods to consider
c
Not on work plan
opportunities for “gentle infill” (e.g., issues of
ADUs/OAUs, etc.)
b

Not on work plan

Ground breaking
ceremony in Feb
Present Council with a
recommended
proposal (through an
RFP process) for
development of the
site by July 2017.
Not on work plan

Source: City of Boulder 2016-2017 Action Plan.
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Figure A-3. (Continued)
City of Boulder 2016-2017 Action Plan
2016
Accomplishments
5. PROJECTS, PARTNERSHIPS, GOVERNANCE AND OTHER
Housing Strategy Governance. Evaluate
d alternative structures for ongoing strategic
Not on work plan
oversight of the city’s housing efforts.
Cooperative Housing. Make changes to
Completed amendments to
e regulations supporting cooperative housing while
cooperative housing ordinance.
addressing neighborhood concerns.

g

2017
Planned Actions

Not on work plan

Tiny Homes and MicroUnits. Address code and
related issues that hinder development of “tiny
f
homes” and “microunits” in Boulder; consider
potential pilot/demonstration projects.

Not on work plan

Not on work plan

Accessory Dwelling Units / Owner Accessory
Units. Identify minor code changes to reduce
barriers to accessory housing.

Not on work plan

Not on work plan

Source: City of Boulder 2016-2017 Action Plan.
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