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HOUSING

1. OVERVIEW
Appendix E: Housing provides a summary of current information regarding housing availability and needs in 
Garfield County. The information in this appendix is intended to help inform county decision-making, policies 
and regulations. Appendix E is organized as follows:

1. Overview

2. Summary of Findings

3. Summary of County & Municipal Information

4. Summary of Garfield County Housing Data

Data for Appendix E were compiled from a number of sources. Those data sources include:

I. Garfield County and Towns/Cities in the County 
Information was obtained from Garfield County and the municipalities in the county in order to understand:

• What capacity the unincorporated and incorporated areas of the county have to accommodate future 
growth and housing.

• What solutions the county and the towns/cities in the county are implementing to address local housing 
issues.

A compilation of the data gathered is included in this appendix.

II. The 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study
The 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study investigated housing conditions and issues in the region 
from Aspen to the Parachute/Battlement Mesa area (i.e. the Greater Roaring Fork Region (GRFR)). Data from 
this study were used to analyze housing issues specific to Garfield County, which are discussed in this appendix.

A summary of Garfield County specific data from the housing study is included in this appendix.
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III. Online Resources
Data from online resources were compiled in order to supplement data provided by the county and 
municipalities, as well as the data from the 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study. Data were 
sourced from the following online resources:

1. Colorado Association of Realtors 4. H+T® Affordability Index
2. Aspen Board of Realtors 5. AirDNA
3. Glenwood Springs Association of Realtors 6. Shift Research Lab

2. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
I. Garfield County generates demand for housing that exceeds local supply.
The conclusion from the 2019 GRFR Housing Study is that high levels of need exist today for more housing that 
is affordable to local residents and that this need will increase in the future.

An analysis was performed to estimate existing and future unit shortfalls for areas in Garfield County (refer to 
Table 1). This investigation indicates that the housing units needed to address demand will increase over the 
next decade in every community in the county. This is a pivotal finding, as Garfield County will need to plan for 
growth and increased housing demand at prices that are affordable to the local workforce.

In 2017, the Area Median Income (AMI) for Garfield County was $70,400 and the county had approximately:

• A 1,700-unit shortfall for households at 60% AMI ($42,240) and below.

• A 107-unit shortfall for households at 61 - 100% AMI ($42,944 - $70,400).

• A 169-unit shortfall for those at 101 - 120% AMI ($70,400 - $84,480).

• A 1,000-unit shortfall for the “missing middle” (i.e. households in the 121 - 160% AMI range ($85,184 - 
$112,640).

By 2027, it is projected that:

• The shortfall of units affordable to households at or below 100% AMI will grow to roughly 2,300-units.

• The shortfall of missing middle units will almost double to around 1,750-units.

Table 1: Summary of Housing Needs by Area Median Income (AMI) by Area in Garfield County

Carbondale Area Glenwood Springs Area New Castle to Parachute Area

2017 2027 2017 2027 2017 2027

Less than 60% AMI 591 615 1,126 483 - -

61% - 80% AMI - 128 107 688 - -

81% - 100% AMI - - - 403 - -

101% - 120% AMI - 52 169 - - -

121% - 140% AMI - 264 157 597 136 -

141% - 160% AMI - - 381 436 321 457

Greater than 160% AMI - - 301 - 334 65

TOTALS 591 1,059 2,241 2,607 791 522

Data Source(s): 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study
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Carbondale Area In 2018, the median sales price of single-family housing in the Carbondale area was 
$779,000  - $131,000 less than the median sales price in the Basalt area and $4,196,000 
less than the median sales price in the Aspen area. The median townhouse-condo sales 
price in the Carbondale area was $475,000.  

On the basis of affordability, the Carbondale area’s current 591-unit shortfall at less than 
60% AMI is projected to increase slightly by 2027, and unit shortfalls at nearly every 
level between 60%-140% AMI are anticipated to emerge.
Data Source(s): 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study; Aspen Board of Realtors

Glenwood Springs Area In 2018, the median single-family home sales price in the Glenwood Springs area was 
$537,000. This median sales price was $242,000 lower than the Carbondale area, 
$373,000 lower than the Basalt area and $4,438,000 lower than the Aspen area. 
Consequently, this part of the GRFR generates more housing demand than it supplies.

The 2018 median townhouse-condo sales price in the Glenwood Springs area was 
$298,000.

As of 2017, the Glenwood Springs area has a 2,200-unit shortfall, which is projected to 
increase to roughly 2,600-units over the next ten (10) years. The unit shortfall is spread 
across almost every income level, and is projected to expand in the “missing middle” 
category (120%-160% AMI) by 2027.
Data Source(s): 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study; Aspen Board of Realtors

New Castle to Parachute Area The New Castle to Parachute area is currently the most affordable part of the region. 
In 2018, median sales prices for single-family homes in this area ranged between 
$399,500 (New Castle) and $225,000 (Parachute-Battlement Mesa). The median sales 
prices for townhouse-condos ranged between $280,000 (New Castle) and $160,851 
(Parachute-Battlement Mesa). 

Overall, over the next ten (10) years, housing supply needs in this area are projected 
to remain constant and may even slightly decline. On the basis of affordability, it is 
anticipated that there will continue to be a shortfall of units in the 141% and above AMI 
range.
Data Source(s): 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study; and, Glenwood Springs Association of Realtors

II. Year-round business growth means increasing demand for resident housing.
Between 2001 and 2017, the GRFR added more than 10,000 jobs to its year-round business sectors. Relative to 
the state, the GRFR accounts for 2% of Colorado’s total jobs, but captured more than 2.5% of the state’s total 
job growth during this time. Job growth is a sign of a healthy economy. It is anticipated that Garfield County’s 
economy will continue to grow and this growth will generate additional housing demand.

III. Between 2000-2017, the overall housing inventory grew proportionally to jobs.
While a significant number of new housing units have been constructed in Garfield County over the past 17 
years, the location of those units is resulting in ever expanding commuting patterns in the county.

The GRFR added 11,900 housing units (nearly 750 units per year) between 2000 and 2017 – almost identical to 
the net increase in wage and salary jobs. Much (60%) of that construction took place in primarily out-commuting 
locations – in other words, the New Castle to Parachute and Eagle to Gypsum areas (36% and 25%, respectively). 
Moreover, 16% of the new housing inventory is estimated to have been built for the second homeowner market 
– defined as “vacant, for seasonal use.”
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IV. The cost to build housing has increased and there is no indication that costs will decline in the future.
Since 2001, materials and labor costs have risen significantly, resulting in higher construction costs. The outcome 
of increasing construction costs is greater housing costs. Unfortunately, there is no indication that construction 
costs will decline in the future.

Rising home prices are not just the product of market demand factors; they are the result of costs and/or 
shortages of labor and materials. Since 2001, materials costs have appreciated 56%, and the cost of labor has 
risen by 70%. Confounding this trend was the net loss (and lack of recovery) of more than 1,300 construction 
jobs after 2008.

V. Between 2000-2017, the population of the GRFR grew and is expected to continue growing over the 
coming years.

The GRFR grew by 28,000 residents (approximately 10,000 households) between 2001 and 2017 - that is an 
increase of more than 1,700 people per year. Over the next 10 years, the regional population is projected to 
grow by 24,000 people - so a projected average annual growth rate of roughly 2,400 people per year. 

VI. Housing costs prevent some people in the GRFR from living where they would like to.
The workforce in the GRFR has struggled for decades with the price of housing. This is one of the main reasons 
why the region has grown to be so large. Workers have sought out housing that is more affordable and available 
but located farther and farther from their place of employment. In 2017 and 2018, the (weighted) average price 
of housing in the GRFR fluctuated between $700,000 and $1,000,000. It ranged from just under $400,000 in the 
New Castle to Parachute area to $2.4 million in the Aspen to Snowmass area.

The following table (Table 2) presents 2018 median sales price information for single-family and townhome-
condos in Carbondale, Glenwood Springs, New Castle, Silt, Rifle, Parachute and the county as a whole. The 
table also includes estimates for monthly mortgage payments (which includes monthly principal, interest and 
private mortgage insurance (PMI)) and estimates for the annual income necessary to “afford” (i.e. housing costs 
account for a maximum of 28% of annual income) median sales prices.

Table 2: Summary of 2018 Median Sales Prices for Single-Family Homes and Townhomes-Condos

Location
2018 Median 

Single-Family Home 
Sale Price1

Estimated Monthly 
Mortgage Payment2

Estimated Annual 
Income Needed3

% of Garfield County 
2018 Area Median Income4

1. County-Wide $384,000 $1,929  $82,671 104%

2. Town of Carbondale $779,000 $3,914 $167,743 211%

3. City of Glenwood Springs $537,000 $2,698 $115,629 145%

4. Town of New Castle $399,500 $2,007 $86,014 108%

5. Town of Silt  $343,500 $1,726 $73,971 93%

6. City of Rifle  $288,000 $1,447 $62,014 78%

7. Town of Parachute $ 225,000 $1,130 $48,429 61%

Photo Credit: Western Slope Consulting
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Table 2: Summary of 2018 Median Sales Prices for Single-Family Homes and Townhomes-Condos (continued)

Location
2018 Median 

Townhome-Condo 
Sale Price1

Estimated Monthly 
Mortgage Payment2

Estimated Annual 
Income Needed3

% of Garfield County 
2018 Area Median Income4

1. County-Wide  $270,000 $1,357 $58,157 73%

2. Town of Carbondale $475,000 $2,386 $102,257 128%

3. City of Glenwood Springs  $298,000 $1,497 $64,157 81%

4. Town of New Castle  $280,000 $1,407 $60,300 76%

5. Town of Silt  $243,000 $1,221 $52,329 66%

6. City of Rifle  $188,500 $947 $40,586 51%

7. Town of Parachute  $160,851 $829 $35,529 45%

Data Source(s): Colorado Association of Realtors; Aspen Board of Realtors; Glenwood Springs Association of Realtors; Zillow.com; FreddieMac; and, U.S. Department of Housing & Urban 
Development (HUD) 

NOTES:
12018 median single-family home and townhome-condo sales price data obtained from the: Colorado Association of Realtors; Aspen Board of Realtors; and, 
Glenwood Springs Association of Realtors.

2Monthly mortgage payment amount includes mortgage principal interest and private mortgage insurance (PMI) but DOES NOT take into account: homeowner’s insurance; property taxes; 
or, homeowner association (HOA) dues. The monthly mortgage payment amount assumes: 10% down-payment; and, a 30-year fixed rate mortgage with an interest rate of 
4.54% (2018 Average Annual Interest Rate per FreddieMac). The monthly mortgage payment amount, including PMI, was calculated using the Zillow.com Mortgage Calculator                                        
(www.zillow.com/mortgage-calculator/).

3Annual income needed assumes 28% of annual income spent on mortgage principal, interest and PMI. 28% of annual income is a standard used by many lenders.
4Per the U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development (HUD), the 2018 Area Median Income (AMI) for Garfield County was $79,600.

Table 3 illustrates that the majority of people in Garfield County live in the community they want to. However, 
there are a number of people who are unable to afford their community of choice because of housing costs. For 
example, the 2019 GRFR Housing Study found that 37% of people who live in New Castle would prefer to live in 
Glenwood Springs if they could afford the cost of housing there. 

Table 3: Summary of Where People Live vs. Where They Would Most Like to Live If They Could Afford The Cost of Housing

Where Do You Live Now (closest community)?

Carbondale Glenwood Springs New Castle Silt Rifle Parachute/Battlement Mesa
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g? Aspen 11% 4% 1% 2% 1% -

Snowmass 3% 2% - - - 1%

Woody Creek - 2% 2% 1% 1% -

Old Snowmass 2% - - - 1% -

Basalt 6% 5% 3% - - -

Willits 2% - 2% - - -

El Jebel - 1% 1% - - 1%

Carbondale 75% 21% 8% 5% 11% 6%

Glenwood Springs 1% 64% 37% 19% 18% 17%

New Castle - 1% 41% 10% 7% 18%

Silt - - - 43% 3% 5%

Rifle - - 2% 9% 50% 3%

Parachute/
Battlement Mesa - - - 10% 1% 43%

Dotsero/Gypsum/
Eagle Area - - 3% 1% 2% 5%

Edwards/Avon/Vail 
Area - - - - 2% 1%

Top 3 communities 
where people would 
like to live if they could 
afford housing.

1. Carbondale
2. Aspen
3. Basalt

1. Glenwood Springs
2. Carbondale
3. Basalt

1. New Castle
2. Glenwood 

Springs
3. Carbondale

1. Silt
2. Glenwood 

Springs
3. Parachute/

Battlement 
Mesa

1. Rifle
2. Glenwood 

Springs
3. Carbondale

1. Parachute/Battlement Mesa
2. New Castle
3. Glenwood Springs

Data Source(s): 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study 
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VII. Cross-commuting patterns are the “market” response to affordability challenges.
Cross-commuting patterns are what result when the “market is left to its own devices.” That is, the market 
may be “taking care of itself,” but it is not necessarily taking care of workforce’s quality-of-life. This could be an 
important consideration from a policy perspective.

Table 4 presents information about the approximate number of jobs in different parts of the GRFR, as well as the 
number of workers that these areas import or export in order to fill local employment needs. 

Table 4: Summary of Workforce Import/Export in the Aspen to Parachute Area

Aspen to 
Snowmass Area

Basalt
Area

Carbondale
Area

Glenwood Springs 
Area

New Castle to 
Parachute Area

2015 As % 2015 As % 2015 As % 2015 As % 2015 As %

Total Local Jobs 15,605 100% 2,241 100% 4,594 100% 11,236 100% 9,256 100%

Local Residents/
Local Workers 5,692 36% 329 15% 1,598 35% 3,905 35% 5,166 56%

In-Commuters 9,913 64% 1,912 85% 2,996 65% 7,331 65% 4,090 44%

Total Working Residents 8,157 100% 3,171 100% 8,219 100% 8,798 100% 14,909 100%

Local Residents/
Local Workers 5,692 70% 329 10% 1,598 19% 3,905 44% 5,166 35%

Out-Commuters 2,465 30% 2,842 90% 6,621 81% 4,893 56% 9,743 65%

Net Import (+) or 
Export (-) of Workers +7,448 -930 -3,625 +2,438 -5,653

Data Source(s): 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study

Aspen to Snowmass Area In 2015, the Aspen to Snowmass area had roughly 15,600 jobs. Of these, 36% were 
filled by local residents/workers and 64% were filled by in-commuters (i.e. workers who 
live outside of the area and commute in).

This finding does not come as a surprise. It is well established that much of the 
workforce for the Aspen to Snowmass area commutes from other communities in the 
Roaring Fork Valley, Colorado River Valley and other Western Slope communities. The 
daily stream of traffic along Interstate 70 and Highway 82 is an outcome of this large 
commuting workforce.

It is worth noting that as “downvalley” communities, such as Glenwood Springs or Rifle, 
work to grow and diversify their economies, some of the workers in these communities, 
who currently commute to the Aspen to Snowmass area, may pursue employment 
opportunities closer to where they live. This in turn may present challenges for 
employers in the Aspen to Snowmass area. 
Data Source(s): 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study

Basalt Area In 2015, the Basalt area had around 2,200 jobs. 15% of these jobs were filled by local 
residents/workers, while the remaining 85% of jobs were filled by in-commuters.
Data Source(s): 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study

Carbondale Area In 2015, it is estimated that there were 4,600 jobs in the Carbondale area. 35% of these 
jobs were filled by local residents/workers and 65% were filled by in-commuters.

Characteristic of a community that has historically been more of a bedroom community 
than an employment center (although it has twice as many jobs as the Basalt area), 
there are 8,200 employed residents in the Carbondale, 80% of whom commute 
somewhere else in the GRFR for employment.
Data Source(s): 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study
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Glenwood Springs Area In 2015, there were an estimated 11,200 jobs in the Glenwood Springs area. 35% of 
these jobs were filled by local resident/workers and 65% were filled by in-commuters.
Data Source(s): 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study

New Castle to Parachute Area In 2015, there were an estimated 9,300 jobs in the New Castle to Parachute area. 56% 
of the jobs in this area were filled by local residents/workers, while 44% were filled by 
people who live outside of the area and commute in.

Similar to the bedroom community dynamic of the Carbondale area, the New Castle to 
Parachute area contains significantly more employed residents than are necessary to fill 
local jobs. The area has 14,900 employed residents, 65% of which commute somewhere 
else in the region (as well as to extra-regional locations, such as Grand Junction).
Data Source(s): 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study

Table 5 presents additional information regarding where people in Garfield County live and where at least one (1) member 
of their household is employed. Table 5 builds upon the data presented in Table 4.

Table 5: Summary of Place of Residence vs. Place of Work

Where Do You Live Now (closest community)?

Carbondale Glenwood Springs New Castle Silt Rifle Parachute/Battlement Mesa
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s Aspen 49% 16% 18% 20% 8% 7%

Snowmass 20% 11% 4% 16% 5% 4%

Basalt 31% 11% 7% 15% 5% 3%

Willits 14% 5% 4% 9% 1% 2%

El Jebel 17% 5% 5% 12% 4% 5%

Carbondale 69% 21% 19% 20% 7% 7%

Glenwood Springs 31% 84% 77% 54% 41% 38%

New Castle 4% 7% 29% 20% 10% 10%

Silt 3% 6% 13% 28% 8% 13%

Rifle 5% 7% 18% 44% 73% 67%

Parachute/
Battlement Mesa - 2% 2% 9% 9% 41%

Dotsero/Gypsum/
Eagle Area 3% 2% 6% 11% 9% 6%

Edwards/Avon/Vail 
Area 2% 2% 3% 5% 4% 4%

Outside the Region/
Telecommute 8% 4% 3% 3% 8% 6%

Other 5% 6% 8% 11% 11% 19%

Top 3 locations that at 
least one (1) member of 
a household is employed 
(organized by current 
place of residence).

1. Aspen
2. Carbondale
3. Basalt & 

Glenwood 
Springs

1. Glenwood Springs
2. Carbondale
3. Aspen

1. Glenwood 
Springs

2. New Castle
3. Carbondale

1. Glenwood 
Springs

2. Rifle
3. Silt

1. Rifle
2. Glenwood 

Springs
3. Other

1. Rifle
2. Parachute/Battlement Mesa
3. Glenwood Springs

Data Source(s): 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study

VIII. Combining housing + transportation costs provides a more comprehensive picture of “affordability.”
Traditionally, housing alone has been deemed “affordable” if it accounted for no more than 30% of a 
household’s income. The H+T® Affordability Index (https://htaindex.cnt.org/map/), an online resource, combines 
transportation costs - usually a household’s second-largest expense - with housing costs to demonstrate that 
although the cost of housing may be less in certain places, when transportation costs are added in, the places 
with lower housing costs are not necessarily more affordable.
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While people may live in areas where the cost of housing is lower, their home may be located far from job 
opportunities, amenities, etc. and therefore they may end up spending more on transportation to reach 
their destinations. Therefore, combining housing and transportation costs provides a more comprehensive 
perspective on affordability.

Another factor to consider is greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that result from household automobile use. The 
more households that drive the greater the GHG’s that are typically emitted  by these households. 

Table 6 presents data sourced from the H+T® Affordability Index. The data includes: (1) Average Housing + 
Transportation Costs; (2) Transportation Costs; and, (3) Greenhouse Gas Emissions for the county as a whole, as 
well as the individual communities within the county.

The H+T® Affordability Index establishes “Average Housing + Transportation Costs” by dividing average housing 
and transportation costs in a community by that community’s representative income. This is done in order to 
illustrate the % of a typical household’s income that is spent on housing and transportation expenses.

Table 6: Summary of Housing + Transportation Costs & Greenhouse Gas Emissions for Communities in Garfield County

Location Average Housing + 
Transportation Costs

Transportation 
Costs

Greenhouse Gas
(GHG) Emissions

1. Garfield County

Annual 
Transportation 

Costs
$14,246 Annual GHG

Per Household
10.00 

TonnesHousing + 
Transportation 
Costs

55%
Autos Per 

Household
2.00

Remaining 
Household 
Income

45%
Average 

Household VMT
24,049

2. Town of Carbondale

Annual 
Transportation 

Costs
$13,029

Annual GHG
Per Household
9.03 Tonnes

Housing + 
Transportation 
Costs

50%
Autos Per 

Household
1.83

Remaining 
Household 
Income

50%
Average 

Household VMT
21,641

Photo Credit: Roaring Fork Transportation Authority
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Table 6: Summary of Housing + Transportation Costs & Greenhouse Gas Emissions for Communities in Garfield County (continued)

Location Average Housing + 
Transportation Costs

Transportation 
Costs

Greenhouse Gas
(GHG) Emissions

3. City of Glenwood Springs

Annual 
Transportation 

Costs
$12,225

Annual GHG
Per Household
8.53 Tonnes

Housing + 
Transportation 
Costs

48%
Autos Per 

Household
1.69

Remaining 
Household 
Income

52%
Average 

Household VMT
21,325

4. Town of New Castle

Annual 
Transportation 

Costs
$14,173 Annual GHG

Per Household
10.09 

TonnesHousing + 
Transportation 
Costs

60%
Autos Per 

Household
2.00

Remaining 
Household 
Income

40%
Average 

Household VMT
23,397

5. Town of Silt

Annual 
Transportation 

Costs
$14,594 Annual GHG

Per Household
10.75 

TonnesHousing + 
Transportation 
Costs

51%
Autos Per 

Household
2.04

Remaining 
Household 
Income

49%
Average 

Household VMT
24,812

6. City of Rifle

Annual 
Transportation 

Costs
$13,616

Annual GHG
Per Household
8.83 Tonnes

Housing + 
Transportation 
Costs

46%
Autos Per 

Household
1.90

Remaining 
Household 
Income

54%
Average 

Household VMT
23,343
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Table 6: Summary of Housing + Transportation Costs & Greenhouse Gas Emissions for Communities in Garfield County (continued)

Location Average Housing + 
Transportation Costs

Transportation 
Costs

Greenhouse Gas
(GHG) Emissions

7. Town of Parachute &
Battlement Mesa

Annual 
Transportation 

Costs
$13,859 Annual GHG

Per Household
10.14 

TonnesHousing + 
Transportation 
Costs

52%
Autos Per 

Household
1.93

Remaining 
Household 
Income

48%
Average 

Household VMT
24,016

Data Source(s): H+T® Affordability Index

IX. Garfield County and its towns/cities have capacity to accommodate many additional housing units. 
Data from Garfield County and the municipalities in the county indicate that there is capacity to accommodate 
an estimated 8,747 to 9,247 housing units. Table 7 provides a break down of the estimated number of units 
that could be accommodated in the unincorporated areas of the county, as well as in each municipality. Given 
the capacity for additional housing units, it may be beneficial to explore why these units aren’t being built when 
there’s significant need for them.

Table 7: Inventory of Capacity for New Housing Units in Garfield County

Location Estimated Capacity for 
Additional Housing Units

Projected Housing Needs
by 20278

1. Unincorporated Garfield County
(includes Battlement Mesa PUD)7

5,790 units1
-

2. Town Carbondale 458 units2 1,059 units
(Carbondale Area)

3. City of Glenwood Springs Limited without 
major infrastructure upgrades3

2,067 units
(Glenwood Springs Area)

4. Town of New Castle 999 units4

2,067 units
(New Castle to Parachute Area)

5. Town of Silt 500 units5

6. City of Rifle 1,000-1,500 units6

7. Town of Parachute Data Not Available

TOTAL 8,747 - 9,247 units
Data Source(s): Garfield County; Town of Carbondale; City of Glenwood Springs; Town of New Castle; Town of Silt; City of Rifle; Battlement Mesa Metropolitan District; 
and, 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study

NOTES:
1 Based on a GIS analysis of unconstrained vacant lands (i.e. vacant lands located outside of floodplains,without steep slopes, etc.) zoned Rural (R), Resource Lands (RL), Residential 

Suburban (RS) and Residential Urban (RU) in Garfield County.
2Based on information from the Town of Carbondale’s 2013 Comprehensive Plan.
3Based on information provided by the City of Glenwood Springs.
4Based on information provided by the Town of New Castle.
5Based on information provided by the Town of Silt.
6According to the 2019 City of Rifle Comprehensive Plan, the city can accommodate an estimated 1,000-1,500 residential units.
7According to the Battlement Mesa Metropolitan District (BMMD), Battlement Mesa currently has 90 vacant single-family lots and entitlements for an additional 1,400 units.
8Data from the 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study.
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X. Each jurisdiction in Garfield County is taking their own approach to addressing local housing issues.
Table 8 provides a summary of what Garfield County and the towns and cities in the county are doing to address 
local housing issues. As shown, there are similarities and differences between each jurisdiction’s housing efforts.

Table 8: Summary of Housing Efforts in Garfield County

Government Agency What is Being Done?

1. Garfield County • Inclusionary zoning requirements for residential subdivisions proposing 15 or more lots located in 
select part of the county that encompasses the Roaring Fork Valley (refer to Figure 8-1 in the Garfield 
County Land Use & Development Code).

• County modified its Land Use & Development Code and Building Code to allow for “Tiny-Homes.”
• County permits Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs).
• County’s Housing Authority focuses on rental assistance (ex. housing voucher program) and they 

administer the sale of housing that comes into their system.

2. Town Carbondale • Town modified its land-use regulations to facilitate construction of more affordable housing.
• Town permits Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs).
• Town is exploring opportunities to amend PUD’s and/or subdivision covenants in Carbondale to allow 

for more housing options to be constructed.
• Town has inclusionary zoning requirements but is working to modify those based on comments from 

the Garfield County Housing Authority.

3. City of Glenwood Springs • City permits Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs).
• City has established a voluntary deed restriction program.
• City is working with a Housing Committee comprising citizens.
• City is working to address impacts from vacation rentals.
• City is planning for and exploring options for future residential development.

4. Town of New Castle • The Town of New Castle is open to hearing proposals for affordable housing from developers and will 
evaluate these proposals on a case-by-case basis.

• Town permits Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs).

5. Town of Silt • The town has 500 lots approved for residential development and is their strategy for addressing local 
housing needs.

• Town permits Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs).

6. City of Rifle • There is a requirement for Planned Unit Developments (PUDs) to “... provide benefits to the city such 
as high quality project design, transportation amenities, community facilities, open space, affordable 
housing or other benefits.”

• City permits Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs).
• City has enacted programs that reduce fees in exchange for construction of affordable units.
• City has pursued and assisted others with Low-Income Housing  Tax Credit (LIHTC) projects.

7. Town of Parachute • The town believes that the affordable cost of housing in Parachute makes it the housing solution for 
Garfield County.

• The town is open to accommodating significant residential development.
• Town permits Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs).

Data Source(s): Garfield County; Town of Carbondale; City of Glenwood Springs; Town of New Castle; Town of Silt; City of Rifle; Town of Parachute; and, Battlement Mesa Metropolitan District

XI. Short-term/vacation rentals appear to affect communities in Garfield County differently.
Short-term/vacation rentals have become a topic of debate in recent years. Common arguments made for or 
against short-term/vacation rentals include:

• Short-term/vacation rentals take away housing units that are needed for local residents.

• Short-term/vacation rentals are necessary because they enable local residents to afford housing.

Table 9 and Table 10 present data for the number of short-term/vacation rentals in Garfield County. Based on 
the data in the tables it appears that the popularity and impact of short-term/vacation rentals varies from place 
to place in Garfield County. Table 9 also offers a summary of whether or not local governments have found it 
necessary to enact regulations for short-term/vacation rentals.
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Table 9: Summary of Short-Term/Vacation Rentals in Garfield County

Location Estimated Number of
Short-Term/Vacation Rentals

Are Short-Term/Vacation 
Rentals Regulated?

1. Unincorporated Garfield County 3041 No

2. Town of Carbondale 943 Yes

3. City of Glenwood Springs 1502

(approximately 3.6% of city’s housing stock)
Yes

4. Town of New Castle 163 No

5. Town of Silt 03 No

6. City of Rifle 43 No

7. Town of Parachute 04 No
Data Source(s): Garfield County; City of Glenwood Springs; Town of Parachute; and, AirDNA

NOTES: 
1Data provided by Garfield County.
2Data provided by the City of Glenwood Springs.
3Data sourced from www.airdna.co
3Data provided by the Town of Parachute.

Table 10: Summary of Garfield County Short-Term/Vacation Rental Data From 2019 GRFR Housing Study

Location Housing Inventory Short-Term Rentals (STRs) STRs as % of 
Housing Inventory

1. Carbondale Area 6,672 203 3.0%

2. Glenwood Springs Area 6,508 149 2.3%

3. New Castle to Parachute Area 12,955 28 0.2%

Data Source(s): 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study 

3. SUMMARY OF COUNTY & MUNICIPAL INFORMATION
1. UNINCORPORATED GARFIELD COUNTY
Data source(s): (1) Town of Parachute; and, (2) Battlement Mesa Metropolitan District

I. Existing capacity for additional housing units.
Based on a GIS analysis of unconstrained vacant lands (i.e. vacant lands that are located outside of floodplains, 
without steep slopes, etc.) zoned Rural (R), Resource Lands (RL), Residential Suburban (RS) and Residential 
Urban (RU) in Garfield County, it is estimated that there is capacity for approximately 5,790 housing units in the 
unincorporated areas of the county. This number is inclusive of the Battlement Mesa PUD’s existing capacity for 
1,490 additional housing units.

II. Short-term/vacation rentals.
Short-term/vacation rentals are permitted in unincorporated Garfield County. In August 2019, it was estimated 
that there were 304 short-term/vacation rentals in the unincorporated areas of the county.

III. What is being done to address local housing issues?
The county has inclusionary zoning requirements for residential subdivisions proposing fifteen (15) or more lots 
located in select part of the county that encompasses the Roaring Fork Valley (refer to Figure 8-1 in the Garfield 
County Land Use & Development Code).

The county has modified its Land Use & Development Code and Building Code to allow for “Tiny-Homes.”

The county permits Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs).

The Garfield County Housing Authority focuses primarily rental assistance (ex. housing voucher program) and 
they administer the sale of housing that comes into their system.
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2. TOWN OF CARBONDALE
Data source(s): Town of Carbondale; 2013 Town of Carbondale Comprehensive Plan; 2015 Town of Carbondale Municipal Water Efficiency Plan; U.S. Census Bureau; and, AirDNA

I. Existing capacity for additional housing units.
Appendix 1 - Background Information of the Town of Carbondale’s 2013 Comprehensive Plan includes an 
inventory of existing residential developments that are approved but have yet to be fully developed (refer to 
Table 11). That inventory indicates that in 2013, the Town of Carbondale had existing capacity for an additional 
458 residential units.

Table 11: Approved vs. Built Residential Units by Development in the Town of Carbondale

Development Number of Dwelling Units Approved Number of Dwelling Units Not Built % Build-Out of Development

Keator Grove 52 14 73%

Balentine 12 6 50%

Mountain Sage 26 12 54%

Gianetti 4 3 25%

Community Partnership 120 120 0%

Thompson Park 45 45 0%

River Valley Ranch 685 218 68%

Church at Carbondale 24 24 0%

1342 Main Street 8 8 0%

Cleveland II 20 8 60%

TOTALS 996 458 54%
Data Source(s): 2013 Town of Carbondale Comprehensive Plan

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, Carbondale’s estimated 2018 population was 6,879. Based on projections 
from Carbondale’s 2015 Municipal Water Efficiency Plan, it is estimated that the population of the town’s water 
service area will reach approximately 16,100 by 2050. The town’s Water Efficiency Plan states that Carbondale’s 
water rights are sufficient to meet the supply needs of the community beyond 2050, as is the water supply 
infrastructure including the water treatment plants, transmission mains, and storage facilities.

II. Short-term/vacation rentals.
According to AirDNA , in August 2019 there were 94 active listings for short-term/vacation rentals in the Town of 
Carbondale. The Town of Carbondale has regulations in place for short-term/vacation rentals.

III. What is being done to address local housing issues?
In 2016, the Town of Carbondale adopted a Unified Development Code (UDC) that included regulations aimed at 
addressing housing affordability issues in town. These regulations include:
• Eliminating the minimum size of dwelling units to allow for micro-units.
• Reducing parking requirements for residential units, particularly smaller dwelling units, and eliminating the 

guest parking requirement.
• Reducing setback requirements.
• Allowing for Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs).
• Requiring residential developments to provide a variety of housing types, such as a combination of duplex, 

stacked tri-plex/quad-plex, live/work, townhomes, apartments and single family units in a range of sizes.
• Streamlining and clarifying the land use process.

Recognizing that the town’s affordable housing issues would not be resolved solely by the new 2016 UDC, town 
staff prepared a memo in 2016 suggesting that the town explore the following ideas:
• Creating a streamlined process for converting vacant or underdeveloped lots in a Planned Unit Development 

(PUD) to affordable housing developments without starting over with a new PUD.
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• Work with property owners in PUD’s and in subdivisions with covenants that prohibit Accessory Dwelling 
Units (ADUs) in order to amend these regulations to allow for ADUs.

• Amend Section 5.11: Community Housing Inclusionary Requirements of the UDC to:
- Adjust the threshold for affordable housing requirements in order to limit attempts by developers to skirt 

these requirements.
- Modify the required housing categories (i.e. % AMI Category) in order to create units in the categories 

with high demand.
- Include the option of a fee-in-lieu of housing. It was noted that if such a fee were to be established that 

it would need to be realistic, otherwise developers would find a way to construct affordable units rather 
than paying the fee.

- Address discrepancies between the UDC and the town’s Community Housing Guidelines.

In 2019, the town amended the UDC revised their regulations for minimum lot area per dwelling unit required in 
the R/HD zone district.

3. CITY OF GLENWOOD SPRINGS
Data source(s): City of Glenwood Springs

I. Existing capacity for additional housing units.
The city recognizes that Glenwood Springs produces more housing demand than supply and is working to create 
effective policy to mitigate that deficit. In the past two years, the city has approved approximately 500 rental 
housing units. Two of those projects are currently under construction, and several smaller projects have been 
completed.

Most of what Glenwood Springs is able to absorb is infill and redevelopment due to the city’s geographic/
topographic constraints, which limit the amount of buildable land. The city has indicated that major 
infrastructure upgrades are also necessary to accommodate additional housing units. 

The new City Council, with three new Councilors elected in April 2019, has shown a willingness to tackle 
affordable housing issues within the city. It is yet to be seen what housing strategies the new council will 
prioritize, though meetings aimed at prioritizing council’s goals are scheduled for late summer 2019.

II. Short-term/vacation rentals.
2019 data from the city identified 150 permitted Vacation Rentals in Glenwood Springs. Those short-term/
vacation rentals  account for 3.6% of the city’s total housing stock. 

III. What is being done to address local housing issues?
The city has implemented a voluntary deed restriction program that waives all system improvement fees 
for rental properties that agree to limit rent to 100% AMI as determined by CHFA. This program is aimed at 
providing workforce housing and only applies to residents that work in the 81601 zip code, are a full time 
student, or are receiving disability or social security. 

The city participated in funding the 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study to better understand the 
breadth of housing needs within Glenwood Springs and the region as a whole.

City Council reinstituted a Housing Commission tasked with making recommendations on policy and actions that 
the city can take to further its housing goals. 

City Council has extensively reviewed Glenwood Springs’ Vacation Rental program to assess the impacts to the 
city’s housing stock. New regulations are being proposed to mitigate the perceived negative impacts of this 
industry.

A study was conducted regarding future uses of the Glenwood Springs Airport. Housing options were explored 
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as a part of this study. This is an on-going project.

4. TOWN OF NEW CASTLE
Data source(s): Town of New Castle; and, AirDNA

I. Existing capacity for additional housing units.
Currently the Castle Valley Ranch and Lakota Canyon Ranch areas have the capacity to build out several hundred 
homes and commercial space (refer to Table 12). While these areas have dedicated water rights, they lack utility 
and road infrastructure. As of 2019, no major plans for either of these areas was under permit.

Table 12: Build-Out Analysis of Castle Valley Ranch and Lakota Canyon Ranch

Project Name Number of Unbuilt Housing Units
(approximate)

Amount of Additional Commercial Space
(approximate)

Castle Valley Ranch 450 100,000 square feet

Lakota Canyon Ranch 549 100,000 square feet

TOTALS 999 units 200,000 square feet
Data Source(s): Town of New Castle

II. Short-term/vacation rentals.
The town is aware of one (1) operational Vacation Rental By Owner (VRBO) within municipal limits. It is not 
believed that VRBO’s have an impact on the local economy or housing stock. In August 2019, AirDNA identified 
sixteen (16) active listings for short-term/vacation rentals in the Town of New Castle.

III. What is being done to address local housing issues?
Recently, the town has made recent major financial concessions to a developer of a 50-unit, age and income 
restricted housing project.

The town remains sensitive to the needs for affordable housing and will consider hearing proposals from 
developers that prove to be in the best interest of New Castle’s existing population.

5. TOWN OF SILT
Data source(s): (1) Town of Silt; and, AirDNA

I. Existing capacity for additional housing units.
The town has over five hundred (500) lots available for development. The town has the political will and the 
physical infrastructure to expand by the number of approved lots/units (which is 500).

II. Short-term/vacation rentals.
The town does not currently regulated or monitor vacation rentals within town limits. This topic may be taken 
up by the Planning & Zoning Commission in the future, if it is found that the impacts from short-term/vacation 
rentals exceed the benefits.

It is possible that the town has existing vacation rentals that operate without collecting the town’s lodging tax, 
and the town might find it necessary to ferret out those properties to ensure proper collection of the tax.

August 2019 data from AirDNA, indicated that there are zero (0) active listings for short-term/vacation rentals in 
the Town of Silt.

III. What is being done to address local housing issues?
The Town of Silt recognizes that it has served as a bedroom community to the Roaring Fork and Vail valleys for 
decades. Consequently, the town has endured large costs for attending to a substantially residential population.

The town has approved numerous lots for development, which can accommodate all variety of residential 
products. 
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6. CITY OF RIFLE
Data source(s): City of Rifle; Draft 2019 City of Rifle Water Efficiency Plan; Draft 2019 City of Rifle Comprehensive Plan; and, AirDNA

I. Existing capacity for additional housing units.
According to the City of Rifle’s 2019 Comprehensive Plan, the city has the capacity to accommodate 1,500-2,000 
residential units in Tier 1 Growth Areas. The city’s Tier 1 Growth Areas were established by considering the 
following criteria:
• The area is either annexed or eligible for annexation. 
• The area is directly adjacent to existing neighbor¬hoods.
• The area is served by existing infrastructure (water, sewer, streets). Additional infrastructure can realistically 

be funded.
• The area has proximity to schools, parks, civic destinations, and businesses (1/4-mile walkshed). 
• The lots are of a size, shape, and pattern.
Within the city’s Tier 1 areas, an estimated 1,000 - 1,500 residential units can be developed on properties that 
have already been planned for development.

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, Rifle’s estimated 2018 population was 9,732. Based on projections from 
Rifle’s 2019 Municipal Water Efficiency Plan, it is anticipated that the city’s water supplies can accommodate a 
population greater than 20,000, which would carry the city to around 2042, assuming a 3% growth rate.

II. Short-term/vacation rentals.
The city has no information available regarding vacation rentals. In August 2019, AirDNA identified four (4) active 
listings for short-term/vacation rentals in the City of Rifle.

III. What is being done to address local housing issues?
The city has a requirement for Planned Unit Developments (PUDs) to “... provide benefits to the city such as high 
quality project design, transportation amenities, community facilities, open space, affordable housing or other 
benefits.”

The city permits Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs).

The city does not have any broad policies for affordable housing, but does have done programs to reduce fees in 
exchange for affordable units.

The city has pursued Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) projects and assisted others with pursuing them.

7. TOWN OF PARACHUTE & BATTLEMENT MESA
Data source(s): Town of Parachute; Battlement Mesa Metropolitan District; and, AirDNA

I. Existing capacity for additional housing units.
The town is open to all types of residential development including both single-family and multi-family housing. 
The town also has water and sewer resources and capacity, as well as political will to absorb significant 
residential and commercial development.

The Battlement Mesa PUD currently has 90 vacant single-family lots and entitlements for 1,400 additional 
housing units.

The Battlement Mesa Metropolitan District’s (BMMD) water and sewer facilities are at around 50% capacity. 
Battlement Mesa’s current population is approximately 5,000. Therefore the community has the ability to serve 
additional housing and a population of approximately 10,000.

II. Short-term/vacation rentals.
To the best of the town’s knowledge there are no vacation rentals in Parachute. According to AirDNA, there are 
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currently zero (0) active listings for short-term/vacation rentals in the Town of Parachute.

III. What is being done to address local housing issues?
The Town of Parachute and the Battlement Mesa community currently provide some of the most affordable 
housing in Garfield County.

Rents in Parachute are as low as $500 per month for an apartment and the Cottonwood View Apartments has a 
continual waiting list.

The Town of Parachute believes that it is the affordable housing solution for Garfield County.

4. SUMMARY OF GARFIELD COUNTY HOUSING DATA FROM THE 2019 GRFR 
HOUSING STUDY

1. OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY
The 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study is a housing needs analysis that was conducted in 
2018/2019 for a region that covers the Roaring Fork Valley and the Colorado River Valley; from Aspen and 
Snowmass Village to Glenwood Springs, and from Parachute to Edwards. This summary is based on data that 
was re-aggregated from that study and focuses on Garfield County (a part of the region originally analyzed in the 
regional effort).

The introduction to the Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study states...

“Study after study has documented unaffordable housing prices, inventory shortages, and an ever-expanding 
commute shed for workers. Moreover, decades of implementing best practices in most of the region’s 
communities has helped many but left still many more needs unmet. This study provides an understanding of 
the dynamics, interdependencies, and the “face” (with a regional workforce, resident, and employer survey) of 
regional housing needs. The purpose is to create a common language with uniformly-collected information and 
analysis from which regional solutions can finally address regional problems.”

This introduction also applies to the conditions that have been identified in Garfield County.

2. KEY TAKEAWAYS FROM THE REGIONAL HOUSING STUDY
The region has a 2,100-unit shortfall in housing for households at 60% of area median income (AMI) and less, 
and a 1,900-unit shortfall for households between 100% and 160% AMI (i.e. the “missing middle”). While the 
regional study did not specifically call out estimates of the shortfall for Garfield County separate from the region, 
it is clear from the analysis that there is considerable housing need at the present time and the units needed to 
address demand will increase over the next decade.

Photo Credit: Western Slope Consulting
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Figure 1: Housing Units Needed by AMI, 2017 & 2027

Data Source(s): 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study

• Market imbalances throughout the region mean that shortfalls by affordability level are much worse in 
certain areas.   In Garfield County, affordability issues are highest in the southern part of the county.

• Year-round business has grown, which can increase the region’s resilience to another down-turn.

• The population is aging and retiring; over the next ten (10) years, it is projected that the population in the 
region over 65 years old will increase 60% (7,800 people).

• Non-local property ownership and short-term rentals (STRs) put undue pressure on the housing market’s 
prices, which impacts the local workforce and the permanent resident population.

3. WHAT GEOGRAPHICAL AREA DID THE HOUSING STUDY ANALYZE?
The regional study area geography was built on the boundaries of zip codes throughout the Greater Roaring 
Fork Region (GRFR) and is divided into six (6) distinct areas, illustrated in Figure 3. This analysis focuses on 
just Garfield County and the incorporated towns of Glenwood Spring, New Castle, Silt, Rifle, Parachute and 
Battlement Mesa.

Figure 2: Study Area Geography Definitions Figure 3: Garfield County and the Greater Roaring Fork Region Study Areas 

Data Source(s): 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study
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4. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AS THEY RELATE TO GARFIELD COUNTY
This summary highlights the major findings of the research, analysis, and process that address the questions at 
the heart of the region’s relevant housing questions. The findings are also delineated by demand-side trends, 
supply-side trends, considerations of stated preferences, and case studies. 

I. The region generates more demand for housing than it has.
In 2017, the region had a 2000-unit shortfall for households at 60% AMI and below, a 700-unit shortfall for those 
at 100% to 120% AMI, and a 1,200-unit shortfall for the “missing middle” (i.e. households between 120% and 
160% percent AMI). By 2027, it is projected that the shortfall of units affordable to households at or below 100% 
AMI will balloon to 5,700-units, and the shortfall for the missing middle will remain the same.

II. Where is the demand for housing coming from?
Jobs and people generate demand for housing. Business and employment growth translate to housing 
demand, and households choose where to live based on a variety of factors. At different life stages, people and 
households have different preferences for what they want in a house, their neighborhood, and a community.  

i. Year-round business growth means more need for resident housing.
Job growth is a sign of the economic health, and between 2001 and 2017, the GRFR added more than 10,000 
jobs to its year-round business sectors. Relative to the state, the region accounts for 2% of Colorado’s jobs, but 
captured more than 2.5% of the state’s growth during this time.  

ii. Seasonal housing needs are relatively the same as they were more than a decade ago.
The magnitude of seasonal jobs has remained relatively constant in actual numbers but declined as a portion 
of overall employment. During the recession, many of the seasonal workforce needs were met by international 
workers.

iii. The regional population grew by young and old, but mostly old.
The GRFR grew by 28,000 residents (approximately 10,000 households) between 2001 and 2017 - more than 
1,700 persons per year. Just over 20% of the growth was in population between 35 and 64; more than 40 was 
under 35; and nearly 60%was over 65. Over the next 10 years, the regional population is projected to grow by 
24,000 people – 33% under 35 years old; 30% between 35 to 64 years old; and 30% over 65 years old.

iv. An aging population requires different housing solutions, care, and services.
Although longer life expectancies can be attributable to advances in medical treatment and healthier life-style, 
living longer means these medical services and treatments need to be available. It also means that different 
housing solutions need to be addressed. Elderly households frequently express an interest in downsizing and 
lower maintenance living arrangements, but also express frustration that there are so few if any opportunities 
in the region. Not only does the lack of appropriate housing impact their quality of life, it negatively impacts the 
region and municipal sales tax revenue collections.

v. Lower mortgage interest rates were supposed to work in people’s favor.
Although approximately 3,500 households in the region paid off their mortgages between 2000 and 2017, they 
were not replaced by a proportional number of new owner households. As a result, the percentage of owner 
households with a mortgage dropped from 79% to 73% over this time. Ironically, historically low borrowing 
conditions were supposed to incent more households into home-ownership, but they exacerbated the 
unsustainable increase in housing sales prices and instead ushered in a period of ownership disinvestment. 

III. Housing supply matters by type, price, and location.
Housing supply constraints, land availability, and a variety of factors (adequate infrastructure, roads, sewer, 
utilities, and public services) impact where a household chooses to live. Add substantial rates of second home-
ownership and inventory used for short-term rentals, and this set of circumstances becomes a major market 
challenge.  
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i. The overall housing inventory grew proportionally to jobs.
The region added 11,900 housing units (nearly 750 units per year) between 2000 and 2017 – almost identical 
to the net increase in wage and salary jobs. Unfortunately, much (60%) of that construction took place in 
primarily out-commuting locations – i.e. the New Castle to Parachute and Eagle to Gypsum areas (36% and 25%, 
respectively). Moreover, 16% of the new inventory are estimated to have been built for the second homeowner 
market – defined as “vacant, for seasonal use”.  

ii. Non-local ownership increased its toehold in the region.
While the portion of residential properties (single-family and multifamily) in local ownership decreased from 
73% to 72%, nearly 60% of new residential property valuation added between 2005 and 2017 was in the hands 
of non-locals.  

iii. Short-term rentals (STR) are a constraint on housing for residents.
A current snapshot of STRs in the GRFR reveals more than 1,600 listing – more than 3% of the region’s entire 
housing stock (i.e. total housing inventory). As expected, a majority of STRs are located in the Aspen to 
Snowmass area, with smaller proportions in the other areas of the region, ranging from less than 1% of total 
inventory in New Castle to Parachute to approximately 3% of the Carbondale area’s inventory.

iv. The cost to build housing has increased. 
Rising home prices are not just the product of market demand factors; they are the result of costs and/or 
shortages of labor and materials. Since 2001, materials costs have appreciated 56%, and the cost of labor has 
risen by 70%. Confounding this trend was the net loss (and lack of recovery) of more than 1,300 construction 
jobs after 2008.

IV. How unaffordable are housing prices?
Put together, the type of demand and supply constraints the region experiences translate inevitably lead to 
affordability challenges. Rates of commuting increase, ownership and investment declines, and the community 
and environment suffer. Most concerning is that this impacts the community, its heritage, and the people’s 
quality of life.

i. A second homeowner-driven market has driven its workforce away from their jobs.
The region’s workers have struggled for decades with the price of housing, and that is one of the main reasons 
why the region has become so large; workers have sought more affordable and available housing farther and 
farther away from their jobs.  In 2017 and 2018, the (weighted) average price of housing in the GRFR fluctuated 
between $700,000 and $1,000,000 – from just under $400,000 in the New Castle to Parachute area to the out-
of-reach high in the Aspen to Snowmass area of $2.4 million.  

ii. Cross-commuting patterns are the “market” solution to affordability challenges.
The Aspen to Snowmass area imports an average of 7,500 workers per day, and Glenwood Springs is a net 
importer of 2,400 workers. The other areas generally export workers. From a policy perspective, these cross-
commuting patterns are what happens when the “market is left to its own devices.” That is, the market may 
be “taking care of itself”, but it is not taking care of these workers’ quality-of-life (at least for those who would 
rather not commute as far).  

iii. Cost burden costs the region $54 million a year.
Although some households are making quality of life trade-offs when they choose to spend more than 30% 
of their incomes on housing, the economic impact of “overspending” cannot be overlooked. It is estimated 
that overspending amounted to approximately $54 million in 2017, averaging $320 per month for each of 
the region’s 14,100 cost-burdened households. The impact is that $320 per month spent regionally would 
recirculate locally in very different ways (creating jobs) in the hands of households rather than the hands of non-
local landlords or residential mortgage bond-holders (e.g. Wall Street).
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5. HOUSEHOLD AND EMPLOYER SURVEYS WERE USED TO UNDERSTAND HOUSING CONDITIONS 
The survey-based component of the Regional Study was conducted during late winter and spring, 2018. The 
extensive effort targeted both local residents/employees and employers. Selected highlights of the survey 
research as it applies to Garfield County are summarized in this section of the report. 

I. What are workers and residents saying?
Feedback from the surveys support some overall conclusions: 

i. Residents and employers throughout the region are experiencing housing problems.
Similarities between survey results from both groups are striking. To a large extent, housing issues are being felt 
throughout the area and the problems generally don’t respect city or county boundaries.

ii. Some residents are dissatisfied with local housing.
Among residents, dissatisfaction with current residence was probed in a variety of ways. Overall, about 1 in 10 
residents report they are “somewhat” or “very” dissatisfied with their current residence. Similarly, about 9% 
report dissatisfaction with the community where they live. Responses to this question are similar across the 
region although average satisfaction ratings with residence are somewhat lower (more dissatisfaction) in the 
Aspen/Snowmass area (3.8) compared to the Garfield County area - Glenwood Springs through Battlement Mesa 
(4.0). Survey results show that renters are more than twice as likely to be dissatisfied (19% compared to 7% for 
owners).

iii. Housing is rated a critical or serious problem by a majority of all residents in all communities in the region.
The relatively low level of dissatisfaction of residents is in seeming contrast to the widely held belief by residents 
and employers alike that housing is a “serious” or “critical” problem. While many are not dissatisfied with their 
homes, they recognize the housing problems are widespread and that housing issues create other impacts 
including traffic and commuter-related congestion and service quality issues as explained in open-ended 
comments obtained through the survey. The fact that this opinion is shared by most residents living throughout 
the region (76%), is illustrated by the graph below. Similarly, employers called it a problem at the same level, 
76%. Consensus between residents and employers that availability of housing represents a major problem 
provides an environment where public and private sector cooperative efforts become more viable.

Figure 4: How significant of a problem do you think the availability of workforce housing in the region is?

Data Source(s): 2018 Roaring Fork/Colorado River Valley/Eagle County Household Survey

iv. Retiring workers want to stay in their current community and residence.
These current residents will present a challenge over the next decade- problems exist today but they will only 
get worse, and they will be felt in upper Roaring Fork (Aspen/Snowmass) locations, as well as all of Garfield 
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County. The currently housed workforce will be getting smaller because of increasing percentages of retirees in 
the next few years, and a significant number of retiring workers now live in deed restricted units exacerbating 
the challenges. The survey finding that many older households want to stay in their community and in their 
current residence worsens the problems.

v. How do survey respondents expect to use their home in the future?
Overall, the results show general similarities across the region; in other words, all communities can expect a 
significant number of residents to want to stay in their community and in their current home into the future. 
However, the survey results also suggest that there is a segment of the community that will be interested in 
renting or purchasing a smaller home upon retirement – about 26% say they are “extremely” or “very” likely. 
Encouraging the development of some new smaller homes for retiring workers should be considered as a part of 
local housing plans.

vi. Relationship between where households live and where they work.
The relationship between where households live and where they work in the region is central to understanding 
housing current housing demand patterns and to planning for future housing and transportation policies. 
Analyzing these patterns is complex because households typically have more than one worker and for most, the 
decision where to live is based on a calculus that includes a variety of considerations. Commuting patterns and 
demand are closely tied to housing problems. The fact that significant percentages of employees are commuting 
long distances in Garfield County has a variety of implications. The survey data can support analysis of policy 
options and the relationship between commuting and housing trade-offs.

vii. Commuting workforce.
With the exception of Aspen, most households in the region have one or more workers working outside 
their community. Another way of looking at these data is to consider the pull of Aspen as an employment 
center. Survey results show that in communities between Snowmass and El Jebel, between 62% and 97% of 
respondents have one or more household member working in Aspen. Among Carbondale residents the figure 
drops to 49%, and it then falls off even more sharply among Glenwood Springs (16%) and Rifle (8%) residents. 
Nonetheless, a still significant 18-20% of New Castle and Silt households report one or more persons working 
in Aspen. The survey clearly identifies and measures widespread commuting that provides the demand that is 
served in part by RFTA and by other efforts including employer transportation assistance or subsidies.  

viii. Where do survey respondents most want to live?
The survey explored where current residents “would like to live if you could afford the cost of housing?” Results 
show 91% of Aspen respondents prefer Aspen, a not surprising finding. However, significant majorities living in 
Carbondale (75%) and Glenwood Springs (64%) also prefer their communities as a first choice. Among towns 
further west the figure dips to between 40% and 50%. These data are important, with many implications for 
communities in Garfield County. For example, they suggest that while Aspen may be the location of employment 
for many, it is not everyone’s preferred place to live. This ”first choice place to live” metric could be used to 
measure change over time as individual Garfield County communities work on policies and infrastructure to 
enhance their livability and attractiveness. 

ix. Open-Ended Comments.
The Household Survey contained a large number of “open-ended” questions that permitted respondents to 
comment or expand upon a quantitative response. Taken together, these comments represent over 300 pages 
of input. In an effort to make these results readily available, the consultant team provided several different 
summaries of the results. A listing of verbatim comments from Garfield County respondents on several of the 
key open-ended questions are included in this appendix.

II. What are employers saying?
The primary purpose of the Employer Survey was to understand local housing and employment issues from the 
perspective of employers. This section of the report summarizes Employer Survey responses from throughout 
the region, not just employers in Garfield County. The nature of employment patterns and the fact that many 
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businesses work in multiple locations makes it difficult to disaggregate employer information to a single locale. 
The 2018 survey collected a variety of data including: employment patterns, the impact of housing availability 
on retaining/recruiting employees and business operations, employer opinions, and activities regarding 
local workforce housing, and related issues. Altogether, a total of 300 employer surveys were received. The 
responding employers represent a diverse range of sizes, locations, and industry sectors. The responding 
employers account for 14,485 total peak-season employees (taking the maximum of winter employment and 
summer employment for each employer), an appreciable share of total employment in the region.  

i. Employer demographics.
The survey contained a series of questions designed to characterize employers on the basis of location, industry 
sector, square footage, and other functional characteristics.

• Employer location: Responses were obtained from employers throughout the region, with the greatest 
representation in the employment centers of Aspen (43%) and Glenwood Springs (20%).

• Industry sector: Survey respondents were distributed across a broad variety of industry sectors, led by 
construction (10% of respondents), retail trade (10%), professional/scientific/technical services (8%), and 
bar/restaurant (7%).

ii. Employees by job status.
Employers were asked to report their total number of year-round full-time, year-round part-time, seasonal full-
time, and seasonal part-time employees, in both the summer and winter seasons.  

• Unfilled jobs at the present time: Fully 45% of responding employers said they had unfilled jobs at the 
present time, including 37% with unfilled full-time jobs and 19% with unfilled part-time jobs. This past 
winter (2017/18 season), 32% of responding employers had jobs they were unable to fill. The share of 
employers with unfilled jobs varied from 18% at employers with 1-4 workers to 60% at employers with 50+ 
workers. Altogether, including respondents both fully staffed and understaffed, employers were on average 
understaffed by 2.8% this past winter.

iii. Ease of finding and retaining qualified employees, and challenges in recruiting.
Most employers (57%) say it has gotten harder to find and retain qualified employees over the past three (3) 
years, while 28% say it has stayed about the same, and just 1% say it has gotten easier (13% don’t know). Fully 
86% of responding employees say they have challenges in recruiting and retaining employees, including 74% 
of the smallest employers and 100% of the largest. The biggest challenge by far is a lack of affordable housing, 
cited by 66% of employers.

Figure 5: How significant of a problem do you think the availability of workforce housing in the region is?

Data Source(s): 2018 Roaring Fork/Colorado River Valley/Eagle County Employer Survey
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iv. How difficult is it for your employees to find affordable housing?
Employers were asked to rate how difficult it is for various employee groups to find affordable housing. A 
majority of employers believe it is “5-very difficult” for: retail/service clerks (65%), seasonal employees (63%), 
general labor/service (56%), construction/repair/skilled trades (57%), and entry level professionals (55%). A 
significant but smaller share of employers say that finding affordable housing is very difficult for office support 
staff (45%), mid-management (39%), and upper management (38%).

Figure 6: How difficult is it for your employees to find affordable housing in the region?

Data Source(s): 2018 Roaring Fork/Colorado River Valley/Eagle County Employer Survey

v. Impact of housing availability on work performance of employees.
Almost three-quarters of employers (73%) feel that the availability of affordable housing has impacted the work 
performance of their employees, rising from 61% of the smallest employers to 81% of the largest. Impacts 
include displeasure with wage rates due to high housing costs (48%), high turnover (29%), tardiness from long 
commutes (29%), high absentee rates (8%), and other issues (7%, e.g. fatigue from long commutes, inability to 
expand business, etc. 

vi. Seriousness of the issue of affordable/employee housing for local residents.
In a key finding from the research, there is broad agreement among employers of all sizes that affordable 
housing is a problem for residents. This opinion is shared by residents. Most employers feel that affordable/
employee housing is a serious issue, with 28% rating it as “the most critical problem in the area,” and 48% rating 
it as “one of the more serious problems.”

vii. Employer actions. The survey probed specific actions currently being undertaken by employers to address 
housing needs, as well as their potential willingness to assist in the future. Provision of housing and housing 
assistance to employees was evaluated. A significant share of employers – and especially the largest employers – 
provide some type of housing assistance to their employees.  

Additionally, responding employers provide other types of housing assistance, roughly equivalent to 2% of their 
summer and winter employees.

• Willingness to assist with provision of affordable housing in the future: About one in five employers (21%) 
stated they would be willing to assist with the provision of affordable housing in the future, while 28% are 
unwilling, and fully half (51%) are uncertain. The high level of uncertainty may imply a potential openness to 
assisting, subject to the details of what that might entail.
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Figure 7: In the future, would you be willing to assist with the provision of affordable/employee housing?

Data Source(s): 2018 Roaring Fork/Colorado River Valley/Eagle County Employer Survey

viii. Open-ended comments.
The Employer Survey included several opportunities for open-ended comments. A complete listing of these 
comments is presented under separate cover. The comment feedback obtained from the following question 
included responses that have been grouped into the various topics:   

• Q24 - Do you have any other comments or suggestions regarding affordable housing for employees in the 
region?
- Affordable Housing Concerns.  
- Support vs. Opposition to Employee Housing. 
- The Role of Government in Affordable Housing. 
- Other Themes and Comments.

6. THE RESULTS FROM THE REGIONAL HOUSING SURVEY
I. Distribution
Survey packets were mailed to a random sampling of households located between Aspen and Parachute/
Battlement Mesa along the Roaring Fork/Colorado River valleys, as well as to residents of Eagle County located 
between Eagle and Dotsero. The mailing list was purchased from a commercial vendor and provides a relatively 
current source of addresses that included owner and renter households. The mailed packet consisted of a cover 
letter (explaining options to complete the survey, including on-line in either English or Spanish), a paper survey, 
and a postage paid return envelope. Additionally, the survey included an invitation to participate in a prize 
drawing for one of ten (10) $50 grocery store gift certificates. That prize drawing message was presented on a 
small slip of paper separate from the survey form in order to preserve the anonymity of respondents.   

II. Survey Responses
The sample consisted of 6,000 surveys sent, with a total of 273 surveys returned as undeliverable. The mailing 
resulted in 948 returned paper forms (including 6 Spanish language surveys), an overall response rate of 16.5% 
based on delivered surveys. Additionally, the survey was publicized via Facebook in the valleys with ads in 
English and Spanish. A total of 100 surveys were completed based on the Facebook invitations. Finally, an “open 
link” version of the survey was made available throughout the study area with ads, public notices and some 
advertising. As summarized below, the open invitation version of the survey resulted in 1,063 responses. 

The mailed invitation segment of survey responses was obtained through random distribution and as a result, 
confidence intervals have been estimated for that set of survey respondents. The 95% confidence interval for 
a sample of 948 is +/-3.0 percentage points (larger for subgroups of respondents and questions with smaller 
sample sizes). The responses from the Facebook and Open Invitation sources were not obtained through 
random sampling and as a result, confidence intervals were not calculated for these subgroups. It is noted that 
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survey responses from all sources of survey distribution have been compared and are similar.

Table 13: Summary of Survey Distribution - Responses by Source

Source Number of Responses

Mailed Invitation to 
Random Sample

948

Facebook Invitation 100

Open Invitation 1,063

TOTAL RESPONSES 2,111
Data Source(s): 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study

III. Analysis of the Survey Results
The survey results provide a large data set that can be analyzed in a variety of ways. The consultant team 
considers the Mailed Invitation pool of responses to be most representative of regional households. However, 
because the results from the Facebook and Open Invitation segments of the sample closely resemble the 
random sample, the entire set of responses have been combined for much of this report. The sample is 
sufficiently large to permit analysis based on geographic subareas of the region, as well as by individual 
communities. The following discussion is primarily oriented around graphs that portray the “Overall” set of 
responses, as well as responses from Garfield County and the distinct geographic subareas (towns) based on zip 
codes of respondents: Carbondale, and Glenwood Springs through Battlement Mesa/Parachute.

7. GARFIELD COUNTY RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS
The survey contained a series of questions designed to characterize household demographics as well as other 
background information.

I. Where in Garfield County do survey respondents live?
The survey obtained responses from residents throughout Garfield County. The data indicate that there is a 
significant percentage of residents that live outside incorporated communities (30% of survey respondents). 
These data are potentially significant as various policy options are considered by regional decision-makers. 
While both towns and counties in the region, including Garfield County, have considerable experience trying 
to address affordable housing problems, the challenges are confounded by residents living in unincorporated 
areas resulting in a significant role for counties as well as towns/cities, and the need for coordination between 
jurisdictions.

Figure 8: Where do you live?

Data Source(s): 2018 Roaring Fork/Colorado River Valley/Eagle County Household Survey

II. Do respondents own or rent?  
Overall, about 67% of Garfield County responses are from owners, 31% from renters, with 3% indicating other 
circumstances such as care-taking, living with parents, work exchange, etc.
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Figure 9: Do you own or rent the residence where you currently live?

Data Source(s): 2018 Roaring Fork/Colorado River Valley/Eagle County Household Survey

III. Employer Assistance with Housing
A notable share of respondents (9% in Garfield County) live in housing provided or subsidized by their employer. 
Sharp geographic differences are evident, ranging from 28% among Aspen/Snowmass area residents to 10% in 
the Glenwood Springs area and 2% in the Parachute/Battlement Mesa area.

Figure 10: Does your current employer provide subsidized housing?

Data Source(s): 2018 Roaring Fork/Colorado River Valley/Eagle County Household Survey

IV. Multiple job holding continues to be prevalent among workers in Garfield County.
As is common in mountain communities, the average number of jobs held per individual significantly exceeds 1 
job. As shown below, the average is 1.2 jobs per person in Garfield County. In Aspen, Carbondale and Glenwood 
Springs the figure is 1.3 jobs, in down Valley communities it is approximately 1.1. The figure is an important 
measure of how a segment of local residents respond to costs of living, they are working multiple jobs to 
augment income or because some jobs are not available year round or full time.

Photo Credit: Western Slope Consulting
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Figure 11: How many jobs do the employed adults (18 & older) in your household currently work?

Data Source(s): 2018 Roaring Fork/Colorado River Valley/Eagle County Household Survey

V. How long have survey respondents lived in the region?
Survey results suggest that a large percentage of residents have lived in the region for some time, with over 
66% of Garfield County respondents indicating 10 years or more. This measure shows relatively little geographic 
variation. This question is used to segment some of the other survey questions; typically, relative newcomers to 
the region have differing opinions about the housing situation and they often encounter differing experiences 
and particular challenges.

Figure 12: How long have you lived in the area?

Data Source(s): 2018 Roaring Fork/Colorado River Valley/Eagle County Household Survey

VI. How long do survey respondents expect to live in the region?
In a related finding, the majority of respondents anticipate continuing to live in the region long-term. Only 11% 
of Garfield County respondents anticipate moving out of the region in the next three (3) years. There is little 
variation in this measure across the geographic areas. In general, the data suggest that in spite of housing and 
other challenges, most residents want to stay in the area.
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Figure 13: How much longer do you plan on living in the area?

Data Source(s): 2018 Roaring Fork/Colorado River Valley/Eagle County Household Survey

8. SATISFACTION
The survey asked respondents about their satisfaction with their current residence and the community in which 
they live. These questions represent an important indicator of overall opinion and they also serve to segment 
survey results permitting the exploration of those respondents that are least satisfied. As described below, a 
large percentage of residents are satisfied with both their residence and the community in which they live. Yet, 
there is widely help sentiment that housing is a “critical” or “serious” problem in the region, one that is in need 
of attention.

I. Satisfaction with personal housing situation.
Overall, just under half of the respondents (43% in Garfield County) rate their satisfaction with their residence 
a “5” or “very satisfied”, and another 33% are “satisfied.” In contrast, about 12% are “very” or “somewhat 
dissatisfied.” In other words, while the focus of much of the local discussion is on problems with housing and the 
challenges felt by many segments of residents, the prevailing sentiment in terms of the individual situation of 
residents is generally quite positive.  

Figure 14: What is your level of satisfaction with your current residence?

Data Source(s): 2018 Roaring Fork/Colorado River Valley/Eagle County Household Survey

Further, Garfield County respondents are also generally satisfied with the community in which they live, overall 
38% responding “very satisfied” and 33% “satisfied.” These results are especially positive among respondents 
from Carbondale, while several other towns have relatively greater levels of dissatisfaction.
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Figure 15: What is your level of satisfaction with the community you currently live in?

Data Source(s): 2018 Roaring Fork/Colorado River Valley/Eagle County Household Survey

II. Perceived extent of the housing problem.
The survey contained a question that provides insight into the local opinions about the extent of the “housing 
problem.” As shown below, overall 20% of Garfield County respondents consider housing to be the “most 
critical” problem in the region, with an additional 52% calling it “one of the more serious problems.” However, 
there are significant differences in response by geography. Not surprisingly, housing is widely identified as a 
serious or critical issue among Aspen area respondents (86%). In the geographic areas Glenwood Springs and 
west, below that number drops progressively. In other words, housing is widely perceived to be a problem but 
there are variations in opinion that could be weighed as regional efforts are considered. Within Garfield County, 
the problem of housing is widely identified but there are other problems that also are considered important and 
in need of being addressed.

Figure 16: How significant of a problem do you think the availability of workforce housing in the region is?

Data Source(s): 2018 Roaring Fork/Colorado River Valley/Eagle County Household Survey

Perhaps not surprising is the finding that renters perceive the problem go be more “critical” than owners. 
However, the strong majority of respondents share the opinion that it is a critical or serious problem.
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Figure 17: How significant of a problem do you think the availability of workforce housing in the region is?

Data Source(s): 2018 Roaring Fork/Colorado River Valley/Eagle County Household Survey

9. RETIREMENT ISSUES
A topic of considerable local discussion has revolved around the challenges of an aging workforce and the 
potential retirement of a large segment of residents. As noted above, many residents indicate that they would 
like to stay in the region for the long term. The impacts of retirees on housing demand, and on the current 
inventory of deed-restricted units are significant; the surveys were designed to permit these topics to be 
explored.

I. Expected use of home five (5) years from now.
Survey respondents were asked how they expect to use their home in the future. Note that this question 
permitted multiple responses so totals sum to greater than 100%. Most respondents (66% Garfield County) 
expect to use their home as a primary residence. This figure varies from approximately 82% in Aspen/Snowmass 
(not shown on graph) to 67% in Glenwood and 62% in Rifle and Parachute. While few respondents expect to sell 
and move outside the area (10% overall among Garfield County respondents), this expectation was relatively 
higher in the down valley areas. Overall, the results show similarities across the region, in other words, all 
communities can expect a significant number (well over 50%) of residents to want to stay in their community 
and in place in the future. The interest in renting long-term to year-round residents is a low 7% overall in 
Garfield County, but interestingly the percentage saying they expect to rent to visitors (i.e. Rent by Owner) is 
even lower, less than 3%.

Photo Credit: Western Slope Consulting
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Figure 18: If you own your home, how do you expect to be using it five (5) years from now?

Data Source(s): 2018 Roaring Fork/Colorado River Valley/Eagle County Household Survey

II. Timing of retirement.
Survey results suggest that the retirement challenges are likely to be felt on a continuing basis over the next ten 
years.  About 11% of all respondents aged 50 and older overall, and 12% of Garfield County respondents say 
they will be retiring in the next 2 to 3 years. The survey results suggest that challenges of retiring workers will 
continue to increase in the foreseeable future throughout the region.

Figure 19: If you are 50 or older, when do you plan to retire?

Data Source(s): 2018 Roaring Fork/Colorado River Valley/Eagle County Household Survey

III. Retirement preferences.
When asked to look ahead to their retirement, most respondents aged 50 and older indicated a high likelihood 
of staying within the region, with Aspen/Snowmass residents indicating the highest likelihood. Among Garfield 
County respondents 57% are “extremely” or “very” likely to stay. Additionally, most respondents indicated that 
they were unlikely to rent or purchase a smaller home, suggesting a preference to age in their current place of 
residence. These results suggest that much of the housing stock will not turn over as residents retire, thereby 
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exacerbating some of the current housing shortages.

Figure 20: When you retire, how likely are you... To rent/purchase a smaller home? To stay in the region?

Data Source(s): 2018 Roaring Fork/Colorado River Valley/Eagle County Household Survey

10. LIVE/WORK PATTERNS
The relationship between where households live and where they work in the region are central to understanding 
housing current housing demand patterns and to planning for future housing and transportation policies. 
Analyzing these patterns is complex because households typically have more than one worker; for most, the 
decision where to live is based on a calculus that includes a variety of considerations as explored below.  

I. Relationship between place of residence and place of work.
Understanding commuting begins with data that describe where working households live now and where they 
work. As shown below, with the exception of Aspen, most households in the region have one or more workers 
working outside their community. Moving diagonally across the chart below, it shows that 95% of Aspen 
working respondents have at least one household member working in Aspen. For Snowmass it is 64% working in 
Snowmass, and in Basalt, Willits and El Jebel less than 50% of households have workers employed in the same 
town. For Carbondale residents the figure is 69%. Glenwood Springs (84%) and Rifle (73%) are well established 
employment centers. However, further west in Garfield County, out-commuting is the norm, as only 29% of New 
Castle residents and 28% of Silt residents have all household members working in their community of residence, 
and in Parachute/Battlement Mesa it is approximately 41%. These figures provide one metric of the current 
relationship of employment location in relation to residency.

Another way of looking at these data is to consider the pull of Aspen as an employment center. Moving across 
the top line in the chart below, survey results show that in communities between Snowmass and El Jebel, 
between 62% and 97% of respondents have one or more household member working in Aspen.  Among 
Carbondale residents the figure drops to 49%, and it then falls off even more sharply among Glenwood Springs 
(16%) and Rifle (8%) residents. Nonetheless, a still significant 18-20% of New Castle and Silt households report 
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one or more persons working in Aspen. Clearly, the survey shows widespread commuting that provides the 
demand that is served in part by RFTA and by other efforts including employer transportation assistance or 
subsidies.

Figure 21: Where do you currently live? Which communities do members of your household work in?

Data Source(s): 2018 Roaring Fork/Colorado River Valley/Eagle County Household Survey

II. Where do you live now? Where would you like to live if you could afford the cost of housing?
The survey also explored where current residents “would like to live if you could afford the cost of housing.” 
The highlighted blue color that runs diagonally across the chart below illustrates the percentage of respondents 
that responded that their current residence location is their preferred location. For example, 91% of Aspen 
respondents prefer Aspen, 67% of Snowmass residents prefer Snowmass, and 56% of Basalt residents 
prefer Basalt. Significant majorities living in Carbondale (75%) and Glenwood Springs (64%) also prefer their 
communities. Among towns further west the figure dips to between 40 and 50%. These data are important, with 
many implications. For example, they suggest that while Aspen may be the location of employment for many, 
it is not necessarily everyone’s preferred place to live. Additionally, the data provide a measure of current living 
conditions in the region; this metric could be used to measure change over time as individual communities work 
on policies and infrastructure to enhance their livability and attractiveness.

Figure 22: Where do you currently live? Where would you like to live if you could afford housing?

Data Source(s): 2018 Roaring Fork/Colorado River Valley/Eagle County Household Survey
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The charts below illustrate the percentage of Garfield County residents living in their preferred location, as well 
as the communities people would most like to live if they could afford the cost of housing.

Figure 23: Where do you currently live? Where would you like to live if you could afford housing?

Data Source(s): 2018 Roaring Fork/Colorado River Valley/Eagle County Household Survey

III. Reasons for commuting.
The survey explored methods of commuting (walk, drive, bus, etc.) and reasons for commuting if the home to 
work distance is greater than five miles. Results show that most respondents commute by driving alone. For the 
majority of commuters, the price of housing is the most identified reason for commuting (63%). However, for 
many the “type of home I want is not available where I work” (25%) and “community character, I prefer where I 
live” (26%) were also frequently mentioned. Additionally, almost one in four say they “don’t mind the commute” 
including a very high percentage (50%) of Eagle/Gypsum commuters.
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Figure 24: If you commute more than 5-miles between work and home, why?

Data Source(s): 2018 Roaring Fork/Colorado River Valley/Eagle County Household Survey

i. Preferences – Important Factors in Looking for a Place to Live.
The survey asked respondents to identify the importance of a series of factors in looking for a place to live. Cost 
of housing to buy/rent was most identified (receiving an average score of 4.6 on a five-point scale). Of interest, 
while there are some differences by community (for example, Aspen residents choosing “proximity to place of 
employment” and “proximity to bus/shuttle”) the overall averages are fairly similar across the geographic areas. 
Examples include “community character” and “energy efficiency” which were rated of relatively high importance 
and received similar ratings from all geographic areas.

Figure 25: What factors are important to you when looking for a place to live?

Data Source(s): 2018 Roaring Fork/Colorado River Valley/Eagle County Household Survey
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IV. Workforce commuting patterns in Garfield County.

i. Carbondale Area.
In 2015, it is estimated that there were approximately 
4,600 jobs in the Carbondale Area, 35% of which were 
filled by local residents and 65% of which were filled by in-
commuters.

Characteristic of a community that has historically been 
more of a bedroom community than an employment center 
(although it has twice as many jobs as the Basalt Area), 
there are 8,200 employed residents in the Carbondale, 80% 
of whom commute somewhere else in the region for their 
jobs.
Data Source(s): 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study

Figure 26: Carbondale Area worker import/export

ii. Glenwood Springs Area.
In 2015, there were an estimated 11,200 jobs in the 
Glenwood Springs Area, 35% of whom were local resident/
workers, and 65% of which were filled by in-commuters. 
In the local labor force, however, there were an estimated 
8,800 employed residents, more than 55% of whom 
commuted somewhere else for their jobs.
Data Source(s): 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study

Figure 27: Glenwood Springs Area worker import/export

iii. New Castle to Parachute Area.
In 2015, there were an estimated 9,300 jobs in the New 
Castle to Parachute Area, more than 55% of whom live 
and work in the area, and slightly less than 45% of which 
commute in from elsewhere.

Similar to the bedroom community dynamic of the 
Carbondale Area, this area contains significantly more 
employed residents than are necessary for its workforce. 
The area has 14,900 employed residents, 65% of which 
commute somewhere else in the region (as well as to extra-
regional locations, such as Grand Junction).
Data Source(s): 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study

Figure 28: New Castle-Parachute Area worker import/export
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Figure 29: Garfield County and the Greater Roaring Fork Region Study Areas 

Data Source(s): 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study

11. RESIDENT SURVEY OPEN-ENDED COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS – SELECTED QUESTIONS
Q6:  If planning on leaving the area in three (3) years or less, why are you likely to leave the area? 
Repeated themes include cost of living and affordability, desire to own a home and few (expensive) options 
locally, changing communities and retirement. 

At the end of the survey, respondents were asked to provide any other comments or suggestions regarding local 
housing issues. In total, approximately 450 comments were evaluated. Survey respondents provided verbatim 
input which was organized into five (5) general categories: 

1. Affordable housing issues.
2. Free-market housing issues.
3. The role of government in affordable housing.
4. Cost of living issues.
5. General sentiments about housing issues.

Common themes and example comments are provided below for the affordable housing issues, free-market 
housing issues, the role of government in affordable housing and cost of living issues categories.

I. Affordable housing issues.
As may be expected, residents expressed a wide variety of concerns related to affordable housing options in the 
Greater Roaring Fork Region. Overall the most prominent theme in this category was a need for more subsidized 
senior housing options; numerous comments that plainly point to the issue, such as “we need more affordable 
senior housing in our area” and “I hope through this survey that action will be taken to provide long term 
affordable housing especially for those nearing retirement age,” express a clear concern for an aging segment 
of the population in the Greater Roaring Fork Region. The frequency of these comments is followed closely by 
concerns for affordable housing rates still being too high, coupled with poor living conditions and maintenance, 
and often an expressed desire or intention to leave.

“I can barely afford my ‘Affordable Housing’ rent with 2 jobs (1 full-time, 1 part-time). I don’t have many bills or 
debt, so I’m not living beyond my means, but I have no money because everything goes towards rent. I have no 
cable because I can’t afford it. My apartment is so poorly insulated, and we have electric heat, my bill in winter 
is ridiculous, even with me turning my heat down to 50 degrees when I leave. It’s absurd we can’t get cable or 
other utilities included in rent, which goes up every year!!! I can barely take a real shower because my hot water 
runs out so quickly. So, also, since I can never seem to get ahead financially because I’m putting everything 
towards rent and electric, how am I supposed to come up with $2000 to put down towards a house if I win the 
lottery? I have been here 14 years and see no real housing in my future. I have been here 14 years and see no 
real housing in my future. I’m moving to Denver.”
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“New ‘affordable’ housing is aimed at 80% of median. Already paying more than 50% of net income for rent and 
do not make median income. Off seasons I just make rent, forget anything else. Do not want to leave, but it is no 
longer possible to stay.”

Other issues with affordable housing included needs for alternative housing assistance such as down payment 
and deposit assistance, as well as a common interest in prioritizing affordable housing for long-term residents of 
the area.

II. Free-market housing issues.
Overwhelmingly, residents discussed the need for lower-cost market-level homes. Many of these comments 
specifically addressed the existence of a substantial gap between maximum earnings for housing assistance, and 
the cost of appropriate housing on the free market. Many other comments cited concerns for HOA fees driving 
up the cost of housing. The most common theme within these concerns was related to affordable homes that 
were appropriate for families, while other themes addressed starter homes and affordable market options for 
young adults. 

“I am in the process of purchasing a new home with my partner. Together, we represent a good financial means/
middle class. We both have homes that went under contract within 3 days each (Carbondale and New Castle). 
We had trouble finding a home to work for our future (family, size of home, garage, location to each of our 
work places). The one takeaway I found in our search is that attainable housing exists for us, but with very steep 
HOA dues (RVR, Iron Bridge... $400/month!). The next generation of homeowners is very likely matching our 
demographic and not willing to subsidize golf courses. Otherwise, we could integrate into those neighborhoods 
and communities.”

“We’ve been looking to buy for 3 years. The market has only gotten worse for people like us. Small to average 
homes, or fixer uppers that we would be looking to buy are usually well over $400K. This is going to be a 
problem for those looking to put down a root in this town. Average first-time home owners around the country 
are looking to pay half that. The housing lotto only pops up once every few months and 60+ families vie for a 
home that would be considered average price elsewhere around the country.”

“Housing is extremely difficult to find. I don’t even qualify for affordable housing because I apparently make too 
much, which is insane to me. I shouldn’t have to living pay check to pay check in order to pay for housing. I’m in 
one of the few professions who live in the Greater Roaring Fork Region year-round, architecture. I have a college 
degree and work more than 40+ hours a week. It’s stupid how restrictive housing is here.”

“It is heart breaking to know our children will not be able to afford to live in this beautiful community. We were 
lucky to build our home when we did - my husband has worked for the resort for 30+ years and at his current 
salary we could not afford to purchase our home. The turn-over of core employees such as teachers and 
police/fire officers is greatly impacted by the lack of ‘decent’ affordable housing. Many of the deed-restricted 
developments have become slums - yet still too expensive. I would not want my children living there. We could 
sell our home for a lot of money but we wouldn’t be able to replace it in the valley. Pay (all 3 have college 
degrees) versus cost of living don’t add up.”

“Build housing to support young professionals. We don’t need 4/5-bedroom golf communities. We need more 
inventory in the 2/1 1000-1200 sf range so that young people can afford housing to start families and not be 
burdened by deed restrictions or rent stipulations.”

Aside from these issues, commenters also frequently voiced concerns over short-term rentals, vacation homes, 
and rent-by-owner services (AirBnB, VRBO, etc.).

“The Airbnb vacation rentals have decimated the available rental market for new employees in C’dale and 
G’wood area.”
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“I am concerned that the housing prices are too high for people to get out of renting and the renting inventory 
is being pinched by units being taken off the rental market and being put into platforms like air B&B, further 
hurting people trying to get a home. If people can’t live in their town, the town will cease to be a community.”

III. The role of government in affordable housing.
Regarding how town, city and county governments should be involved in affordable housing initiatives, the 
respondents were split between two different positions. Many respondents argued that governments should 
not be involved in housing at all and to eliminate development barriers to better serve a free-market, while 
many others called for the creation of a regional housing authority, increased regulation of the housing market 
(particularly to regulate rent-by-owner programs, like AirBnB), and more effort into planning and zoning for new 
developments to regulate traffic flow and water usage.

“The Greater Roaring Fork Region needs an active regional housing authority that governs or makes 
recommendations with teeth to local municipal and county governments about housing placement. County/
municipal governments must work together so that the Hwy 82 corridor does not over-reach its carrying 
capacity. Inter-county planning is a must. Municipal infill is also a must to avoid sprawl. The GRFR needs 
affordable options for senior housing and so forth but mainly coordinated planning efforts. The amount of water 
available for housing must also be taken into consideration since studies have shown that the state’s population 
will increase beyond water capacity very soon.”

“The problem with housing is one of excessive zoning and regulation. Take these barriers of the free market 
away and there would be affordable housing in Aspen. The studies are clear. Please read the studies before 
enacting another government scheme that will de-facto zone out and exclude minorities and the poor.  Look at 
results, not intentions as a guide to your actions. Free up the marketplace and the housing shortage will quickly 
disappear, and the local economy will get a boost when more efficient builders who were excluded from the 
market due to cronyism enter and flourish...”

IV. Cost of living issues.
By far, the most common theme related to cost of living was a concern for low wages. One commenter explains 
“Housing costs compared to incomes are horrifying. I have zero savings because of the rental market. I have 
little recreation time because I work so much for so little, and I have a masters degree,” while another argues 
“We don’t have a housing problem, we have a wage problem.  Our family’s income is less than 12 years ago for 
same type of work, while expenses have increased.” Aside from wages, common themes included cost of health 
insurance and childcare. 

12. EMPLOYER SURVEY OPEN-ENDED COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS
The Employer Survey included several opportunities for open-ended comments. Select findings from the open-
ended comments recorded are summarized below.   

Q24: Do you have any other comments or suggestions regarding affordable housing for employees in the 
region?
At the end of the Employer Survey, respondents were asked to provide any other comments or suggestions 
regarding affordable housing for employees in the region. In total, 87 employers provided comments. These 
responses have been organized into four (4) general categories: 

1. Affordable housing needs/concerns.
2. General support for or opposition to employee housing.
3. The role of government in affordable housing.
4. Other themes and general comments about living in the area.

For each category, common themes and example comments are provided below.
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I. Affordable housing needs/concerns.
The most common theme in this category was obstacles; many respondents discussed how there are a number 
of obstacles that contribute to the problem of finding affordable housing in the region. These obstacles including 
a lack of information about the issue, a risk of misrepresentation in eligibility for assistance, qualifications 
that are too restrictive, and a lack of general community buy-in to addressing the issues. In one example, a 
respondent emphasized a concern with a lack of community buy-in by explaining as follows: 

“There’s a lot of ‘talk’ about affordable and workforce-level housing in this valley, but when decent 
developments are presented to councils/town halls, etc. they always seem to be denied because of neighbor 
disapproval. The community needs to be willing to accept some amount of workforce housing, even if it’s not 
exactly in the ideal location for each individual in this valley.”

Another common theme was found among respondents who used this opportunity to express specific needs for 
the community, including affordable family-oriented homes, housing for emergency services personnel, long-
term supportive housing, seasonal housing, and upkeep/maintenance of existing homes.

II. General support or opposition to employee housing.
Overall, responses related to employer sponsored housing were mixed. Many commenters said that the lack of 
availability of affordable housing negatively impacts the local economy.

“As a small business owner in Eagle County, for over 20 years, the lack of affordable housing has limited my 
selection of qualified applicants.”

“From a resort Standpoint -As a luxury, high end destination we are losing our ability to service our guests. From 
a Community Standpoint - we are losing the demographic that has school age children, losing our doctors and 
nurses, our teachers, our backbones of a sustainable community.”

However, a number of other employer respondents emphasized reasons they are opposed to employer 
sponsored housing, such as high property taxes, high cost of upkeep, and an inability for the program to address 
other issues that contribute to the housing economy and living conditions in the area.

“Simply increasing the number of affordable housing units is a very limited approach. Each new job creates 
the need for additional services in the community resulting in the need for more employees and more housing 
units, etc. There is no current method for building our way out of the lack of housing and affordability. Our 
current approach to housing leads to reductions in the quality of life in the communities and increased stresses. 
A primary focus should be on infrastructure like real multi-modal transportation corridors/options. Multi-family 
units linked to these multi-modal transportation corridors would have long range benefits for our communities 
that are currently undervalued.”

III. The role of government in affordable housing.
Many respondents offered suggestions and opinions regarding the involvement of local and county-level 
governments in solving the problem of affordable housing. Themes within these comments emphasized the 
government’s responsibility to provide regulation, to incentivize new developments, and to focus on issues 
that contribute to the housing market. Other comments called for better collaboration between counties, 
implementing a housing authority or similar dedicated division of government, and developing city-owned land 
for affordable housing.

“Offer tax incentive to employer to offer employee housing assistance.”

“Very complicated issue. Very little incentive for developers to build new housing stock that matches the price 
point that makes economic sense for the working people of the area. Perhaps a housing authority could be 
formed.”
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“I hate adding to government size but to have an in-house affordable construction division would be a good way 
for the housing department to control additions, code issues, costs, etc. and to a certain extent keep better tabs 
on having legitimate owners.”

“Eagle, Garfield and Pitkin Counties need to learn to work together to help each other as the cost of housing 
problem and being able to attract hires from out of area or even in is only going to worsen. It is in the best 
interest for all, (the mountain communities) to allow families to for example live in Pitkin County housing but 
work in Eagle County and vice versa. The County lines in the valley are a problem in more ways than one.”

IV. Other themes and general comments about living in the area.
Other themes included an emphasis on using local resources to complete housing developments. One 
respondent commented;

“I would be happy to talk about constructing employee housing with other small businesses so we can pull our 
resources and start to handle this extremely important issue. Or anything really, it is a huge problem for the 
health of my businesses, it is the number 1 problem in all my businesses. I am open to doing everything I can to 
help fix it.”

13. SUMMARIES OF ESTIMATED HOUSING NEEDS, 2017 AND 2027

i. Carbondale Area.
The average price of housing in the Carbondale Area was 
approximately $720,000 in the 3rd quarter of 2018 – nearly 
10% lower than the average price of housing in the Basalt 
Area, and approximately 70% lower than the Aspen to 
Snowmass Area.  

The area’s housing supply has a net of 1,200 unit 
meeting non-local housing demand, which is projected to 
remain relatively constant through 2027. On the basis of 
affordability level, the current 600-unit shortfall at 60% AMI 
is projected to stay the same, and shortfalls at nearly every 
level between 60% to 140% AMI are anticipated to emerge.
Data Source(s): 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study

Figure 30: Carbondale Area housing needs

ii. Glenwood Springs Area.
The average housing price in the Glenwood Springs Area 
was approximately $530,000 in the 3rd quarter of 2018. 
Although this was approximately 30% lower than the Basalt 
Area, 25% lower than the Carbondale Area, and nearly 80% 
lower than the Aspen to Snowmass Area, this part of the 
region generates more housing demand than it supplies.  

Overall, the area has a 2,000-unit shortfall, which is 
projected to remain relatively the same over the next ten 
(10) years. That shortfall is also spread across every income 
level, and is projected to expand in the “missing middle” 
category (120% to 160% AMI) by 2027.
Data Source(s): 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study

Figure 31: Glenwood Springs Area housing needs
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iii. New Castle to Parachute Area.
The New Castle to Parachute Area is currently the most 
affordable part of the region with average housing prices at 
approximately $310,000 in the 3rd quarter of 2018 – nearly 
90% lower than the Aspen to Snowmass Area, more than 
60% lower than the Basalt Area, more than 40% lower than 
the Glenwood Springs area, and nearly 60% lower than the 
average in the Carbondale Area.  

As a result, demand pressures from the entire region have 
created a market in which there are currently an estimated 
2,600 housing units meeting non-local demands. Over 
the next ten (10) years, this supply surplus is projected to 
remain relatively constant. On the basis of affordability level, 
the market has only minor shortfalls, but for the missing 
middle spectrum.
Data Source(s): 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study

Figure 32: New Castle-Parachute Area housing needs

Figure 33: Overall GRFR Housing Gaps by AMI, 2017

Data Source(s): 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study

14. OTHER
Although not a focus of this report, the GRFR Housing Study found that:
• The Basalt area’s housing market is relatively balanced. 
• Demand for housing in the Aspen to Snowmass area far exceeds supply. 


