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SECTION I. 
Community and Income Profile 

This section provides a general overview of Arvada’s demographic and economic 
environment to set the context for the housing market analysis. The discussion is 
organized around population levels and trends, household diversity, and economic health. 
The section concludes with a discussion of transit options and traffic congestion. 

Population Levels and Trends 
Population. According to City estimates, Arvada’s current population is about 119,000, 
up from 106,000 in 2010. The American Community Survey (ACS) estimates the total 
population of Arvada in 2017 to be 115,320 making it the 7th largest city in the Colorado.1 
Between 2000 and 2017, Arvada’s population growth was moderate compared to several 
surrounding communities including Broomfield, Fort Collins, Longmont, and Thornton. 
With a total growth rate of 13 percent over this period, Arvada’s growth was comparable to 
its eastern neighbor Westminster and well out paced its southern neighbor Lakewood.   

Figure I-1 shows the total population and the population growth for Arvada and 
surrounding cities between 2000, 2010, and 2017.  Arvada’s annualized growth rate 
between 2010 and 2017 was higher than it was between 2000 and 2010 while most 
surrounding cities were lower. This signifies that Arvada’s growth has accelerated since 
2010 relative to the prior decade.  

Figure I-1. 
Population, Arvada and Surrounding Communities, 2000, 2010, and 2017 

 
Source: 2000 and 2010 Census, 2017 5 year ACS Estimates 

 

1 2017 ACS was the most recent data available at the time the report was written that allows for comparisons across 
geography and demographic characteristics. 

Arvada 102,153 106,433 115,320 13,167 13% 0.4% 1.2%
Broomfield 38,272 55,889 64,283 26,011 68% 3.9% 2.0%
Centennial NA 100,377 108,448 NA NA NA 1.1%
Fort Collins 118,652 143,986 159,150 40,498 34% 2.0% 1.4%
Lakewood 144,126 142,980 151,411 7,285 5% -0.1% 0.8%
Longmont 71,093 86,270 91,730 20,637 29% 2.0% 0.9%
Thornton 82,384 118,772 132,310 49,926 61% 3.7% 1.6%
Westminster 100,940 106,114 111,895 10,955 11% 0.5% 0.8%

2010 2017

Annual Growth 
RateTotal Population Total 

Growth %
Total 

Growth #2000 2010 2017
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Population by Age. The median age in Arvada is 41.0 years which is about 10 percent 
higher than the Denver-Aurora-Lakewood, CO Metro Area2. Figure I-2 shows population by 
age in Arvada between 2000 and 2017. Children account for about a quarter of the total 
population though their share—particularly among children 5 and up—has declined since 
2000. The middle aged population (ages 35 to 54) also declined over the past two decades.  

Meanwhile, older cohorts including the 54 to 64 years and 65 and older groups saw 
significant growth with overall growth rates of 66 and 69 percent respectively.  

The young adult population (ages 20 to 34) also grew between 2000 and 2017 from 18,035 
to 21,701, (20% increase).  

Figure I-2. 
Population by Age, Arvada, 2000, 2010, and 2017 

Source: 2000 and 2010 Census, 2017 5 year ACS. 

Figure I-3 shows the geographic distribution of older adults (over 65) in Arvada.  

 

2 Throughout this report “Denver Metro” is defined by the Denver-Aurora-Lakewood, CO metropolitan statistical area. 

5 years and Under 6,581 6% 6,258 6% 7,066 6% 485 0
5-19 years 22,774 22% 21,017 20% 20,421 18% -2,353 -10%
20-34 years 18,035 18% 18,433 17% 21,701 19% 3,666 20%
35-54 years 34,194 33% 31,648 30% 31,599 27% -2,595 -8%
55-64 years 9,626 9% 14,288 13% 16,019 14% 6,393 66%
65+ years 10,943 11% 14,789 14% 18,514 16% 7,571 69%

%
2000-2017 
% Change

2000 2010 2017 2000-2017 # 
ChangeNumber % Number % Number

Broadly speaking, older adults inhabit all parts of the city, however, the few Census tracts 
with high proportions of seniors (shown in the darkest red shading in the map on the 

following page) may be target areas for accessibility improvements and rehab. 
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Figure I-3. 
Arvada Proportion of Population Over 65 years by Block Group, Arvada, 2017 

 

Source: 2017 ACS 5 Year Estimates 
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Population Projections. The Colorado Department of Local Affairs provides 
population forecasts at the county level.  Over 98 percent of the total land area of the city 
of Arvada resides in Jefferson County, and Arvada contributes 20 percent of the total 
population to the county. Therefore, an investigation into the population forecast for the 
county conveys trends that are likely to impact Arvada as well.  

The county forecasts predict a significant increase in the total population comprising older 
populations groups, including 44 to 64 years of age and 65 and older, through the year 
2050, while younger cohorts will remain relatively flat, without significant growth. The 
growth in the 65 and older population cohort is projected to be 60 percent, consistent with 
growth experienced by this cohort in Arvada between 2000 and 2017.  

Figure I-4 reveals how the 44 to 64 years of age group and the 65 and up cohorts will 
surpass each of the younger cohorts in total population.  

Figure I-4. 
Population Forecasts, Jefferson County, 2010 through 2050 

Source: Colorado Department of Local Affairs
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Household Diversity 
Household types. Arvada’s households are dominated by families. About two out of 
every three households in Arvada are families, nearly half of which are married couples 
without children. Thirty-three percent of households are non-family households, which 
include unrelated persons living together or individuals living alone.  

Overall 27 percent of households in Arvada include children (married as well as single head 
of household) which is down from 29 percent in 2010. Figure I-5 displays a further 
breakdown of the city’s 2017 household composition. 

Figure I-5. 
Household Composition, Arvada, 2017 

 
Source: 2017 ACS 5 Year Estimates 

The map in Figure I-6 reveals the geographic distribution of family households by 
proportion. Higher concentrations of family households are generally in the western 
portion of the city.

Total Households
(45,967)

Family Households
30,604(67%)

Nonfamily Households
15,363 (33%)

Married-Couple  
Family Household

24,088  (52%)

Single Head of 
Household
6,516  (14%)

with children
9,274(20%)

without children
14,814 (32%)

Female Householder, 
no husband present

4,578(10%)

Male Householder, 
no wife present

1,938 (4%)

with children
2,215(5%)

without children
2,363 (5%)

with children
1,040 (2%)

without children
898 (2%)
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Figure I-6. 
Proportion of Family Households by Block Group, Arvada, 2017 

 
Source: 2017 5-year ACS and Root Policy Research. 
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Disability. In 2017, over 12,000 Arvada residents—11 percent of the total population—
had at least one type of disability.  Nearly half of those residents were 65 years of age and 
older. The proportion of residents with a disability in Arvada (11%) is slightly higher than 
that of the Denver Metro (9%) and similar to the state overall (11%).  

As shown in Figure I-7, nearly 35 percent of residents over 65 years of age in Arvada live 
with at least one disability.  The most common disability within this cohort is ambulatory 
followed by hearing and independent living difficulties which afflict 19, 15, and 13 percent 
of the cohort respectively. Younger cohorts have significantly lower rates of disability.  
Among cohorts under age 65, cognitive disability is the most common type of disability.  

Figure I-7. 
Incidence of 
Disability by Age, 
Arvada, 2017 

Note: 

Percentages reflect the proportion 
of residents with a disability out of 
the total number of residents within 
that cohort. 

 

Source: 

2017 5 year ACS and Root Policy 
Research. 

 

The high percentages of older adults living with disabilities, coupled with the population 
trends in Arvada and Jefferson County suggest that that the number of total residents living 
with a disability will likely increase in the future.  

Total Population with a Disability 12,415 11%

Population 0 to 17 years 753 3%
Ambulatory 37 0%
Hearing 92 0%
Cognitive 524 3%
Self-Care 126 1%
Vision 99 0%

Population 18 to 64 years 5,500 8%
Ambulatory 386 2%
Hearing 1355 2%
Cognitive 2,157 3%
Self-Care 793 1%
Vision 757 1%
Independent Living 1,593 2%

Population 65 and Up 6,162 34%
Ambulatory 3,466 19%
Hearing 2,762 15%
Cognitive 1,387 8%
Self-Care 1,133 6%
Vision 1,195 7%
Independent Living 2,332 13%

% of Age Group 
with a Disability

# of Residents 
with a Disability

Understanding the needs of seniors with disabilities, primarily with physical disabilities, in 
terms of housing and community resources will ensure that the city is prepared and 

equipped to accommodate this growing community.   
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Race and Ethnicity. Eighty percent of Arvada’s residents are non-Hispanic white 
while the remaining 20 percent belong to a minority group. Hispanic residents make up 15 
percent of the population, by far the most significant minority population group, with the 
remaining groups constituting 2 percent or less of the total population. The Hispanic 
resident population grew by 66 percent between 2000 and 2017 resulting in a 5 percentage 
point increase in the group’s proportion of the total population over the same period. 
Figure I-8 presents the racial and ethnic composition of city residents and demonstrates 
how the composition has changed since 2000.3 

Figure I-8. 
Race and Ethnicity, Arvada, 2000, 2010, 2017 

 
Source: 2000 and 2010 Census, 2017 ACS 5 Year Estimates . 

Figure I-9 shows the forecasted population change by race and ethnicity for Jefferson 
County. The growth projections predict that at the county level the growth in Hispanic 
residents is likely to continue while the total population of non-Hispanic white residents will 
eventually begin to gradually decrease. The projections also predict a gradual increase in 
the number of Asian residents. Overall the trends forecast that the county will become 
more diverse than it is currently.  

  

 

3 Census data on race and ethnic identification vary with how people choose to identify themselves. The U.S. Census 
Bureau treats race and ethnicity separately: the Bureau does not classify Hispanic/Latino as a race, but rather as an 
identification of origin and ethnicity. In 2010 the U.S. Census Bureau changed the race question slightly, which may have 
encouraged respondents to check more than one racial category. 

Total Population 102,153 104,885 115,320 13%
Race
White 92,999 91% 95,612 90% 105,906 92% 14%
Black or African American 672 1% 962 1% 1,160 1% 73%
Native American 665 1% 850 1% 1,194 1% 80%
Asian 2,215 2% 2,310 2% 2,315 2% 5%
Native Hawaiian 68 0% 71 0% 21 0% -69%
Other Race 3,146 3% 3,715 4% 2,014 2% -36%
2+ Races 2,388 2% 2,913 3% 2,710 2% 13%
Ethnicity
Hispanic 10,031 10% 14,536 14% 16,676 15% 66%
Non-Hispanic White 87,302 86% 86,556 81% 92,740 80% 6%

Number %
2010 20172000

2000-2017 
Percent 
ChangeNumber % Number %
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Figure I-9. 
Race and Ethnicity Population and Forecast, Jefferson County, 2010 to 2050 

 
Source: Colorado Department of Local Affairs 

Economic Health 

Income. Arvada residents benefit from a strong local and regional economy. The median 
household income in 2017 was $75,640 annually. This median income in Arvada was higher 
than the Denver Metro area and the state overall ($71,884 and $65,458 respectively).  

The map in Figure I-10 conveys the geographic distribution of median household income 
by census block groups. The map reveals that higher income households are concentrated 
in the north west of the city.
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Figure I-10. 
Arvada Median Household Income by Block Group, Arvada, 2017 

 
Source: 2017 5-year ACS and Root Policy Research. 
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Figure I-11 displays the median household income of both renters and owners in Arvada in 
2000, 2010, and 2017.  In 2000, the median income of owners was nearly double the 
median income of renters ($62,907 and $32,988 respectively).  

Between 2000 and 2010 at the median, owner incomes grew faster than renter incomes 
(22% vs 11%) but the reverse was true between 2010 and 2017—renter incomes grew 
faster than owner incomes (28% vs 18%). Collectively over the past two decades (2000 and 
2017) owner income increases (44%) did outpace renter income increases (41%) at the 
median. 

In 2017 the median owner income was $90,613 while the median renter income was 
$46,599. 

Figure I-11. 
Median Household 
Income by Tenure, 
Arvada, 2000, 2010, 
and 2017. 

Source: 

2000 Census, 2010 and 2017 ACS 5 
Year Estimates 

As shown in Figure I-12, however, income grew unequally among income categories and 
tenure (renters vs owners).  Among owners, the proportion of households making over 
$100,000 annually grew significantly from 20 percent to 44 percent (24 percentage points) 
with the total number of households in this income category increasing by 151 percent. For 
owners, no other income category saw growth between 2000 and 2017.  

The income of renter households skewed markedly toward higher income categories over 
the same period. The proportion of renter household in each income category above 
$50,000 increased, with the largest increase experienced by the renters earning $100,000 
or more. The number of renters in that income category ($100,000 or more) rose by 317 
percent, and their share of total renters increased from 4 percent to 12 percent over the 
period. 

These changes typify the growing “income gap” experienced in many cities in the country. 
Workers in high-paying professions and residents with accumulated wealth saw their 
incomes increase during the past 15 years, while lower income residents were 
disproportionately affected by the economic downturn, particularly those in recession-
vulnerable professions. 

2000 55,184$ 62,907$ 32,988$ 
2010 65,942$ 76,757$ 36,511$ 
2017 75,640$ 90,613$ 46,599$ 

2000 to 2010 19% 22% 11%
2010 to 2017 15% 18% 28%
2000 to 2017 37% 44% 41%

All Owners

Percent Change in Median Household Income

Median Household Income

Renters
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The influx of high income renters may also indicate a shortage of starter homes available 
for purchase in Arvada (making it harder for higher income renters to transition into 
ownership) along with increased production of higher-end rental units in Arvada. 

Figure I-12. 
Income Shifts for 
Owners and 
Renters, Arvada, 
2000 to 2017 

Source: 

2017 ACS 5 Year Estimates and 
2000 Decennial Census. 

Poverty. Poverty is defined at the federal level and, except for Alaska and Hawaii, does 
not vary based on state or municipality. It is determined by annual household income and 
does vary by the number of people living in a household. In 2019, the poverty level for a 
one-person household was roughly $14,000 per year and the poverty level for a four-
person household was roughly $30,000 per year.  

Over 7,800 Arvada residents (7% of the total population) are living in poverty. Children 
under 18 years of age are the most likely to be living in poverty (9%). Poverty rates are 
lowest for seniors (65 and older) at 5 percent. Figure I-13 displays the poverty by age 
cohort for Arvada residents in 2017. 

Figure I-13. 
Poverty Level by 
Age, Arvada, 2017 

Source: 

2017 ACS 5 Year Estimates 

As shown in Figure I-14 Arvada’s poverty rate of 7 percent is lower than most of the 
surrounding cities. Among these cities, Fort Collins has the highest poverty rate at 17 
percent (this likely includes some college students who may be temporarily “poor”). 

Total Households 38,914 45,967 18%
29,394 33,721 100% 15%

Less than $25,000 2,792 9% 2,469 7% -12%
$25,000 - $50,000 7,407 25% 5,133 15% -31%
$50,000 - $75,000 7,803 27% 5,893 17% -24%
$75,000 - $100,00 5,512 19% 5,439 16% -1%
$100,000+ 5,880 20% 14,787 44% 151%

9,520 12,246 100% 29%
Less than $25,000 3,484 37% 3,257 27% -7%
$25,000 - $50,000 3,407 36% 3,366 27% -1%
$50,000 - $75,000 1,775 19% 2,678 22% 51%
$75,000 - $100,00 503 5% 1,483 12% 195%
$100,000+ 351 4% 1,462 12% 317%

2000-2017 
Percent 
ChangeNumber % Number %

Owner occupied

Renter occupied

2000 2017

Total 114,760 7,898 7%
Under 18 years 24,706 2,238 9%
18 to 34 years 24,204 1,970 8%
35 to 64 years 47,588 2,772 6%
65 years and over 18,262 918 5%

Total # Below Poverty % Below Poverty
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Figure I-14. 
Poverty Levels, 
Arvada and 
Surrounding 
Communities, 2017 

Source: 

Source: 2017 ACS 5 Year Estimates 

 

Jobs and Unemployment.  Among Arvada residents aged 16 and older, 70 percent 
participate in the labor force (currently employed or actively looking for employment). 

As displayed by Figure I-15, Arvada has historically exhibited low rates of unemployment 
relative to national averages. While Arvada’s unemployment rates were higher than Denver 
Metro rates during the 2000s, the recovery from the Great recession saw unemployment 
rates lower than that of the metro region and the state overall.  

Figure I-15. 
Unemployment Rates in Arvada, the Denver Metro, Colorado, and United 
States, 1990 through 2017 

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics 
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Industry and Earnings. According to the US Census Bureau’s Longitudinal 
Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD), there are 58,414 working Arvada residents (either 
employed in the city or commuting to work outside the city) and 28,804 workers whose 
primary jobs are located in Arvada (some of these workers live in the city and some live 
outside the city).  

Figure I-16 displays the top employment industries for people working in Arvada (jobs in 
Arvada) and for people living in Arvada (Arvada resident workers). Figure I-17 shows 
distribution of resident workers and jobs across all industries, along with the average 2017 
wage for each industry.  

Just over half of Arvada’s jobs (52%) are concentrated in four industries: Retail Trade (18%), 
Accommodation and Food Services (16%), Construction (11%) and Health and Social 
Services (9%).   

Arvada residents, on the other hand, most of whom are out-commuters, are less 
concentrated by industry with five industries making up nearly 50 percent of resident jobs.  
The most common employment sectors being Health and Social Services (12%), Retail 
Trade (10%), Professional Services (10%), Accommodation and Food Services (9%), and 
Educational Services (8%).   

Mining and utilities have the highest annual pay ($129,543 and $112,432 respectively) but 
account for a very small percentage of workers and jobs (1% or less). 

Figure I-16. 
Top Employment Sectors, Arvada Workers and Jobs, 2017 

 
Source: US Census Bureau’s Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD), 2017 and Root Policy Research 
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Figure I-17. 
Employment Distribution and Earnings by Industry, Arvada, 2017 

Source: US Census Bureau’s Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD), 2017 and Bureau of Labor Statistics  (BLS QCEW), 
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Commuting Patterns. Figure I-18 shows that a majority of Arvada’s residents are 
out-commuters with about 52,860 workers living in Arvada that are employed outside of 
the city. Conversely, over 23,250 workers commute into Arvada from other communities 
(in-commuters). Eighty-one percent of jobs in Arvada are employed by workers who live 
outside of the city and 91 percent of Arvada residents work outside of the city. 

Figure I-18.
Diagram: Inflow and 
Outflow of Primary 
Jobs, Arvada, 2017

Note: 

All jobs and workers including 
public and private sectors. 

Source: 

US Census Bureau’s Longitudinal 
Employer-Household Dynamics, 
2017 

 

Figure I-19 displays the top daily destinations of in-commuters and out-commuters to/from 
Arvada.  Denver is the top destination attracting 24 percent of out-commuters followed by 
Lakewood where 11 percent of out-commuters work.  

Other than Arvada residents who stay in Arvada to work (19%), Denver is the top location 
for Arvada workers to live with 12 percent of the in-commuter population. 

Figure I-19. 
In-Commuter and Out Commuter Destinations, Arvada, 2017 

 
Note: All jobs and workers including public and private sectors. 

Source: US Census Bureau’s Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics, 2017 
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Employed and Live in 
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Where Arvada residents work (TOP 6) Where Arvada workers live (TOP 6)

1 Arvada (19%)

2 Denver (12%)

3 Westminster (8%)
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5 Thornton (5%)

6 Aurora (5%)

1 Denver (24%)

2 Lakewood (11%)

3 Arvada (10%)

4 Westminster (5%)

5 Wheat Ridge (4%)

6 Broomfield (4%)
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Transportation 
Arvada belongs to the Regional Transportation District (RTD) which operates public transit 
services in eight out of twelve counties in the Denver Metro area. Primary services include 
bus, lightrail, and commuter rail.  The G-Line commuter rail is the primary commuter rail 
line that services Arvada. The G-Line expansion to the RTD rail system was included in the 
FastTracks plan and was long scheduled to open in October 2016, however the service 
failed to begin until mid 2019 due to delays stemming from crossing gate issues elsewhere 
in the transit network.  

Three G-Line stations (60th & Sheridan/Arvada Gold Strike, Olde Town Arvada, and Arvada 
Ridge) are in Arvada and a fourth (Wheat Ridge/Ward) is within Wheat Ridge city limits but 
also services Arvada.  Arvada is also serviced by serval RTD bus lines. The 46 route provides 
access to downtown Denver in southern Arvada while the 80L route provides limited 
service to downtown Denver to northern Arvada. The 100, 76, and 50 routes all provide 
North/South services along Arvada’s major boulevards including Kipling, Wadsworth, and 
Sheridan with access to Wheat Ridge and Lakewood to the south and Broomfield and 
Westminster to the North. Route 72 connects central Arvada, including Olde Town Arvada, 
with Downtown Westminster as well as Commerce City.  Figures I-20 and I-21 convey the 
regional and local transit options that service Arvada. 

Figure I-20. 
Regional Transit Network, 2019 

 
Source: RTD, 2019
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Figure I-21. 
RTD Transit Options in Arvada, 2019 

 
Source: RTD, 2019
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The vast majority of Arvada residents and workers use personal vehicles for their primary 
transportation. Eighty-eight percent of workers living in Arvada use a personal vehicle to 
get to work (either alone or in a carpool). Traffic congestion was also one of the most 
important issues identified in the 2019 Arvada Community Survey (discussed in more detail 
in Section III of this report).   

The map in Figure I-22 highlights areas identified by the Denver Regional Council of 
Governments (DRCOG) as “Congested Corridors” in 2017.  DRCOG calculates congestions 
based on four metrics including severity (level of congestion during rush hour), duration 
(how many hours a day is the roadway congested), magnitude (how many people are 
affected by the congestion), and reliability (how often do crashes or incidents occur on the 
roadway). Also mapped are congestion forecasts for 2040 based on estimated future 
volumes and roadway project included in their 2040 Metro Vision Regional Transportation 
Plan.  

The map reveals that several of Arvada’s primary North South streets including Highway 
93, Indiana St., Ward Rd, Wadsworth Blvd. and Sheridan Blvd. have existing congestion 
issues and more streets including 64th  Ave. and  72nd Ave. as well as greater portions of 
Ward Rd. and Kipling St. will likely have congestion issues in the future.  

The map also identifies areas identified as persistent bottleneck locations of severe delays 
on regional freeways, arterial intersections, and freeway onramp intersections. Bottleneck 
locations affecting Arvada exist primarily outside the boundary of Arvada but given their 
position at key access points to the city at its major north south arterial streets, these 
bottleneck locations directly impact inbound and outbound commuters accessing I-70 to 
the south and Highway 36 to the north.
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Figure I-22. 
Arvada Congestion (2017 and 2040 Forecast), Traffic Bottlenecks, and Traffic Deaths 

Source: Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG), 2017 
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SECTION II. 
Housing Profile and Affordability 

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

Existing Housing Stock 
According to 2017 ACS data, there are 47,305 housing units (occupied and vacant) in 
Arvada, up from 44,427 units in 2010—a 6 percent increase. Nearly three in four (73%) of 
households in the city are owner occupied; 23 percent are renter occupied. 

Housing Types. Overall the majority of Arvada’s housing stock consists of single family 
detached homes (71%). Twenty-nine percent of the housing stock is comprised of attached 
housing (paired homes, townhomes, apartments, condos, etc.) and under one percent are 
mobile homes. 

Most of Arvada’s owners (87%) live in single family detached houses and a majority of 
renters (73%) live in attached or multifamily units.  Figure II-1 displays housing types by 
tenure for Arvada.  

Figure II-1. 
Housing Type by Tenure, City of Arvada, 2017 

 
Source: 2017 ACS 5 Year Estimates 

Household size and Bedrooms. The average household size in Arvada is 2.50 
occupants—comparable to the Denver Metro as a whole (2.57 occupants).  Thirty-four 
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percent (34%) of Arvada housing units are three bedroom units; 31 percent have fewer 
than three bedrooms and 36 percent have four or more bedrooms.  

As shown in Figure II-2, Arvada has higher proportions of units with three or more units 
than the Denver metro overall and proportionately fewer two-bedroom units, one-
bedroom units, and studios. 

Figure II-2. 
Number of 
Bedrooms, Arvada 
and Denver Metro, 
2017 

Source: 

2017 ACS 5 Year Estimates 

On average, owner-occupied households in Arvada are larger (2.56 occupants) than renter 
occupied households (2.32 occupants). Owner occupied units also tend to have more 
bedrooms. In Arvada 40 percent of owner occupied units have three or more bedrooms 
compared to 33 percent of similar sized renter occupied units.  

Age of housing stock. Arvada’s housing stock is relatively old—nearly 60 percent of 
all units were built before 1979. The greatest number of units were built in the 1970s when 
over 13,000 units were constructed—a sum of 28 percent.  Only 16 percent of Arvada’s 
stock has been built since 2000. The remaining 26 percent were built between 1990 and 
1999.  Figure II-3 shows the number of units constructed by decade since 1939. 
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Figure II-3. 
Number of Units by Decade Built, Arvada, 2017 

 
Source: 2017 ACS 5 Year Estimates  

Figure II-4 compares the age of Arvada’s housing stock to the Denver metro overall. Arvada 
has a lower proportion of units built before 1960 and after 1980. Relative to the metro, 
Arvada’s development is more concentrated in the 1960s and 1970s. 

Figure II-4. 
Proportion 
of Housing 
Stock by 
Year Built, 
Arvada and 
Denver 
Metro, 2017 

Source: 

2017 ACS 5 Year 
Estimates. 

When examined by tenure, the city’s renter and owner occupied units are very similar in 
age.  Figure II-5 shows that structures built after 1979 make up a slightly greater 
percentage of the total owner occupied housing stock compared to renter occupied 
proportions. 
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Figure II-4. 
Age of 
Housing 
Stock by 
Tenure, 
Arvada, 2017 

Source: 

2017 ACS 5 Year 
Estimates. 

Condition. The fact that much of Arvada’s housing stock was built before 1980 means 
that units in Arvada have a higher risk that they contain lead based paint.1 Age of homes 
can be an important indicator of housing condition: older houses tend to have a greater 
number of problematic conditions, and they are more likely to contain noxious material 
like lead based paint or asbestos.  Less than 1 percent of the housings stock in Arvada was 
built before 1939.  

Other key factors to examine in evaluating housing condition are overcrowding and 
substandard units. This study uses HUD’s definition of over overcrowded units: having 
more than one person per room.2 Approximately 1 percent of the city’s households—or 
292 households—are overcrowded. 

 
As of 2017, 170 units (vacant and occupied) in the city lacked complete plumbing facilities 
and 498 housing units (vacant and occupied) lacked complete kitchens. These 668 
substandard units represent about 1 percent of the total housing units.  

 

1 Lead-based paint was banned from residential use in 1978. Housing built before 1978 is considered to have some risk, 
but housing built prior to 1940 is considered to have the highest risk. After 1940, paint manufacturers voluntarily began 
to reduce the amount of lead they added to their paint. As a result, painted surfaces in homes built before 1940 are 
likely to have higher levels of lead than homes built between 1940 and 1978. 

2 The HUD American Housing Survey defines a room as an enclosed space used for living purposes, such as a bedroom, 
living or dining room, kitchen, recreation room, or another finished room suitable for year-round use. Excluded are 
bathrooms, laundry rooms, utility rooms, pantries, and unfinished areas. 

Overcrowding in housing can threaten public health, strain public 
infrastructure, and points to an increasing need of affordable housing. 
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Current and Future Development 
Like many areas across the country, residential development in Arvada slowed in the wake 
of the Great Recession (2007-2009), however, the city has experienced a resurgence over 
the past five years. Figure II-6 shows building permits issued in Arvada between 1990 and 
third quarter of 2019. As illustrated, multi-family unit permitting in structures with over five 
units was high leading up to the recession and dropped off dramatically during the 
recession, along with single family permits.  Since the recovery, single family unit 
construction has recovered while multi-family unit construction has failed to return to pre-
recession rates.  

Figure II-6. 
Building Permits Issued, Arvada, 1990-2019Q3 

Source: HUD State of the Cities Data Systems Building Permit Database. 

Small attached structures permits have always been a small proportion of total permits but 
have been particularly limited in recent years. Figure II-7 further illustrates this trend by 
depicting decade over decade permits for du-/tri-/quad-plexes.  

 
Missing Middle Housing refers to “multi-unit or clustered housing types” that are 
compatible in scale with single family homes and which are targeted to help meet a 
growing demand for “walkable urban living.”3 These types of structures may offer more 

 

3 https://missingmiddlehousing.com/ 

This limited number of small attached permits contributes to the overall lack of product type 
diversity in Arvada, specifically of soft-density structures known as the “Missing-Middle,” a 
current suburban trend designed to meet growing demand for walkable, urban-light living. 
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affordability than large-lot single family homes and also meet increasing preferences 
among both Millennials and empty-nesters for walkable and urban-light contexts.  

A range of factors impact the development of missing middle housing, including perceived 
demand, land use and zoning regulations (which may limit attached housing development 
in certain areas), perceived risk of construction defects litigation4, as well as tap fees and 
other development fees, which are typically assessed on a “per unit” basis and therefore 
incentivize larger single family development which returns higher per-unit sale prices.  

Figure II-7. 
2 Unit and 3-4 Unit 
Structure Building 
Permits Issued by 
Decade, Arvada, 
1980-2019 Q3 

Source: 

HUD State of the Cities Data 
Systems Building Permit Database.  

The overall total number of residential permits has been relatively consistent when 
observed by decade, though single family permits and permits for residential structures 
with five or more units have been more volatile with trends moving in an inverse 
relationship as revealed in Figure II-8. 

Figure II-8. 
Single Unit and 5+ 
Unit Structure 
Building Permits 
Issued by Decade, 
Arvada, 1980-2019 Q3 

Source: 

HUD State of the Cities Data Systems 
Building Permit Database. 

The maps in Figure II-9 and Figure II-10 convey the geographic distribution of single family 
and attached/multifamily residential development through time based on Jefferson County 
assessor data. 

 

4 Note that construction defects does not actually apply to most missing middle housing types but some developers 
choose to avoid any attached units due to perceived risk. It is clear (from Figure II-7) that the downward trend in 3-4 unit 
structures preceded the construction defects reforms in 2001 and that reversing such a trend will likely require more 
than only amending the increased risks associated with construction defects litigation for condos. 
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The following maps illustrate the dominance of single family residential development as it moved north then west from Olde Town 
Arvada into new greenfield development sites.  

Figure II-9. 
Single Family Residences by Year Built, Arvada (excluding Adams County) 

Source: Jefferson County Parcel Assessor Data, 2019 
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Attached and multifamily developments were clustered with limited pockets of development through the decades. 

Figure II-10. 
Attached and Multifamily Residences by Year Built, Arvada (excluding Adams County) 

 
Note: Includes 1-3 and 4-6 story apartments, low-income apartments, townhome style apartments, attached condos, duplexes, triplexes, and townhomes. 

Source: Jefferson County Parcel Assessor Data, 2019
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Profile of Renters and Owners 
In the City of Arvada, 73 percent of households are owner occupied while the remaining 27 
percent are renter occupied. Compared to renters, owners tend to be higher income, older, 
less likely to have children in the home, and more likely to be non-Hispanic white.   

Demographic characteristics. Figure II-11 summarizes characteristics of renters 
and owners in Arvada. The figure displays the number and the distribution of renter and 
owner households by demographic characteristic. The figure also provides the 
homeownership rate by income, age group, household type and race/ethnicity.  

Figure II-11. 
Profile of Renters and Owners, Arvada, 2017 

 
Source: 2017 ACS 5 Year Estimates 

Nearly three quarters of owners are over 45 years old; this age group has ownership rates 
over 80 percent. Because owner ages are higher, it is not surprising that ownership rates 
are highest among family households without children which may represent “empty-

Total Households 33,721 100% 12,246 100% 73%

Median Income

Less than $25,000 2,469 7% 3,257 27% 43%
$25,000 - $50,000 5,133 15% 3,366 27% 60%
$50,000 - $75,000 5,893 17% 2,678 22% 69%
$75,000 - $100,00 5,439 16% 1,483 12% 79%
$100,000+ 14,787 44% 1,462 12% 91%

Ages 15 to 24 106 0% 1,104 3% 9%
Ages 25 to 34 3,437 10% 3,462 10% 50%
Ages 35 to 44 5,556 16% 2,254 7% 71%
Ages 45 to 65 14,972 44% 3,154 9% 83%
65 ane Up 9,650 29% 2,272 7% 81%

Family household without children 15,659 46% 2,416 20% 87%
Family household with children 8,931 26% 3,598 29% 71%
Nonfamily Household - living alone 7,640 23% 4,542 37% 63%
Other nonfamily households 1,491 4% 1,690 14% 47%

Non-Hispanic White 29,659 88% 9,498 78% 76%
Hispanic 2,845 8% 2,220 18% 56%
Other Minority 1,217 4% 528 4% 70%

$90,613 $46,599

Income Distribution

Age of Householder

Household Type

Race/Ethnicity of Householder

Owners Renters Ownership 
RateNum. Pct. Num. Pct.
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nesters” or retirees.  Owners also tend to have higher incomes than renters with 44 
percent of owner households making over $100,000 annually. The median owner 
household income is nearly double the median renter household income.  

Renter households, by contrast, are younger (over half are under 45 years old) and more 
likely to live in non-family households (e.g., living alone, living with roommates, or 
unmarried partners). The racial and ethnic distribution of renters and owners reveal much 
higher ownership rates (76%) among non-Hispanic white households compared to Hispanic 
households (56%). 

Housing types. Figure II-12 and II-13 show the variation in housing structure types by 
tenure in Arvada and compares them to surrounding communities. Overall, Arvada lacks 
housing product diversity in its ownership market when compared to other communities.  

Arvada’s owner occupied housing stock is dominated by detached single family residences 
(87%) which is the highest proportion among surrounding communities.  

Figure II-12. 
Owner Housing Types, Arvada and Surrounding Communities, 2017 

Source: 2017 ACS 5 Year Estimates 

Conversely, renter housing stock is slightly more diverse than comparison communities. 
Figure II-13 shows that renters on the other hand are more likely to live in attached and 
multi-family structures (83%) in Arvada.  Arvada has a slightly higher proportion of renters 
living in detached single family units compared to neighboring communities and slightly 
fewer in structures with over 10 units.  
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Figure II-13. 
Renter Housing Types, Arvada and Surrounding Communities, 2017 

 
Source: 2017 ACS 5 Year Estimates 

Cost burden. Affordability is a challenge among owner households and renter 
households alike.  A high proportion of both owners and renters are cost burdened (with 
over 30 percent of income dedicated to housing costs5), however renters suffer at higher 
rates overall.  Fifty eight percent of renters are cost burdened compared to 45 percent of 
owners.  Figure II-14 show the proportion of cost burdened and severely cost burdened 
households in Arvada by tenure. 

Figure II-14. 
Cost Burden 
Renters and 
Owners, Arvada, 
2017 

Source: 

CHAS (Comprehensive Affordability 
Strategy) data provided by HUD 

 

Geographic distribution. While Arvada’s housing market is predominantly 
composed of owner occupants, ownership rates are not evenly distributed geographically. 
The map in Figure II-15 reveals that while above average concentrations of owners are 
concentrated in the west of the city, there are multiple pockets close to the Olde Town that 
also have above average concentration of owner occupied units. 

 

5 Housing costs include, rent, mortgage, utilities, insurance, property taxes etc. 
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Figure II-15. 
Arvada Ownership Rates by Block Group, 2017 

Source: 2017 ACS 5 Year Estimates. 
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Ownership Market Trends 
Like many housing markets across the country, the Denver Metro experienced substantial 
increases in home values between 2000 and 2008 followed by a drop in values and sales 
activity as the housing bubble burst.  

Since early 2012, home prices have increased sharply in Arvada and in peer communities 
throughout the metro area.  Figure II-16 uses Zillow data (online real estate database) to 
compare long-term trends in Arvada home prices to other communities in the Metro area 
to the Metro overall. Arvada tightly tracked the Metro Denver trends with median prices 
rising slightly higher than the metro overall beginning after 2015. 

Figure II-16. 
Median Sale Price, Arvada and Surrounding Communities. 

 
Source: Zillow median sale price and Root Policy Research 

Home Value. The median value of owner-occupied homes in Arvada was $312,500 in 
2017, up from $174,800 in 2000 and $240,000 in 2010.  (Median value reflects the self-
reported value of all homes—not just those listed or sold; as such median value is typically 
below median sale price in any community). 

The map in Figure II-17 conveys the geographic distribution of median home values in 
Arvada in 2017.  Block groups with the highest median home values (over $500,000) are 
concentrated in the west of the city while lower median values are concentrated in the east 
of the city. This correlates  to the development pattern in Arvada with newer homes 
concentrated in the western portion of the city. 
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Figure II-17. 
Arvada Median Home Values by Block Group, 2017 

 
Source: 2017 ACS 5 Year Estimates. 
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Home sales. Over a one-year period between First Quarter 2018 and First Quarter 
2019, about 3,600 homes were listed for sale in Arvada. The median list/sold price over this 
period was $421,950.  Over 80 percent of sales were single family detached homes (similar 
to the proportion of  owner occupied units overall that are detached single family homes).  
The median price for single family detached homes ($440,000), was significantly higher 
than the median price for attached homes ($280,000). 

Arvada’s median sales price of $422,00 was lower than the region overall ($445,000), but 
higher than peer communities including Lakewood ($390,000), Thornton ($369,000), and 
Westminster ($374,900). Figure II-18 shows median sale prices of Arvada and regional cities 
and Figure II-19 compares Arvada unit prices and price per square foot to peer cities.   

Figure II-18. 
Median Sale/List 
Price by City 

Source: 

MLS and IRES Q1 2018 to Q1 2019 

 

While Arvada’s median price is less than Broomfield and more than Lakewood, when 
comparing the cities price per square foot, Arvada price per square foot is less the 
Lakewood and more than Broomfield. These differences reflect variations in the size of the 
home, local demand, and the specific condition of the unit including level of finish. 
Broomfield average square footage was 2,927 and Lakewood was 2,133 while the average 
square footage in Arvada was 2,543. 
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Figure II-19. 
Median Sale/List 
Price Per Square 
Foot by City 

Source: 

MLS and IRES Q1 2018 to Q1 2019 

 

Figure II-20 shows characteristics of homes listed/sold in Arvada during first quarter 2018 
through first quarter of 2019.  Over half of the city’s detached homes were priced between 
$350,000 and $500,000 with only 9 percent of the total detached homes priced below this 
range.  Attached units carry more affordability: 74 percent were priced below $350,000.  

On average, the homes listed or sold in Arvada in 2018 and 2019 were around 2,500 square 
feet. Detached single family homes were, on average, about 1,200 square feet larger than 
attached units and included another bedroom; nearly four total. The average number of 
bathrooms was the same for both detached and attached units (2.2 baths).  
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Figure II-20. 
Home Sale 
Characteristics, Arvada, 
Q1 2018 – Q1 2019 

Note: 

*The Average Days on Market number 
reflects only sold units in the MLS 
database. 

 

Source: 

MLS and IRES, Q1 2018 to Q1 2019 

Median price varies considerably between attached and detached unit types. While the 
median price for a single family detached in Arvada is $440,000, the median price for an 
attached unit is $160,000 less ($280,000). As noted earlier, attached units on average have 
one less bedroom than detached units.  Figure II-21 shows the comparative cost of 
attached and detached unit sale or listing price for Arvada and peer cities.  

Figure II-21. 
Median Sale/List 
Price by City 
and Type, 
Arvada and 
Surrounding 
Communities 

Source: 

MLS and IRES Q1 2018 to Q1 
2019 

Increasing the variety of product types in Arvada (i.e., single family attached products) may 
help meet the need for affordable ownership products. 

Number 712 2,921 3,633
Homes 20% 80% 100%

Price
Less than $250k 34% 0% 7%
$250k to $350k 40% 9% 15%
$350k to $500k 24% 56% 50%
$500k to $1m 2% 33% 27%
$1m and Up 0% 2% 1%
Average Characteristics
Square Feet 1,447 2,811 2,544
Number of Baths 2.2 2.9 2.8
Number of Bedrooms 2.2 3.8 3.5
Year Built 1,990 1,979 1,981
Days on the Market

All Homes

Total Listed/Sold Homes

Attached 
Homes

Detached 
Homes
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Price distribution. Figure II-22 displays the distribution of home listed/sold prices in 
Arvada compared to Denver Metro overall. Compared to the metro, Arvada has a greater 
proportion of homes priced between $350,000 and $750,000 (73% of Arvada homes and 
54% of metro homes).   

In the metro overall, 35 percent of listed/sold homes were priced below $350,000 while 
only 22 percent of Arvada listed/sold homes where in this price category. The Metro also 
has a greater proportion of homes listed or sold above $750,000 (9%) compared to Arvada 
(5%). These prices generally mirror the self-reported values given in the 2017 ACS estimates 
discussed earlier.  

Figure II-22. 
Price Distribution of Homes Listed/Sold in Arvada and Metro Denver. 

 
Source: MLS and IRES Q1 2018 to Q1 2019 

Figure II-23 displays the geographic distribution of all homes listed/sold in in 2018 Q1 – 
2019 Q1 by price point in Arvada. Figure II-24 displays geographic distribution of attached 
homes listed/sold in Arvada.  

The maps reveal that relatively few units sold for under $350,000 in Arvada and those that 
did were primarily located in the southeast and northeast portions of the city. More 
expensive homes, priced above $500,000, dominate the listed/sold homes in the Arvada’s 
western geography. In addition, most units priced under $250,000 were attached units that 
are geographically clustered.   

Figure II-25 shows Arvada sale prices in the context of the Denver metro region. Arvada 
sales tend to fall in the middle of the broader market. Thornton, Westminster, and portions 
of Denver and Aurora are generally more affordable than Arvada. However, Arvada 
remains more affordable than parts of Denver and other surrounding suburbs.
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Figure II-23. 
All Homes Listed/Sold by Price, Arvada, 2018 Q1 – 2019 Q1 

 
Source: MLS and IRES, Q1 2018 to Q1 2019 
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Figure II-24. 
Attached Homes Listed/Sold by Price, Arvada, 2018 Q1 – 2019 Q1 

 
Source: MLS and IRES, Q1 2018 to Q1 2019 
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Figure II-25. 
Homes Listed/Sold by Price, Surrounding Area, 2018 Q1 – 2019 Q1 

Source: MLS and IRES Q1 2018 to Q1 2019 



 

ROOT POLICY RESEARCH SECTION II, PAGE 22 

Other ownership costs.  In addition to the price of housing, owners (and renters 
who would like to buy a home) are faced with costs other than just rent or mortgage 
payments. These costs include utilities, property taxes, property insurance, and Home 
Owner Association (HOA) fees. Among MLS listings that disclosed taxes, the average 
estimated annual taxes in Arvada were $2,557. Average taxes were higher for detached 
homes ($2,775/year) than for attached homes ($1,645/year) reflecting the higher appraised 
values of detached homes. Arvada average taxes were less than average taxes for the 
Metro as a whole where average tax estimates for detached homes were $3,270/year and 
$1,834/year for attached homes.  

HOA fees are more common in Arvada than Metro Denver as a whole. In Arvada 54 percent 
of homes listed or sold in 2018 Q1-2019 Q1 included HOA fees compared to 44 percent in 
the Metro overall.  The average monthly HOA fee in Arvada was $185 and fees were higher 
for attached units ($227/month) compared to detached units ($157/month).  

Ownership affordability. As discussed in the Demographic Profile, median income 
for all households increased by 37 percent between 2000 and 2017 from $55,184 per year 
to $75,640 per year. Median sale prices increased substantially faster over the same 
period, rising 143% between 1999 and 2017.  

Falling interest rates between 1999 and 2016 (and stable and historically low interest rates 
thereafter) have allowed potential buyers to improve their purchasing power, however 
those gains were not enough to keep up with sale prices.  Purchasing power for median 
income households in 2017 ($388,752) fell short of the median sale price ($422,000) in the 
same year.  As a result, ownership affordability has declined at the median, even after 
accounting for differences in interest rates.  

This dynamic is represented in Figure II-26 which shows the change in income, home prices 
and purchasing power in Arvada.  Income shown is for all residents, not just owners, in 
order to include renters who may wish to purchase homes.  

In 1999, the median household income of $55,184 could afford to purchase a home priced 
at $186,000 ( based on a 7.44% interest rate with 10% down on a 30 year fixed loan and 
assuming 30% of monthly housing costs go toward insurance, utilities, HOA, and taxes).6  

In 2017, the median household income of $75,640 could afford a home priced at $388,752 
based on a much lower interest rate of 4.45 percent (and otherwise same lending 
assumptions). Over the 18 year period, purchasing power increased by 125 percent for 
median income households but the median sale price increased by 143 percent.  

 

6 It should be noted that existing owners with substantial equity in their homes may be able to purchase under 
different lending conditions with a shorter term and lower interest rate. This analysis focuses on typical early or first-
time buyers using a 30-year loan. 
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Figure II-26. 
Changes in Purchasing Power, 
Arvada, 2000-2017 

Note: 

Assumes 10% down on a 30 year fixed loan and 35% of 
monthly housing costs go toward insurance, utilities 
and taxes. 

Source:  

2017 5-Year ACS, 2000 Census and Root Policy Research 

Purchasing power is not the only—and may not be the best—measure of affordability 
dynamics in a given market. Even as purchasing power increased as interest rates dropped, 
the rising home prices make it more challenging to save for a down payment to purchase a 
home. Assuming a 10 percent down payment, the median sale price in 1999 required a 
$17,366 down payment, about 31 percent of the median household annual income. In 
2017, by contrast, the median sale price required a $42,200 down payment, about 56 
percent of the median household’s annual income.  

This challenge is particularly acute for first-time buyers who do not have existing equity to 
leverage for a downpayment. For renters looking to purchase a home, rising rental prices 
also adversely impact the ability to save for a down payment. 

Cost burden, defined as spending 30 percent or more on housing costs is another measure 
of affordability trends.  As shown in Figure II-27 the proportion of owners (with a mortgage) 
who are cost burdened in 2017 was 25 percent, down from 37 percent in 2010. It should be 
noted that the high rate of burden in 2010 among homeowners reflect the impact of the 
recession (2008-2009) on homeowners with mortgages as the 5-year ACS includes data 
from 2006 to 2010 in its estimates.  

The proportion of owners (with a mortgage) who are severely cost burdened—spending 
over half of their income on housing costs—increased slightly from 2000 to 2017 (7% to 
8%) with an increase in 2010.  

Overall increases in cost burden and severe cost burden among owners may reflect 
existing owners with rising property taxes (due to rising home values, not necessarily rising 
tax rates) and/or new owners purchasing above their affordability levels given no other 
option within the environment of rising home prices. During the recession, burden also 
may have been attributed to the unexpected loss of employment income dramatically 
reducing household income relative to housing costs.  

Median gross rent 714$         1,208$      69%
Median sale price 173,656$ 422,000$ 143%
Median income 55,184$    75,640$    37%
Purchasing Power 173,068$ 388,752$ 125%
Interest Rate 7.44% 4.54% -39%

1999 2017
% 

Change
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Figure II-27. 
Cost Burdened Owners, 
Arvada, 2000, 2010, and 2017 

Note: 

Data reflect homeowners with mortgages. 

 

Source: 

2000 Census, 5yr ACS, 2010 and 2017 estimates 

Rental Market Trends 
Twenty seven percent of Arvada households are renters (12,246 households). As 
mentioned previously, the renter population is younger and more diverse than owner 
households.  Like the for-sale market, the rental market has experienced significant 
changes as demand has increased following the Great Recession.  

Median rent. According to ACS data, the median rent in Arvada was $1,208 in 2017, 
almost identical to the median rent of the Metro overall ($1,203). This reflects a 69 percent 
total increase from 1999 when median rent was $714 and a 34 percent increase from 2010 
when median rent was $853. Figure II-28 shows the median rent of Arvada compared to 
surrounding communities.  Among these peers, Arvada median rent is less than 
Broomfield, Thornton, and Westminster and slightly more than Lakewood.  

Figure II-28. 
Median Rent, 
Arvada and 
Surrounding 
Communities, 2017 

Source: 

2017 5yr ACS estimates. 

 

More recent data from the Denver Metro Apartment Vacancy Survey indicates that rents in 
Arvada have continued to rise. That report indicates the average rent in Arvada in 2019 was 
$1,584, slightly higher than the metro-wide average of $1,584.7  

Figure II-29 displays the median gross rent (from the ACS) by Census tract. The distribution 
of lower median rent areas is scattered. Higher rent areas tend to be closer to commercial 
districts and transportation options. Areas in the west of Arvada do not include median 
rent estimates as there was not enough data to include in (i.e., very few rental units). 

 

7 It should be noted that the Metro Denver Vacancy & Rent Report is based on surveys of multifamily developments and 
is not a comprehensive report of all renters. The sample size in Arvada was 3,266 units for 2019 Q2.  
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Figure II-29. 
Map: Median Rent by Census tract, Arvada, 2017 

 
Source: 2017 ACS 5 Year Estimates
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Vacancy Rates. Rental vacancies are another important market indicator with low 
vacancy rates singling strong demand relative to the supply of rental units. Persistent low 
vacancy rates can drive up rents as the increasing demand is unmet by supply which may 
take several years to develop.  

According to market reports, apartment vacancy rates in the Denver Metro area were at a 
nine year low in late 2014 at 3.9 percent—indicating an extremely tight rental market.  
Vacancy rates have increased somewhat since then, however since 2016 they have begun 
to fall again. As of Q2 2019, the vacancy rate within the metro are at 5.0 percent and the 
average rent was $1,520, up from $1,480 the previous quarter.  Arvada’s vacancy rate when 
excluding properties in lease up, is 3.7 percent with an average rent of $1,584.8 

Vacancy rates around 5 percent typically indicate a competitive equilibrium in the rental 
market. Rates that fall below 5 percent indicate a very tight market. As shown in Figure-30, 
multifamily vacancies in Arvada follow a similar trend to that of the Metro overall with 
vacancy rates that were in general slightly below the metro as a whole. 

 Vacancy rates peaked at the end of the recession (2007-2009) before falling to lows by 
2014. The spike in the vacancy rate in mid 2018 and mid 2019 are likely due to large 
multifamily development projects entering the market but not yet being leased up. 
(Fluctuations appear higher in individual communities because they have fewer total units 
than the Denver metro overall 

Figure II-30. 
Multifamily Vacancy Rates, Arvada and Surrounding Communities, 2010-2017 

Note: The survey reflects larger multifamily developments and not all rental properties.   

Source: Apartment Market Vacancy Survey 2Q2019 

 

8 Denver Metro Apartment Vacancy & Rent Report, 2Q19. The Vacancy Survey is based on a survey of multifamily 
structures and does not include single family rental units. In contrast, the ACS provides self-reported rents among all 
renters, regardless of structure.  
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Rent Distribution. Figure II-31 conveys the rent distribution in Arvada in 2010 and in 
2017. The biggest shifts in the city’s rental market were a loss of units priced below $800 
(particularly those priced between $650 and $800) and an increase in units priced over 
$1,250:  

 In 2010, 42 percent of the city’s rentals were priced below $800; by 2017 that 
proportion dropped to 15 percent. 

 In 2010, 24 percent of the city’s rentals were priced above $1,250; by 2017 44 percent 
of rentals were priced above $1,250. 

Figure II-31. 
Rental Distribution, Arvada, 2010 and 2017 

 
Source: 2010 and 2017 5-year ACS and Root Policy Research. 

Overall, Arvada’s rental distribution in 2017 is similar to the distribution of rentals metro-
wide.   

Rental affordability. As discussed earlier, changes in income relative to the cost of 
housing play an important role in determining affordability. Between 2010 and 2017 
renters in Arvada lost purchasing power as rents increased faster than incomes. During 
this period, median gross rent increased from $853 per month to $1,163 per month while 
median annual income increased from $49,515 to $58,343. 

Figure II-32 compares increases in median rent relative to income in Arvada and 
surrounding communities from 2010 to 2017.  In Arvada, median rent increased 19 
percentage points over median income. The growth in Arvada’s median income and 
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median rent were similar to peer communities with the exception of Broomfield which had 
a greater jump in median rent over the same period.  

Figure II-32.
Change in Median 
Gross Rent 
compared to 
Change in Median 
Income, Arvada and 
Surrounding 
Communities. 

Source: 

2010 and 2017 ACS 5 Year Estimates 

Figure II-33 displays the income required to afford the median rent of Arvada rentals by 
size (number of bedrooms).  According to the ACS, the median two-bedroom rental unit in 
Arvada is affordable to households earning $45,760 or more per year. 

Figure II-33. 
Rent Affordability, Arvada, 
2017 

Source: 

2017 ACS 5 Year Estimates 

In 2017, over half of renters in Arvada (12,246 households) were cost burdened, spending 
30 percent or more of their income on housing costs.  Nearly one quarter of renters (2,804) 
are severely cost burdened, spending at least half of their income on housing costs. Rental 
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cost burden has increased significantly (11 percentage points) since 2000 as demonstrated 
in Figure II-34.  This increase in burden is consistent with the decline in purchasing power 
among renters over the same period.  

It is worth noting that there was not the same spike in burden in 2010 that was 
experienced by owners. This is likely because renters were not in mortgages that were 
affected by the mortgage crisis and the housing price bubble that preceded the recession 
of 2008-2009.  

Figure II-34. 
Cost Burdened 
Renters, Arvada, 
2000, 2010, and 2017 

Source: 

2000 Decennial Census and 5yr ACS, 
2010 and 2017 estimates. 

 

Publicly Assisted Housing Units 
The supply of publicly assisted units in Arvada plays an important role in providing 
affordable rents to residents at the lowest end of the income spectrum. Figure II-35 shows 
the geographic distribution of the publicly assisted units in or adjacent to Arvada (includes 
housing authority owned units, low income housing tax credits, and other local/federal 
subsidies). It does not include scattered site Section 8 tenant based units or housing choice 
vouchers, which can be used throughout the city.  

The map demonstrates that publicly assisted units are clustered south and west of Olde 
Town Arvada, with several projects scattered elsewhere throughout the city. 

Of the 1,852 publicly assisted rental units in Arvada (excluding vouchers), 416 (22%) have 
affordability terms that could expire by 2030 (meaning they could be lost from the 
affordable inventory by converting to market-rate apartments). Preservation of these units 
is critical to continue serving Arvada’s most vulnerable renters.  
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Figure II-35. 
Assisted Rental Units, Arvada 2018 

 

Source: City of Arvada
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Gaps Analysis 
To examine how well Arvada’s current housing market meets the needs of its residents 
based on their capacity to afford the housing unit, Root Policy conducted a modeling effort 
called a “gaps analysis”.  

The analysis compares the supply of housing at various price points to the number of 
households who can afford such housing. If there are more housing units than households, 
the market is “oversupplying” housing at that price point. This is a unit “surplus”.  
Conversely, if there are too few units, the market is “undersupplying” housing. This is a unit 
“deficit”.  The gaps analysis conducted for renters in Arvada addresses both rental 
affordability and the ownership opportunities for renters who want to buy.  

Mismatch in the rental market. Figure II-36 charts the mismatch in number of 
renter households in Arvada in 2017, their income levels, the maximum rent they could 
afford without being cost burdened, and the number of units in the market that were 
affordable to them.  

When the number of rental units affordable to households in a given income group is 
below the number of households in that income group there is a unit deficit (represented 
in red). When the relationship is inverted, more rental units at an affordability level than 
number of households at that income level, there is a surplus of units (represented in 
grey). Note that the “surplus” units are not necessarily available as they are occupied by 
renters at lower incomes “renting up” into units above their affordability range and 
occupied by higher income renters “renting down” to save money. It is also important to 
note that the home size (i.e. bedrooms), condition, and housing preferences are not 
considered in the affordability model.  

Figure II-36. 
Mismatch in Rental Market, Arvada, 2017 

Source: 2017 ACS 5 Year Estimates 

(338) (350) (403) (445)
(738)

316 

2,004 

1,412 

(1,213)

0

500

1,000

1,500

2,000

2,500

3,000

3,500

4,000

Less than
$5,000

$5,000 to
$9,999

$10,000 to
$14,999

$15,000 to
$19,999

$20,000 to
$24,999

$25,000 to
$34,999

$35,000 to
$49,999

$50,000 to
$74,999

$75,000 or
more

316 6 

2,004 

1,412 

(338)8) (350)) (403) (445)
(738)

(1,2

Households in
Income Group

Rental Units 
Affordable to 
Households in 
Income Group

(Unit Deficit)

Unit Surplus

Co
un

t(
U

ni
ts

 o
r H

ou
se

ho
ld

s)



 

ROOT POLICY RESEARCH SECTION II, PAGE 32 

Figure II-37 conveys that same information charted in Figure II-36 in the form of table. The 
“Rental Gap” column shows the difference between the number of renter households and 
the number of rental units affordable to them. Negative numbers (in parentheses) indicate 
a shortage of units at the specific income level; positive units indicate an excess of units. 

Figure II-37. 
Mismatch in Rental Market, Arvada, 2017 

 
Source: 2017 ACS 5 Year Estimates 

The gaps analysis shows that: 

 Thirteen percent of renters (1,530 households) living in Arvada earn less than $15,000 
per year. These renters need units that cost less than $375 per month to avoid being 
cost burdened. Just 3 percent of rental units (438 units) in the city rent for less than 
$375 per month (including subsidized rental units). This leaves a “gap” or shortage, of 
403 units for these extremely low income households. 

 Another 1,727 renters earn between $15,000 and $25,000 per year.  There are only 
544 rental units priced at their affordability range (between $375 and $625 per 
month), leaving a shortage of 738 units. 

 Altogether, the city has a shortage of rental units priced affordably for renters earning 
less than $25,000 per year of 2,275 units. These households consist of working 
residents earning low wages, residents who are unemployed, and residents who are 
disabled and cannot work.9 

 

9 It is important to note that these renters are not homeless. Those renters who cannot find affordability priced rentals 
are living in units that cost more than they can afford. These households are “cost burdened.” 

Num. Pct. Num. Pct.

Less than $5,000 386 3% $125 48 0% (338) (338)
$5,000 to $9,999 560 5% $250 210 2% (350) (689)
$10,000 to $14,999 584 5% $375 181 1% (403) (1,092)
$15,000 to $19,999 675 6% $500 230 2% (445) (1,537)
$20,000 to $24,999 1,052 9% $625 314 3% (738) (2,275)
$25,000 to $34,999 1,478 12% $875 1,794 14% 316 (1,960)
$35,000 to $49,999 1,888 15% $1,250 3,892 31% 2,004 44
$50,000 to $74,999 2,678 22% $1,875 4,090 33% 1,412 1,456
$75,000 or more 2,945 24% $1,875+ 1,732 14% (1,213) 243
Total/Low Income Gap 12,246 100% 12,489 100% (2,275)

Cumulative 
Rental GapIncome Range

Renters
Max Affordable 
Rent, Including 

Utilities
Rental Units Rental 

Gap
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 For renters making between $25,000 and $35,000 the market does offer proportional 
affordability however the supply is very limited (316 units), especially when 
considering the households earning less than $25,000 are forced to “rent up” into the 
price range affordable to those earning $25,000-$35,000, crowding the market, as 
evidenced by the cumulative gap column. 

 
Who are Arvada’s renters earning less than $25,000? As discussed above, the 
rental gap most directly impacts renter households earning less than $25,000 annually. 
Figure II-38 provides additional detail on who comprises these households facing a rental 
unit shortage:  

 41 percent are households that include a person with a disability;  

 28 percent are households that include a senior;  

 25 percent are households with children; and  

 Most of these households are a single person living alone (69%). 

Among the householders living alone, the largest cohort are those aged 30 to 65, followed 
by those aged 65 or older, and finally those under 30.  Householders under 30 living alone 
comprise just 8 percent of all households earning less than $25,000.  

Note that a household can appear in more than one of these categories. Indeed, 26 
percent of these households are seniors living alone.  

Figure II-38. 
Renter 
Households 
Earning Less 
than $25,000  

Note: 

Households may appear in 
more than one category 

 

Source: 

2017 5-year ACS from IPUMS 
and Root Policy Research. 

To summarize, the private rental market in Arvada largely serves renters earning 
between $35,000 and $75,000 per year—66 percent of rental units are priced within 

that group’s affordability range.  The market fails to adequately serve the 27 
percent of renters earning less than $25,000 per year and struggles to serve 

those earning between $25,000 and $35,000. 
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Gaps in the For Sale Market.  A similar gaps analysis was conducted to evaluate 
the market options affordable to renters who may wish to purchase a home in Arvada. 
Again, the model compared renters, renter income levels, the maximum monthly housing 
payment they could afford, and the proportion of units in the market that were affordable 
to them. The maximum affordable home prices shown in Figure II-39 assume a 30-year 
mortgage with a 10 percent down payment and an interest rate of 4.54 percent. The 
estimates also incorporate property taxes, insurance, HOA payments and utilities (assumed 
to collectively account for 30% of the monthly payment). 

The “Renter Purchase Gap” column in Figure II-39 shows the difference between the 
proportion of renter households and the proportions of homes listed or sold in Q1 2018 – 
Q1 2019 that were affordable to them. Negative numbers (in parentheses) indicate a 
shortage of units at the specific income level; positive units indicate an excess of units.  

The for sale gaps analysis shows the Arvada market to be relatively affordable for renters 
earning more than $100,000 and manageable for renters earning between $75,000 and 
$100,000, assuming a willingness to consider attached housing options.  

Renters making below $75,000 can afford a maximum home price of $283,605. Only 426 
units were listed or sold in Arvada in the 2018-2019 period in that price range (11% of all 
listed/sold homes); 87 percent of those were attached homes. 

It is important to note that the home size, condition and housing preferences are not 
considered in the affordability model. The model also assumes that renters are able to 
save for a 10 percent down payment ($28,360 for a household earning less than $75,000 
annually). 

Figure II-39. 
Market Options for Renters Wanting to Buy, Arvada, 2017 

 
Source: 2017 ACS 5 Year Estimates and MLS/IRES Q1 2018 to Q1 2019. 

 

  

Less than $25,000 3,257 27% $94,532 0 0% -27%
$25,000 to $34,999 1,478 12% $132,347 0 0% -12%
$35,000 to $49,999 1,888 15% $189,068 22 1% -15%
$50,000 to $74,999 2,678 22% $283,605 404 10% -12%
$75,000 to $99,999 1,483 12% $378,141 772 20% 8%
$100,000 to $149,999 1,042 9% $567,213 1,904 49% 40%
$150,000 or more 420 3% $567,213 + 800 21% 17%

Income Range
Renters Max Affordable 

Home Price

Homes Listed/Sold in 
Q1 2018 - Q1 2019

Renter 
Purcahse 

GapNumber Percent Number Percent
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What can workers afford? Figure II-40 displays affordable rental and ownership 
options for workers earning the average wage by industry. Among the five largest 
industries of Arvada resident workers (those who live and work in the city as well as out-
commuters), which account for about 70 percent of all resident workers; only three 
industries had average wages high enough to afford median rents and none had average 
wages high enough to afford the median home price.  Only two industries, Mining/Oil and 
Gas Extraction and Utilities, had average wages high enough to afford Arvada’s 2018-2019 
median sale prices of $422,000. These industries make up less than 2% of the total jobs 
and workers in the city. 

Affordability for Arvada workers (those who live and work in the city as well as in-
commuters) is more difficult. The largest job sectors, Retail Trade (19%) and 
Accommodation and Food Services (15%) cannot afford median rents or sales prices. 

Overall, the average Denver metro worker—earning $59,215 per year—could afford over 
half of the rental units in Arvada but only 3 percent of the homes listed/sold in Arvada in 
Q1 2018 – Q2 2019. 
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Figure II-40. 
Affordability for Workers by Industry, Arvada, 2017 

 
Source: US Census Bureau’s Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics, Bureau of Labor Statistics Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (BLS QCEW), Q1 2018 to Q1 2019  

MLS data, 2017 ACS 5 Year Estimates

Industry

Private, Total, all Occupations 100% 100% $59,440 $1,486 yes $224,769 no
Health and Social Services 12% 9% $51,399 $1,285 yes $194,362 no
Retail Trade 12% 19% $31,720 $793 no $119,947 no
Professional Services 11% 10% $90,341 $2,259 yes $341,619 no
Accommodation and Food Services 10% 15% $21,509 $538 no $81,335 no
Manufacturing 9% 8% $97,482 $2,437 yes $368,623 no
Construction 8% 12% $63,085 $1,577 yes $238,552 no
Wholesale Trade 6% 4% $108,075 $2,702 yes $408,680 no
Admin. & Support and Waste Services 6% 5% $55,114 $1,378 yes $208,411 no
Finance and Insurance 5% 5% $76,835 $1,921 yes $290,547 no
Other Services 4% 5% $39,085 $977 no $147,798 no
Transportation and Warehousing 3% 1% $63,378 $1,584 yes $239,660 no
Information 3% 0% $85,374 $2,134 yes $322,837 no
Management of Companies 2% 0% $110,332 $2,758 yes $417,214 no
Real Estate 2% 2% $52,452 $1,311 yes $198,344 no
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 2% 1% $23,214 $580 no $87,782 no
Educational Services 2% 1% $37,782 $945 no $142,871 no
Mining and Oil and Gas Extraction 1% 0% $129,543 $3,239 yes $489,860 yes
Utilities 1% 1% $112,432 $2,811 yes $425,155 yes
Natural Resources 0% 1% $33,257 $831 no $125,759 no
Public Administration 0% 0% $45,604 $1,140 no $172,449 no
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Future Housing Need 
Since the year 2000, rent and home prices in Arvada rose faster than incomes. If that trend 
continues, an increasing proportion of both renter and owner households may be priced 
out of the market. Figure II-41 models affordability changes over the next 15 years, using 
trends from the past almost 20 years to forecast changes in income and housing costs. The 
forecast model presents income as a percent of HUD Area Median Income and for the sake 
of simplicity, lending conditions are assumed to remain constant.  

Income and housing costs in the forecast model are based on the following historical 
trends and conditions.  

 HUD Area Median Family Income (HAMFI) for the Denver metro area (the HUD 
standard for Arvada) increased by 51 percent (2.21% compound annual growth rate, 
or CAGR).  Root Policy used HAMFI for a 3-person household to forecast owner 
affordability and HAMFI for a 2-person household to forecast renter affordability 
based on median household size by tenure for Arvada.  

 Median gross rent in Arvada increased from $714 in 2000 to $1,208 in 2017—an 
increase of 69 percent (3.3% CAGR).  Root Policy applied the same CAGR to model rent 
growth through 2032. 

 Median sale price from homes in Arvada increased by $230,450 between 2000 and 
2019 (from $191,550 to $422,000). Root Policy applied this same CAGR (4.2%) to model 
increases in home prices through 2032. 

Figure II-41. 
Affordability 
Forecasts, 
Arvada 2019-
2035 

Source: 

Root Policy Research. 

As demonstrated in the figure, affordability of rental homes declines substantially over the 
forecast period for low income renters (50% HAMFI) and declines moderately for median 

Renter Affordability Forecasts

50% HAMFI 929$         1,233$      36% 19% 15% 12%
100% HAMFI 1,858$      2,467$      85% 78% 74% 71%
150% HAMFI 2,786$      3,700$      98% 97% 96% 94%

Owner Affordability Forecasts

50% HAMFI 146,774$ 156,703$ 0% 0% 0% 0%
100% HAMFI 260,893$ 313,405$ 8% 6% 4% 2%
150% HAMFI 440,322$ 470,108$ 58% 29% 19% 12%

Income Range 
(3-person hh)

Percent of Homes 
2019 2032 2027 2032

Max Affordable Home Price
2019 2022

Income Range 
(2-person hh) 2017 2032 2027 20322017 2022

Percent of Rentals Max Affordable Rent



 

ROOT POLICY RESEARCH SECTION II, PAGE 38 

income households.  The absent prospect of home purchasing for low income households 
persists over the forecast period.  

For the median income household (100% AMI), rental affordability drops by 14 percentage 
points, from 85 percent of units to 71 percent of units between 2017 and 2032. The limited 
affordable ownership opportunities for the median households erode from 8 percent to 
only 2 percent—pricing this group almost completely out of the market.  

Ownership affordability even in the 150 percent HAMFI range declines substantially by 
2032—falling from 58 percent in 2019 to just 12 percent by 2032.  
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SECTION III. 
Community Perceptions of Housing Issues 

This section describes the findings from a variety of sources related to community 
perceptions of housing issues. These include: 

 Stakeholder focus groups and interviews facilitated by Root Policy Research;  

 The Arvada Community Survey (administered by Northwest Research Group with input 
on housing questions by Root Policy Research); and  

 A Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG) survey documented in the 
“Perspectives on Transit Report – 2016.” 

These focus group and survey results are discussed in order to provide context to the 
housing needs in Arvada and relate community perceptions of both housing and access to 
community assets throughout the city.  

Stakeholder Focus Groups 
Root Policy Research designed the focus group engagement to solicit perspectives of 
Arvada stakeholders, to explore perspectives on housing choice, needs, and potential 
solutions as well as barriers to housing development. To that end, Root scheduled three 
focus groups: one with real estate development professionals and affordable housing 
providers; and two focus groups with social service providers as well as policy and 
neighborhood leaders.  

Developers and affordable housing providers. Discussion in this focus 
group centered on development conditions in Arvada (including potential challenges and 
opportunities) as well as tools the city could consider to incentivize affordable 
development. Key findings are summarized below. 

 City staff is great to work with and generally speaking the conditions in Arvada have 
enabled development (available land, middle-of-the-pack fees, etc.).  

 Developers viewed the city’s proposed zoning code favorably but indicated that speed 
of approval can be a challenge (fast-track might be a good incentive tool). 

 Another potential incentive tool could be designating a single point-of-contact (liaison) 
for developers to navigate the process. There is a perception among developers that 
there is a metro-wide shortage of experienced planning/engineering staff which can 
pose challenges for creative developments. 
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 Per unit fees tend to incentivize larger developments. Some suggested the city  
consider a sliding scale based on square footage.  

 NIMBYism is a barrier to affordable development and seems to be getting worse. 
There is also a perception that both citizens and elected officials are harder on 
affordable developers than market-rate developers.  

Policy and neighborhood leaders. Attendees included social service providers, 
policy-makers, advocacy groups and neighborhood leaders. Key findings are summarized 
below.  

 Housing needs are not only at the lowest income levels—there is a need for affordable 
inventory across the spectrum (from people experiencing homelessness up through 
80%-120% AMI). 

 There are barriers to inventory turnover in the for-sale market which limit entry-level 
ownership inventory (e.g., seniors who want to downsize or move to single-level but 
can’t find desired product at price point). 

 There is a desire among residents for alternative ownership products—including 
condos/townhomes near transit and patio homes throughout the city.  

 There is a critical need for rentals affordable to Arvada’s workforce. 

 There is a need for entry-level ownership options (priced below $300,000). 

 The City is doing great work with zoning update and accessory dwelling units (ADUs) 
but the public isn’t aware of city efforts or resources, particularly those available for 
considering an ADU on their property. 

 The appetite for public intervention and specific solutions varies. There is some 
concern that city policies incentivize product and price points that do not meet 
community needs (e.g., luxury instead of affordable multifamily near transit).  

Arvada Community Survey 
The City of Arvada completes a biennial community survey. The most recent Arvada 
Community Survey (2019) was conducted online and by phone (cell and landline) from a 
random distribution of addresses by Northwest Research Group. The findings were made 
public in early 2020.   

The Community Survey asked respondents a range of questions from public safety to 
housing. The majority of respondents were non-Hispanic white homeowners representing 
middle and upper income households. Figure III-1 conveys the demographic composition 
of the nearly 600 respondents; demographics of Arvada households are included for 
comparison.  
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Figure III-1. 
Survey Respondent 
Demographics 

Note: 

n = from 498 to 598 

Source: 

2019 Arvada Community Survey 

 

 

 

The survey included new residents to Arvada (those who moved to Arvada within the last 
five years) as well as longer term residents (those we have moved to Arvada over 20 years 
ago). Figure III-2 shows the distribution of resident respondents by the length of time they 
have been residents in Arvada. 

Figure III-2. 
Respondent Years 
in Arvada 

Note: 

n = from 498 to 598 

Source: 

2019 Arvada Community Survey 

 

 

The survey included several housing specific questions that identified resident perceptions 
of housing affordability, development types, and programs. Results from those questions 
are discussed in the following pages to provide context for the housing needs and analysis 
in this report.  

Age
18 to 34 20% 20%
35 to 54 39% 27%
55+ 41% 30%

Housing Tenure
Homeowner 85% 73%
Renter 15% 27%

Income
Less than $50,000 18% 31%
$50,000 to less than $100,000 29% 34%
$100,000 or more 52% 35%

Race or Ethnicity
Non-Hispanic White 82% 80%
Hispanic 10% 14%
Other racial/ethnic minority 8% 5%

Families
Single Person Household 20% 14%
Adults only (2+) 48% 32%
Households With Children 32% 20%

Survey 
Respondents

Arvada 
Households

29%

13%

18%

40%

Less than 5 years

5 to less than 10 years

10 to less than 20 years

20 years or longer
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Growth and development. The survey revealed a significant difference among 
perceptions of the city’s growth and development based on the length of time residents 
have lived in the city.   

Figure III-3 demonstrates that newer residents (those who moved to Arvada within the past 
five years) see planning for growth as contributing positively to their quality of life; while 
longer-term residents (those that have been Arvada residents for over five years) are 
significantly more skeptical with fewer expectations being met and more expectations 
being unmet within these groups. 

Figure III-3. 
“Rate the job 
Arvada is doing on 
planning for growth 
in ways that add 
value to your quality 
of life” 

Note: 

Neutral answers are not charted. 

 

Source: 

2019 Arvada Community Survey 

  

Housing Affordability. The survey asked residents to evaluate the availability of 
affordable ownership options as if they were considering buying a home in Arvada.  There 
were significant differences in responses based on household income as well as tenure.  
Figure III-4 displays responses by tenure and by income.  

In general, renters perceive that there are very few, if any, good affordable options to 
purchase in Arvada compared to owners who perceive there to be more affordable 
opportunities.   

There was also a difference in perception among income groups with lower income 
households perceiving significantly less affordable home purchasing options. 

  

11%
27% 28% 31%

77% 65% 61% 57%

< 5 years 5 to 10 years 10 to 20 years >20 years

Fails Expectations Exceeds Expectations
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Figure III-4. 
“If you were considering the purchase of a home in Arvada and thinking in 
terms of Arvada being an affordable place for a home purchase, would you 
say there are...” 

 
Source: 2019 Arvada Community Survey. 

Housing types. The survey also assessed resident preferences for less typical, more 
dense building types including duplexes, townhomes, apartments, and tiny homes and 
their appropriate location within the city. Similar to perceptions related to housing 
affordability, preferences for housing types varied significantly by whether the respondent 
rents or owns their current home, and how long the respondent has lived in Arvada. Figure 
III-5 shows the responses for Arvada households overall (subsequent figures present 
results by tenure and how long residents have lived in Arvada. 

Figure III-5. 
Perception of Housing Types as Appropriate in Neighborhoods 

 
Note: The survey stipulated that apartment buildings would be near major roads.  

Source: 2019 Arvada Community survey 
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Overall, Arvada residents are very open to soft density—particularly duplexes and 
townhomes—in their neighborhoods. Fifty-one percent of survey respondents said 
townhomes were appropriate in their neighborhood and 46 percent said duplexes are 
appropriate in their neighborhood (as opposed to appropriate “elsewhere in Arvada” or 
“nowhere in Arvada”). About a quarter of residents were also open to tiny homes and 
apartment buildings with fewer than four stories (near major corridors) in their 
neighborhood.  

Figure III-6 demonstrates that renters in Arvada are more likely to support denser building 
types than owners, both in their current neighborhood as well as elsewhere in the city.  
Owners were significantly more inclined to support duplexes and townhomes both in their 
neighborhoods and elsewhere in Arvada, compared to apartments of any height near 
major roads.  Fifty-three percent of owner respondents believe that apartments over four 
stories and near major roads aren’t appropriate anywhere in Arvada. 

Figure III-6. 
Housing Types as Appropriate by Tenure 

Note: The survey stipulated that apartment buildings would be near major roads.  

Source: 2019 Arvada Community survey 
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Figure III-7 compares the resident preferences of various housing types based on the 
length of Arvada residency.  In general, the longer the resident has lived in Arvada, the less 
inclined the respondent was to view denser housing types as appropriate for Arvada. 
Among residents who have lived in Arvada ten years or more, duplexes and townhomes 
were the most supported housing types.  Compared to newer residents, residents who 
have lived in Arvada for between five and ten years conveyed a slight preference of 
townhouses over duplexes. Nearly 60 percent of respondents who have lived in Arvada for 
over 20 years, conveyed that apartment buildings over four stories and near major roads 
were not appropriate anywhere in Arvada.  

Figure III-7. 
Housing Types as Appropriate by Years Living in Arvada 

 

Note: The survey stipulated that apartment buildings would be near major roads. 

Source: 2019 Arvada Community survey 
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Housing programs. Respondent were also asked questions regarding their level of 
support for housing related programs. The program types include investing in programs 
that ensure middle and low-wage workers employed in Arvada can live in Arvada and 
providing programs to mitigate the risk of homelessness for low-income families in Arvada.  
Respondents rated their support for these programs on a spectrum for strongly disagree 
(0) to strongly agree (10).   

On average, respondents were supportive of investing in programs that ensure middle and 
low-wage workers employed in Arvada can live in Arvada (average rating of 6.8 out of 10) 
and of programs to mitigate risk of homelessness (average rating of 7.0 out of 10). 

As shown in Figure III-8, the level of support varies among different demographic groups. 
On average, renters, minority populations, and lower income households all conveyed 
stronger support for these housing programs than their counterparts. Figure III-8 below 
compares the level of support among these demographic groups. 

Figure III-8. 
Support of 
Housing 
Program Types 
by Demographic 
Group 

Note: 

Incomes levels represent 
household income. 0 = 
Strongly Disagree; 10 = 
Strongly Agree. 

 

Source: 

2019 Arvada Community 
Survey. 
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Amenities and Preferences of Residents Near Transit 
Since 2009 DRCOG has conducted regional studies to understand perspectives on transit 
and transit oriented development in the metro region.  The most recent study was 
conducted and published in 2016 with the title “Perspectives on Transit Report – 2016”1.  

The study conducted by National Research Center on behalf of DRCOG included a survey of 
2,547 residents in the Denver Metro located within one mile of an existing or under-
construction rail or bus rapid transit station. To analyze data relevant to Arvada, Root Policy 
Research filtered the raw survey data from respondents to the survey residing in Arvada, a 
total of 102 respondents.  While this data sampling is not representative of Arvada as a 
whole, impact of transit oriented development (TOD) has been significant in Arvada with 
many of the impacts concentrated within a one mile radius of commuter rail stations, the 
same area within which the survey was conducted. 

Among Arvada respondents, the most important reason for moving to Arvada was greater 
access to new amenities. Figure III-9 shows the ranked preferences for why Arvada 
respondents moved to Arvada.  Forty-six percent of respondents identified that they 
“Wanted a different house type, style, size, lot or other amenities” as a reason they moved 
to Arvada”. Other top reasons sited include wanting a “different neighborhood” (28%), to 
“buy a first home” (21%), or a “shorter or easier commute”(19%). 

 

1 “Perspectives on Transit Report 2016” 
https://drcog.org/sites/default/files/resources/Perspectives_on_Transit_Report_2016.pdf 

Figure III-9. 
Why Arvada 
Respondents 
Moved to Arvada 

Note: 

N = 102 

 

Source: 

2016 DRCOG TOD in the Denver 
Region Study 
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As revealed in Figure III-10, of the places current Arvada residents moved from in their last 
move, Denver was the most common (31%).  A similar proportion of respondents had 
moved to Arvada from out of state as had moved within Arvada. These proportions 
represent the extent to which housing market dynamics are influenced by new entrants, 
historic or contemporary, into the Arvada market (79%).  The residents may be influenced 
by push factors (reasons for leaving their previous home) or pull factors (reasons for 
choosing Arvada).  

Figure III-10. 
Places From Which 
Arvada Residents 
Moved in Their Last 
Move. 

Note: 

N = 102 

 

Source: 

2016 DRCOG TOD in the Denver 
Region Study  

Respondents were also asked to provide their preferences for being close to certain 
amenities. Figure III-11 charts the ranking of proximity preferences based on the percent of 
respondents who identified each preference. The figure also shows the proportion of 
respondents who have a certain preference that is not currently met by their current home 
location.  

The top five proximity preferences were parks and open space (71%), grocery stores (66%), 
a rail transit station (58%), and bars and restaurant as well as cultural amenities like 
theaters, libraries, and music venues (both 52%).  

 Among the unmet preferences, proximity to a rail transit station was the most common 
(22%); not surprising considering all respondents were located within one mile of an under-
construction rail or bus rapid transit station. This survey was conducted prior to the 
opening of the G-Line mentioned above and it is likely that this preference has largely been 
satisfied. However, if these preferences are comparable to preferences outside of that 
area, a preference for rail station proximity may remain unmet elsewhere in Arvada.   

Other unmet proximity preferences include health facilities (18%), jobs (17%), cultural 
amenities (16%), as well as grocery stores and authentic facilities (both 15%).  

 

31%

21%
20%

28%

Denver

Arvada

Out of State

Other/Unknown
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Figure III-11. 
Arvada Resident 
Proximity 
Preferences 

Note: 

N=103 

 

Source: 

2016 DRCOG TOD in the 
Denver Region Study 

The map in Figure III-12 shows the geography of certain amenities in Arvada.  The map 
conveys that parks and open space amenities are concentrated in the west and north of 
the city while rail transit, urban centers, and freeway access are concentrated in the 
southeast of the city. The east of the city has much better access to schools and assisted 
living facilities as well as two libraries, one in the north and one in the south. 
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Figure III-12. 
Arvada Amenities, 2019 

 
Source: City of Arvada Open Data Catalogue 
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Respondents to the DRCOG survey were also asked to provide reasons for moving to their 
current home. Respondent ranked potential reasons from not at all important (0) to 
essential (100); results are shown in Figure III-13. 

Arvada based respondents cited lower cost of housing as a primary reason with an average 
score of 72.  Neighborhood characteristics such as low-crime and quiet were also 
important (69 and 52).  Respondents also sited less traffic among the most important 
reasons for moving to Arvada.  This strong preference coupled with the growing 
congestions may begin to explain some of the level of dissatisfaction relative to 
expectations noted above.   

Respondents were also asked to provide their preference for buying new house if they 
were to be looking currently.   Many of the preferences changed when respondents were 
asked to imagine moving.  Figure III-14 conveys the change in importance for Arvada 
residents imagining moving compared to their previous move:   

 The preferences that grew in relative importance include investment potential, less 
space, less maintenance, and proximity to health services. These preferences align 
with the preferences of an aging demographic.   

 Preferences that became less important include more space, proximity to schools, a 
family and children oriented neighborhood, and access to the freeway. These shifting 
preferences also align with older adult residents who are less likely to have children or 
commute for work. 
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Figure III-13. 
Arvada Respondent 
Reasons for Moving 
to Current Home 
based on Average 
Importance Rating 
(0 to 100). 

Note: 

0 signifies “not at all important” 
while 100 signifies “essential”. 

 

Source: 

2016 DRCOG TOD in the Denver 
Region Study 
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Figure III-14. 
Difference in Average Importance for Residents that May Move in Next 2 years 

Note: n=52 

Source: 2016 DRCOG TOD in the Denver Region Study 
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SECTION IV. 
Resources and Strategies 

The section begins with a discussion of why it is important to address housing needs in 
Arvada, and a review of existing housing resources and programs in Arvada. The section 
then summarizes Arvada’s top housing needs (based on analysis in previous sections) and 
provides strategy recommendations for the City Arvada to consider in developing an action 
plan to address housing needs.  

Why Work to Address Housing Needs? 
A balanced housing stock accommodates a full “life cycle community”—where there are 
housing options for each stage of life from career starters through centenarians—which in 
turn supports the local economy and contributes to Arvada’s community culture. Recent 
trends in market prices are putting the city out of reach for middle income households. The 
existing housing products and price points offered may not be able to accommodate the 
needs of starter families or aging residents, particularly as housing prices continue to 
increase faster than incomes. Actions that help mitigate price increases and preserve both 
market-rate and publicly assisted housing affordability will also help preserve the identity 
of Arvada itself. Policies and market incentives can also help the city achieve future goals 
and propel the city in charting its path forward.  

Residents’ housing needs change over time, most often due to aging, education and skill 
development, employment, economic disruption, care for family members, and/or 
transition to a fixed income. Although resident surveys demonstrate that housing decisions 
are largely driven by affordability, individual preferences about housing types and living 
environments also affect housing demand.  

A balanced housing market responds to the diversity of housing needs and preferences by 
offering a variety of housing options. The following figure illustrates the most common 
types of households by income range and the housing solutions that best accommodate 
varied and changing needs as residents move through economic and life cycles. It is not a 
perfect representation of all households but attempts to convey common situations; some 
households could appear in multiple categories (e.g., families with children can also live in 
precarious or unsafe housing conditions). 
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Figure IV-1. 
Arvada’s Housing Continuum 

 
Source: Root Policy Research. 
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Existing Resources and Programs 
Financial resources to address housing needs in Arvada are limited. The City receives about 
$475,000 annually from the US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) in 
the form of Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) which are allocated to meeting 
the housing needs of low- and moderate-income and challenged households, home repair 
programs, and infrastructure improvements in low- and moderate-income neighborhoods. 
The City supplements the HUD funding through a General Fund allocation of $875,000 
annually dedicated to public services and community development.  The City also 
administers HUD’s Housing Choice Voucher Program to qualifying residents through the 
Arvada Housing Authority. Ongoing housing programs in Arvada, as described on the City’s 
website, include:  

 Essential Home Repairs Program. The Essential Home Repairs Program assists 
citizens who need repairs and improvements to their homes.  Offering low interest 
loans, deferred loans, and grants. As well as technical assistance and contractor 
supervision are provided.  

 Homebuyer Assistance Program. The City of Arvada collaborates with the 
Colorado Housing Assistance Corporation (CHAC) to offer a Homebuyers Assistance 
Program to provide down payment and closing cost assistance to first time 
low/moderate income homebuyers in Arvada.  

 Safe and Accessible/Help for Home Programs. The Safe and Accessible and 
Help for Homes Program provides grants for low and moderate income, elderly, and 
disabled households for home accessibility modifications to provide them with better 
ease of access in their homes and for assistance with other home repairs. 

 Housing Choice Voucher Program (Section 8). The Arvada Housing Authority 
currently administers about 500 housing choice vouchers, which provide a subsidy to 
eligible very low income households to assist in paying a portion of the contract rent 
for voucher holders. There are currently about 200 households on the waiting list for a 
housing choice voucher (the waitlist is currently closed to new applicants). 

 metroDPA - Down Payment and Closing Cost Assistance for 
Homebuyers. The Arvada City Council recently voted to participate in a metro-wide 
cooperative program, called metroDPA, to assist Arvada residents pursuing 
homeownership. For more information, visit metroDPA-Arvada.1 

 

1 https://arvada.org/residents/city-neighborhoods/cdgb-funds-at-work-in-arvada and 
https://arvada.org/source/Housing/City%20of%20Arvada%202018%20CAPER.pdf 
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Affordable Housing Production and Preservation 
The Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program originated in 1986 under the Tax 
Reform Act and was part of an effort by the federal government to devolve the obligation 
of publicly-supported housing to states and local governments. Today, the LIHTC is the 
largest single producer of affordable rental housing in the country. At the most basic level, 
the LIHTC provides investors with a credit against their taxes in exchange for equity capital 
to support development of affordable rental units. States administer the program, 
including setting the criteria for scoring applications. State annual Qualified Allocation 
Plans (QAP) establish state priorities, guiding principles, and scoring criteria for LIHTC 
applicants. There have been 10 LIHTC developments in Arvada (all between 1991 and 
2005), producing 1,283 units of affordable rental housing for residents.  

The City works to facilitate the development of affordable housing—including LIHTC—in 
Arvada through negotiations with developers, incentive programs and land donations.  

Current development and preservation projects in Arvada include:  

 Habitat for Humanity development of affordable ownership housing at 52nd and Carr 
ST (the City donated land to catalyze this project);  

 Preservation of 96 affordable units at the Park Terrace Apartments (originally built in  
2003 with LIHTC; received additional state funding in 2018 for renovation and 
extension of affordable term; these units also have Section 8 subsidies);  

 Construction of 72 new affordable senior housing units by a private developer, using a 
9 percent LIHTC allocation from Colorado Housing and Finance Authority (CHFA); and  

 Jefferson County Housing Authority redevelopment of 37 affordable units, called 
Allison Village, located near 54th and Allison.   

 Vance Street Flats project of 50 family units just north of Olde Town Arvada. 

 Proposed renovation of the Arvada House senior Section 8 affordable housing 
development of 88 units. 

 Development of affordable housing on city and private land just east of Walmart on W. 
58th Avenue. 

The programs available in any community depend on the size and funding sources and are 
typically inadequate to address housing needs. As such, the role of the private sector in 
providing housing is crucial for housing affordability. Cities typically use land use planning, 
zoning and development incentives to encourage private sector development of housing 
that supports community needs and values.  



ROOT POLICY RESEARCH SECTION IV, PAGE 5 

Best practices for zoning that fosters affordable development include allowing a diversity 
of housing types, relaxing minimum dimensional standards, and proactive measures such 
as incentives for affordable development.  The City of Arvada recently updated its zoning 
code and included some of these best practices.  

Top Housing Needs in Arvada   
Recommended strategies (starting on page nine of this section) focus on actions that would 
best help the City preserve its existing strengths and address the following core needs 
(based on all previous sections in this report). 

1) Additional affordable rentals (or rental assistance), specifically for 
residents earning less than $35,000.  

 As discussed in Section II of this report, renters lost purchasing power over the last 
decade as prices increased faster than incomes. Between 2010 and 2017 median rent 
in Arvada increased by 34 percent while the median Arvada income increased by just 
15 percent.  (See page II-28 for additional detail).  

 Average rent in Arvada in 2019 was $1,584 which requires an annual income of nearly 
$64,000 to avoid being cost burdened. (See page II-24 for additional detail). 

 The biggest shifts in the Arvada rental market between 2010 and 2017 were a loss of 
units priced below $800 (particularly those priced between $650 and $800) and an 
increase in units priced over $1,250 (See page II-27 for additional detail):  

 In 2010, 42 percent of the city’s rentals were priced below $800; by 2017 that 
proportion dropped to 15 percent. 

 In 2010, 24 percent of the city’s rentals were priced above $1,250; by 2017 
44 percent of rentals were priced above $1,250. 

 The rental gaps analysis, which compares supply and demand for rentals by price-
point (using income as a proxy for demand) found that the Arvada market fails to 
adequately serve the 27 percent of Arvada renters earning less than $25,000 per year 
and struggles to serve those earning between $25,000 and $35,000. (See pages II-31—
II-33 for additional detail). 

 Evan after accounting for publicly assisted units and vouchers, Arvada currently has a 
shortage of 2,275 units priced below $625 per month, affordable to households 
earning less than $25,000. There are 3,257 renter households in this income range 
(27% of all renters) but only 982 units affordable to them (8% of all rental units in the 
city).  (See pages II-31—II-33 for additional detail). 

 These households—earning less than $25,000 per year consist of working residents 
earning low wages, residents who are unemployed, and residents who are disabled 
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and cannot work. (See page II-33 for additional detail). Among Arvada renters earning 
less than $25,000 per year  

 41 percent are households that include a person with a disability;  

 28 percent are households that include a senior;  

 25 percent are households with children; and  

 Most of these households are a single person living alone (69%).  

 Among the householders living alone, the largest cohort are those aged 30 
to 65, followed by those aged 65 or older Householders under 30 living 
alone comprise just 8 percent of all households earning less than $25,000.  

 Focus group participants including policy and neighborhood leaders as well as 
affordable housing providers and developers also identified providing rentals 
affordable to Arvada’s workforce as a critical community need. (See pages III-1 and III-2 
for additional detail). Participants also expressed:  

 Housing needs are not only at the lowest income levels—there is a need for 
affordable inventory across the spectrum (from people experiencing 
homelessness up through 80%-120% AMI). 

 There is some concern that city policies incentivize product and price points 
that do not meet community needs (e.g., luxury instead of affordable 
multifamily near transit). 

 Respondents to the biennial Arvada Community Survey were supportive of investing in 
programs that ensure middle and low-wage workers employed in Arvada can live in 
Arvada (average rating of 6.8 out of 10, where 0 means strongly disagree and 10 
means strongly agree) and of programs to mitigate risk of homelessness (average 
rating of 7.0 out of 10).  (See page III-8 for additional detail). 

2) Starter homes and family homes priced near or below $300,000.  

 Since early 2012, home prices have increased sharply in Arvada and in peer 
communities throughout the metro area.  In 2018/2019, the median list/sold price in 
Arvada was $422,000, up from $227,000 in 2012.    (See page II-13 for additional detail). 

 Purchasing power declined for owners (and renters who wish to buy a home), even 
when taking a longer view, from 1999 through 2017. During that time period median 
income for all households increased by 37 but median sale prices increased 
substantially faster, rising 143 percent.  Falling interest rates between 1999 and 2016 
(and stable and historically low interest rates thereafter) have allowed potential buyers 
to improve their position but those gains were not enough to keep up with sale prices.  
(See pages II-22 and II-23 for additional detail). 
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 In the metro overall, 35 percent of listed/sold homes were priced below $350,000 
while only 22 percent of Arvada listed/sold homes where in this price category. Among 
single family detached homes, only 9 percent were priced below $350,000. Attached 
units carry more affordability: 74 percent were priced below $350,000, though 
attached homes represent a much smaller share of the for-sale market in Arvada. (See 
pages II-17 and II-18 for additional detail). 

 The for-sale gaps analysis shows the Arvada market to be relatively affordable for 
renters earning more than $100,000 and somewhat manageable for renters earning 
between $75,000 and $100,000, assuming a willingness to consider attached housing 
options (of which there are few on the market). (See page II-34 for additional detail). 

 Renters making $75,000 or less can afford a maximum home price of 
$283,605.2 Only 426 units were listed or sold in Arvada in the 2018-2019 
period in that price range (11% of all listed/sold homes); 87 percent of those 
were attached homes. 

 It is important to note that the home size, condition and housing 
preferences are not considered in the affordability model. The model also 
assumes that renters are able to save for a 10 percent down payment 
($28,360 for a households earning less than $75,000 annually). 

 Median price varies considerably between attached and detached unit types: the 
median price for a single family detached in Arvada is $440,000, while the median 
price for an attached unit is $160,000 less ($280,000). Increasing the variety of product 
types in Arvada (i.e. more single family attached products) may help meet this need. 
(See page II-17 for additional detail). 

 Focus group participants also emphasized the need for entry-level ownership options 
(priced below $300,000). They also expressed concern about barriers to inventory 
turnover in the for-sale market which limit entry-level ownership inventory (e.g., 
seniors who want to downsize or move to single-level but can’t find desired product at 
price point). (See pages III-1 and III-2 for additional detail). 

 When Arvada Community Survey respondents were asked about the affordability of 
ownership options in the city, renters were much more likely to say there are no good 
options (22%) or only a few good options (45%) than owners (9% and 32%,). This 
illustrates the limited availability of starter homes and the barriers residents without 
existing housing equity face in the market. Residents earning less than $100,000 
annually were also more likely to feel there were no or few good options for affordably 

 

2 Assumes a 30-year mortgage with a 10 percent down payment and an interest rate of 4.54 percent. The estimates also 
incorporate property taxes, insurance, HOA payments and utilities (assumed to collectively account for 30% of the 
monthly payment). 
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priced ownership in Arvada than higher income respondents. (See pages III-4 and III-5 
for additional detail). 

3) Increased diversity in housing stock with a focus on “missing 
middle” ownership options and product types attractive to aging 
seniors. 

 Arvada lacks housing product diversity, particularly in its ownership market, when 
compared to surrounding communities. Most of Arvada’s owners (87%) live in single 
family detached houses, 10 percent live in du-/tri-/four-plexes, 2 percent live in 
attached housing in structures with five to nine units, and another 2 percent live in 
condo buildings with 10 or more units. (See pages II-1 and II-10 for additional detail). 

 Small attached structure permits (du-/tri-/four-plexes) have always been a small 
proportion of total permits but have been particularly limited in recent years. This 
limited number of small attached permits contributes to the overall lack of product 
type diversity in Arvada, specifically of soft-density structures known as the “Missing-
Middle,” a current suburban trend designed to meet growing demand. These types of 
structures may offer more affordability than large-lot single family homes and also 
meet increasing preferences among both Millennials and empty-nesters for walkable 
and urban-light contexts. (See pages II-5 and II-6 for additional detail). 

 In addition to missing middle attached products, smaller footprint detached housing 
(e.g. patio homes and small homes) and/or small lots can bring down costs for first-
time buyers and meets changing preferences of the aging population (single-level 
homes with low maintenance yards and small attached products without stairs). (See 
page III-5—III-7 for additional detail). 

 Though some seniors do want to downsize or move to low-maintenance, single-level 
housing options, many will prefer to “age in place.” Arvada’s housing stock is relatively 
old—nearly 60 percent of all units were built before 1979—and may need repairs or 
modifications in order to allow aging seniors (with higher incidence rates of disability) 
to age in place. (See pages II-2 and II-3 for additional detail). 

 More diverse product choices will supply units demanded by changing preferences, 
including higher income renters already in Arvada.  According to focus group 
attendees (policy and neighborhood leaders) there is a desire among residents for 
alternative ownership products—including condos/townhomes near transit and patio 
homes throughout the city. A DRCOG study of residents near transit also illustrate 
change preferences toward less space, less maintenance, proximity to health services. 
(See page III-2 and III-13 for additional detail). 

 Arvada Community Survey responses also assessed resident preferences for less 
typical, more dense building types including duplexes, townhomes, apartments, and 
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tiny homes and their appropriate location within the city. (See page III-5—III-7 for 
additional detail).  

 Overall, Arvada residents are very open to soft density—particularly 
duplexes and townhomes—in their neighborhoods. Fifty-one percent of 
survey respondents said townhomes were appropriate in their neighborhood 
and 46 percent said duplexes are appropriate in their neighborhood (as 
opposed to appropriate “elsewhere in Arvada” or “nowhere in Arvada”).  

 About a quarter of residents were also open to tiny homes and apartment 
buildings with fewer than four stories (near major corridors) in their 
neighborhood. 

Recommended Strategies to Address Needs 
The following recommendations are based on Root Policy Research’s experience working 
with peer communities and best practices; they were developed in conjunction with the 
City of Arvada and the Arvada Housing Strategy Advisory Committee.  Additional strategies 
that were considered but not selected for recommendation are showcased in Appendix A: 
Policy Toolkit.  

1). Establish a committee to implement the city’s affordable 
housing action plan and support affordable housing development. 
The formation of a vision for housing development signals the city’s housing goals to 
developers and offers assurance to residents that the city is committed to creating a 
balanced housing stock, including affordability for those who live and work in the city. 
Many communities “formalize” housing strategic planning through creation of a task force 
or advisory committee to study and spearhead housing policies. This can take a variety of 
forms. 

Committees are an effective way to set affordability thresholds, establish overall goals for 
the percentage of housing stock that should be kept affordable, and track key market 
metrics to assess progress. In addition, committees can provide support to affordable 
developments navigating neighborhood engagement (and resistance), serving almost like 
an ombudsman.  

We recommend the committee in Arvada be established to:  

1) Set and monitor action items to complete the housing strategy; and  

2) Serve as an ombudsman/represent the strategy to neighborhoods and residents. 

Benefits. As noted above, establishing a vision for housing development and creating a 
task force can create a trusted partner for residents, a clear avenue for developers, and a 
collective body invested in the strategic development of affordable housing. Assisting 
affordable projects through the community engagement process benefits the city by 
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accomplishing affordability goals but also benefits developers by lowering risk of 
neighborhood opposition. 

Challenges. As with any formal committee or task, integrating a new entity into the City’s 
existing political and administrative structure can pose unique challenges. The authority 
and role of the committee should be clearly established and it should work in tandem and 
close collaboration with City staff and Council. For a committee representing affordable 
development to neighborhoods and residents the key challenge is establishing trust and 
maintaining a position of neutrality to help facilitate agreement between developers and 
residents.  

Expected outcomes and keys to success. Clearly defining the role of the committee 
is critical to success as is selection of members. For a policy-oriented committee to be 
effective, the committee would need to be tasked by the mayor to develop/direct staff to 
implement/and monitor a housing strategy. For an ombudsman style committee, 
establishing a culture of trust between neighborhood organizations, residents, and 
developers will increase effectiveness of the committee’s efforts.  

Typical beneficiaries. City staff, City Council, development community, housing 
stakeholders and the Arvada community overall. 

Examples of where used. City and County of Broomfield has established an effective 
policy oriented advisory group; other communities, including Westminster have 
established committees to oversee policy development but do not continue as an ongoing 
entity. A committee that functions more like an ombudsmen (representing strategy to 
neighborhoods and residents) would be a new and innovative approach.   

Recommended actions for Arvada. Work with appropriate group or within city to 
assemble local volunteers and/or retirees or past community leaders experienced in 
housing development, community relations, etc. who would form or constitute a team to 
work with a developer and adjacent neighborhood residents and property owners to be a 
neutral team to serve as a non biased conduit between the developer and neighborhoods 
to work through project conflicts, misinformation, suspicion, fear, and related obstacles to 
counter nimbyism and turn opponents into supporters or "acceptors" for housing 
proposals. 

2) Incorporate additional development incentives to the city’s land 
development code. Development incentives to encourage developers/builders to 
build affordable housing can take many forms (many of these could also apply to 
conversion of existing housing to affordable or preservation of affordable housing): 

 Fast track development approval (more detail below); 

 A city-assigned, dedicated planning advocate to help move the development 
through the approval process; 
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 Density or height bonuses (allows for more units to be built than allowed by 
right by zoning); 

 Zoning or building variances for affordable housing (density, lot size, 
setback, etc.); 

 Fee waivers (Colorado state law allows impact fees to be waived for 
affordable housing); and 

 Annexation approval tied to development of affordable housing.  

Development incentives are tied to a commitment to produce an agreed-upon share of 
affordable units (can be rental or owner). Most policies mandate set asides of between 10 
and 30 percent, depending on the market, and set affordability periods (most commonly 
ranges from 15 to 60 year terms). Denver uses a formula that is based on gross square 
feet, which generally results in a 7 percent commitment and requires a 60-year 
affordability term. 

Unnecessarily lengthy permitting processes restrict housing supply responsiveness to 
demand. Most cities’ permitting processes do not fully leverage new technology to achieve 
greater speed, reliability and efficiency. A low-cost way to encourage affordable housing is 
to commit to a standard process and/or time period during which proposed developments 
that include affordable housing are reviewed. In addition, cities can monitor and adjust, if 
needed, requirements for public hearings for affordable v. market rate developments to 
ensure that affordable developers are not subject to an excessive number of public 
meetings. 

Development fee waivers, reductions, or reimbursements from other sources, can work 
hand-in-hand with other funding sources, like a locally-funded Housing Trust Fund, to 
increase the city’s capacity to financially support affordable housing projects that meet the 
community’s priorities and expectations. By setting an annual cap, the city can ensure 
impacts to the budget are predictable and manageable. 

Benefits. Using an incentive approach places the burden on developers to create (or 
contribute to) city's housing goals but does so by providing benefit (typically in the form of 
additional profit) to developers. As such it can be a win-win for developers and the City. It 
can also be structured to incentivize any kind of development (e.g., missing middle), not 
just affordable development. Formalizing incentives increases transparency for developers 
and signals the city's development priorities to developers. 

Challenges. Requires staff capacity to monitor compliance and can be challenging to 
structure in order to create affordable units depending on existing zoning and 
development process. (For example, density bonuses only work if the entitlement density is 
low enough to entice developers to accept the incentive). 
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Expected outcomes and keys to success. When well structured, incentives can be 
relatively high impact (generate moderate number of units) for very little cost to the city. 
Incentives work best in "hot" markets and in communities with additional capacity for 
development.  

Typical beneficiaries. Varies by development. 

Examples of where used. Widely used but in widely varying ways. Denver, Boulder, 
Westminster, Broomfield, Lafayette, Louisville, and Longmont all have some type of 
developer incentive. (National examples that may be helpful for Arvada include Austin’s 
Affordability Unlocked program or Portland’s Residential Infill project). 

Recommended actions for Arvada: 
 Provide fast-track development approval or dedicated staff liaison for 

affordable housing development. 

 Waive or reduce development fees (up to an amount) for affordable housing 
development. 

 Waive rezone requirements (or streamline rezone process) for 
developments with deep affordability (e.g., at least 10 percent of units 
affordable to 60 percent AMI or less).  

 City to utilize CDBG, HODAG or other resources to fund off site 
infrastructure that a development may need in return for a commitment to 
provide affordable units.  

 Consider density bonuses for larger scale new developments (e.g., set aside 
one in ten lots or units is for a land trust or affordable developer).  

3) Allocate publicly owned land (and/or acquire vacant or 
underutilized properties) for affordable and mixed-income housing. 
Property acquisition costs, especially in developed areas of the city, is a major component 
of the cost of developing affordable housing. The city and other public agencies own 
numerous properties which could potentially reduce costs and facilitate development of 
affordable housing.  While much of this property is either already utilized for public 
facilities or is inappropriate for residential development, there may be opportunities to 
leverage additional affordable and mixed-income housing through better utilization of 
publicly owned property. 

It is increasingly common for local governments to donate vacant land or underutilized 
properties (e.g., closed schools, vacant or out-of-date public sector offices) for use as 
residential mixed-income or mixed-use developments. Some properties are acquired after 
businesses have been closed for illegal use or very delinquent taxes. These properties are 
then held in a “land bank,” and eventually redeveloped by nonprofit or private developers 
through a Request for Proposal (RFP) process. Land banks vary in forms from single parcels 
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to multiple, scattered site properties, to large tracts of land. A good starting point in this 
process for any community is creating an inventory of existing public land that could be 
used for housing sites in the future. 

Benefits. Conducting an initial inventory of publicly owned land is a low/no-cost step. 
Land banking and donation can reduce future development costs (particularly if acquired 
when land costs are low) and maintains flexibility in meeting future needs because the land 
can be held and then used for acute needs as they arise. Converting vacant land or 
underutilized retail can also have tax benefits to the city (performing residential, even if 
with a lower property tax value, is better than vacant and abandoned land from a revenue 
perspective). 

Challenges. Acquiring land can be costly (depending on market cycle); limited supply and 
can require quick response to land available (staffing/authority concern); and there is a risk 
that future needs will not align with expected land use. 

Expected outcomes and keys to success. Outcomes depend on existing land 
inventory and committed resources though there is potential for high impact (substantial 
number of units). This works best in communities where there is land available to 
repurpose; when the city can acquire land at reasonable costs (e.g., during a down market); 
and when the city has strong partnerships with non-profit developers or existing land trust 
programs. 

Typical beneficiaries. Varies by development. 

Examples of where used. Denver, Boulder, Longmont, Lyons, Westminster. 

Recommended actions for Arvada: 
 Inventory existing public land (including land owned by the City, the County, 

the schools district, and others) and evaluate feasibility for residential 
development. 

 Establish partnerships with local affordable developers and land trusts. 

 Evaluate funding sources for land/property acquisition that could be utilized 
to create or preserve affordable housing. 

 Actively watch for property and land to acquire to repurpose (this could 
include vacant land, underutilized/vacant commercial, and/or small naturally 
occurring affordable multifamily housing). 

4) Implement a foreclosure/eviction prevention program. Housing 
Counseling generally takes the form of providing assistance with mortgage debt 
restructuring and mortgage and/or utilities payments to avoid foreclosure and/or short-
term emergency rent and utilities assistance for renters. Cities often partner with local 
nonprofits experienced in foreclosure counseling. Landlord-tenant mediation is similar but 
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generally conducted by local Legal Aid for more involved disputes between the landlord 
and tenant. 

Benefits. Generally low cost and high impact; provides assistance to those who need it 
most and reduces public costs related to homelessness and other social services but 
preventing foreclosure and eviction. 

Challenges. Requires local non-profit or legal aid partner. 

Expected outcomes and keys to success. Target outcomes are a measurable 
reduction in foreclosures and evictions. Keys to success are working with a trusted non-
profit partner and making residents who are at risk of foreclosure/eviction aware of this 
resource. 

Typical beneficiaries. Low to moderate income homeowners and renters at risk of 
foreclosure and eviction due to job losses/cutbacks, medical bills, tragedy in family 
affecting economic situation. etc. 

Examples of where used. Very common application of federal block grant funding. 

Recommended actions for Arvada: 
 Identify potential non-profit partners to provide services; and  

 Evaluate funding source options and feasibility of providing short-term 
emergency rent and utilities assistance (could divert CDBG public services to 
this effort or explore funding available from Colorado Division of Housing). 

5) Establish a local funding source using commercial and/or 
residential linkage fees (or impact fees). Federal dollars for housing have 
been in steady decline, even as housing needs increase. Many communities are turning to 
local revenue sources to help fill the gap and to create funding sources with the flexibility 
and reliability to address needs in their community more effectively.  These local or state 
funds have grown immensely in popularity and are designed to fund a variety of affordable 
housing activities. Revenue sources are varied and include: General Obligation Bonds, Real 
Estate Transfer Taxes (RETT), commercial linkage fees, impact fees, cash-in-lieu from 
inclusionary zoning buyouts, and other types of taxes, generally those that are directly tied 
to demand for housing. 

Linkage fees are assessments on new commercial or residential development to produce 
affordable housing. These fees are calibrated to offset the impact of the new development 
on housing availability and affordability by providing funding for new affordable housing 
developments. The fees assessed are based on nexus studies, which—like any impact fee—
quantify the direction and magnitude of the impact created by different development types 
and establish a legal upper limit on fees.  
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Benefits. Can be used on a variety of programs to address needs across the housing 
spectrum and creates a flexible funding source without federal regulations. Linkage fees 
are inherently fair in that they require a nexus study to statistically establish the impact of 
development types on housing. Linkage fees leverages private developer profits to 
generate funds for affordable housing (does not require city resources). 

Challenges. Does not always have political support, particularly in communities that are 
trying to attract developers (linkage fees increase developer costs, which can either 
discourage development or get passed on to final tenants). Efficacy is tied to the level of 
funding produced; in other words, if fees are very low, the revenue generated does not 
contribute to substantial increases in affordable housing. It also requires a nexus study in 
order to initiate the program and requires staff capacity to manage and allocate resources.   

Expected outcomes and keys to success. Can be very effective, depending on 
funding amount and priorities. Typically generates modest resources for housing as most 
programs assess fees well below nexus-proven amounts.  Works best when the city has 
clear housing plan/goals and has staff capacity to manage the program. Works best in "hot" 
markets and in communities with additional capacity for development. 

Typical beneficiaries. Depends on how revenues are used; generally benefits extremely 
and very low income residents; as well as low and moderate income households; and/or 
workforce. Some local funds specify use by renter/owner, income level, special needs; 
others conduct annual (or less frequent) action plan that specify how resources will be 
used. 

Examples of where used. Denver, Boulder, Lafayette  

Recommended actions for Arvada: 
 Evaluate political support for linkage fee option;  

 Consider and allocate staff resources for program compliance; and  

 Conduct/contract a nexus study to investigate potential fee amounts and 
implement program.  

6) Leverage existing resources to facilitate affordable housing 
development. As described earlier in this section, the City of Arvada has already 
implemented a number of programs to help address housing and community 
development needs in the City. The city receives CDBG funds directly from HUD and 
allocates additional general fund revenue to bolster funding for public service and 
community development projects. The city also leverages county and state dollars, 
including the state administered Private Activity Bonds (PAB) for affordable development.  

Auditing, streamlining, and targeting existing resources to align with the city’s housing 
priorities will help improve efficiency and maximize the impact of existing resources.  
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Benefits. The obvious benefit of this strategy is that it leverages existing resources to 
address needs and does not require regulatory changes or program development. 

Challenges. Funding sources, especially those from federal or state allocations, typically 
have restrictions on how and when they can be used. This complicates the process of 
combining and reallocating funds based on specific project needs.  

Expected outcomes and keys to success. Varies by funding source. Overall, 
expected to increase efficiency in deploying resources and improve targeting of resources 
to address community-defined goals and expectations. 

Typical beneficiaries. Varies by project.  

Examples of where used. Common among jurisdictions managing multiple funding 
sources, including Denver, Boulder, and Westminster. 

Recommended actions for Arvada:  
 Utilize current city resources for affordable housing development 

and preservation. City to utilize CDBG, HODAG or other resources to fund 
off site and possibly on site infrastructure that a development may need in 
return for a commitment to provide affordable units.  

 Analyze and configure current housing revenues. Analyze varied 
housing revenues from past loan repayments and other sources to 
consistently and accurately determine any funding restrictions based if any 
on source of the funds (like HOME or funding received in the past from the 
State) and combine funding amounts where consistent and clearly identify 
and explain on each any restrictions required or desired regarding those 
sources.  

 Private Activity Bonds. Develop process/procedures for assigning Private 
Activity Bonds (PAB) with an intent to prioritize affordable housing 
development, retention, or rehabilitation for use of PAB. 

Considerations and summary. Figure IV-2 plots the strategy recommendations 
along two axes to help gauge their relative cost and impact. Strategies in the lower left 
portion of the figure are generally low cost but also low impact. Cost increases as you move 
to the right (x-axis) and impact increases as you move up (y-axis). Strategies in the upper 
right are generally high cost but also high impact.  

This matrix should not be the only criteria for evaluating strategies but does provide some 
guidance in considering the most effective options given resource constraints. All strategies 
included in the matrix have been shown to be effective in other communities.  
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Figure IV-2. 
Relative Cost and Impact of Recommended Strategies   

Source: Root Policy Research. 

Figure IV-3 (on the following page) summarizes the recommendations and action steps, 
including a proposed timeline for accomplishing each action.  
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Figure IV-3. 
Recommended Strategy Summary with Timeframe 

Source  Root Policy Research. 

Strategy and Action Steps Type
Housing Need(s) 
Addressed

Short 
Term 

(2-3 yrs)

Long 
Term 

(3+ yrs)

1. Establish a committee to implement the city’s affordable housing action plan and support affordable housing development. Vision/Policy 1) Affordable rentals
2) Affordable ownership

X X

2. Incorporate additional development incentives to the city’s land development code. X X

 - Provide fast-track development approval or dedicated staff liaison for affordable housing development.
 - Waive or reduce development fees (up to an amount) for affordable housing development.
- Waive rezone requirements (or streamline rezone process) for developments with deep affordability.
- City to utilize CDBG, HODAG or other resources to fund off site infrastructure that a development may need in return for affordable units.
- Consider density bonuses for larger scale new developments.

3. Allocate publicly owned land (and/or acquire vacant or underutilized properties) for affordable and mixed-income housing. X

- Inventory existing public land (including land owned by the City, County, schools district, etc.) and evaluate feasibility for residential development.
- Establish partnership with local affordable developers  and land trusts
- Evaluate funding sources for land/property acquisition that could be utilized to create or preserve affordable housing.
- Actively watch for property and land to acquire to repurpose (this could include vacant land, underutilized/vacant commercial, and/or small naturally 
occurring affordable multifamily housing).

4. Implement a foreclosure/eviction prevention program. X X

 - Identify potential non-profit partners to provide services.
 - Evaluate funding source options and feasibility of providing short-term emergency rent and utilities assistance.

5. Establish a local funding source using commercial and/or residential linkage fees (or impact fees). X X

 - Evaluate political support for linkage fee option.
 - Consider and allocate staff resources for program compliance.
 - Conduct/contract a nexus study to investigate potential fee amounts and implement program. 

6. Leverage existing resources to facilitate affordable housing development. X

 - Utilize current city resources for affordable housing development and preservation.
 - Analyze and configure current housing revenues.
 - Private Activity Bond procedures and priorities.

1) Affordable rentals
2) Affordable ownership
3) Product diversity

Financial 
Resources

1) Affordable rentals
2) Affordable ownership

Financial 
Resources

1) Affordable rentals
2) Affordable ownership
3) Product diversity

Regulatory 
changes and 
Incentives

1) Affordable rentals
2) Affordable ownership

Acquiring and 
Repurposing 
Land and 
Property

1) Affordable rentals
2) Affordable ownership

Preservation
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Appendix A. Policy Toolkit 

The following toolkit presents a number of policies and programs that were considered for Arvada and part of the strategy development process. Tools that were 
considered to be the most appropriate and feasible for Arvada are discussed in detail in Section IV of the report. The tools below were considered as a menu of options that 
could be implemented by the City of Arvada to encourage housing diversity and affordability but this toolkit does not reflect an adopted action plan of the City.   

Figure IV-1. 
Tools for Housing Diversity, Preservation, and Affordability 

 
Source: Root Policy Research. 

Tool Description of Policy/Program
Typical 
Beneficiaries

Benefits Challenges Outcomes Keys to Success

Acquiring and Repurposing Land and Property

* Inventory Public Land 
for Housing Sites

Active Land Bank 
Program

Donation of 
Land/Homes Program

* Land Trust

A land trust is typically a nonprofit that owns land on which units are developed and 
then sold at a discount to low and moderate income, often first time, homebuyers. 
The land is acquired through public and private donation and purchase. The buyers 
own the structure; the land trust owns the land. The buyers have a lease on the land 
(usually 99 years) for a modest monthly fee. Upon resale, the owners receive equity 
gains from appreciation and improvements made to the unit. The unit is sold to 
another qualifying low income buyer. 

Low and moderate 
income renters who 
want to become 
owners (e.g., 
households with fixed 
incomes, persons 
with disabilities)

Preserves ownership in 
perpetuity (as opposed to 
a specified term; builds 
wealth for owner-
occupant; operations and 
program management 
handled by non-profit

Only addresses needs for 
ownership; provides deep 
but not necessarily broad 
assistance (substantial 
assistance to relatively 
few families).

Outcomes depend 
on committed 
resources. Potential 
for high impact 
(substantial number 
of units).

From a policy perspective to 
challenge to making this 
work is partnership with a 
local land trust and deciding 
how the city will support the 
land trust (grant funding, 
land donation, operational 
support, development 
incentives, etc.)

It is increasingly common for local governments to donate vacant land or 
underutilized properties (e.g., closed schools, vacant or out-of-date public sector 
offices) for use as residential mixed-income or mixed-use developments. Some 
properties are acquired after businesses have been closed for illegal use or very 
delinquent taxes. These properties are then held in a “land bank,” and eventually 
redeveloped by nonprofit or private developers through a Request for Proposal (RFP) 
process. Land banks vary in forms from single parcels to multiple, scattered site 
properties, to large tracts of land. A good starting point in this process for any 
community is creating an inventory of existing public land that could be used for 
housing sites in the future. 

Varies by type of 
development. 

Initial inventory is a 
low/no-cost step; land 
banking and donation can 
reduce future 
development costs 
(particularly if acquire 
when land costs are low); 
maintains flexibility in 
meeting future needs 

Acquiring land can be 
costly (depending on 
market cycle); limited 
supply and can require 
quick response to land 
available 
(staffing/authority 
concern);  risk that future 
needs will not align with 
expected land use

Works best... 
- in community where there 
is land available to 
repurpose
- when can acquire during a 
down market
- have good partnerships 
with non-profit developers

Outcomes depend 
on existing land 
inventory and 
committed 
resources. Potential 
for high impact 
(substantial number 
of units).
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Tool Description of Policy/Program
Typical 
Beneficiaries

Benefits Challenges Outcomes Keys to Success

Preservation

Right of First Refusal 
for MF/Affordable 
Developments

Typically two forms: 
1) Laws that require owners of affordable housing notify the public sector of intent to 
sell or redevelop property and allow period of potential purchase by public sector; or 
2) Laws that give tenants the right to purchase a rental unit or complex (including 
mobile home park) before the owner puts it on the market or accepts an offer from 
another potential buyer. 
Laws typically allow residents to assign their “right of first refusal” to other entities, 
such as nonprofit partners that help the residents form a limited equity cooperative, 
or affordable housing providers that agree to maintain the property as affordable 
rental housing for a set period of time. 

Low to moderate 
income renters at risk of 
eviction due to property 
sale. 

Preservation is much less 
costly than new 
development; prevents 
displacement of existing 
resident tenants, 
relatively low effort from 
an administration 
perspective.

Requiring notification can 
be easy but converting 
notification to preserved 
sale can be difficult: hard 
to compete with private 
section in hot market and 
requires substantial 
capital for City to make a 
purchase or subsidize a 
non-profit purchase. 

Generates/preserves some 
affordable units, but only if 
resources are allocated to 
acquire when necessary. 

Works best when 
there are state or 
other outside funds 
to leverage (e.g., 
Private Activity 
Bonds); very difficult 
to compete with 
private market buyers 
in a hot market.

Acquisition/ 
rehabilitation

In this strategy nonprofits or for-profit affordable housing developers purchase 
privately-owned but low-priced housing options, or subsidized units with affordability 
periods ending (“at risk” affordable housing). Owners make needed improvements 
and institute long- term affordability. 
At-risk housing stock may include private rentals with rising rents, manufactured 
housing parks, or lower-cost single- family homes and real estate owned (REO) 
properties. Rental properties can be maintained as rental or convert to cooperative 
ownership. Ownership properties can be resold to lower-income families or leased as 
affordable rentals. 

Varies by program type. 

Generates guaranteed 
affordability out of 
existing stock (less costly 
than new development); 
can be used for rental or 
ownership.

Can be difficult to identify 
properties, though it can 
be structured at the city 
level as a resource pool 
for non-profits, which 
reduces the staffing and 
management burden on 
the city.

Generates some affordable 
units

Works best with a 
trusted non-profit 
partner

Small landlord 
incentives

Public sector incentives that encourage small landlords to keep units affordable for a 
period of time in exchange for subsidized rehabilitation or tax or fee waivers. Requires 
identification of properties through rental registration. Could also be applied to 
current vacation rentals for conversion to longer term permanent rentals. 

Low income renters and 
small landlords 
providing naturally 
occurring affordable 
housing. 

Can be low cost and 
accomplishes two 
objectives: improving 
housing stock and 
preserving affordability.

Requires allocation of 
resources; does not tend 
to generate large quantity 
of affordable units.

Improves existing housing 
stock (rehab) and generates 
some affordable units; 
efficacy of short term rental 
program is unknown (not 
widely used)

Works best if have (or 
are instituting) a 
rental registry.

* Foreclosure and 
eviction prevention. 

Housing Counseling generally takes the form of providing assistance with mortgage 
debt restructuring and mortgage and/or utilities payments to avoid foreclosure; short-
term emergency rent and utilities assistance for renters. Cities often partner with local 
nonprofits experienced in foreclosure counseling. Landlord-tenant mediation is 
similar but generally conducted by local Legal Aid for more involved disputes between 
the landlord and tenant. 

Low to moderate 
income homeowners 
and renters at risk of 
foreclosure and eviction 
due to job 
losses/cutbacks, 
medical bills, tragedy in 
family affecting 
economic situation. etc. 

Generally low cost and 
high impact; provides 
assistance to those who 
need it most and reduces 
public costs related to 
homelessness and other 
social services but 
preventing foreclosure 
and eviction.

Requires local non-profit 
or legal aid partner. 

Reduces foreclosures and 
evictions.

Works best with a 
trusted non-profit 
partner
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Source: Root Policy Research. 

Tool Description of Policy/Program
Typical 
Beneficiaries

Benefits Challenges Outcomes Keys to Success

Financial 

*
Dedicated Local 
Funding Source 
(Housing trust funds)

Local or state fund created to fund a variety of affordable housing activities. Trust 
fund have grown immensely in popularity with reductions in federal funding for 
housing. Revenue sources are varied and include: General Obligation Bonds, Real 
Estate Transfer Taxes (RETT), commercial linkage fees, impact fees, cash-in-lieu from 
inclusionary zoning buyouts, and other types of taxes, generally those that are directly 
tied to demand for housing. 

Depends on type of 
development receiving 
subsidies from the land 
trust; generally 
extremely and very low 
income residents. Some 
trust funds specify use 
by renter/owner, 
income level, special 
needs.

Can be used on a variety 
of programs to address 
needs across the housing 
spectrum; flexible funding 
source without federal 
regulations. 

Does not always have 
political support; efficacy 
is tied to level of funding; 
requires staff capacity to 
manage and allocate 
resources.

Can be very effective, 
depending on funding 
amount and priorities. 

Works best when City 
has clear housing 
plan/goals and has 
staff capacity to 
manage. 

Commercial and/or 
Residential Linkage 
Fees (or Impact Fees)

Assessments on new  commercial or residential development to produce affordable 
housing. These fees are calibrated to offset the impact of the new development 
housing availability and affordability by providing funding for new affordable housing 
developments. 

Low and moderate 
income households; 
workforce.

Inherently fair in that it 
requires a nexus study to 
statistically establish the 
impact of development 
types on housing. 
Leverages private 
developer profits to 
generate funds for 
affordable housing (does 
not require city 
resources).

Increases developer costs, 
which can either 
discourage development 
or get passed on to final 
tenants; requires a nexus 
study and some staff 
capacity to enact and 
mange. 

Typically generates modest 
resources for housing as 
most programs assess fees 
well below nexus-proven 
amounts.  

Works best in "hot" 
markets and in 
communities with 
additional capacity for 
development. 

* Tax Increment 
Financing

Revenue generated by borrowing against projected growth in property tax revenues 
within designated redevelopment (urban renewal) areas. All or a portion of the tax 
increment can be set aside for affordable housing preservation and production.

Depends on type of 
development. 

Can generate affordable 
units in targeted areas; 
leverages existing funding 
source in Arvada.

Can impact total TIFF 
package as property tax 
revenue on affordable 
developments may be 
low.

Generates modest volume of 
affordable units

Works well when 
affordable housing is 
paired with uses that 
generate higher 
future tax revenue 
(e.g., retail)

Buydown of 
ADA/accessible units

Provide subsidies to persons with disabilities who cannot afford market-rate 
accessible rentals, most of which are in multifamily developments built after 1990 
(post Americans with Disabilities Act, or ADA). 

Persons with 
disabilities, including 
seniors

Leverages existing 
housing stock to meet a 
need; increases 
supply/demand efficiency 
for accessible units.

Costs can vary and can be 
relatively high if most of 
accessible stock is 
new/luxury units.

Efficacy unknown; not widely 
used

Efficacy unknown; not 
widely used
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Tool Description of Policy/Program
Typical 
Beneficiaries

Benefits Challenges Outcomes
Keys to 
Success

Regulatory changes and Incentives 

Local Affordable 
Housing Goals 
Adopted

Formally adopting local affordable housing goals (e.g., 10% of new rental units affordable to 
households earning <80% AMI) help set expectations for developers as they negotiate 
agreements with the city and establishes a target for the city to monitor progress. 

Varies

Signals to development 
community the city's desire for 
affordable development; 
provides a benchmark for the 
city in navigating negotiations 
with developers and/or 
establishing incentives.  

Political challenges in 
defining goal; if goal 
specifies income category, 
may reduce flexibility in 
future. 

Varies, depends on goal 
and other tools in place 
to achieve. Benefit from 
signaling to developers 
is hard to quantify.

Inclusionary Housing 

Policies that require or incentivize the creation of affordable housing when new 
development occurs, either within same the development or off-site. Some inclusionary 
housing ordinances allow the developer to pay fees "in lieu" of developing the affordable 
units. 

Varies

No direct cost to city other than 
enforcement, has the ability to 
generate a substantial number 
of units. 

Can only apply to 
ownership (not rental) in 
Colorado due to state law. 

Generates substantial 
number of units when 
structured well.

Works best in 
"hot" markets and 
in communities 
with additional 
capacity for 
development. 

Community Benefit 
Agreements

Agreements negotiated among community groups, a municipality and a developer that 
require specific terms in exchange for local support and/or planning approvals. CBAs aim to 
mitigate impacts of the project through local benefits like workforce training, local hiring 
targets and affordable housing investment. 

Varies

Engages community in the 
discussion and allows for a 
participatory process. Can make 
development more palatable to 
the neighborhood.

Defining "benefits" proves 
challenging and can result 
in inconsistent outcomes.

Outcomes vary

Works best when 
primary barrier to 
development is 
community 
opposition.

* Development 
incentives

Development incentives to encourage developers/builders to build affordable housing can 
take many forms:
  - Fast track development approval (see below);
  - A city-assigned, dedicated planning advocate to help move the development through the 
approval process;
  - Density or height bonuses (allows for more units to be built than allowed by right by 
zoning);
  - Building variances;
  - Fee waivers (Colorado state law allows impact fees to be waived for affordable housing); 
and
  - Annexation approval tied to development of affordable housing. 
Development incentives are tied to a commitment to produce an agreed-upon share of 
affordable units (can be rental or owner). Most policies mandate set asides of between 10 
and 30 percent, depending on the market, and set affordability periods; Denver uses a 
formula that is based on gross square feet, which generally results in a 7 percent 
commitment. 

Varies

Places burden on developers to 
create (or contribute to) city's 
housing goals but does so by 
providing benefit (typically in 
the form of additional profit) to 
developers--can be a win-win 
for developers and city. Can be 
structured to incentivize any 
kind of development (e.g., 
missing middle), not just 
affordable development. Signals 
city's development priorities to 
developers.

Requires staff capacity to 
monitor compliance; can 
be challenging to 
structure in order to 
create affordable units 
depending on existing 
zoning and development 
process. (For example, 
density bonuses only 
work if the entitlement 
density is low enough to 
entice developers to 
accept the incentive).

When well structured, 
incentives can be 
relatively high impact 
(generate moderate 
number of units) for 
very little cost to the 
city. 

Works best in 
"hot" markets and 
in communities 
with additional 
capacity for 
development. 
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Tool Description of Policy/Program
Typical 
Beneficiaries

Benefits Challenges Outcomes
Keys to 
Success

Regulatory changes and Incentives (continued)

*

Expedited 
Development Review/ 
Streamlining 
development approval

Unnecessarily lengthy permitting processes restrict housing supply responsiveness to 
demand. Most cities’ permitting processes do not fully leverage new technology to achieve 
greater speed, reliability and efficiency. 
A low cost way to encourage affordable housing is to commit to a standard process and/or 
time period during which proposed developments that include affordable housing are 
reviewed. In addition, cities can monitor and adjust, if needed, requirements for public 
hearings for affordable v. market rate developments to ensure that affordable developers 
are not subject to an excessive numbers of public meetings. 

Varies

Reduces cost for developers by 
increasing predictability and 
lowering holding costs. Flexible, 
similar to other development 
incentives. Signals city's 
development priorities to 
developers.

Requires additional staff 
capacity for development 
review. 

Outcomes difficult to 
quantify--impacts 
perceived "friendliness" 
to development 
community.

Works best in 
competitive 
regional market.

* Rental License 
Program

Having a rental registration or license program (a program in which landlords are required 
to obtain a license from the city) make it easier to implement and enforce a variety of 
renter protections, promote best practices to landlords, and identify problem landlords. 

Renters
Promotes equity, relatively easy 
to implement. 

Monitoring and 
compliance is difficult 
(requires staff capacity).

Outcomes measured 
through other renter 
protection programs.

works in any 
market.


