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Introduction 
 

Purpose of the Study 
 

The San Miguel Regional Housing Authority sponsored this comprehensive analysis of housing needs in 

both San Miguel and Ouray counties with funding from a grant from the Colorado Division of Housing 

awarded to San Miguel County.  The primary objectives of this study are: 

 

Å To update the gap between current affordable housing options and the number and type 
needed by households in both counties; 
 

Å To provide a means to test absorption scenarios for the purpose of planning and constructing 
the right type and quantity of affordable housing; 

 
Å To define the impacts of the commuter population into both counties from adjacent 

communities; and 
 
Å To recommend strategies to guide decision making regarding the removal of regulatory barriers, 

resource allocation and development, and local policy/program changes. 
 

Organization of the Report 
 

The study is organized into nine sections as follows: 

 

1. Economic and Demographic Framework 
 

2. Housing Inventory 
 

3A.  Homeownership Market Analysis 
 

3B. Rental Market Analysis 
 

4. Housing Problems 
 

5. Special Needs 
 

6. Housing Gaps and Estimated Need 
 

7. Conclusions 
 

8. Community Resources and Financial Tools 
 

9. Action Plan - Input and Recommendations 
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Sources and Methodology 
 

Four distinct surveys were conducted to generate information for this needs assessment: 

 

1. Household Survey, which was either mailed to all households in the two counties for which 
addresses could be obtained or hung on the doors of apartment units in all major complexes.  A 
total of 1,190 responses were received. The 323 responses from Ouray County represented 16% 
of the households in the county.  The 767 responses from San Miguel County represented 22% 
of the countyΩǎ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΦ 
 

2. Employer Survey, a web-based survey which employers of all types are requested to complete 
through email notifications by chambers of commerce and the SMRHA.  A total of 88 responses 
were received, representing 3,014 peak season employees. 

 
3. Commuter Survey distributed on commuter vans and buses, at employee parking lots and at 

construction sites to gain crucial information on employees who commute for work and the 
impact they have on housing demand.  A total of 123 responses were received through this 
survey.  These responses were merged with responses from commuters who completed the 
household survey to analyze commuting.   

 
4. Key Participant Survey in which elected officials and members of the community who have an 

interest in housing provided input through an on-line survey key to the development of viable 
solutions to housing needs.   

 

Abbreviations 
 

Abbreviations used in this report include: 

 

ACS ς American Community Survey 

AMI -- Area Median Income 

CDOH -- Colorado Division of Housing 

CHFA ς Colorado Housing and Finance Authority 

DOLA ς Colorado Department of Local Affairs 

HUD ς US Department of Housing and Urban Development 

QCEW -- Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages 

SMRHA ς San Miguel Regional Housing Authority 
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Key Findings and Conclusions 
 

Overview 
 

This needs assessment documented many changes over the past five years, from the peak of the 

construction boom to the depths of the recession.  It quantified job losses, decreases in household 

income and sharp declines in the housing market.  It also found that housing problems and gaps are still 

widespread, with market prices far above the levels that local income earners can afford.  Employers 

have been forced to take actions as a result of the recession, including reductions in wage rates and 

hours worked, that have impacted the ability of employees to afford housing.  While housing availability 

is not as limited as in the past, prices are still too high for households with incomes under 200% AMI, 

and the inventory of units listed for sale remains very large. 

 

There are many other changes affecting the demand for affordable housing and the type of housing that 

should be developed in the near future.  The number of foreclosures has risen dramatically in both 

counties.  Homes mortgages are far more difficult to obtain and the majority of renters no longer want 

to move into ownership.  Rental vacancies are very low in the Telluride region, but not so in the rest of 

the two counties.  Rents are generally affordable, but will likely start to rise as the economy slowly 

recovers. 

 

The performance of deed-restricted housing has varied.  The units in Telluride, which are price capped, 

mostly subsidized and located where the majority of employees want to live, have held their value and 

are selling.  Units in Mountain Village and unincorporated San Miguel County, however, have declined in 

price, after following the free market upward, leaving many owners with debt that exceeds value, units 

that they cannot sell and increasing risk of default. 

 

Additional deed-restricted units are still needed for commuting employees who want to move closer to 

their work and to attract employees to fill vacant positions.  These units should only be developed, 

however, if they can be priced lower than homes currently available.  Projections have also been 

provided for workforce housing demand that will be generated by 2015, with assumptions ranging from 

conservative to aggressive.   

 

The following pages summarize each of the major sections of this needs assessment.  These conclusions 

are followed by recommendations on actions that could be taken to address identified needs efficiently 

and in ways that are responsive to market conditions and employee preferences. 
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Economic and Demographic Framework 
 

Population Estimates and Characteristics  

 

The two counties share many characteristics but have some notable differences.  There are indications 

that Ouray County is catching up with, or becoming more similar to San Miguel County. 

 

¶ San Miguel County has about 62% of the population in the two-county region but the population 

has been growing faster in Ouray County (18% compared to 11% in San Miguel County between 

2000 and 2010). 

 

¶ The average size of households is slightly larger in Ouray County (2.19) than in San Miguel 

County (2.13) and there are notable differences among communities, where Mountain Village 

has smaller households and Norwood and Ophir have larger than average households. 

 

¶ Household composition varies, with proportionately more couples without children in Ouray 

County and more singles living alone, roommate households and couples with children in San 

Miguel County.  

 

¶ Ouray County is more likely to have retired residents -- 27% of households include at least one 

retired member compared with 10% in San Miguel County. 

 

¶ Incomes as reported by the household survey are more similar in the two counties than 

estimated by HUD.  The median income varies from a low of $54,440 in Norwood to a high of 

$84,790 in Mountain Village.  

 

¶ Nearly 42% of the households in San Miguel County (1,450 households) and 39% in Ouray 

County (789 households) report that their income has decreased since 2007/08.  Among 

households that experienced a decrease in income, the average was $33,000 in Ouray County 

and $43,000 in San Miguel County. 

 

The Economy 

 

Both counties were hard hit by the recession.  Since peak employment in 2007: 

 

¶ Ouray County lost 573 jobs, which equated to a decrease of 20%.  San Miguel County lost 1,155 

jobs, a decrease of 15.5%.  

 

¶ Of employers surveyed, 43% in San Miguel County and 32% in Ouray County reported a 

decrease in employment since 2007/08. 
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¶ The unemployment rate climbed from 3% to 7.6% in Ouray County and from 3.2% to 7.2% in San 

Miguel County. 

 

¶ Some sectors where impacted more so than others including accommodations and food service, 

finance and real estate.  Construction jobs, which pay some of the highest wages in the region, 

dropped by 29% in San Miguel County and 25% in Ouray County according to reports which 

likely under-estimate the counts.   

 

¶ Approximately 22% of employees in Ouray County reported that they were under employed and 

need additional work compared with 13% in San Miguel County. 

 

¶ Employers in both counties expect a slow recovery, with the majority indicating that the number 

of persons they employ will stay about the same in the next year, but 35% in Ouray County and 

57% in San Miguel County plan to increase employment in the next five years. 

 

Jobs/Housing Relationship and Commuting 

 

There is extensive commuting within and between the two counties and, to a lesser degree, to and from 

neighboring counties.   While some commuters could be enticed to move to the community where they 

work with lower priced housing, most could not.  

 

¶ WhƛƭŜ {ŀƴ aƛƎǳŜƭ /ƻǳƴǘȅ Ƙŀǎ сн҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ то҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ƧƻōǎΦ  Lƴ 

Ouray County, there are approximately 1.13 jobs per occupied housing unit while in San Miguel 

the ratio is 1.82 jobs per unit. 

 

¶ Based on annual averages, approximately 450 employees travel into Ouray County from homes 

outside of the county and 745 employees commute into San Miguel County. 

 

 

¶ The Telluride region and Ouray both provide housing for 70% of their employees while 30% in 

commute.  Of employees who work in Norwood, 81% live there.  Approximately 58% of 

wƛŘƎǿŀȅΩǎ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎ ƭƛǾŜ ƛƴ wƛŘƎǿŀȅΦ 

 

¶ Most commuters commute year round, and driving alone is the most frequently used mode of 

transportation. 

 

¶ The reasons why employees commute are varied, with the price of housing being the most 

frequently cited reason, followed by community character.  The majority of commuters do not 

want to move. 
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Housing Inventory 
 

Following high rates of residential construction throughout most of the past decade, the 2010 Census 

reported the two-county region has 9,721 housing units.   Many of these residential units are not used 

as housing, however, but rather as vacation accommodations.  A large inventory of deed-restricted units 

in the Telluride region has preserved the relationship between primary and second/vacation homes but 

locals are losing out to part-time residents in Ouray County.  

  

¶ 5,476 units, or 56%, were occupied by local residents in 2010.  Most of the remaining units were 

second/vacation homes.  A comparison of the rates from 2000 and 2010 shows that the 

percentage of units occupied by local residents is decreasing in all of Ouray County and in much 

of San Miguel County.  This trend does not bode well for housing affordability in the long term 

since vacation home buyers drive prices upward. 

 

¶ Both of the counties overall and most of the communities in the two-county region experienced 

strong rates of residential growth between 2000 and 2010.  The rate of growth was much higher 

in Ouray County (44%) than in San Miguel County (28%).  

 

¶ The split between owners and renters varies between the two counties, with an estimated 

homeownership rate of 73% in Ouray County and 50% in San Miguel County. 

 

¶ San Miguel County has a large inventory of units that are deed/occupancy-restricted, a total of 

1,124 units or approximately 32% of total occupied units in the county.  Of these: 

 

o Approximately 64% are renter occupied and 36% are owned by their occupants.  While 

most of the units developed in recent years have been intended for owner occupancy, 

some have become rentals when units cannot be sold for various reasons.  

  

o A wide variety of unit types are provided, ranging from small studios/dorm rooms to 

single-family homes with five bedrooms; 44% of the units are studios or one-bedroom 

apartments. 

 

o Mountain Village has the largest inventory (45% of the total), followed by Telluride then 

unincorporated San Miguel County. 

 

¶ Ouray County has 18 deed-restricted units, including 10 single-family homes in Ridgway with 

temporary price caps and a duplex and six accessory dwelling units in Ouray.  There are no 

deed/occupancy-restricted units in unincorporated Ouray County. 

 

¶ A total of 208 deed-restricted units have been approved in the two-county region, but not yet 

built.  Plus 13 units in San Miguel County and four units in Ridgway have received preliminary 
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approvals.  Construction of all of these units is the responsibility of the private sector, so the 

timing for their development is unknown.  

 

Homeownership Market Conditions 
 

After a steep drop in the number of sales and more moderate decreases in prices, the ownership market 

appears to have reached bottom and started to slowly improve, though less so in Ouray County 

compared with San Miguel County. 

 

Market Sales and Prices 

 

¶ Homes sales dropped 62% overall from their peak in 2007/08 to their low in 2009.  The market 

rebounded somewhat in 2010 with the number of sales increasing 36% overall in the two-

county region, with growth being the strongest in San Miguel County. 

 

¶ Home prices peaked in both counties in 2007, with a median of over $1.2 million in San Miguel 

County and nearly $550,000 in Ouray County.  The overall median then decreased about 20% in 

San Miguel County by 2009 before increasing in 2010 to just over the $1 million mark.  The 

median price continued to decline in 2010 in Ouray County to a level about 26% below the peak. 

 

¶ Despite the decline in prices, homes remain unaŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΦ  

Only 7% of the homes sold in the past five years in both counties were affordable for 

households with incomes at or below 100% AMI.  Incomes in excess of 250% AMI were needed 

to afford 21% of the sales in Ouray County and 65% in San Miguel County. 

 

Deed-Restricted Sales and Prices 

 

A total of 138 deed-restricted units were sold in the past five years.  These sales exhibited the same 

general pattern as the free market, with some exceptions.  

 

¶ The number of sales peaked in 2007 at 44, then dropped off sharply in 2008, before returning to 

about 50% of peak volume in 2009 and 2010. 

 

¶ Median prices decreased over 34%, from an average high of $432,543 at its peak in 2008, down 

to an overall average of $284,180 by 2010. 

 

¶ Prices for units without price caps were much higher than prices for deed-restricted units with 

price caps.  It should be noted, however, that most of the units sold with price caps were also 

subsidized. 
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¶ Units without caps decreased in value (48% in Mountain Village and 32% in unincorporated San 

Miguel County), while units with caps generally held their value, although not all resales were at 

the maximum prices allowed.   

 

¶ Deed restricted units were affordable for all income levels with 30% priced to be affordable for 

households with incomes in the 120% to 150% AMI range. 

  

Free Market Availability and Costs 

 

The inventory of homes listed for sale is very large ς a total of 741 units in the two-county region, which 

equals a 50-month inventory based on the rate of sales in 2010.  Prices have not been heavily 

discounted to sell quickly, however. 

 

¶ In Ouray County, the average price per square foot for units listed is 28% higher than the 

average for units sold in 2010.  In San Miguel County, the average price of $735 per square foot 

for homes listed for sale is 37% higher than the average of $536 per square foot in 2010. 

 

¶ The average list price for a three-bedroom home in Ouray County is just over $600,000. In San 

Miguel County, it is nearly $1.5 million. 

 

¶ Affordability has improved just slightly in Ouray County where six units or 6.3% of the total are 

affordable for households with incomes at or below 100% AMI, all of which are in Ridgway. 

 

¶ Affordability in relative terms has gotten worse in San Miguel County, where only 4% of the 593 

homes listed for sale (24 units) were priced at levels affordable for households with incomes 

equal to or less than 100% AMI.  

 

Deed-Restricted Availability and Costs 

 

A total of 37 deed-restricted units were listed for sale as of February, which equates to a 21-month 

inventory.  

 

¶ The average list price was nearly $380,000.  An income of approximately 190% AMI based on a 

two-person household would be needed to afford this price. 

 

¶ The AMI category with the most listings is 151% to 200% AMI, followed by 121% to 150% AMI. 

 

¶ Only six units were listed for sale at prices affordable for households with incomes at or below 

100% AMI. 
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¶ While Mountain Village and unincorporated San Miguel County have a large inventory of units 

listed for sale (15 in mountain Village, which equates to a two-year inventory, and 21 in 

unincorporated San Miguel County, which equates to a 2.7 year inventory), only two units were 

listed for sale in Telluride. 

 

Rental Market Analysis 
 

Approximately 540 units in Ouray County and 1,711 units in San Miguel County are renter occupied, for 

a total of 2,251 renter households in the two-county region.   Rental market conditions vary within the 

region.  Very low vacancies strongly suggest the need to develop additional rental units in the Telluride 

region; while high vacancies in Ouray County indicate few if any additional rentals are needed at this 

time. 

 

¶ About half of the households in San Miguel County are renters compared with 27% in Ouray 

County. 

   

¶ Renters in San Miguel most often live in apartments, while the majority in Ouray County rent 

single-family homes, a factor that impacts utility costs.  

 

¶ At last count 725 units with deed or other occupancy restrictions are rentals.  These units equal 

over 42% of total rental units in San Miguel County. 

 

¶ In both counties, the majority of rental units are affordable for low-ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ όҖ ул҈ 

AMI).  The deed/occupancy restricted units in San Miguel County are the most affordable, 

followed by the rental units in Ouray County, which are all free market.   Free-market rentals in 

San Miguel County are higher, but, with decreases in rents during the past two years, about 55% 

of units countywide are affordable for low-income households.  

 

¶ By community, the difference between free-market and deed-restricted rents is more 

pronounced, especially in Mountain Village where market rents are 2.3 times higher than rents 

for units with restrictions.  

 

¶ Among restricted units, rents are generally set at levels below the maximum affordable rates.  

 

There are six rental complexes in the two counties, five in San Miguel County, all of which are restricted, 

and one in Ouray County that is free market.  Three of the six have remained almost fully occupied even 

during the depths of the recession.   With an extremely low vacancy rate of 1.1% in the Telluride region, 

immediate development of additional rental units serving a mix of income levels appears to be 

warranted before market rents escalate due to demand that exceeds the supply.   
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Two projects ς Big Billies in Mountain Village and Cottonwood Creek in Norwood, have never performed 

well.  The under utilization of these resources should be understood so that the similar development 

mistakes do not occur.   Lessons that can be learned from these two projects include: 

 

¶ Units with low income restrictions (50% AMI for both projects) should be designed primarily for 

occupancy by one-income households.   Income restrictions have not been a problem at Big 

Billies, where all units are limited to occupancy by one person, but have been a significant 

impediment to lease up at Cottonwood Creek, where all units have four bedrooms.  Units should 

be small or income limits should be higher. 

 

¶ In rural communities, the market is too small for projects to target only one market segment, 

with all units having the same number of bedrooms.  The projects that have done well offer a 

variety of units. 

 

¶ Dorm rooms without kitchens are neither cost effective nor well suited for housing seasonal 

workers.   Big Billies is mostly vacant for all months except during the ski season.  Without 

kitchens or units that can be shared by couples, year-round residents are unwilling to live there.  

Seasonal workers, who typically hold some of the lowest wage and most physically demanding 

jobs in the community, are unable to cook full meals.  Building kitchens for individual dorm 

rooms is cost prohibitive, however.  Housing projects in other resorts designed for seasonal 

workers with multiple small bedrooms sharing a full-size kitchen have been able to attract 

residents year round and maintain higher occupancy levels.  

 

The one rental complex in Ouray County has had high vacancy rates during the past two years attributed 

to job losses in the area; competition from units that were built for owner occupancy, but, due to the 

soft market, are now rented out; and from competition from the Montrose area where vacancies have 

been moderately high and rents low.   As such, development of additional rental units in Ouray County 

does not appear to be warranted at this time, unless they address a unique market segment, like 

extremely low income households. 

 

Housing Problems 
 

This section of the report examined various types of housing problems ranging from perceptions about 

the workforce housing to foreclosures. 

 

Perceptions 

 

The majority of residents in both counties feel that the problem of finding affordable housing for 

persons who work in the region is either the most critical or one of the more serious problems facing the 
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area.  Renters overall and residents of Telluride considered the severity of the housing problem to be 

greater than other residents of the two-county region. 

 

While most residents are satisfied with the homes in which they now live, 47 households in Ouray 

County and 79 households in San Miguel County are very dissatisfied with were their housing.  

Satisfaction levels are highest overall in Ouray County and Norwood.  Lower-income households and 

residents who have moved to the area recently tend to be the most dissatisfied. 

 

Physical Conditions 

 

Most residents gave above average ratings to various measurements of the condition of their home, 

neighborhood and community.  Quality of schools and safety/security both rated very high.  Residents of 

Ouray County gave higher ratings to yard size, privacy, size of home and exterior appearance while San 

Miguel County residents gave higher scores to community amenities and proximity to services.  Energy 

ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŀ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƘƛƎƘ ǊŀǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ άǇƻƻǊέ ƛƴ ŀƭƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΦ   

 

Affordability 

 

Households are considered to be cost burdened by housing that is not affordable when the rent or 

mortgage payment exceeds 30% of household income.  In Ouray County, 30% of households, or 

approximately 610 households, live in housing that is not affordable.   The estimates are higher for San 

Miguel County - 44% or 1,513 households.   There is a direct correlation between affordability and 

income ς the lower the income, the higher the percentage of income that has to be spent on housing. 

Utilities add to the cost of housing, particularly in Ouray County where high utilities are the leading 

cause for dissatisfaction with housing.  Ouray County renters pay, on average, $315 per month for 

utilities. 

 

Forced to Move 

 

ά¢ƻ ŦƛƴŘ ƭŜǎǎ ŜȄǇŜƴǎƛǾŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎέ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ ǿƘȅ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ нф҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ 

both counties combined moved within the past three years. 

 

Employment-Related Problems 

 

Employers that completed the on-line survey provided information very valuable to understanding 

housing needs in the two counties.  

 

¶ Most employers feel that affordable/employee housing is a problem ς84% in Ouray County and 

90% in San Miguel County.  Housing for seasonal employees is far less of a concern than for 

year-round residents. 
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¶ The recession has hard hit many employers and their employees.   Overall 65% have reduced the 

hours their employers work, 59% have frozen wages/salaries and 20% have reduced wage rates. 

   

¶ Housing has impacted the work performance of employees in multiple ways ς causing 

displeasure with wage rates, tardiness from long commutes, fatigue on the job and high 

turnover. 

 

¶ While the recession has made it much easier to find employees to fill jobs, approximately 34 

positions in Ouray County and 126 jobs in San Miguel County went unfilled in 2010. 

 

Foreclosures 

   

Residential foreclosures are up sharply in both counties.  From 2008 through 2010, the number of filings 

increased roughly 500% in Ouray County (from 10 to 59) and 200% in San Miguel County (from 35 to 

108).  In 2010, Ouray County ranked fourth in the state in completed foreclosures measured as a 

percentage of households.   

 

Foreclosures were filed on a total of 33 residential deed-restricted properties from 2008 through the 

first two months of 2011.  The number has increased each year from only two in 2008 to 14 in 2010.  Six 

were filled in the first two month of 2011.  If this rate continues, filings will total 36 in 2011, which is in 

line with the sharp upward trend predicted by mortgage lenders.  Of the filings on deed-restricted 

properties, 91% did not have price caps. 

 

Special Needs 
 

Both counties have a relatively small population of persons who are age 65 or older -- 11.7% of the 

population in Ouray County and 4.1% in San Miguel County.   Most seniors are satisfied with their 

housing and do not want to move.  While neither county has any housing specifically for seniors, the 

demand and feasibility for independent living, assisted living and elder co-housing are uncertain.  

 

There are also few people with disabilities in the region due to the climate-related impediments they 

face. 

 

Homelessness is not a common problem; the severity of the winter makes it impossible to live without 

housing during much of the year. 

 

It appears that the Spanish-speaking population has declined in size with the loss of solo men who work 

construction, but most families seem to have remained intact and school enrollment has held steady.  

Federal and state legislation requiring residency documentation has forced some to move down valley 

where market rents are lower. 
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The number of very low income households has jumped sharply in both counties due to job losses and 

reductions in income.  The number of households receiving food stamps and help with their utility bills 

has more than doubled.  This suggests the need for emergency housing support, but little is available. 

 

Gaps and Estimated Needs 
 

This section of the report examined the relationship between incomes and housing costs (both rents and 

sale prices), the existing shortfall in affordable housing, demand for additional housing that will be 

generated by job growth between now and 2015, demand from existing residents who want to move 

into different homes, and the housing-related preferences of residents.   

 

Gaps between Housing Costs and Incomes 

 

Home prices in both counties have been and, based on for-sale listings, will continue to be beyond the 

price of that is affordable for most residents.  Gaps were identified by comparing the incomes of 

residents to units priced at levels they can afford. 

 

Rents tend to be affordable for renters at most income levels.  The exception in both counties is the 

ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƻŦ ŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ƭƻǿ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ όƛƴŎƻƳŜǎ Җ ол҈ !aLύΦ  

  

Home prices remain much higher than affordable for local income earners however.  In San Miguel 

County: 

 

¶ Gaps exist in the free market up to the 200% to 250% AMI range based on sales during the past 

five years.  Based on units listed for sale, a gap exists until the 250% plus AMI category is 

reached. 

 

¶ Deed-restricted units sold in the past five years have well matched income levels starting at the 

100% to 120% AMI range, with gaps for low-income households.  There are similar gaps in 

current availability when the prices of deed-restricted units listed for sale are compared to 

incomes.   

 

In Ouray County: 

 

¶ Units sold in the past five years proportionately matched the incomes of homeowners starting 

at the 100% to 120% AMI range.   

  

¶ The prices of current listings are not in line with incomes until the 150% to 200% AMI range. 
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Need for Units to Address Shortfall 

 

The need to develop additional units to address the existing shortfall was quantified based on the need 

to provide housing for employees to move into the area to fill vacant jobs and on demand generated by 

in-commuting employees that want to move closer to work.  Based on this methodology, there is unmet 

demand for 138 units in Ouray County and 320 units in San Miguel County.  This demand is price 

sensitive, however.  Available units are generally priced too high.  In commuters would require a median 

price of $250,000 for a single-family home or a median rent of $600 to move closer to their work. 

 

Existing Shortfall in Housing 

 

Source of Demand Ouray County San Miguel County 

Unfilled Jobs 18 60 

In Commuters 120 260 

Total  138 320 

 

In Ouray County, market forces may drive down prices to the extent that the existing shortfall may be 

adequately addressed by existing units as they become more affordable.  High vacancies among existing 

apartment units, a large inventory of units for sale and a relatively high number of foreclosures suggest 

that the bottom in home prices and rents may not yet have been reached. 

 

In San Miguel County, rental vacancy rates are very low (except at one unique complex in Norwood), 

only nine deed-restricted units are listed for sale at prices affordable for households with incomes at or 

below 120% AMI and free-market prices remain far above levels that are affordable for most residents.  

These indicators suggest a more aggressive and immediate approach for addressing the estimated 

shortfall would be appropriate. 

 

Additional Demand by 2015 

 

Three scenarios were used to forecast growth in housing demand by 2015 based on variations in job 

growth with annual rates of 0.5%, 1.5% and 3% assumed.  

   

¶ In Ouray County, between 31 and 193 additional units should be needed by 2015 to house 

growth in the workforce in Ouray County.  Based on the preferences of existing employees, 40% 

should be located in Ridgway, 26% in unincorporated Ouray County, 17% in Ouray and 18% 

outside of the county for employees who prefer to commute. 

 

¶ In San Miguel County, new job growth should generate demand for 76 to 479 additional housing 

units by 2015.  About half of the new units for which demand will be generated should be built 

in Telluride (38 to 239 units).  The others should be dispersed throughout San Miguel County, 

except for 11% for employees who would rather commute. 
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Demand from Existing Residents 

 

The majority of any new units developed in the next five years will likely be purchased or rented by 

existing residents who want to move into homes other than where they now live.  Many of the new 

ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎ ƳƻǾƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ǿƛƭƭ ƻŎŎǳǇȅ ƘƻƳŜǎ ǘƘŜȅ ǾŀŎŀǘŜΦ  hǾŜǊŀƭƭ ол҈ ƻŦ hǳǊŀȅ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ 

and half of the households in San Miguel County would like to move into different homes within the 

next five years.  

 

¶ 14% of homeowners in Ouray County and 26% in San Miguel County want to move into a 

different home.   Most of these homeowners want to buy a different home but 10% would like 

to rent.  

 

¶ Nearly three-fourths of the renters in both counties want to move. Most want to continue to 

rent.  Of renters who want to move, only 32% in Ouray County and 23% in San Miguel County 

indicated they want to buy a home in the next five years.  The main reasons why renters would 

rather continue to rent instead of buying are primarily financial in nature ς housing they can 

afford and want is not available, they do not have a down payment or their economic future is 

uncertain. 

 

In both counties, the median price that residents who want to move would pay is $250,000.  The median 

rent desired is $650 in Ouray County and $1,000 in San Miguel County. 

 

 Housing-Related Preferences 

 

The household survey generated information on the preferences of residents regarding location, unit 

type, bedrooms and bathrooms, amenities and neighborhood features. 

 

¶ Most residents of both counties live in the community where they most want to live. There is a 

clear desire, however, by many of the residents who live in Mountain Village, Lawson Hill and 

down valley communities to move into Telluride. 

 

¶ In both counties, the vast majority of residents who would like to move prefer a single-family 

home and there is clear preference among both owners and renters for a one-story over multi-

story home. 

 

¶ More residents prefer two bedrooms and two bathrooms than any other size of unit.  Residents 

of Ouray County generally want larger homes than residents of San Miguel County. 

 

¶ In-unit washers and dryers rated the highest among optional amenities followed by green 

building/energy efficiency.  
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¶ Among optional neighborhood features, a private yard or outdoor space rated highest in terms 

of importance, followed closely by views and sense of community.  San Miguel County residents 

rated proximity to public transportation higher, which was the only significant difference 

between the two counties. 

  

Development Opportunities 
 

Market opportunities for the development of for-sale housing are limited at present.  In Ouray County, 

market prices may not have reached bottom and the high number of foreclosures may force prices 

down on a sufficient number of units to meet existing demand.   

 

In San Miguel County, the large inventory of market and deed restricted units listed for sale, tough 

mortgage lending standards, few renters who want to buy and prices desired that are lower than exists 

even among subsidized units, most development efforts should focus on rental housing. 

    

Telluride is the exception.  The demand for both owner and rental housing in Telluride has not been 

satisfied.  Close consideration should be given to pricing of new for-sale units, however.  Most deed-

restricted units target a fairly narrow segment of the market.  The greatest homeownership market 

potential appears to be for housing in the 80% to 120% AMI range. 

 

Multiple factors lead to the conclusion that there is additional demand for ownership units in Telluride: 

 

¶ Gaps between incomes and deed-restricted prices in all categories up to 120% AMI; 

 

¶ Approximately 30 deed-restricted units listed for sale nearby at prices affordable for households 

earning about 120% AMI; and 

  

¶ A median price of $200,000 needed to entice commuters who want to move to live closer to 

their work. 

 

Community Resources and Financial Tools 
  

Significant local resources have been and will continue to be allocated to housing in San Miguel County.  

The towns of Mountain Village and Telluride and San Miguel County all have multiple programs in place 

through which deed-restricted units are developed.  Each of these jurisdictions also has a source of 

revenue dedicated to housing through which approximately $900,000 to $950,000 is generated 

annually.  Although the majority of these funds are already earmarked for debt service, 

rehabilitation/repair of existing projects and other housing-related commitments, approximately 

$400,000 is available annually for additional housing efforts. 
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Action Plan ς Input and Recommendations 
 

Stakeholders 

 

Key stakeholders were generally supportive of affordable housing efforts to date.  About the rate at 

which affordable housing should be developed in the near future, the majority of responses (54%) 

indicated that the pace should be increased to take advantage of low construction costs and to 

stimulate the economy through construction jobs.  Concerning aspects of existing programs, the 

majority felt that eligibility criteria, income levels, owner/renter mix, location, unit size and unit type 

should stay the same.  

 

Employers 

 

Employers provided 24 wide-ranging comments about affordable housing.  There seemed to be a 

general consensus that housing for employees remains a significant concern and that additional efforts 

are needed.   

 

Households 

 

Respondents to the household survey provided 300 comments about affordable housing that were 

varied, covering many subjects and representing diverse opinions.    Proponents of more affordable 

housing outweighed opponents who wrote that no more affordable housing should be developed or 

ǘƘŀǘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ Ǌesponsibility. 

 

!ÎÁÌÙÓÔȭÓ 2ÅÃÏÍÍÅÎÄÁÔÉÏÎÓ 

 

These 12 recommendations, which have not been prioritized, offer the individual jurisdictions 

suggestions for a plan of action for the next five years. 

 

1. Develop an affordable housing database  
 

2. Expand Regional Housing Authority to also serve Ouray County  
 

3. Develop uniform deed restriction for Ouray County 
 

4. Explore the feasibility of an Emergency Housing Assistance program 
 

5. Expand housing rehabilitation efforts  
 

6. Initiate rental development 
 

7. Pursue Regional Approach to Development Planning  
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8. Monitor mortgage availability 
 

9. Improve public relations and information sharing 
 

10. Consider minor changes to guidelines and deed restrictions 
 

11. Establish ties with economic development 
 

12. Update the Ouray County Master Plan 

 

Development Model 

 

Based on the historical rate of production, projects in the preliminary planning stages, and speculation 

about future construction levels, approximately 208 additional deed-restricted units will be built by the 

end of 2015. 

 

5-Year Projections for New Deed Restricted Units 

 

Location/Project # Units 

Ridgway 
 Parkside 6 

Preserve 4 

Mountain Village 
 Timberview 4 

Adams Ranch Apts 100 

Cortina 2 

Peaks conference center dorms 8 

Boulders 6 

San Miguel County 
 Sunnyside 22 

DR on Approved Lots 6 

Telluride 
 Mitigation Units/AHU's 10 

Incentive Units/EDU's 5 

Town Development 39 

Total New DR Units 208 
 

 


