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Introduction

Purpose of the Study

The San MigdeRegional Husing Authority sponsored thomprehensive analysis of housing needs in
both San Miguel and Ouray countgth funding from a grant awarded to San Miguel Courfthe
primary objectives of this study are

A To update the gap between current affordableusing options and the number and type
needed by households in both counties;

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

A To define the impacts of the camuter population into both counties froradjacent
communities; and

A To recommend strategies to guide decision making regarding the removal of regulatory barriers,
resource allocation and development, and local policy/program changes.

Area Covered

ThisréJ2 NIIi O2@3SNR Fff 2F hdzNF @& FyYyR {ly aA3adzsSt O2dzyiaA:
unincorporated areas of the county plus the small municipalities of Ophir and Sawpit.

Organization of the Report

This study is being funded by a grant from @aoralo Division of Housing armnformsto the
5 A @A & miaje aconiedt and format. It is organized into nine sections as follows:

1. Economic and Demographic Framework, which provides population and household estimates,
examines growth and descab the demograpics of households in Ouray and San Miguel
Counties and includes data on number of jobs, growth in jobs, wages paid and commuting.

2. Housing Inventory, which provides information on the number, type, occupancy/use, tenure,
size, growth rateand avnership of housing units in Ouray and San Miguel Counties

3A.Homeownership Market Analysis, which considers the number of sales, historic and current
home prices and the availability of homes by price and area.

3B. Rental Market Analysis, whidovers the inventory of rental units, rents and vacancy rates.

RRC Associates/Rees Consulting Pagel
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4. Housing Problems, which examines perceptions, satisfatgiais affordability, physical
conditions, employmentelated housingroblemsand foreclosures.

5. Special Needs, which providegormation on seniors, Spanisipeaking residents and very low
income households.

6. Housing Gaps artéstimated Needwhich examines the price gaps in both reraatl ownership
housing and forecas housing demand by 2015 based on three scenarios forrfmiutl.
Information is also provided on the housinglated preferences of residents.

7. Conclusions

8. Community Resources and Financial Tools, which considers down payment assistance, mortgage
availability, homebuyer educatioandlocalhousing programs oiudingsources of revenue and
land availability.

9. ActionPlarL y LJdzi F y R ! yI f & &, iviechaprovide®uMiycdyhtentdiabaity” &
K2dzaAy3az FylfeaiQa NBasadmodhuset i asnate thé nfiberoff 9 EOS
units that willlikely be produced to meet identified needs.

The apgndices contain survey samples, comments received from the employer and household surveys,
calculation of affordable prices for all income levels, and detailed data by community on homes listed
for sale.
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Sources and Methodology
Four distinct surveys were conducted to generate information for this needs assessment:

1. Household Survewhich was eithemailed toall households in the two countider which
addressegould be obtained or hung on the doors of apaent 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%
2F GKS O2dzyieQa K2dzaSKz2f Raod

Houshold Survey Responses

# Responses % Responses \
Ouray 69 6.0
Ridgway 147 12.9
Ouray County unincorporated 107 9.4
Ouray County Tota 323 28.3
llium, Ophir, Placerville, Sawpit 97 8.5
Lawson Hill 53 4.6
Mountain Village 131 11.5
Norwood 124 10.8
Telluride 267 234
San Miguel Countyunincorporated 95 8.3
San Miguel County Tot: 767 67.1
Other 53 4.6
Total 1,143 100%
Missing 47
Total 1,190

2. Employer Surveya webbased survey which employers of all types mguested to complee
through email notifications by chambers of commerce and the SMRHA. A total of 88 responses
were received, representing 3,014 peak season employees.
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Employer Survey Responses

Employer Survey Ouray County  San Miguel Co.

# Employer Responses 19 67 88
# Full Time Employees 328 1,388 1,716
# Peak Season Employees 63 1,235 1,298
# Total Employees 391 2623 3,014

3. Commuter Survedistributed on commuter vans and buses, at employee parking lots and at
construction sites to gain crucial information 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.

Commuter Surveyresponses

Place of Residence % Responses

Montrose 39.0
Norwood 22.8
Other 12.2
Ophir/Rico/Dolores/Cortez 8.9
Ridgway 6.5
Ouray 5.7
Telluride/Mountain Village/Lawson Hill 4.1
Nucla/Naturita 0.8

100%
n= 123

4. Key ParticipanSurveyin which elected officials and members of the community who have an
interest in housing provided input through an-tine survey key to the development of viable
solutions to housing needs.
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1. Economic and Demographic Framework

This section offte report is divided into three main parts:

A. Population Estimates and Characteristics;
B. Economic Indicators; and
C. Commuting.

A. Population Estimates and Characteristics
2010 Census Estimates

According to the 2010 Census, 11,795 residents live in thectwaoty region. San Miguel County has

cw:? 2F (KS LRLMzA FGA2Yy gKAES hdz2NI @& [/ 2dzyieée KlFa oy: o
dzy AYO2 N1 NI GSR I NBI ao bSIFENXe& pt: 2F hdzNI @& [/ 2dzyie
Miguel County, relately fewer residents reside in unincorporated areas but, at 41%, the population in

rural areas is larger than in any of the five municipalities.

2010 Population Estimates by County and Municipality

Population % of County % of Regional

Total
OURAY QANTY 4,436 100% 37.6%
Ouray 1,000 22.5% 8.5%
Ridgway 924 20.8% 7.8%
Unincorp. Area 2,512 56.6% 21.3%
SAN MIGUEL COUNTY 7,359 100% 62.4%
Mountain Village 1,320 17.9% 11.2%
Norwood 518 7.0% 4.4%
Ophir 159 2.2% 1.3%
Sawpit 40 0.5% 0.3%
Telluride 2,325 31.6% 19.7%
Unincorp. Area 2,997 40.7% 25.4%
Total 2 County Region 11,795 100.0%

Source: 2010 Census
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Telluride is the largest community, Mountain Village is second, and Ouray ranks third followed closely by

Ridgway. Norwood is about hdlife size of Ouray and Ridgway. The populations of Ophir and Sawpit
are so small that survey responses from these communities have been combined with responses from

lllium and Placerville in this report.

5-and 10GYear Trends in Population

Population gravth in Ouray County is outpacing San Miguel Cogmigarly 18% compared to 11%
between 2000 and 2010. The following table compares estimates published by the Colorado

5SLI NGIYSyd 2F [20Ff ! FFI ANA
2010 are higher than reported by the Census for 2010. DOLA estimates through 2009 indicated that the
population continued to grow each year. With job losses and out migration of the labor force, which is

65h[ ! 0

covered later in this section of theport, population losses likely occurred.

Population Growth 200@; 2010

Year San Miguel Ouray
County County
2000 Census 6,612 3,769
2006 DOLA 7,326 4,348
2007 DOLA 7,601 4,526
2008 DOLA 7,683 4,710
2009 DOLA 7,688 4,712
2010 DOLA 7,897 4,837
Change 2006 2010 7.8% 11.2%
Census 2010 7,359 4,436
Change 20002010 11.3% 17.7%

Source: DOLA and 2010 Census

I Y2607 thréugh
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Population Forecasts

DOLA projects the same rates of population growth for Ouray and San Migueilesotimbugh 2015.

The forecasted rate of 17% growth over the next five years seems high in comparison to the growth that
occurred during the last 10 years. Adjustments in these projections are likely now that 2010 Census
data has been released.

5-Year Bpulation Forecasts

San Miguel Ouray

County County
2010 7,897 4,837
2011 8,117 4,972
2012 8,366 5,137
2013 8,669 5,307
2014 8,953 5,485
2015 9,231 5,651
Change 20162015 16.9% 16.8%

Source: DOLA
Number and Size of Households

As of 2010, a tatl of 5,476 households resided in the twounty region, 37% or 2,022 households in

Ouray County and 63% or 3,454 households in San Miguel County. Households include families, non
related individuals living together and single persons living alone.ayér@age household size was

slightly larger in Ouray County (2.18 persons per unit) than in San Miguel County (2.13 persons per unit).
Notable variations within the region:

9 Households in Mountain Village are generally much smaller than elsewhere in tba (ag
average of 1.76 persons per unit) due to a disproportionately high percentage of studio and one
bedroom rental units, which is examined in the Housing Inventory section of this report;

1 The two smallest municipalities, Norwood and Ophir, have tangeseholds than average for
the regiong 2.41 and 2.69 respectively.

RRC Associates/Rees Consulting Page8
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Households and Average Number Biersons per Household

Total Group Qtr. Household Occupied Persons per
Population Population Population Housing Units  Household

OURAY COUNTY 4436 18 4418 2022 2.18
Ouray 1000 10 990 457 2.17
Ridgway 924 0 924 404 2.29
Unincorp. Area 2512 8 2504 1161 2.16
SAN MIGUEL COUNTY 7359 17 7342 3454 2.13
Mountain Village 1320 0 1320 751 1.76
Norwood 518 0 518 215 2.41
Ophir 159 0 159 59 2.69
Sawpit 40 0 40 18 2.22
Telluride 2325 0 2325 1086 2.14
Unincorp. Area 2997 17 2980 1325 2.25

Sources: 2010 Census for population and occupied housing units; DOLA for population in group quarters; RRC/Rees
calculations for persons per household.

HouseholdComposition

Household composition varies between the two counties. In Ouray County, couples without children
comprise over half of all households. In San Miguel County, relatively more households consist of one
person living alone and couples with cdd. Renters in San Miguel County are far more likely to live

with unrelated roommates than renters in Ouray County.

Household Composition by County and Own/Rent

Ouray County San Miguel County

Own Rent  Overall Own Rent Overall

Adult living alone 164 404 22.9 21.9 37.9 29.9
Single parent with child(ren) 2.5 6.7 3.6 4.1 5.6 4.8
Couple, no child(ren) 64.6 19.2 52.3 38.5 24.1 31.3
Couple with child(ren) 121 240 15.4 29.7 12.4 21.1
Unrelated roommates 14 1.0 1.3 3.5 15.3 9.4
Family members &ommates 0.7 6.7 2.3 0.3 2.4 1.3
Immediate & extended family 2.1 1.9 2.1 2.0 2.4 2.2
100% 100% 100% 100% 100%  100%

Source: Household survey
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Income Levels

According to HUD, incomes are approximately 20% higher in San Miguel County than Ouray County, and
the difference between the two is increasing based on ayizar trend. According to HUD, incomes in

the region increased in the last five years by 5%tura§ County and 7.7% in San MigGelunty.

Incomes reportedy HUDfor 2010 were the same as f@009. While it is changing this year, in the past

Al KI & oSS yottob red@decrdai@d iktlie@rea median income since doing so would

disqualify residents living in units with income restrictions and force apartment properties to lower rents
under programs like the Low Income housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program and Section 8 rent subsidy
program. Because of this practice, income data from the household survey is a more accurate source of
information, especially during recessionary periods.

Median Familylncome by County, 20062010
100% AMI for g¢erson households

Year Ouray San Miguel

County County
2006 $60,300 $71,300
2007 $60,300 $71,700
2008 $61,400 $74,000
2009 $63,300 $76,800
2010 $63,300 $76,800
Change 20062010 5.0% 7.7%
Source: HUD

According to the household survey, incomes in Ouray County and San Miguel are more closely aligned
than the HUD estimates indicate. Separately, renters and owners have higher median and average
incomes in San Miguel County than in &uCounty but, because there are proportionately more

owners in Ouray County (73% in Ouray County compared to 50% in San Miguel County), the overall
median and average figures are higher in Ouray County. The relationship between the income levels of
owners and renters in San Miguel County is typical with renters making about half as much as owners
but in Ouray County, the owners have incomes that are nearly 2.5 times as high as renters.

Household Incomes- Average and Median

Ouray County San MiguelCounty |
Own Rent OVERALL Own Rent OVERALL

Average $90,878 $36,943 $74,951 $96,915 $48,672 $71,773

Median $75,000 $33,860 $60,000 $80,000 $40,000 $54,137
Source: Household survey
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Household Income Distribution

Ouray County San Miguel County \
Own Rert OVERALL Own Rent OVERALL
Less than $10,000 7.9 2.8 5.8 2.9
$10,000- $14,999 3.2 2.6 1.8 4.7 3.2
$15,000- $24,999 3.8 30.3 11.1 5.9 15.0 10.9
$25,000- $34,999 5.0 11.9 7.0 4.2 12.2 8.7
$35,000- $49,999 104 314 15.7 9.4 24.0 17.0
$50,000- $74,999 25.7 10.8 21.7 21.4 20.3 20.3
$75,000- $99,999 16.9 1.0 125 20.2 10.1 14.7
$100,000- $149,999 20.2 5.9 15.8 21.1 55 135
$150,000 or more 14.9 1.0 10.8 16.0 2.4 8.8
TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Source: Household survey

Housdold incomes varpy community. Averages are higher than the medians in every area since they
areinfluencedby somehomeownerswith very high incomes Mountain Villagehas the highest average
due to some higfincome residentdut its median income isiline with the rest of San Miguel County.
Incomes ardowest in NorwoodThe median figures are typically the best to use when considering
housing affordability since they are less influenced by high outliers than averages.

Incomes by Community

QOuray

Ridgway

Ouray Co Unincorp
Mtn Village
Norwood

Telluride

San Miguel Balance

SO0  $10,000 $20,000 $30,000 $40,000 $50,000 $60,000 $70,000 $80,000 $90,000
San Miguel . . Ouray Co .
Balance Telluride Norwood | Mtn Village Unincorp Ridgway Ouray
™ Median Income | $60,410 | $50,000 | $47,385 | $54,000 | $60,000 | $50,000 | $60,000
B Average Income| 574,224 $62,695 $54,440 $84,790 §77,959 $65,113 $77,038

Source: Household survey
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2010! a LhY Household Size and County

Persons in householc

Ouray County 1 2 3 4 5 6

201%- 250% $111,000 $126,750 $142,500 $158,250 $171,000 $183,750
151%- 200% $88,800 $101,400 $114,000 $126,600 $136,800 $147,000
121%- 150% $66,600  $76,050 $85500 $94,950 $102,600 $110,250
101%- 120% $53,280  $60,840 $68,400 $75,960 $82,080  $88,200
81%- 100% $44,400  $50,700 $57,000 $63,300 $68,400 $73,500
51%- 80% $35,500  $40,550 $45,600 $50,650  $54,700  $58,800
31%- 50% $22,200  $25,350 $28,500 $31,650  $34,200 $35,750
Ko gz $13,300  $15,200 $17,100 $19,000 $20,550  $22,050
San Miguel County

201%- 250% $134,500 $153,750 $173,000 $192,000 $207,500 $222,750
151%- 200% $107,600 $123,000 $138,400 $153,600 $166,000 $178,200
121%- 150% $80,700  $92,250 $103,800 $115D0 $124,500 $133,650
101%- 120% $64,560  $73,800 $83,040 $92,160 $99,600 $106,920
81%- 100% $53,800  $61,500 $69,200 $76,800  $83,000  $89,100
51%- 80% $43,050  $49,200 $55,350 $61,450 $66,400  $71,300
31%- 50% $26,900  $30,750 $34,600  $38,400 $41,500 $44550
Ko sE: $16,150  $18,450 $20,750  $23,050 $24,900 $26,750

Source: HUD/CHFA

I ' 5Q4 !al FAIdz2NBaA F2NIwunanmn ¢SNB | LILX ASR (G2 K2dzaSK
percentage of households iroth counties that fall into standardMI categories. The relts are similar
in both counties. Renters are far more likely to have incomes in the lower ranges than are owners.

Households by AMI

Ouray County San Miguel County

AMI Categories Own Rent OVERALL Own Rent OVERALL
30% or less 3.2 139 6.7 42 137 9.0
30.1%- 50% 47 246 10.9 6.2 151 114
50.1%- 80% 11.4 37.7 18.1 9.8 339 22.1
80.1%- 100% 11.7 149 12.2 16.5 9.7 12.7
100.1 to 120% 7.6 1.0 5.6 10.8 9.2 9.7
120.1 to 150% 15.1 1.0 11.6 155 10.7 12.8
150.1% 200% 16.4 5.0 13.3 20.0 3.2 117
200.1% 250% 11.7 1.0 8.5 5.9 3.0 4.5
More than 250% 18.2 1.0 13.1 11.0 1.6 6.1
100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100%

Source: Household survey
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Note that the distribution is not evenly divided at 100% AMI. This is primarily due to the application of
HUDALQaYX 6KAOK INB o60lFlaSR 2y YSRAILY TFlLYAte AyO2YSa:
Roughly half of the households in both counties report that their income has stayed about the same

since the economic boom of 2007/08. Nearly 42% in San Miguel Yandt39% in Ouray County
report that their income has decreased.

Changes in Household Incomimse 2007/08

Ouray County San Miguel County
Own Rent OVERALL Own Rent OVERALI
Stayed the same 61.3 29.6 524 46.9 49.2 47.9
Increased 8.1 8.4 8.3 8.9 115 10.2
Decreased 305 62.0 39.3 442  39.3 41.8
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Source: Household survey

The deceases in income were sizeable. The average amount of the dropppasximatdy $33,000 in
Ouray County and $43,000 in San Miguel County.

Decreases in Household Income, Averages and by Range

Ouray County San Miguel County \

Own Rent OVERALL Own Rent OVERALL

Under $1,000 114 2.6 7.3 2.2 1.1
$1,000- $4,999 8.3 4.5 3.6 1.4 2.9
$5,000- $9,999 9.1 17.6 13.1 51 20.7 12.6
$10,000- $49,999 50.5 64.7 56.8 55.6 57.5 56.9
$50,000 or more 20.6 15.1 18.3 35.7 18.3 26.6
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Average Decrease $37,013 $28,262 $33,086 $56,844 $29,956 $43,012

Source: Household survey

B. Economic Indicators

When reviewing the followig estimates for jobs and employment, please note that the estimates are

not the same type of measurement and are not interchangeable. Employment and related measures
including labor force and unemployment are based on where employees live. Job estinoateser,

are based on the location of employment. The two measurements generally track but are not the same
due to commuting in both directions. Both estimates are only available at the county level.

RRC Associates/Rees Consulting Pagel3



September 201

Job Estimates

The average job count in 2010 was empmately 8,590 in the twa@ounty region. Of these, 27% were

in Ouray County and 73% were in San Miguel County. The number of jobs has declined nearly 17% since
LISF1AY3 AY HANTOD hdzNI & [/ 2dzyie 61 a KI MRB&nithaKAG Ay
loss of 573 jobs, which equated to a drop of 20%. San Miguel County lost 1,155 jobs, a decrease of

15.5%.

Total Estimated Jobs by County, 2002010

Ouray Co. San Miguel Co Total

2006 2,769 7,019 9,788
2007 2,865 7,454 10,319
2008 2,846 7,197 10,043
2009 2,549 6,527 9,076
2010 2,292 6,299 8,590
Change 2002010 -573 -1,155 -1,729

20.0% 15.5% 16.8%

Source: DOLA for 20@&2009; Rees calculation for 2010 based on percentage change in
employment from Colorado Dept of LaborEmploynent.

Of employers surveyed, 32% in Ouray County reported that the number of persons they employed
decreased since the 2007/08 peak. In San Miguel County, 43% reported fewer employees. On average,
the number of employees decreased by 18% in Ouray Canmty81% in San Miguel County. A few of

the employers surveyed reported increases in the number of persons they employed during the past
three years.

Employer Reports on Changes in Jobs

OurayCo. San MiguelCo.

Stayed about the same 53% 45%
Decreasd by approximately % 32% 43%
Increased by approximately % 16% 12%
100% 100%

Amount Decreased
Less than 10% 50% 24%
11% to 25% 17% 24%
26% to 50% 33% 41%
51% to 75% 7%
More than 25% 3%
Average 18% 31%

Source: Employer survey
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Jobs/Howing Relationship

The ratio of total jobs to occupied housing units is used to examine the balance or lack thereof between
housing and jobs. High numbers indicate there are too many jobs relative to the number of housing

units andtypically represent theeed to import workers. Low numbers indicate what is often termed
GOSRNR2Y O2YYdzyAiliASaed 6KSNBE Y2NB NBaARSyida tA@S
The relationship between jobs and housingiea between the two counties.

The ratios showhat San Miguel County is an employee importing area where there are more jobs for
employees than housingQuray Countyas a ratio that indicates the number of housing units should
probably be sufficient for its employees not taking into account that eyg#s who work in other
counties reside in Ouray County. Montrose and Pitkin counties are used for comparison. Montrose
represents a typical relationship between housing and jobs where commuting in relative terms is
limited. Pitkin County represents ambalance where there are too few occupied housing units relative
to jobs.

Jobs toHousing Ratio

_ Total Jobs Occupied Housing Unit:  Jobs to Housing Ratio
Ouray County 2,292 2,022 1.13 jobs:unit
San Miguel County 6,299 3,454 1.82 jobs:unit
2-County Reigpn 8,590 5,476 1.57 jobs:unit
Comparisons
Montrose County 19,802 16,484 1.20 jobs:unit
Pitkin County 16,822 8,152 2.06 jobs:unit

Sources: DOLA for jobs, 2010 Census for occupied housing units.

Employment

From 2000 through 2007 the size okthlabor force and the number of residents employed increased in
both counties. The peak year in both counties for employment and the labor force was also 2007. Since
then, employment has decreased as has the size of the labor force, an indicationnoijoation when
residents were unable to find work. Compared to peak levels, in 2010:

1 In San Miguel County, an average of 839 fewer residents were employed, the labor force shrunk
by 662 and the unemployment rate more than doubled to 7.2%.

1 The trends weg the same in Ouray County with 553 fewer residents employed, a drop in the
labor force of 450 and a rise in unemployment to 7.6%.
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Labor ForceEmploymentand UnemploymentEstimates, 200@ 2010

Ouray County  Labor Force Employment Unemployment Unemployment

Rate (%)

2000 2,203 2,145 58 2.6
2001 2,338 2,269 69 3.0
2002 2,443 2,343 100 4.1
2003 2,446 2,336 110 4.5
2004 2,679 2,570 109 4.1
2005 2,961 2,857 104 3.5
2006 3,044 2,947 97 3.2
2007 3,086 2,992 94 3.0
2008 3,030 2,917 113 3.7
2009 2,884 2,713 171 5.9
2010 2,636 2,439 197 7.6
Change: 450 553 -103 -5
2007- 2010

San Miguel Labor Force Employment Unemployment Unemployment
County Rate (%)
2000 4,734 4,592 142 3.0
2001 4,930 4,742 188 3.8
2002 5,041 4,787 254 5.0
2003 4,928 4,650 278 5.6
2004 5,041 4,799 242 4.8
2005 5,260 5,032 228 4.3
2006 5,510 5,319 191 3.5
2007 5,717 5,533 184 3.2
2008 5,542 5,326 216 3.9
2009 5,192 4,864 328 6.3
2010 5,055 4,694 361 7.2
Change: 662 839 -177 -4
20072010

Source: Colorado Dept of Lalkaond Employment

The recessiom 2008impacted both counties in ways not felt in the past two decades. While there

were periods of flat growtlduring the past 20yeakls H n ny

gl a

GKS FANRBRG GAYS

employment declined in Ouray Countymfiloyment exhibited the same general pattern in San Miguel
County but was more volatile with small drops in employment in 1996 and 2003.
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Ouray County Annual Employment and Unemployme
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SourceLAUS
San Miguel County Annual Employment and Unemployme
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Employment by Industry

The recession did not impact all sectors of the economy the same. Job losses werstgnea

construction, finance, real estate, accommodations/food service and wholesale trade. Sectors that
experienced gains included educatidhe artsand health servicesData also showed gains in

government jobs in Ouray County through 2009 and im8eyuel County through 2008 but a decrease

in 2009. The decline in government jobs continued into 2010 with cuts in municipal, county and school

district employment.

In Ouray County, the largest employment sector in 2009 was Accommodations and Faod.S€he
number of jobs in this sector decreased nearly 29% between 2005 and 2009. Construction had led with
the most jobs in 2007 and 2008 but the number of constructiglated jobs dropped 25% in one year

between 2008 and 2009.

Ouray County Estintad Jobs by Industry

Estimated Total Jobs 2,584 2,769 2,865 2,846 2,549 -1.35%
Accommodations & Food Service 579 537 521 484 413 -28.67%
Agriculture * 127 118 118 114 N/A
Arts 68 89 73 101 103 51.47%
Constuction * 484 531 537 404 N/A
Finance activities 52 74 82 75 69 32.69%
Government 329 359 375 384 388 17.93%
Health Services 82 92 96 100 104 26.83%
Information 32 35 30 34 17 -46.88%
Manufacturing 47 55 50 46 55 17.02%
Mining 6 4 3 13 11 83.33%
Other services 157 174 172 168 159 1.27%
Professional and business services 173 * 281 218 224 29.48%
Real estate 158 * 136 161 139 -12.03%
Retail Trade 219 258 262 266 237 8.22%
Transportation and warehousing 8 15 12 24 11 37.50%
Wholesale trade 21 * 28 21 18 -14.29%

Source: DOLA

In San Miguel County, estimates indicate a loss of 376 construction jobs since the peak, which equates
to a 29% drop (from 1,303 jobs in 2007 to 927 in 2009). The total construction job estimate and the
number of jobs lost wee likely understated since some of the workers employed byodibwn
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decline was in line with statewide trends as reported in the March 15, 2011 Denver Bukinesal.
The article cited the Associated General Contractors of America for figures showing that employment in
the construction industry in Colorado dropped 3Bg&tween January 2007 and 2011.

San Miguel County Estimated Jobs by Industry

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 Change

2005- 2009

Estimated Total Jobs 6,819 7,019 7,454 7,197 6,527 -4.28%
Accommodation and food 1,142 1,212 1,059 1,059 1,040 -8.93%
Arts * * 643 531 537 N/A
Construction 1,089 1,211 1,303 1,248 927 -14.88%
Education 96 92 103 130 124 29.17%
Finance activities 152 132 131 129 107 -29.61%
Government 789 814 839 851 836 5.96%
Health Services 217 212 225 244 240 10.60%
Information * 125 151 139 117 N/A
Manufacturing 132 134 179 147 123 -6.82%
Mining 121 129 175 133 67 -44.63%
Otherservices 471 494 485 525 523 11.04%
Professional and business services 411 436 484 426 395 -3.89%
Real estate 627 675 695 619 569 -9.25%
Retail Trade 486 522 527 529 462 -4.94%
Transportation and warehousing 55 53 55 64 55 0.00%
Wholesale trade 42 39 34 37 31 -26.19%

*Estimates not disclosed. Estimates by sector do not equal total estimated jobs since some sectors are not disclosed.

Employment Patterns

The household survey asked a series of questions about employment, retirement, number of gbbs hel

and employment characteristics.

The vast majority of households in San Miguel County include at least one person who is employed.
Overall, less than 7% of households do not include an employee. In Ouray County, nearly 17% of
households do not haveeployees. Owner households are more likely than renters to have no

employees.

RRC Associates/Rees Consulting
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Persons Employed in Household

Ouray County San Miguel County

# of Own Rent Overall Own Rent Overall
Employees
0 24.0 1.2 16.9 11.6 1.7 6.6
1 359 69.8 46.4 346 493 420
2 38.0 29.1 353 50.8 411 45.9
3 2.1 0.0 1.4 3.0 7.9 5.5
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Source: Household survey

Ouray County has proportionately more retirees than San Miguel Cauit§o of households include at
least one retired member comparedith 10% in San Miguel County.

Persons Retired in Household

Ouray County San Miguel County

# of Retirees Own Rent Overall Own Rent Overall
0 62.3 97.7 73.3 83.7 95.7 89.7

1 21.5 1.2 15.2 10.6 4.3 7.5

2 16.2 1.2 11.6 5.6 0.0 2.8
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Source: Household survey

Multiple job holding is common in both counties. Of persons who work, approximately 28% in Ouray
County and 25% in San Miguel County hold two or more jobs. On average, persons who work hold 1.26
jobs in Ouray Countgnd 1.31 jobs in San Miguel County. These figures are important because they are
used to calculate housing demand generated by jobs. They includarfdlparttime jobs; they do not
representfulli A YS S |j dzA @.I DivediAgitatal anaual av@na jobs by the average number of

jobs held per employee results in an estimate of 1,819 employees working in Ouray County and 4,808
employees working in San Miguel County.

The number of jobs held is in line with other mountain resort communities wheretterage usually
falls between 1.2 and 1.3. The averages are higher than reported for the Telluride region in 2000 when
the average for the ski season was 1.23 jobs per employee.
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Jobs Held, Total and Average

Ouray County San Miguel County

Total Jos | Own | Rent | OVERALL Own Rent | OVERALL
1 78.7| 725 71.7 772 71.1 74.8

2 18.8| 21.7 19.1 19.2| 23.9 20.8

3 25 2.9 2.5 2.4 3.9 3.1

4 2.9 0.7 1.2 0.6 1.1

5 0.6 0.2
100%| 100% 100%, 100%  100% 100%

Average 1.24| 1.36 1.26 1.27| 1.36 1.31

Source: Hosehold survey
The household survey asked participants to indicate which, if any, of the following described their
SYLX 28YSyido la KIFIa 0SSy (y2¢y odzi y2G ¢Sttt R2Odzy
2F {ly aA3dzsSt [ 2dzylipBemBoyddf 28 SSa | NB LINRAR Yl NRf

Employment Characteristics

Ouray County San Miguel County

Own Rent Overall Own Rent Overall
I am primarily selemployed 284  38.3 305 274 28.6 27.8
| work primarily/ exclusively out of my home 17.4 15.7 17.0 127 14.0 13.2
I work as much as | want to work 26.4  40.6 29.3 184 55.1 31.0
I am underemployed & need additional work 8.4 73.0 21.6 6.2 26.0 13.0
None of the above/Missing 524 326 48.3 16.6 20.9 18.1
Total 133.0 200.2 146.7 81.3 144.6 103.1

Source: Household surveWultiple response question; total exceeds 100%.

Nearly 22% of employees surveyed in Ouray County indicated they are under employed and need
additional work. This percentage was significantly smaller in San Miguel County (13%). Renters were far
more lkely than owners to be in need of additional work.

Employees per Household
In Ouray County there are 1.2 employees on average per household when all households are considered

and 1.5 when only households with employees are included. In San Miguel Qebate there are
relatively fewer retirees, the averages are 1.5 for all households and 1.6 for employee households.
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Employees per Household

Employees per Ouray County San Miguel County
All Households Own Rent OVERALL Own Rent OVERALL
None/Missing 23.9 1.7 17.8 11.6 1.6 6.4
1 35.9 69.4 45.8 34.4 49.4 41.8
2 38.0 28.9 35.0 50.9 41.2 46.5
3 2.1 14 3.1 7.8 5.3
100%  100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Average # 1.2 1.3 1.2 15 1.6 15
EmployeeHouseholds  Own Rent OVERALL Own Rent OVERALL
1 47.2 70.6 55.7 38.9 50.2 44.7
2 50.0 294 42.6 57.5 41.9 49.6
3 2.8 1.7 3.6 7.9 5.7
100%  100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Average # 1.6 1.3 15 1.6 1.6 1.6

Source: Household survey

Wages

Wages are nearly 20% higher in San Miguel County than in Ourayy@asetd on 200 averages-
$682comparedto $574 The average wage decreased E8ween 2008 and 2009 in San Miguel
County, a drop of 4.2%. The average weekly wage rose very slightly in Ourayt@augly 2009,
however, before dropping $18 in 2010 The data she both counties lost employs ¢ 25 in Ouray
County and 58 San Miguel County.

Average Wages, 20092010

Ouray County San Miguel County

Year # Employers Avg.Wage # Employers Avg.Wage
2010 322 $574 649 $682
2009 339 $592 674 $709
2008 347 $586 707 $740
2007 345 $563 707 $717
2006 321 $546 682 $645
2005 305 $515 663 $604
2004 283 $543 636 $574
2003 281 $572 610 $537
2002 262 $494 589 $560
2001 245 $451 573 $539
2000 240 $416 557 $510

Source: QCEW Annual Averages, Colorado Departmésatbof and Employment

RRC Associates/Rees Consulting Page22



September 201

Seasonality in Employment

Both counties have seasonality in employment but the pattern differs. In Ouray County, employment is
highest in the summer month and lowest in the winter. In 2009 approximately 790 more persons were
employed in July than in December.

Ouray County Labor Force and Unemployme
18 3,500

16
3,000

2,500

2,000

32104 Joge]

1,500

Unemployment Rate

1,000

500

N Employment 5 Unemployment == Unemployment Rate (%

SourceLAUS

San Miguel County has two peak periadbe ski season and summer with short, sharp drops during
the spring and fall months. In 2010, about 100 more residents worked during the peak winter season
than in July, when sumer employment is at its highest. In 2009, however, winter peak employment
surpassed summer peak employment by over 900 employees.

RRC Associates/Rees Consulting Page23



September 201

Employment Projections

DOLA projects a 26% increase in jobs in both counties between 2010 and 2015, which seems to b
unrealistically high given that most economists are forecasting a slow economic recovery.

Job Projections

2000 2005 2010 2015 2020
Ouray County
Total Jobs 2,106 2,570 2,744 3,470 4,156
Change 22.0% 6.8% 26.5% 19.8%
San Miguel County
Tatal Jobs 6,398 6,836 7,379 9,317 11,125
Change 6.8% 79% 26.3% 19.4%

Source: DOLA
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