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Introduction
The City of Arvada is a complete municipality, not 
merely a bedroom community for Denver. The 
City recognizes that its strong focus on economic 
development and managed growth requires that 
attention be paid to the mix of housing types, tenure, 
and price points available in the community.  The 
demand for housing diversification is exacerbated by 
the aging of the community’s population, the influx 
of millennials into the Denver metro area, and other 
demographic shifts—changes that, if harnessed, can 
bolster the vitality of Arvada.  Indeed, this reality is 
incorporated into the newly adopted City Mission 
that states, “We are dedicated to delivering superior 
services to enhance the lives of everyone in our 
community” (emphasis added).

Focus Arvada, the City’s 2014-2019 strategic 
plan, recognizes the essential connection between 
housing diversity and economic vitality.  It states, 
“Good paying jobs, thoughtful transit-oriented 
development and new housing, together with long-
term investments in the Wadsworth corridor, will 
define managed growth in Arvada.”  Additionally, 
the plan includes the goal that “By 2019, 25% of 
new housing will be located in neighborhoods or 
developments that incorporate a mix of lot sizes, 
development densities, and housing types and 
styles.”  Developing a diverse range of housing types 
is challenging for many reasons, such as financing, 
land availability, and density concerns. NIMBYism 
and misconceptions about who needs “affordable” 
housing can add to these challenges. 

As in many of Colorado’s Front Range municipalities, 
Arvada’s housing prices are out of reach for many 
households.  To thrive in the future, Arvada needs 
to ensure that there are an adequate number of 
housing units affordable to and suitable for a wide 
range of households. A commonly accepted maxim 
is that housing is “affordable” if it requires no more 
than one-third of the household’s income to pay 
for it.  The City of Arvada uses the term “attainable” 
housing to emphasize the wide range of incomes 
and household types who make up the demand 
for this housing, such as seniors on fixed incomes, 
recent graduates, single-parent households, low-
wage working households and others. 

Urban Housing Course
To assist the City of Arvada with its attainable 
housing goals, in the fall 2016 semester, the 
graduate students in the interdisciplinary Urban 
Housing course taught in the College of Architecture 
and Planning at the University of Colorado Denver 
collaborated with the City of Arvada’s Department 
of Community Development, Housing Authority, and 
Economic Development Department.  

Project Descriptions and Outcomes
The overarching goal of this collaboration between 
the Urban Housing course and the City of Arvada 
is to provide insight into the need for attainable 
housing in Arvada in order to attract and retain 
working households and employers, as well as senior 
households.  This project will help to document 
and illustrate a wide range of Arvada residents’ 
housing challenges, desires, and realities through 
two separate projects conducted by two teams of 
students.

Project 1: Aging-In-Community
A significant and increasing percentage of Arvada’s 
residents are seniors.  Many of them are homeowners, 
and many are long-time residents of the community 
whose time, knowledge, and residential stability are 
assets to the city.  However, as these households 
age, their housing needs may change.  Students 
developed and distributed surveys to Arvada seniors 
to assess their general housing needs, concerns 
and preferences.  The results of this work will be an 
identification of housing-related gaps in Arvada that 
will need to be addressed to keep the city’s senior 
citizens part of the community.    

Project 2: Housing Arvada’s Workforce
Partners at the City of Arvada identified a few major 
employers in the city that have a range of employees 
at several income levels, and who were willing to work 
with the class.  Students developed and distributed 
surveys to the employees, asking them to document 
where they live, their housing costs, their commuting 
distance/time, their preferred housing type and 
location, and their perceptions of living in Arvada.  
The responses to these surveys were analyzed and 
mapped using GIS.  The results of this work provides 
an illustration of the (in)ability for employees at 
different income levels already working in Arvada to 
find attainable and suitable housing in Arvada.       



The Importance 
of Housing
As housing becomes increasingly expensive 
throughout the United States, Arvada is making 
attainable housing a high priority.  Housing that 
is attainable by a wide range of households—in 
terms of its cost, appropriate design, and location—
is integral to the success of our cities. Attainable 
housing is a key component in both economic and 
community development, and in the overall quality 
of life of the residents of our communities.

Arvada’s recent planning efforts have established a 
number of goals, including the creation and retention 
of jobs and ensuring a high quality of life for residents. 
The provision of attainable housing, particularly for 
the city’s workforce and seniors, falls within each of 
these goals. A long and grueling commute has been 
proven to negatively affect workers’ mental and 
physical health. When employees suffer because 
they do not have the option to live in the cities in 
which they work, small and large businesses suffer. 
Consequently, economic development and stability is 
compromised.  Similarly, seniors, many of whom are 
long-time residents of Arvada, provide community 
stability and make important contributions to the 
local economy through their leisure activities and 
volunteer time. 

The lack of attainable housing affects community 
development in the same way it affects economic 
development. A strong community network is at the 
center of our most vibrant, most resilient, and most 
beloved cities. If local employees must look elsewhere 
for housing for their families, or if seniors must leave 
their community to find housing that meets their 
changing needs, cities risk weakening the essential 
bonds of community.  

Arvada’s seniors and workforce may have very 
different housing needs, but they have two things in 
common:  first, for each group, appropriate housing 
is more than just an affordable roof overhead.  The 
right housing must also connect residents to the 
transportation options, services, amenities, and work 
and school opportunities that make up the fabric 
of life. Second, both seniors and workers in Arvada 
face housing challenges.  Facilitating the creation 
of a wide range of appropriate, attainable housing 
is an essential ingredient in Arvada’s success, which 
requires both retaining longtime residents and 
attracting new households who will invest in the city 
and carry it into the future. 
     



Existing Conditions in Arvada
Population
The population composition of Arvada is experiencing shifts similar to the rest of the U.S., namely, the 
percentage of seniors in the population are rapidly increasing.  In Arvada, this is not due to an influx of new 
seniors, but the aging of the existing residents.  As demonstrated by the graph below, in 2010, seniors (age 
65+) represented 13.4% of Arvada’s population; by 2014 this had grown to 14.5%. 

Almost 22% of Arvada’s population is 60 or over, and more than 15% are 65 or over.  This amounts to nearly 
17,000 65+ households and almost 24,500 60+ households.  If Arvada is assumed to be representative of 
the larger projected trends within Jefferson County, then the total number of 65+ senior households, which 
has been increasing in recent years, will continue to rise through about 2035 and then mostly level off.  



The number of workforce households (ages 20-64) continues to grow in Arvada.  However, because of 
the overall increase in the proportion of seniors, the proportion of workforce-age residents has begun to 
decrease.  In 2010, they comprised 61.1% of total population; in 2014 they were 60.8% of Arvada’s total 
population. 



Income
According to the US Census, the 2015 household median income in Arvada is $69,938 (http://www.census.
gov/quickfacts/table/INC110215/0803455). 

Thus, the household income thresholds for various AMI categories in Arvada include:
• Very low income (50% AMI): $34,969
• Low income (80% AMI): $55,950

Arvada continues to be blessed with a low poverty rate of 8.4% (2015 ACS Estimates; see http://www.cen-
sus.gov/quickfacts/table/INC110215/0803455). However, this rate has increased over time, from 5.2% in 
1999, to 7% in 2011 (BBC, 2013, p. 12). 

Housing in Arvada
According to the U.S. Census, 73% of the housing units in Arvada are owner-occupied.  The median value of 
these homes in 2015 was $257,300.  According to Zillow.com, as of December 2016, 3,285 homes recently 
sold in Arvada for less than $300,000 (917 sold for less than $200,000), and 23 homes currently for sale for 
less than $300,000 (7 for less than $200,000). This suggests that around 5-10% of homes for sale in Arvada 
can be purchased for less than $300,000. 

Arvada’s housing stock is aging, as demonstrated by the following graph.



A significant percentage of Arvada’s housing stock is designed for larger households, as 
demonstrated below:

For renters, Arvada is becoming less affordable over time—over the past decade, rent has increased 22% 
(BBC, 2013, p. 17). The number of units affordable to low-income households (i.e., units cost less than 30% 
of the income of a household earning less than $25,000 per year—approximately $600 per month) also 
decreased during this time. In 2000, 26% of Arvada’s rentals were affordable, but by 2011, this had dropped 
to 19% (BBC, 2013, p. 17). However, Arvada still has a large portion of Jefferson County’s affordable rentals 
(29%) (Ibid.).  According to the recent American Community Survey, the 2015 median gross rent in Arvada 
is $1,059 (http://www.census.gov/quickfacts/table/INC110215/0803455) .



Methodology
We began this project by reviewing key Arvada 
documents, including:
• Aging Well in Jefferson County, Colorado:   
 Annual Report 2012-2013
• Focus Arvada: City Council City Strategic 
 Plan 2014 to 2019
• City of Arvada, Consolidated Housing and   
 Community Development Plan, 2015-2019
• Executive Summary of the Analysis of   
 Impediments to Fair Housing Choice, City of  
 Arvada, Colorado, 2013
• Gold Corridor Housing Strategy, 2014
• City of Arvada Housing Needs Assessment,  
 May 2004
• Jefferson County Affordable Housing Study,  
 December 2015

To develop the surveys, we looked at other relevant 
research instruments, such as CU Denver Ph.D. 
candidate Maria Delgado’s Aging in Place survey 
and the American Community Survey Report on 
Commuting in the United States.  From these, and 
our own understanding of relevant housing issues, 
we generated a list of potential questions.  We sought 
input from professional colleagues, employers, and 
Arvada housing experts, and edited the questions 
for clarity and effectiveness. Once the questions 
were determined, we built them into two separate 
surveys using Survey Monkey, and created a link to 
the survey and introductory text.  

Participation in the senior survey was marketed 
with the help of Arvada’s Community Engagement 
Coordinator. The link to the senior survey, along 
with some introductory text, was posted by the City 
of Arvada on their website’s “Get Involved” page.  A 
link to that page was included in the ArvadaNews 
e-newsletter, NextDoor, and Facebook as well.  
Finally, paper copies of the survey were created and 
left at the Apex Senior Center.

The participating employers were selected because 
they are large Arvada employers that have a wide 
range of employees. The two companies, Sundyne 
and Prescient, were selected and invited to participate 
by the City of Arvada’s Economic Development 
Department. Sundyne is a global company that 

“engineers and manufactures centrifugal pumps and 
compressors for oil and gas processing companies, 
chemical and petro-chemical industries, power 
generation, general industry and engineered water” 
(http://www.sundyne.com/About-Sundyne/Fact-
Sheet). Their Arvada location is a manufacturing site 
as well as the company’s U.S. headquarters.  Prescient 
“is a technology company that is bringing lean 
manufacturing systems and software to the building 
industry” (http://www.prescientco.com/prescient-
advantage/). They provide builders with integrated 
software, engineering services, a pre-manufactured 
framing system, and an on-site assembly process. 
Their Arvada location is their headquarters and is 
the site of engineering and skilled manufacturing 
work as well.  

We sent a designated contact person at each 
employer an introductory email letter and link to 
the survey, which they sent out to their employees.  
A follow-up reminder email was sent out after one 
week.

Both surveys were open to for responses for just 
over two weeks.  On the senior survey, we received 
101 electronic responses, and five paper responses 
which were manually added to Survey Monkey to be 
included in the overall analysis.  On the workforce 
survey, we received 51 responses from Prescient 
and 109 responses from Sundyne for a total of 160 
responses.



Project 1: 
Senior Housing in Arvada



Senior Housing Survey Analysis
Survey Respondents

Age
70% of survey respondents were between the ages of 60 and 74. The highest single age group was 65 to 
69 (29%). Ages ranged from 50-54 (5%) to 90 or older (1 respondent).

Household composition 
56% of respondents live with a spouse or partner while 29% live alone. Interestingly, 12% live with adult 
children, suggesting there is a significant number of multi-generational households in Arvada. 

Employment
63% of respondents are retired while 18% are employed full-time and 9% are employed part-time. Some 
respondents (5 total) indicated that they were disabled; some were looking for work or living on disability 
insurance.

Annual income
According to the U.S. Census, the 2015 household median income in Arvada is $69,938 (http://www.census.
gov/quickfacts/table/INC110215/0803455).
 
97 respondents reported their household income. The majority of survey respondents (66%) earn below 
the area median household income. Moreover, 14% are “extremely-low income” households, earning less 
than 30% of AMI.  Another 15% are “very low-income,” earning between 30 and 50% of AMI. Only 32% of 
respondent households earn more than the area median.  Only 3% of respondents earn more than 200% 
of AMI.

Living in Arvada
63% of respondents have lived in Arvada for more than 20 years. An additional 11% have lived in Arvada 
for 15 to 20 years. About 15% of respondents have lived in Arvada for less than 5 years.  The table below 
lists the proportion of respondents that live in each zip code.

Zip Code Respondents
80002 12%
80003 22.5%
80004 31%
80005 24.5%
80007 5%
80210 1%
80403 4%



Transportation
Accessible transportation is an essential component in senior’s ability to live self-sufficiently. To gain insight 
into Arvada’s seniors’ transportation choices and concerns, the survey asked about their primary travel 
mode, with follow-up questions about public transportation specifically.

Over 90% of survey respondents drive their own vehicle as their primary mode of transportation.  Only 
2% report using Access-a-Ride or other senior transport services.  3% rely primarily on family members for 
transportation.  Only 1% use the bus as their primary mode.

Many seniors will not be able to drive safely indefinitely.  When asked to choose all of the reasons they do 
not use transit more frequently, their answers include:

• 55%- comfortable driving their own personal vehicle
• 38%- not easily accessible from their home
• 35%- system does not get them where they need to go
• 13%- system is too confusing
• 5%- it’s too expensive
• 5%- they prefer “active transportation” such as biking or walking

Fortunately, most respondents report that they “never” (40%) or “rarely” (38%) face challenges getting to 
the everyday places they need to go.  However, 13% and 6%, respectively, report facing such challenges 
“sometimes” or “often.”

Some of the reported challenges include: vehicle costs (car payments, taxes and registration), traffic/
street crowding, long distances, awaiting public transportation improvements, physical limitations, and 
dependency on others

Housing
More than four out of five (87%) of respondents who reported their tenure own their residence. The majority 
of respondents live in a single-family, detached home: 

Tenure + Unit Type Respondents
Own single-family house 72%
Own duplex/triplex 5%
Own townhouse 4%
Own condo 3% 
Own assisted living unit 1%
Own “other” 1%
Rent apartment 6%
Rent single-family house 4%
Rent duplex/triplex 1%
Rent in seniors-only residence 2% others



Monthly Housing Expenses
A significant percentage (32%) of respondents who are homeowners reported that their mortgage is paid 
off.  Those owners reported an average monthly utility payment of $267.42. Respondents who own and 
still have a mortgage payment paid an average of $1,566.18 for their mortgage + utilities.  Homeowners 
Association payments were not consistently reported.  Respondents who rent reported an average of 
$995.00 for their rent + utilities.

“Preparation” to Age in Place
The survey asked several questions to gain insight into respondents’ ability to stay in their homes as they 
age.  Surprisingly, only three respondents listed a specific special need that their housing currently needed 
to accommodate (arthritis, assistance with falls, and stair and bathroom accommodations).

The survey asked seniors about whether they took care of various day-to-day activities themselves, or how 
they got assistance with them:

Respondents are most likely to receive assistance with home repairs, snow removal, and gardening/ yard 
maintenance.

The survey asked seniors to report whether their current residence is equipped with various “universal 
design” features, which would increase the likelihood that they would be able to remain in their home as 
their physical abilities change.  Overall, a low percentage of respondents report currently needing these 
features, however as discussed below, many seniors are concerned with the long-term accessibility of their 
home. 

A key question on the survey asked seniors to report their concerns about their current residence.  The 
open-ended responses fell into the following categories:
• Social isolation: 2 respondents
• Costs: 5 respondents—primarily renters—expressed concern about costs going up.
• Safety/Crime: 6 respondents
• “No concerns”: 10 respondents
• Access/ Location: 10 respondents.  These concerns include “lack of public transportation when 
needed in the future” and “must drive to access everything.”
• Maintenance:  16 respondents reported concerns over being able to maintain their home into the 
future, such as “We have a large house, and I forsee problems with access and maintenance in the near 
future.”
• Stairs: 17 respondents commented about their concern over the stairs in their home.  



Expectation to Move
Despite the wide range of stated concerns, only 31% of respondents reported that they expected to move 
in the next five years. (Specifically, 33 of the people with concerns about their current housing said they 
are not planning to move in the next five years. 25 of the people who reported concerns about their current 
housing stated they are planning to move.)  

Of those who reported that they planned to move, more than half said they wanted to have less home/
yard maintenance to worry about and/or that they wanted to downsize. 43% are seeking a unit that better 
suits their physical needs and/or want to save money.  Less-frequent responses include: to be closer to the 
services and amenities they use; to live in a different kind of neighborhood; to be closer to family; to receive 
care, and “to be safe.” A couple of respondents wrote in that they wanted to liquefy the equity they have 
in their house.

Preferred Housing and Community Characteristics
Respondents who reported they planned to move were asked about the unit type into which they would 
prefer to move. 30% want to live in a detached single-family house. 27% prefer a seniors-only residence; 
another 7% will seek an assisted living residence. 10% prefer an apartment or condominium.  “Other” choices 
include a “granny flat,” a cohousing community, a tiny house and “any place with no yard maintenance.”

Significantly, of the respondents who say they plan to move out of their current residence, more than 75% 
hope to stay in Arvada.  However, 93% of respondents think it will be challenging to find housing that they 
can afford in Arvada, and 76% think it will be challenging to find housing that meets their needs in Arvada.  
The reasons given include: expensive house prices; poor connectivity with limited/unsafe accessible parking 
and walkability; current developments are too big and expensive; seniors-only facilities do not meet their 
needs or are too expensive; or they want an active 55+ community that is not assisted living.

The survey asked respondents who planned to move about their preferences for housing location and 
neighborhood character.  73% of respondents desire to live in a “walkable” neighborhood. 9% report they 
that do not desire walkability, and 18% do not care about walkability.  Respondents were asked to rate the 
importance of living near certain services and amenities.  Their responses are captured in the following 
graph, which depicts the respondents’ ranking of the services and amenities from most to least important:

“Other” nearby services and amenities noted as important include: emergency services, a clean neighborhood, 
health food store, credit union, and a drug store/ pharmacy.



Key Issues for City Council
The survey concluded with a write-in response, asking seniors to identify what they feel are the most 
important issues about housing for seniors in Arvada that City Council should address.  More than 70 
respondents provided at least one comment, with clear trends among them, as exemplified by the following 
quotes:

1. Affordability of Housing (29 responses)
• “Having seniors unable to have a place of their own is very depressing and causes so much anxiety- 
it is hard living with other folks.”
• “There are no nice available one bedroom, or efficiency apartments in Arvada that are affordable. 
My income is quite low, and I have been out priced of the apartments in Arvada. We need more low income, 
senior housing in Arvada.”
• “-I think the prices of the rent are the most important. There are way too many seniors who can’t 
pay the rent asked and have to struggle to pay it or find another solution and I don’t think there are many 
other solutions.”
• “It is virtually impossible to imagine living in a quality nursing home in Arvada. They are completely 
unavailable, cost-wise.”
• “We are pricing our seniors out of staying in Arvada when they need to downsize. Our new 
development is neither attractive nor affordable for many.”
• “Many of us have limited incomes and while there are limited income apartments, there is no 
affordable continuing care so I could go from independent senior studios, to assisted living, to nursing or 
higher level of care that is affordable.”

2. Appropriate unit types (15 responses).  Some of the specific design recommendations include:
• Single-story/ ranch style units
• Attached garages
• Guest parking available for visiting family, friends and caregivers
• In-unit washer/dryer
• Small yard
• Age-restricted, but unassisted
• Backyard accessory dwelling units/ tiny homes

3. Transportation (8 responses)
• “I’m concerned about my senior neighbors who, when they could no longer drive, became isolated 
because of lack of public transportation.”

4. Need to Focus on Seniors (6 responses)
• “The population is aging and the City needs to be more prepared for the reality.”
• “I’ve lived in Arvada for 39 years and I feel that the city does not value its long-time residents. It 
seems that everything revolves around the new young residents with no consideration as to how it affects 
the people who have lived here and supported the city for a long time.”
• “All new projects are ‘upscale’ and geared to millennials.”

5. Walkable location (6 responses) to reduce the need for a car for everyday use.

6. Concerns about new development in Arvada (5 responses)
• “Olde Town is turning into nothing but Beer Halls and bars. The street traffic is awful and will only 
get worse as more monstrous apartment complexes and businesses are shoehorned into every nook and 



cranny in the Olde Town and neighboring areas. I used to love Arvada, but as things progress, I think more 
and more about moving elsewhere.”

7. Programs for seniors (4 responses)
• “If I need help in the future, it would be wonderful to know what resources are available.”
• “Senior needs: More availability of affordable home services; Free snow shoveling service for low-
income seniors; Better (and broader) education to the public regarding services available to them.” 
• “Senior center needs to be enlarged.”
• “Programs to help Seniors stay in their current homes through help with maintenance, yard work, 
and other supports would be good.”  

Conclusions: Senior Housing in Arvada
A significant majority of the respondents to this survey are homeowners and express an intention to remain 
in their homes.  However, many of the respondents also express concern with the physical configuration of 
their homes, especially the stairs. To age in place, many of these residents will need to make modifications to 
their homes—and many of them will require assistance, including connections to knowledgeable and reliable 
contractors with expertise in universal design modification, information about appropriate modifications, 
and in some cases, financial assistance.  Similarly, many respondents are concerned about being able to 
continue to maintain their home and yard, and information about available assistance programs and/or 
connections to reliable professionals will be valuable to them.  No respondents reported taking advantage 
of any free volunteer programs that might assist them with household chores, so there is either a need for 
such programs, or for more widely marketing any that do exist. 

Many respondents fear having to leave Arvada, their longtime home, because of a lack of affordable, 
accessible housing options for seniors.  While the majority own the home they currently live in, they are 
deeply concerned about what options they will have should they decide to—or be forced to—move.  These 
findings echo those of the 2013 BBC report on housing in Arvada, which calls for an increase in the number 
of accessible rentals.  27% of their study respondents said their current home/ apartment did not meet their 
accessibility needs. Further, BBC reported that 23% of the people on Arvada’s waitlist for housing vouchers 
in 2013 had disabilities. We can assume this number will continue to grow as the increasing number of 
retirees face significantly reduced household income and an increase in mobility impairments.

The great majority of survey respondents rely on driving their own car to meet their daily needs.  However, 
this is likely an unsustainable situation for many.  Many seniors could use some training in how to access 
available public transportation, as well as available senior transport programs.  Careful consideration should 
be given to adding transit stops at key locations for senior riders.  Moreover, new housing for seniors should 
be built within safe walking distance of the everyday services and amenities that Arvada’s seniors value. 



Project 2:
Workforce Housing in Arvada



Workforce Housing Survey Analysis
Survey Respondents

Employment
Out of the 160 respondents to the survey, 109 work for Sundyne and 51 work for Prescient.  Out of the 380 
employees at Sundyne, 109 responded to the survey, a response rate of 28.7%.  Out of the 140 Prescient 
employees, 51 responded, giving a response rate of 36.4%.

In subsequent analysis, all responses from the two companies’ respondents will be lumped together.  

22% of the respondents are relatively new employees (one year or less), while approximately 78% have 
worked for their employer for a year or more, with one-third working there for more than five years.

Duration at Current Job % of Respondents
Less than 6 months 11.25%
6 months to 1 year 11.25%
1 year to 5 years 44.38%
More than 5 years 33.13%

The majority of respondents are salaried employees (72.5%); 27.5% are hourly employees.

Respondents represent a wide range of job positions, including:

Job Title % of Respondents
Engineer 31%
Manager 16%
Administrative Employee 11%
Production Personnel 7%
Executive 4%
Maintenance/ Janitorial Employee 4%
Department Lead 3%
IT 3%
Quality Assurance 2.5%
Engineering Lead 1%
Other 17%
Survey respondents work long hours: 82% report working more than 40 hours in a typical week, and 18% 
work 31 to 40 hours per week.  



Demographics
The age range of the respondents is as follows:

21-30 years 19%
31-40 years 30%
41-50 years 24.5%
51-60 years 22%
61-65 years 4%
71+ .5%

Of the respondents who reported their gender, 68% are male and 32% are female.

Respondents report the following educational attainment:

high school degree/ GED 4%
some vocational school 0.5%
vocational school certificate/ degree 4%
some college 15%
Associate’s degree 10%
Bachelor’s degree 36.5%
some graduate school 6%
Master’s degree/ Ph.D./ advanced degree 24%

The great majority of the respondents report their race as White (86%).  Other responses include:  two or 
more races (4.5%), “other” (6%), Native American (1%), Black (1%), and Asian (.5%).  In addition, 6.5% of 
respondents report their ethnicity as Hispanic.

Household Configuration
Gaining some insight into respondents’ households is important for understanding their housing choices.

• 69% of respondents live with a spouse or partner.
• 10% of respondents live with unrelated adults—more than half of those have more than one 
roommate.
• 9% live with their adult children.
• 35% live with dependent children: of those, 37% have one child, 54% have two children, 15% have 
three, and 7% have five or more children.
• 6% of respondents live with at least one elderly family member
 
While the majority of respondents (57%) have a spouse or partner who is employed, 43% do not, which 
implies that their spouse’s job location or commute is not a factor in their home location decision.  Of those 
with employed spouses/ partners, 84% of them work between 31 and 40+ hours per week.  11% work 
between 11 and 30 hours, and 5% work 10 hours or fewer per week. 



Total Household Income
According to the US Census, the 2015 household median income in Arvada is $69,938 (http://www.census.
gov/quickfacts/table/INC110215/0803455).

141 respondents reported their household income.  Out of those respondents’ households, 18% earn less 
than Arvada’s household AMI.  Specifically, 6% earn between 80 and 100% of AMI, 11% can be defined as 
“low income,” earning between 50 and 80% of AMI, and 1% are “very low-income,” earning below 50% of 
AMI.

At the other end of the income spectrum, 56% of respondents’ households earn between 100 and 200% 
of Arvada’s household AMI. Finally, 26% of respondents’ households earn greater than 200% of Arvada’s 
household AMI, including six respondents reporting a household income of $200,000 or more.

Commuting
Several survey questions sought to gain insight into employees’ work-related transportation.  

The great majority of respondents drive their own vehicle to work (91%).  This includes both Arvada residents 
(90%) and respondents who live outside of Arvada (92%). 4% of respondents carpool to work, and 2% ride 
their bike.  Less than 1% of respondents walk or take a bus to work.  

There is slightly more variety among transportation mode for respondents’ spouses/partners who work.  
Among spouses who commute to work, 81% drive their own vehicle.  This figure jumps to 89% among 
Arvada residents, and drops to 78% among non-residents.  3% of non-resident spouses take a bus, 3% walk, 
2% carpool, and 2% use a car-share service; 12% report using a combination of modes.  Only three resident 
spouses reported doing something other than drive to work: one carpools, one takes the bus, and one uses 
a combination of modes.  

We asked respondents whether their employers offered discounted transit passes, and it is clear that many 
respondents do not know, or are mis-informed.  Among Prescient respondents, 63% answered “no,” but 
37% answered that they did not know.  Similarly, 35% of Sundyne employees did not know whether transit 
passes were available, but 50% answered “no” and 15% answered “yes.”

Respondents’ information about their commute time to work unsurprisingly indicates that Arvada residents 
have a shorter commute than those who live outside Arvada:

Commute time to work Arvada Residents Non-Residents
Less than 10 minutes 44% 2%
10 - 19 minutes 48% 17%
20 - 29 minutes 6% 28%
30 - 39 minutes  26%
40 - 49 minutes  12%
50 minutes - 1 hour  9%
More than 1 hour 2% 6%



Of the 48 Arvada residents who responded, 21 or 44% report that their spouse/partner either is not 
employed outside the home or does not commute to work (e.g., works from home).  Similarly, of the 112 
non-residents who responded, 49% report that their spouse/partner does not commute.

Of the spouses/ partners that do commute:

Spouse commute time to work Arvada Residents Non-Residents
Less than 10 minutes 19% 12%
10 - 19 minutes 33% 25%
20 - 29 minutes 15% 18%
30 - 39 minutes 19% 16%
40 - 49 minutes 4% 14%
50 minutes - 1 hour 7% 9%
More than 1 hour 4% 7%

Housing
Unit Type and Tenure
Overall, 69% of respondents are owners and 31% are renters. The majority of survey respondents own a 
single-family home.  However, there are a few notable differences in tenure and unit type patterns be-
tween Arvada residents and non-residents, highlighted in the table below.

Tenure + Unit Type All Respondents Arvada Residents Non-Residents
Own single-family house 60% 73% 54.5%
Own townhouse 4% 4% 4.5%
Own condo 3% 6% 2%
Own duplex/triplex 1%  1%
Own “other” 1%  1%
Rent apartment 17% 6% 21%
Rent single-family house 7% 8% 6%
Rent duplex/triplex 1% 2% 1%
Rent townhouse 1%  2%
Rent mobile home 1%  1%
Rent subsidized unit/ use housing voucher 1%  2%
In-between housing 2%  3%
Other tenure 1%  2%



Living in Arvada
As noted above, 48 (30%) of survey respondents are Arvada residents, and 112 (70%) are non-residents. 
The zip codes of respondents who live outside of Arvada are depicted below.

[insert Zip Code Map here]

To better understand respondents’ residential location decisions, we asked two similar questions on the 
survey.  First, knowing that all respondents work in Arvada, we asked “would you live closer to your work-
place if you could?”  Overall, 45% reported they would like to live closer to their workplace.  The respons-
es, divided among residents and non-residents of Arvada, are as follows:

 Arvada Residents Non-Residents
Want to live closer to work 23% 54%
Do not want to live closer to work 77% 46%

This question was followed up with “if you answered ‘yes,’ what’s preventing you?” Of those who re-
sponded to this question, 49% felt that housing prices in Arvada near their workplace are too high and/
or reported other financial challenges.  11% simply prefer where they are currently living, 7% cite their 
spouse’s job location and/or family obligations as their reason not to move, and an additional 7% are un-
der a lease elsewhere.

Among respondents who live in Arvada, 38% report moving there for their current job.  Only 13% stated 
that the availability of housing in Arvada was a factor in whether to take their current job.  However, 37% 
report that it was challenging to find housing in Arvada that met their household’s needs.

The survey asks Arvada residents how they feel about living there.  Overall, the respondents are very pos-
itive about living there, with 45% reporting they “love” living in Arvada and 43% stating that they “like” or 



“enjoy” living there.  Only 7% report feeling “neutral” or “okay,” and only 5% say they dislike it.   
Some of the features of Arvada that residents especially like include: being near Old Town, walking paths 
and other available outdoor activities, and good access to Denver and the mountains.  While the majority 
of Arvada residents have positive feelings about living in Arvada, many expressed concerns about their 
community. The most frequently mentioned issue is traffic, followed by calls for improved public transit 
options and bicycle lanes. 

A key question on the survey was asking respondents who are not currently Arvada residents if they 
would live in Arvada if they could.  43% responded “yes,” while 57% responded “no.”  An open-ended 
follow-up question on the survey asked why not/ what’s preventing them from moving to Arvada.  Cate-
gorized responses include:

1. Housing cost (28 responses)
2. Respondent prefers other community qualities/ dislikes something about the character of 
 Arvada (24 responses)
3. Respondent likes their current home (23 responses)
4. Respondent has family or financial obligations at their current home (12 responses) 
5. Location choice is due to respondent’s spouse’s job or commute (6 responses)

Key Issues for City Council
The survey concluded with a write-in response, asking respondents to identify what they feel are the most 
important issues about housing in Arvada that City Council should address.  Both current Arvada residents 
and non-residents were asked this question.  Many respondents provided at least one comment, with clear 
trends among them, as exemplified by the following quotes:

Issues Identified by Residents
1. Housing cost (12 responses)
• “Arvada apartment rent is astronomical.  If I didn’t have a GREAT job, there’s no way I could afford 
 to live here.”

2. Transportation issues (8 responses)
• “Need better bicycle routes... I would commute via bicycle if Indiana were safe for travel.”
• “Ensure proper roads are available before housing is built.”

3. Zoning/density (5 responses)
• “Joint planning between building new developments and the need for schools”
• “Keep building more single family homes and stop building apartments and multifamily homes that 
  reduce the quality of life for families. We do not need to increase the population density in the area
  with lower income homes—but rather work to attract people who can afford to live here... not people
  who need lower rate or subsidized housing.”

4. Taxes (4 responses)

5. Crowding (3 responses)

6. Quality of life concerns (3 responses)
• “Concern about the increase in crime that is happening and vandalism around the neighborhoods”



• “Beginning to see more and more homeless people in Arvada”
• “Garbage and recycling is a mess.  With so many vendor options there can be a garbage trucks
  going down your street, every day.”

Issues Identified by Non-Residents
While many respondents who do not currently live in Arvada had nothing to express to City Council, more 
than 60 respondents did provide a comment.  These fell clearly into five categories, exemplified by the 
following quotes:

1. Housing cost
• Not enough apartments at reasonable prices, buying house is too expensive
• Not enough affordable single family homes.
• What can I say that would make a difference except your damn real estate is too expensive.

2. Unit choices
• There are many new developments but they are either condos or mcmansions.  It would be nice to 
 see smaller single family homes available.
• There is a gap between upscale housing and outdated housing.

3. Transportation and infrastructure
• The lack of infrastructure gives the impression that Arvada lacks city planning (e.g., Indiana should
 be at least a 2-lane road).  Housing developments are very nice, but roads around developments 
 are lacking.
• Poor city planning is making Arvada an undesirable city. Candelas and Leyden Rock developments
 were built without any consideration for traffic. 

4. Amenities and green space
• Be more cautious regarding growth.  It appears that Arvada cannot bear the sight of an open field 
 must put a housing development on it.  
• You’re letting too many business build and obstruct the beautiful views of this wonderful area.
• There are too many housing communities going up and not enough support in terms of grocery
 stores and places to eat.



Conclusions- Workforce Housing
The goals of this study were to learn from Arvada employees what housing decisions the City of Arvada 
should make in order to advance its economic development goals.

Across all respondents, both current residents of Arvada and those that live elsewhere, the most frequently 
cited problem with the city’s housing is its cost. The majority of survey respondents currently live in housing 
that is affordable for their income (i.e., requires less than a third of their income to pay for it).  However, it 
is clear that non-residents feel their housing would no longer be affordable if they lived in Arvada.  Current 
residents feel limited by local housing costs.

Transportation issues are also frequently cited by all respondents.  Traffic is clearly a problem, and Arvada 
workers fear it will only get worse with additional development in the city.  Almost all respondents drive 
to work. The need for additional dedicated bike lanes and paths was raised by several people; perhaps 
thoughtful placement of these bicycle routes and creation of other bike infrastructure could facilitate bicycle 
commuting.  Also, the workers who responded to the survey are unaware whether their employer offers 
discounted transit passes.  Providing these and other Arvada workers with Eco Passes and training in how 
to use the local transit system could also potentially alleviate some vehicular congestion.

Encouraging the development of a variety of housing, including inter-generational units, small units and 
family units, at a wide range of price points and with good access to transportation options and everyday 
amenities and services is key for the successful growth of Arvada.
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