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Executive Summary

Executive Summary

Adams County is at a critical point in its development — never in its history has the county
experienced such growth. From 2000-2015, the county’s population swelled to 471,206, an
increase of nearly 30 percent, outpacing the region and the state as a whole. It is essential for
Adams County to adopt a housing plan that will allow for sustainable economic and housing
growth.

This 2017 Adams County Housing Needs Assessment (HNA) is a vital step in identifying the
make-up of the community, its workforce and the state of housing throughout the county. The
HNA includes analyses of demographic characteristics, population forecasts, employment and
income data, commuting patterns, infrastructure, community assets, and housing market
trends and affordability. These analyses form the three sections of the HNA: the Community,
Workforce and Housing Profiles.

To undertake this, the county undertook a comprehensive review of past studies, U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) planning reports, and detailed current
information and data inform the HNA. Additional data was obtained from the U.S. Census
Bureau, the American Community Survey (ACS), the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA)
database, the Colorado State Demography Office, the Metro Denver Homeless Initiative
(through the Metro Denver Continuum of Care), Esri Tapestry, the U.S. Bureau of Labor
Statistics, the U.S. Census Bureau’s Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD), Valassis
Lists via PolicyMap, Boxwood Means and RealtyTrac.

Community Profile Summary

The community profile focuses on the people of Adams County. It provides data and details
about demographics and trends in the community relating to population growth, race and
ethnicity, age, income, education and health (who receives disability benefits).

TABLE 1: Population Change by County

2000 2009 2015 2000-2015
percent change

Adams County 363,857 419,439 471,206 29.5%
Arapahoe County 487,967 544,157 608,310 24.7%
Boulder County 291,288 295,524 310,032 6.4%
Broomfield County - 52,882 60,699 --
Denver County 554,636 582,447 649,654 17.1%
Douglas County 175,766 269,451 306,974 74.6%
Jefferson County 527,056 529,025 552,344 4.8%
Colorado 4,301,261 4,843,211 5,278,906 22.7%
Source: 2000 Census, 2005-2009 and 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates (DP05)

Data Note: Broomfield County was established as a county in 2001.

/.
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Executive Summary

Adams County, located in northeastern Colorado just outside of the city of Denver, is a 1,000-
square-mile mix of rural and urban areas, including the cities of Aurora, Brighton, Commerce
City, Northglenn and Thornton.

From 2000 to 2015, Adams County had the second-greatest population growth rate in the
seven-county Denver metro area. During that time, the county’s population grew by more than
100,000 persons, or 29.5 percent. This increase has been one of the main drivers of regional
growth, and the Colorado State Demography Office has predicted that Adams County’s
population will increase by 400,000 in the next 30 to 40 years.

CHART 1: Population Forecast, 2015-2050
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Source: Colorado State Demography Office

As of 2015, whites made up 82.8 percent of the population of Adams County, Asians 3.8
percent and blacks 3.2 percent. and all other races accounted for the rest. The county’s
Hispanic population® (38.6 percent) was greater than both the Denver metro area and the state
as a whole, and the population has grown 36.9 percent since 2000. (Persons who identify
ethnically as Hispanic may also identify with a race, and as such are also included in applicable
race categories.)

In 2000, Adams County had a median household income (MHI) greater than that of the state.
Since then, however, statewide income growth has outpaced growth in Adams County.

TABLE 2: Median Household Income

2000 2009 2015 2000-2015
percent change
Adams County $47,323 $55,258 558,946 24.6%
Colorado $47,203 $56,222 $60,629 28.4%

Source: 2000 Census, 2005-2009 and 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Although the 2015 Adams County MHI was $58,946, earnings were not evenly distributed
across racial groups or geographic boundaries: whites (with a MHI of $60,451) and Asians
(559,984) had rates above the county average. All other racial and ethnic groups (including
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Hispanics) had MHIs less than the county median, and blacks had the lowest MHI ($43,031).
MHI in Adams County also depends on location. The northwest area of had the highest MHI in
Adams County and the southwest area had the lowest MHI. This southwestern part of the
county also had higher poverty rates.

Many factors influence MHI in a specific location, including educational attainment and access
to employment opportunities. The link between income and education attainment is clear in
Adams County: in 2015 more than 15 percent of the population 25 and older had a bachelor’s
degree and 7 percent had a graduate degree or better. These figures were much lower than
those of other counties in the region.

The number of disabled persons in a county is also a key indicator in the community profile of
how the county takes care of its residents with special needs. In 2015 it was estimated that
there were 49,308 disabled persons in the county — this was 10.5 percent of the population.
Veterans and the elderly were disabled at greater rates than the rest of the population.

Workforce Profile

The workforce profile of the HNA examines the economic makeup of Adams County and
provides a more detailed look at income and employment. A healthy, growing population is
supported by an economy with diverse industries.

In 2015 about 230,000 persons of working age were employed in the county, representing
almost 15 percent of the entire workforce in the seven-county metro region. Only Arapahoe,

Jefferson and Denver Counties had larger workforces.

TABLE 3: Workforce by County

County Employed Percentage of seven-county
total

Adams County 229,743 14.9%
Arapahoe County 311,498 20.2%
Boulder County 166,701 10.8%
Broomfield County 31,807 2.1%
Denver County 348,382 22.6%
Douglas County 159,911 10.4%
Jefferson County 294,390 19.1%
Seven-county total 1,542,432 100%
Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Adams County workers are employed in a variety of industries. The largest industry in 2015 was
education and health care services, which provided 17.1 percent of jobs. The second-greatest
industry was retail trade (11.8 percent), followed by professional, scientific, administration and
waste management (a cumulative 11.7 percent) positions. Adams County’s manufacturing
sector provided 8.8 percent of jobs. It is noteworthy that according to the U.S. Bureau of Labor
Statistics (BLS), manufacturing is the most rapidly declining sector in the U.S.

'%\:’ Adams County Housing Needs Assessment 2017 8
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Another critical indicator of a jurisdiction’s economic health is its unemployment rate. The BLS,
which records unemployment rates each month, reported Adams County’s rate in June 2016 as
3.8 percent. Over the last decade the rate fluctuated greatly, rising to almost 11 percent in
2011 and falling to its current low.

CHART 2: Change in Unemployment Rate, 2006-2016
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Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
Data Note: Unemployment rates not seasonally adjusted.

Even though the unemployment rate was only 3.8 percent, Adams County had the highest rate
among the seven metro counties, with a disproportionate split among the race groups: Asians
and whites had much lower rates of unemployment than blacks. Also, while there was positive
growth in many industries, there were declines in three industries that provided the top half of
median earnings: information, wholesale trade and manufacturing. This translates to a loss of
some of the county’s highest-paying jobs.

Another important indicator of the strength of the economy is the jobs-to-households ratio.
The jobs-to-households ratio in Adams County was 1.23 — meaning there were 1.23 jobs per
household in the county. This ratio might seem good, as there were more jobs than households,
but 1) not every job is a high-paying job, and 2) not every household has enough eligible
workers. According to the 2014 Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics data, 80 percent
of the jobs in the county paid the federal minimum wage at full time (40 hours/week). When
family composition is factored in, the 1.23 jobs-to-household ratio is even less encouraging:
non-family households had an average of 1.32 adults in the home and family households had an
average of 1.71 adults in the home, indicating that there is not a job available for every adult.

Housing Profile Summary

The housing profile section of the HNA draws on data to paint a picture from multiple
perspectives of the housing stock of Adams County. The theme of this assessment is that a
healthy housing market must be balanced on many levels. First, there is a need for a balance
between housing supply and housing demand (the county’s 156,628 households all need places
to live, after all). Even at this most basic level, there is a need for some stabilization. In 2009,
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the average household size was 2.6 persons. By 2015, that figure increased to 2.98 persons. In
order to maintain the same 2009 household size, an additional 10,000 housing units would
have needed to be built in the intervening years. Not all of the lack of development can be
explained by the slow recovery after the economic recession in 2007. Given population growth
projections, the county will need to add an additional 3,500 to 4,000 units annually to maintain
the current average household size of 2.98 persons — a tall order, as permits for new
construction have not been issued at that rate since 2005.

Overall supply and demand is important, but a more-nuanced understanding of the idea of
balance takes into account the need for a housing supply that is sufficient to meet the demands
of the unique population segments of the county — not every household is looking for the same
size, location and type of housing. While many families prefer more-traditional low-density,
one-unit homes in suburban areas, there is a rising need for smaller, multi-family units to
accommodate the portion of the population willing to give up size in favor of a more walkable,
mixed-housing community.

A robust housing market also requires a balance between the cost of housing and the average
income. In Adams County, the rise in housing costs is outpacing the growth of wages. From
2000 to 2015, the median household income increased by 24.6 percent. Over the same time,
home values increased by 32.7 percent, and the median gross rent rose a staggering 47.4
percent. As a result, more than half of the households in the county are cost-burdened, as they
spend more than the recommended 30 percent of their income each month on housing(this
rule of thumb is derived from an amendment to the 1968 Housing and Urban Development
Act). Without an increase in average wages, this number will increase.

TABLE 4: Median Household Income and Housing Costs

2000 2009 2015 2000-2015
percent change
Median household income $47,323 $55,258 $58,946 24.6%
Median home value (county) $149,800 $198,600 $198,800 32.7%
Median gross rent $705 $869 $1,039 47.4%

Source: 2000 Census, 2005-2009 and 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

When considering cost burden, it is important to understand the geographic distribution of
cost-burdened households. Homeowners in the western incorporated cities of the county are
much more likely to be cost-burdened than those who live in the eastern half of the county.
The situation is not as clear-cut for renters. Households east of the Denver International Airport
are generally cost-burdened, but the municipalities in the western areas of Adams County have
varying degrees of renters who are cost-burdened.

Adams County Housing Needs Assessment 2017 10
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MAP 1: Cost-Burdened Homeowners
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Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates via PolicyMap
MAP 2: Cost-Burdened Renters
Estimated percent of all renters who are cost burdened between 2011-2015. Percentof Renters who are

Arapahoe

Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates via PolicyMap

This view of cost-burdened households underscores the necessity for a diverse set of housing
policies and products that both recognizes and meets the housing needs of two differently
situated areas of the same county.

As the cost of housing grows disproportionately to earnings, homeownership becomes less and
less realistic for a large percentage of the population. The affordability gap is the difference
between the median sales price in an area and how much residents at different income levels
can reasonably afford to spend. In 2006, the median sales price of a home in Adams County was
$175,000, but a household earning 100 percent of the median household income in the county
could only afford a $151,725 home — a gap of $23,275. By 2015, the affordability gap had
increased by more than 200 percent to $72,352 for these households. Households earning 80
percent of the median household income have a much larger gap due to decreased income. In
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2006, the affordability gap was $53,620, but the gap had doubled by 2015 to $107,719. Chart 3
illustrates the housing affordability gap in Adams County.

CHART 3: Affordability Gap

Affordability Gap

$249,190
2015

$175,000
2006

S0 $50,000 $100,000 $150,000 $200,000 $250,000 $300,000

B Median Sale Price
B Home Price Affordable to Households Earning 80% of Median Household Income
W Home Price Affordable to Households Earning 100% of Median Household Income

W Affordability Gap

sSource: U.S. Census Decennial Census, 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
Data Note: Housing affordability is calculated using three times the household income

Regional Perspective

In the seven-county Denver metropolitan area, Adams County is an outlier in terms of
economic and demographic characteristics. The county has the region’s highest unemployment
rate (though it is much less now), lowest median home prices, lowest educational attainment,
and a median household income that is 10 percent below the regional average. If the county
does, as the data indicates, carry a disproportionate share of the region’s poorly educated
population, what implications does that have for the housing market and housing policies? Are
there ways the county can influence the housing market by adjusting its approach to other
economic indicators?

TR |
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Citizen Participation

No housing needs assessment is complete without input from the community. In this case, that
input came from three targeted stakeholder focus groups (an attainable housing group,
developers and builders, and brokers and lenders) and a series of interviews with community
leaders. The takeaway from these conversations is that people are optimistic about the housing
situation in Adams County, but they recognize barriers that are holding back the market.

Much of the feedback received throughout the citizen participation portion of the analysis
supports what the data has shown: there is a lack of affordable housing, an insufficient supply
of units in affordable to middle market housing, inadequate construction to meet new demand
and a clear need for investing in infrastructure to create a sense of place and community spirit.
Focus group participants voiced their concerns that the lack of affordable housing options
encourages overcrowding, pushes people further into the suburbs and increases housing
discrimination. The statewide Construction Defect Law was seen as a major contributor to the
county’s housing problem. The differences between Adams County and the rest of the region
were also highlighted by the community members: low-performing schools, higher property
taxes in some communities, and fractured water and sanitation districts are deterrents for both
buyers and developers.

The community input process revealed strengths in the county’s housing situation that purely
guantitative data did not. For example, developers and builders perceive the county staff to be
pro-business and open to new ideas. Real estate brokers and lenders cite the availability of land
and larger lots as key opportunities to promote growth. Adams County must find a way to

capitalize upon these strengths identified through the citizen-participation process to foster
new growth and stabilize the housing market.

Findings

After thorough review and analysis, this assessment has four overarching findings regarding the
housing needs of Adams County. These findings should be used to inform the forthcoming
Balanced Housing Plan.

Finding 1: Housing in Adams County is becoming less affordable.

Finding 2: The affordability gap is increasing for all income levels.

Finding 3: Adams County’s housing supply is not meeting demand.

Finding 4: Adams County is an outlier in the region.

SN
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Community Profile

The goal of the community profile is to paint a picture of the current demographic, workforce
and housing framework of Adams County to aid decision makers in developing the housing
needs assessment. The community profile is broken into three key sections: demographic
profile, workforce profile and the housing profile. The demographic and workforce sections
profile the county from the perspectives of its people, and it explores variables such as race and
ethnicity, age, disability status, income, employment, transportation and poverty. The housing
profile looks at the area’s housing stock from various angles such as home values, rents,
housing cost burden, vacancy and substandard housing to provide a snapshot of the physical
environment of Adams County. Together, these pieces provide a data-driven view of the county
that will empirically ground housing development efforts.
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Demographic Profile

Demographic Profile

Population

Adams County is growing at a faster rate than the state as a whole. The current
population of Adams County is 471,206, according to 2011-2015 American Community
Survey 5-Year Estimates. This represents an increase of 29.5 percent growth since 2000.
By contrast, the statewide growth rate for the same period was 22.7 percent.

TABLE 5: Population
2000 2009 2015 2000-2015
percent change
Adams County 363,857 419,439 471,206 29.5%
Colorado 4,301,261 4,843,211 5,278,906 22.7%
Source: 2000 Census, 2005-2009 and 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

The following map displays the distribution of the population throughout the county.
Lighter colored shades represent areas with lower populations, and darker shades
represent areas with higher populations.

MAP 3: Population
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Adams County is northeast of the city of Denver. Most of the population in Adams
County is in the western incorporated cities of the county immediately north of Denver.
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Population Growth by Municipality

While Adams County grew 29.5 percent overall from 2000 to 2015, the growth between
municipalities in the county varied widely. Commerce City had the greatest growth,
increasing from a population of 20,991 in 2000 to 50,346 in 2015 — a dramatic increase
of 139.9 percent. Brighton (70.2 percent) and Thornton (55.0 percent) also saw large
increases. On the other hand, Federal Heights and the town of Bennett saw decreases.

TABLE 6: Population Growth by Municipality

Municipalities in 2000 2009 2015 2000-2015

Adams County percent change
Arvada 102,153 105,801 111,658 9.3%
Aurora 276,393 309,091 345,867 25.1%
Bennett (town) 2,021 2,287 1,915 -5.2%
Brighton 20,905 29,919 35,582 70.2%
Commerce City 20,991 39,840 50,346 139.9%
Federal Heights 12,065 11,948 12,037 -0.2%
Northglenn 31,575 33,563 37,754 19.6%
Thornton 82,384 110,768 127,688 55.0%
Westminster 100,940 106,313 110,598 9.6%
Source: 2000 Census, 2005-2009 and 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

The map below shows the population change in the county and surrounding areas from
2000 to 2015. In Adams County, growth is greatest along the three interstate highways,
especially between Interstates 25 and 76 heading north. The cities experiencing much
of this growth are Westminster, Northglenn, Thornton and Brighton. Strasburg, a
census-designated place along the central border of Adams and Arapahoe County, also
saw a large increase, from 1,402 persons in 2000 to 3,027 persons in 2015.

MAP 4: Population Change, 2000-2015
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Demographic Profile

In comparison to the seven-county region, the population in Adams County is still
growing. Counties west of Denver have slowed in growth over the last 15 years because
of limited expansion possibilities along the Rocky Mountain range; however, counties
east of Denver are more available for expansion.

Population Forecast

Population forecasts are produced annually by Colorado’s State Demography Office,
with the most recent forecasts produced in October 2015. Chart 4 displays the
population projection for Adams County.

CHART 4: Population Forecast
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Source: Colorado State Demography Office
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According to the State Demography Office, the population of Adams County is projected
to grow from 490,066 in 2015 to 893,563 in 2050 — a significant increase of 82.3
percent.
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Population by Municipality

Adams County is comprised of all of Commerce City and Federal Heights, as well as parts
of the following municipalities: Arvada, Aurora, Bennett, Brighton, Commerce City,
Federal Heights, Northglenn, Thornton and Westminster, as well as unincorporated
parts of the county. Chart 5 illustrates these municipalities’ contributions to the county’s
overall population.

CHART 5: Population by Municipality
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Population Change Seven-County Comparison

Adams County, with a rate of 29.5 percent, had the second greatest population growth
rate in the region from 2000 to 2015. The only county that experienced faster growth
was Douglas County, which grew rapidly at 74.6 percent. According to earlier
population projections by the State Demography Office, Adams County is expected to
continue growing at a fast pace and will be one of the drivers of population growth in
the region.

TABLE 7: Population Change by County, 2000-2015

2000 2009 2015 2000-2015
percent change
Adams County 363,857 419,439 471,206 29.5%
Arapahoe County 487,967 544,157 608,310 24.7%
Boulder County 291,288 295,524 310,032 6.4%
Broomfield County - 52,882 60,699 -
Denver County 554,636 582,447 649,654 17.1%
Douglas County 175,766 269,451 306,974 74.6%
Jefferson County 527,056 529,025 552,344 4.8%

Source: 2000 Census, 20052009 and 20112015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates (DP05)
Data Note: Broomfield County was established in 2001.

As mentioned earlier, population growth in counties east of Denver (Boulder and
Jefferson) has slowed considerably in the last 15 years, due in part to limited growth
possibilities because of the adjacent Rocky Mountain range. Adams County, Arapahoe
County and Douglas County do not have such barriers. Denver County is also growing,
albeit at a slower rate.
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Age

Adams County has a lower median age than the state. According to the 2011-2015 ACS,
the median age in the county was 33, compared to 36.3 years in Colorado. ACS data
figures show that the county is aging slower than the state. In 2015, residents 65 and
older made up 9.2 percent of the population of Adams County. That is an increase of 18
percent from 2000, when persons 65 and older made up only 7.8 percent of the
population. By contrast, the elderly population in the state grew from 9.7 percent to
12.3 percent in that period — an increase of 26.8 percent. The largest age cohort in the
county was 25 to 34 years, with 16.1 percent of the total population (75,809 persons).

TABLE 8: Age Distribution

P T . Percentage of persons in age
Persons in age group group

Under 5 years 37,173 7.9%
5 to 9 years 38,308 8.1%
10 to 14 years 36,514 7.7%
15 to 19 years 30,559 6.5%
20 to 24 years 31,810 6.8%
25 to 34 years 75,809 16.1%
35 to 44 years 69,089 14.7%
45 to 54 years 60,509 12.8%
55 to 59 years 26,382 5.6%
60 to 64 years 21,450 4.6%
65 to 74 years 26,439 5.6%
75 to 84 years 12,373 2.6%
85 years and older 4,791 1.0%
Median Age 33 N/A
Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Adams County’s median age is 3.3 years less than the statewide median. In 2015, the
median age in the county was 33 (according to the 2011-2015 ACS). This represents a
5.1 percent increase in the median age since the 2000 census, when the median age was
31.4 years. In comparison, over the same period the statewide median age increased 5.8
percent, from 34.3 to 36.3 years. Chart 6 illustrates the change in median age for
Adams County in comparison to the state in 2000, 2009 and 2015.
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CHART 6: Change in Median Age
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Source: 2000 Census, 2005-2009 and 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

The state saw a steady increase in median age from 2000 to 2015, as did Adams County,
but the median age in the county did not increase as fast. At the current rate, the
population of the county will remain younger than the state as a whole.
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The Elderly

Where housing is concerned, meeting the needs of the elderly is especially important.
As communities across the nation grow proportionately older, the needs of the elderly
need to be factored into any community plans with appropriate social services,
healthcare and housing. Central to these evolving needs is access to housing options
that are decent, safe, affordable, accessible and located in proximity to services and
transportation. Housing is one of the most essential needs of the elderly because the
affordability, location and accessibility of where they live will directly impact their ability
to access health and social services — both in terms of financial cost and physical
practicality. With a population aging in the county (5.1 percent) at a rate similar to the
state as a whole (5.8 percent), providing housing options for the elderly will continue to
press on Adams County policymakers in the years to come.

TABLE 9: Elderly Population

2000 2009 2015 2000-2015 percent
change
Adams County 7.8% 8.1% 9.2% 18.0%
Colorado 9.7% 10.3% 12.3% 26.8%
Source: 2000 Census, 20052009 and 20112015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Persons 65 and older comprise a smaller percentage of the county’s population than
that of the state. Approximately 9.2 percent of the county’s population was 65 and
older (43,603 persons), compared to the state at 12.3 percent (2011-2015 ACS).
Furthermore, 1 percent of the county’s population was 85 and older (4,791 persons),
compared to 1.5 percent in the state. While the percentages may not suggest much
growth, the actual number of elderly residents in the county grew from 28,382 in 2000
to 43,603 in 2015.
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Map 5 highlights the geographic distribution of the elderly population throughout the
county. Lighter colored shades represent areas with lower populations and darker
shades represent areas with higher populations. The elderly in Adams County can be
found in larger percentages in the eastern unincorporated areas of the county as
opposed to the municipal cities in the western areas of the county.

MAP 5: Population 65 and Older
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Elderly Hispanic Population

The percentage of elderly in Adams County who identify as Hispanic has been growing
steadily: from 2009 to 2015, it grew from 17.2 to 20.7 percent (an increase of 20.4
percent). Chart 7 illustrates this increase. (Source: 2011-2015 ACS S0103)

CHART 7: Elderly Hispanics

Source: 2005-2009 - 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates (S0103)
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Age Dependency Ratio

Age dependency ratios relate the number of working-age persons to the number of
dependent-age persons (children and the elderly). An area’s dependency ratio is
comprised of two smaller ratios — the child dependency ratio and the old-age
dependency ratio. These indicators provide insight into the social and economic impacts
of shifts in the age structure of a population. Higher ratios of children and the elderly
require more services to meet the specific needs of those populations. Furthermore, a
greater burden is placed on an economy when those who mainly consume goods and
services become disproportionate to those who produce. These measures are not
precise — not everyone under 18 or older than 65 is economically dependent, and not all
working-age individuals are economically productive. With these caveats in mind,
dependency ratios are still helpful indicators in gauging the directional impacts of
shifting age structures.

TABLE 10: Age Dependency Ratio

Old-age dependency Child dependency ratio | Age dependency ratio
ratio
Adams County 14.7 44.5 59.2
Colorado 19.0 36.6 55.6
Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates (50101)

Given the shifting demographics discussed in the previous sections, the age dependency
ratios will continue to rise in Adams County. A 2010 Census Bureau report on aging
trends in the U.S. provides insight: “By 2030, all of the baby boomers will have moved
into the ranks of the older population. This will result in a shift in the age structure, from
13 percent of the population 65 and older in 2010 to 19 percent in 2030.” As this shift
occurs, the working age population will simultaneously be shrinking. Sixty percent of the
nation’s population was 20-64 in 2010. The Census Bureau estimates that by “2030, as
the baby boomers age, the proportion in these working ages will drop to 55 percent."2

Communities with growing elderly populations must be mindful of changes in old-age
dependency ratios. The percentage of the population aged 65 and older grew 18
percent from 2000 to 2015. The elderly population in the county grew from 28,382 in
2000 to 43,603 in 2015, or 53.6 percent. By comparison, Adams County’s entire
population grew 29.5 percent in this time. A shrinking working-age population means
fewer workers producing goods and services, so less tax revenue is generated. Further,
an aging population also increases demand for social services, healthcare and housing

2 U.S. Census Bureau, The Next Four Decades: The Older Population in the United States: 2010 to 2050.
Retrieved from: https://www.census.gov/prod/2010pubs/p25-1138.pdf
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for the elderly. The intersection of these two trends presents growing challenge for
communities.
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Household Status

There were 156,628 total households in Adams County in 2015. Family households
made up the majority of households in the county by far, with 70.9 percent. Married
couples accounted for more than half of the households in the county, and one in five
households (20.2 percent) were single-parent households. More than one-third of
households in Adams County (36.1 percent) had children under 18 years old.

TABLE 11: Household Status

Estimate Percentage
Total households 156,628 -
Family households 111,036 70.9%
Married-couple family 79,410 50.7%
Male, no wife present 10,142 6.5%
Female, no husband