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Community Metrics White Paper Executive Summary
Introduction

In late 2023 Insights Collective initiated a major study of resort town residents across five counties in Northwest
Colorado. Using broad outreach and an in-depth survey, responses were obtained from residents of Eagle, Grand,
Pitkin, Routt, and Summit Counties, with limited additional response from residents in other areas of Colorado. In
total approximately 4,000 full responses to the survey were received.

The ‘23/°24 study is rooted in assessments Insights Collective has conducted since 2020, undertaken largely in
response to a desire to understand the long-term impact of the pandemic shutdown on destination tourism
economies.

In 2020 Insights Collective identified forces at play in the resort travel marketplace that were creating both
challenges and opportunities for governments at all levels, though the focus was the mountain destination travel
industry. Over time, reassessing those forces and evaluating their changed consequence made it clear that altered
consumer behavior, rapidly evolving market conditions, and a need to refocus traditional town operations for a set
of new realities called for a new set of tools so jurisdictions could meet the new demands. And while the consumer
and supplier marketplaces were shifting, so was the home-front, with new resort town residents bringing fresh
thinking to what a resort town could or should be, while existing residents looked to shift their own experience away
from the pressures of post-pandemic surges. Understanding and measuring these qualitative changes needs a new
set of tools and benchmarks so that jurisdictions can meet the needs of their constituents, both residential and
commercial, but also their non-electorate “constituents” that make up the visitor economy —the traveler. Balancing
the interests of the economy versus the interests of the resident base was identified as a major issue.

Using the extensive survey-based data set, the Insights team explored resident experience and sentiment to
investigate whether new tools and methods for considering communities could be proposed. In response to the
identified need, Insights Collective has developed a system to quantify those qualitative issues around lifestyle,
quality of life, and the identity of resort towns. The result was the identification of a new Key Performance Indicator
(KPI) based on the measured balance (equilibrium) between Tourism- and Resident-centricity in a community. It
provides policymakers with a standardized reliable system from which to address imbalance in a locale and to
potentially measure success over time. The resulting toolis “Continuum” —a means of understanding balance and
equity in the community from the point of view of policymakers, residents and the various cohorts of groups that
make up the resident base based on age, home ownership, income, time in community, and other factors that
differentiate interest groups.

The study results are presented in a White Paper that follows. The analysis is divided into three key categories of
Top-Level Reponses (Residency, Employment, Home Ownership, Age, Income & Time in the Community), Quality
of Life (What’s Important, Ranking, and Changes to Quality of Life), and Community Balance (Tourism & Resident-
centricity and the Destination Continuum). The White Paper identified 53 key takeaways across these categories.
What follows is a listing of selected takeaways from the study.

Takeaways from the Study - Top Level Responses

1. Among survey respondents, 64% of new residents to the communities studied rent their residence, while 36%
own. Not surprisingly, residency ownership increases with time in the community, this is an important measure
identified through the study. Resident homeowners have differing opinions from renters, and time in the
community further explains these opinions.
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Overall, 59% of full-time resident respondents in the five counties have come from urban areas. That number
has gone up sharply in the last five years (since 2018) with 70% of residents that have moved to the area in the
last 5 years coming from urban areas, while 12.5% have come from another resort community.

Second Homeowners are largely an older demographic, with 48% of this group being 65 years of age or older.
Because second homeowners have differing opinions from residents on many topics, and a different age profile,
the distinction between second homeowners and full-time residents was an important component of the data
foundation for Continuum.

There has been significant migration to the study resort communities in recent years, with 71% of survey
respondent migrants arriving in the last five years having moved from urban or suburban centers. About 67% of
migrants in the last 15 years - since the Great Recession — are also from urban centers, while roughly 11% come
from other rural areas. Thisis a sharp change from pre- Great Recession, when some 20% of migrants were from
rural communities. New residents from urban centers bring with them new values related to quality of life and
destination tourism.

The states of origin of new migrants also help to explain opinions particularly with respect to Quality of Life (QoL);
about 42% of migrants to resort communities have moved from within Colorado, with 8% of those coming from
Denver County, followed closely by Jefferson County (7%) and Boulder County (4%). There has also been
significant in-migration from out-of-state, with relatively equal numbers of survey respondent migrants to resort
towns having come from California, Illinois, and New York (about 6% from each state).

Takeaways from the Study — Quality of Life and Tourism Questions

6.

29 QoL Characteristics were measured, with respondents asked to identify those characteristics that were most
important to them and then to identify whether their QoL was improving, declining, or unchanged. Among the
notable findings:

a. Sense of community is important. When assessing the characteristics related to QoL specific to five
categories of Community Values and  communiy vaues and aumosphere
Atmosphere, “a sense of community” was oty Cotegory ST i TR T
the most .|mportant factor in determlr.nng a - 79 ss' “ eﬁﬂ-“ S
high QoL in all counties except Summitand  «ecn o
Pitkin, where it was a very close second
place. A “small town atmosphere” was the
second most important in all counties except Pitkin and Summit, where it was first. These two values are
dominant, scoring 8.3 and 8.1 out of 10 overall, well ahead of the third most important characteristic, “Rich
Community Heritage”, at 6.6.
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Total Average Score of Community and Atmosphere
Quality of Life Factors by Time in Community
b. Key Cohort Takeaway: The overall value placed on QoL was  #
higher with longer time in the community. Those that have

been in the community 35+ years had average QoL scores

of 7.5, versus 7.0 for those between 6 and 24 years in the
community, and 6.2 for newcomers. QoL is more *
important to longer-term residents than newer arrivals. 4

Lower income households have very different infrastructure S ———
priorities: QoL priorities related to infrastructure are relatively
consistent across most income levels, with Emergency
Services and High-Speed Internet access ranking 1%t or 2" in =
most cases. However, those earning <$50k per year place -
almost no value on internet access; while they rank emergency
services as their top priority they then are focused on grocery, =
traffic, public transport, and sound infrastructure. 5

Importance of Access to High Speed Internet Directly Related to Income Levels

. ——=Scare for "Access to High Speed Internet”  ——= Emplayed Outside Communtty / Self Emplayed,

a5 0%
9.1

8.2

UTSON i unmw  smaew  weew o e
Full-time residents value low cost of living, part-timers value
low taxes. Cost of housing is very important for both types of full-time, year-round residents, and Renters
eSpeCIau‘y' Avallabll'lty and COSt Of hOUSIng Please rate how important the following factors are | Own - use as O;Ner;é::red;s i O;Z;#;:;S ‘
: H in determining the quality of life in your community primary N . Rent i OVERALL
scored 9.4 among Renters, the highest single =70 Eoeb esnes oy | S0 nd | resdence AND |
QoL score in the study, while Cost of Living |cotofiing
scored 9.3, the second highest. F/T residents  |Aviabiity and costof housing
. . . . Relatively low/: i
that own their unit were similar, but less |ooeveatehem s
. . Quality of public and private K-12 schools 6.8 5.0 4.7 6.4 6.2
dramatic, while Second Homeowners are less

concerned with the cost of living than they are with the tax rate on their property.

Perceived Quality of Life in resort towns is declining: Overall, 34% of respondents to the survey said that the
QoL intheir community was declining, with as many as 47% of respondents in Pitkin stating so and 41% in Routt,
Whlle jUSt 26% in Eagle County felt the same County of Distribution (with Open Response)

Way. A Sl|ghtly Smauer number Said QOL was Grand Total Eagle Grand Pitkin Routt Summit Other CO

} ) ] T ] Improving I13'/. | B3 | KX I12% | [0 I
‘ImprOVIng In some I‘eSpeCtS and deC“n'ng n Improving in some respects -30% -35% .:0% .22% -30% .

declining in others

27

Othel’s’, while jUSt 13% overall said QOL was Declining -34% .26% .za",z -47‘3/n -41% -:3 6
improving. As noted’ response rates vary Staying the same.1a% .22% l|9’z I1s% I15% .21‘
Don't know/no opinion |4“/., I:% l 7% | 2% | 2% I 79

broadly across counties with the most negative
responses in Pitkin and Routt counties and the most positive responses in Eagle. Overall, of those that said the
QoL was both improving and declining, 51% said the positives were outweighing the negatives (not shown).
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10. Disconnected, or closer to the “truth”? Elected Officials / Unelected Members of local boards’ perception of

11.

12.

13.

14.

overall QoL is considerably higher than other groups. Itis possible that some or this group is responding to QoL
questions in accordance with their public political positions or platforms rather than their personal perception
of QoL changes.

Quality of Life is Scored Higher by Elected Officials, Unelected Board Members Elected Officials Are Less Concerned about QoL Changes Than other Groups
They are also less = 7.5 o ik e ok Do Who e oS Ao Chanes i
70 6.8
90%
likely to feel that QoL 60
6.0 80%
H H H 70%
is declining than -
60%
w0
most other groups
30 40%
and are overall
20%
considerably less
0.0 0%
H Elected official or ~ Employed by a public-  Actively engaged Other I am not active in local
concerned with how nclected member of sectorof nomproltt — reydens governance nthe R i A vt s

local boards organization ways identified above identified above organization focalboards.

QoL is declining.

QoL declines are perceived to be greater when you’re in the community full-time: Full-time, year-round
residents are more than 2x as likely to perceive QoL as

Full-Time, Year-Round Residents (Primary Residence Owners & Renters

declining in their community than Second Homeowners. 39% Sense Dramtically More QoL Change & Concern

of Renters and 42% of full-time owners believe QoL is

declining, and 74% and 72% respectively are concerned about -

how those changes are happening. This contrasts sharply with = w2 " =
the 19% of Second Homeowners that believe QoL is declining ™ o »

and 46% that are concerned. Those inthe community the least o«

- Second Homeowners that rent their unit as STR - have the ~ Rent Own-usessprimary  Own-use 3 seconardy Own-us s secondary
most positive outlook on changing QoL. % Who Say QoLDeclimngres'de;c;(zl:‘/lf\\loAgl‘ee o:iii"gff:;e:foilnges cr:f:;?::mm
Highly qualitative values such as the importance of QoL characteristics, perceived changes to QolL, and

attitudes towards tourism visitation and funding, can be quantified in a repeatable, systematic fashion to create
reliable quantities of these qualitative traits.
Full-Time, Year-Round Residents (Primary Residence Owners & Renters

Sense Dramtically More QoL Change & Concern

Quality of life perception is dramatically different between ==

some _respondent cohorts. Full-time, year-round residents ::

who own or rent their residence feel dramatically more == . . 4%

negative about the impacts of the tourism economy and QoL * [l sz
than their Second Homeowner counterparts that either do or == = 15%

do not rent their home as an STR. These residency-based ., J

differences are the most pronounced in the study. B bt S i
% Who Say QoL Declining % Who Agree or Strongly Agree QoL Changes Concerning
Overall, respondents generally agree with the statement “The The Area is Overcrowded Because of Too Many Visitors

area is overcrowded because of too many visitors,” with wide — wx =i mioseee = - sy s
variances between the counties. When scored on a scale from ::
1 (strongly Disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), the aggregate ...
response is 3.3 points (agree), but varies from a high of 3.6 in  **
Routt County, where > 30% strongly agree) to a low of Eagle 1::
County (where 24% Disagreed). *

OVERALL Routt Summit Pitkin Grand Eagle
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15. Funding the tourism economy is under threat from constituents.

a. Alarge majority of respondents from all counties either agree or strongly agree that to ‘divert funds from
tourism marketing to other community priorities’ is appropriate. Routt county scored 4.1 out of 5 on this
question, with 78% of respondents agreeing or strongly agreeing, followed by Eagle at 71%, Pitkin at 68%,
Summit at 64% and Grand at 62%. The county with the strongest Disagreement with the statement was
summit, at 17%. Appromximately What % of Funding Should be Diverted?

b. A significant share of respondents across all counties ,  musvmss misox csome cosioos s o pvngrons o
favor diverting anywhere from 50 to 100% of tourism .., |
funding towards other community priorities. This ,
ranges from 33% of respondents in Pitkin County to a )
high of 56% of respondents in Routt County. These = §$ *
findings about the tourism economy represent I Al 3
feedback that should be considered and potentially * .. - sin ogle arand e
addressed by decision-makers.

16. Full-time, year-round residents that rent their home strongly o fovordveting tourtm funds rom markeig
favor diverting tourism funding, as do F/T residents that own  w Siserwrdes b mo a5 sordye: 50

their home. Perhaps not surprising is the finding that Second ==
Homeowners that rent their unit as an STR and are closely tied  **
to the tourism economy for revenue, are almost neutral on the
subject
Disagreeing with diverting funds.

20%

with dramatically more respondents strongly ﬂ

10%

OVERALL

Continuum

17. The Continuum tool was developed by the IC team and was used to build on the data foundation created from
the survey data. The study resulted in a key finding: all resort communities can be positioned somewhere on a
continuum between the extremes of being wholly tourism-focused and wholly resident-focused. The range
between these extremes is a continuum, and where communities fall on the continuum is determined by the
perception of the community not by the policies of a local government. Note that it may also be determined by
the perception of the visitor, which though part of the continuum model is not addressed in this study.

Four KPIs can be derived from the continuum positioning. Three of them are absolute as of a point in time, and
the third is a performance metric.

18.

a.

The first identified KPI is the community’s current perceived position on Continuum as determined by
the residents of the community. This is an absolute point value between +5 and -5.
The second is the current perceived position on Continuum as determined by the Elected Officials /
policymakers of the community. This is an absolute value between +5 and -5.

i. Optionalthinking: the difference between these two positions may be thought of as a disconnect

and is a numerical value arrived at by subtracting (b) from (a).

The third is the desired position on the continuum as determined by the residents of the community. This
is an aspirational absolute value between +5 and -5 and represents a set ‘target’.

i. Optional Thinking: Elected Officials may also have a desired position on the continuum.
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d. Thefourth KPI Continuum measures the difference between the current position (a) and desired position
as determined by the residents

-SE’ éqr: .S’

(c). This is a performance §§ §'§ §
metric called the Departure 58 s §8
Of T C&

Gap (a-c) and is represented as
anhumeric between -10 and +10.

This can be thought of as the wm’“’""ed I’ | : 'Tesme'“‘
“work required” to align current - | | |

i
| :

5 4 3 2 1 0 i -2 -3 4 5
' |
.
)

Continuum positioning  with -:
desired Continuum positioning.

19. When asked to identify where their county was situated on a continuum between tourism focused and resident
focused, respondents across all counties placed their community on the tourism-focused side of center, an
expected response given the primary economic drivers of the communities in the study. Similarly, when asked
to identify where on the same continuum they’d like their community to be, respondents across all counties
identified the resident-focused side of center. However, there are several differentiators between counties:

a. Respondents in ROUtt Cou nty Average rating on a scale from: to

identified their community as the

. Eagle 1.0 s————————p 1.1 (-2.1)
most tourism-focused +1.9 pts),
. . . . . Other / Unknown CO County (Open Link) 1.4 oty 1.3 (-2.7)
while those in Eagle identified theirs
. Summit 1.5 0.4 (-1.9)
as the least tourism-focused (+1.0
Pitkin 1T — P -0.9(-2.6)
pts).
b. Residents in both Routt and Eagle cren i N
Routt 19— 1.1(-3.0)

counties expressed the desire for
their communities to be the most
resident-focused (-1.1 pts each).

c. Routt county currently has the greatest distance between current and desired state, a Departure Gap of
-3.0 points, with Pitkin County second at -2.6 pts. These measures provide examples of the analytical
results from the Community Metrics study based on using Continuum and a KPl measurement tool.

4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3

Conclusion: The pandemic has dramatically changed how resort community policymakers, residents, and visitors
view their community compared to pre-pandemic. In many cases, the constituent base has shifted considerably in
the years since shutdown and reopening, and pre-existing divisions have been exacerbated. Many residents are no
longer dependent upon or even tied to the tourism economy, while others are the core of the economic engine
workforce and bear the consequence of decisions in which they often do not play a part. The rise of the resident, a
term the Insights Collective uses to describe a more vocal local resident, has prompted jurisdictions to rethink how
they approach not only tourism but also ensuring they strike the balance that ensures that the community’s
economic and social needs are met. And while resident sentiment surveys measure satisfaction, Continuum
applies quantitative values to qualitative responses. By using this tool, policymakers can ensure that they are
meeting the needs of the broad cross-section of the community in the context of the impacts of the tourism
economy on quality of life. This approach t creates accountability using measurable, repeatable, and independent
systems and tools as part of the KPI strategies to enhance communications and further guide community
development goals and actions.
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Introduction & Background

Overview

Mountain destination communities are evolving; some may say for the better, some may say for the worse, but
almost no one can argue that they’re in stasis. And while that evolution, and the tension that comes with it, isn’t
new, it’s been accelerated by the pandemic. Socio-economic conditions, through and now out of the pandemic,
have driven a large migration to and from mountain destinations, while consumers — flush with cash and eager to
get out into the world after almost a year of isolation — have changed the marketing and fulfillment landscape. The
result is a fundamental change in ideals around what a mountain community is and should be. The Rise of the
Resident has given an increasingly strong voice to how destinations can and should manage visitation, home
ownership, home rental policy, infrastructure, funding, and tax collection, to name just a few. Quality of life is at
the center of the conversation, and some towns are seriously questioning the foundations of their economies and
how to sustain a meaningful economy while meeting the needs of their constituents.

Understanding the direction a community can and should go requires a lot of insight. How do constituents feel
about their community? Are policymakers aligned with that feeling? Is it reasonable? What adjustments to policy
will drive the biggest, or indeed the most subtle but important, changes? And who are the constituents now that the
base population has —in many destinations — shifted dramatically?

Most mountain destinations in our study area are built on destination marketing and tourism... they are ‘tourism
centric’.... and many of the residents of those communities are looking for something that may feel lost in the rush
of the past five years: residential quality of life. Where a destination resides between tourism- and resident
centricity is difficult to quantify. It requires an understanding of what matters to all parties within the community,
from governance to residents (full and part-time) and even visitors.

This study is intended to present a new mechanism for understanding where a community exists upon a spectrum
that ranges from tourism- to resident centricity and to provide reliable, repeatable systems to measure that value
and address individual elements of the town qualities that drive the destination towards or away from the intended
goal. Ultimately, this new mechanism brings a community to a place of balance - equilibrium if you will — between
the economic needs and capabilities of governments and policymakers and the requirements of their constituents,
who support that economy and are the lifeblood of success, both internally and as viewed from outside. It allows
policymakers to understand, at a granular level, where individual members of the community are in relation to policy
goals and how to adjust policy to meet the needs of constituents without creating economic shock events. In a
nutshell, it is the Community Equilibrium Index Project, a new KPI with meaningful, long-term strategic and tactical
data to ensure that destination governments, businesses, and the community that supports them are aligned on
policy to the long-term benefit of the entire community.

Return to TOC

Partnership & Launch

The Northwest Colorado Council of Governments (“NWCCOG”) is a voluntary association of County and municipal
governments that, individually and collectively, believe working together on a regional basis provides benefits that
could not be obtained alone. It is made of an Executive, and Executive Committee, and a membership base with a
Mission of fostering innovative regional solutions and supporting local government members by managing diverse
programs that deliver direct services and grant funding opportunities to beneficiaries across the region providing
leadership, guidance, and partnership building; and advocating members’ interests and needs with local, state, and
federal entities.
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The Insights Collective (“IC”) is an economic think tank first established in 2021 during the peak of the Covid-19
pandemic. Its original mission was to help the destination tourism industry understand, address, and overcome the
challenges of the conditions created by the pandemic. In the intervening time, that mission has evolved to one of
fostering similar support as the industry navigates post-pandemic realities. The IC is comprised of an executive
board and a membership of eight long-standing senior destination tourism executives and thought leaders.

NWCCOG first engaged the IC in 2022 to help NWCCOG understand the short- and long-term forces at play in the
pandemic and post-pandemic economy, and the consequences of those forces on destination economics,
specifically but not exclusively related to destination tourism. Members of the IC team individually contributed to
the Mountain Migration Survey conducted by NWCCOG in 2021/22 and subsequently worked more closely with
NWCCOG on further analysis and consideration of the findings of that survey.

Concurrent with the work on the Mountain Migration Survey, the IC began turning its attention to the long-term
consequences of the results not only of the in-migration report, but also of other forces at play in travel destinations.
As pent-up demand in the mountain travel industry played out, surging visitation led to the rise of a localized vocal
opposition to tourism in many mountain destinations. Coined by the IC as “the Rise of the Resident”, this anti-
tourism sentiment was increasingly impacting public and private sector policies around marketing and fulfilment,
potentially shifting tourism-dependent economies. The IC began internal discussions about balance and
equilibrium within a community, looking to understand whether destinations were visitor-centric, resident-centric,
or balanced, and working through developing a means to quantify what is clearly a qualitative assessment.

The Community Equilibrium Index Project is the result of that thinking. Beginning in late 2022 and throughout 2023,
the IC worked internally and with their NWCCOG partners — and later the Colorado Association of Ski Towns
(“CAST”)-to develop a survey instrument that allows the IC to accurately measure whether acommunity is tourism-
or resident-centric in policy and application, but to do so from the perspective of a full range of resident types. The
survey area was Summit, Eagle, Grand, Pitkin, and Routt Counties in Colorado.

The toolset resulting from the survey is designed not only to understand where a destination resides on a continuum
from tourism- to resident centricity, but also to understand why it resides there and how it can move in either
direction along the continuum. Attention to the survey and toolset structure ensure that this 2023/24 program can
be replicated to measure progress and can be localized so that individual jurisdictions can apply the findings today
and in the future.

To thatend, in late fall 2023, the IC began surveying mountain destination residents, employees, and visitors across
alarge geographic area of Colorado but focused on the Northwest portion of the state (see Methodology for details).
The broad nature of the sample was developed specifically to ensure the ability to interpret the results at a very
granular level and from the perspective of multiple cohorts. The study is intended as a benchmark for future follow-
up studies so that participating towns and counties can measure their success as they work to achieve a tourism
and resident centricity that maximizes economic throughput while balancing the needs of full- part-time and
seasonalresidents and consumers alike.

Results were collected and collated between November 2023 and 2024 and have since been analyzed by the experts
at RRC Associates and Inntopia and interpreted by the Insights Collective.

The document that follows conveys several significant themes who have come from within the data, and care has
been taken to approach the analysis of each theme in a consistent manner so that an overall story of balance in
mountain travel communities can be told.
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It is notable that while this study discusses findings at the regional and County levels, it does not specifically drill
down to destination level analysis, except where there is an outlier of significance to the story. Destination level
analysis can be obtained by working directly with the Insights Collective.

Return to TOC
About The Destination Continuum

How residents feel about the tourism economy has anecdotally changed over time, and that change has
accelerated since reopening after the COVID-19 shutdown. New residents who migrated to resort communities
during and after the pandemic may be more independent of the tourism economy than prior residents, changing
how governments that are answerable to this new electorate will have to act to ensure their policies and priorities
are in alignment with the wishes of the electorate.

There are essentially two extremes that exist within resort communities: the first extreme is a community that is
wholly tourism-centric. Such communities conduct their affairs in the context of driving tourism visitation, tourist
spending, and infrastructure to support the tourist experience, potentially at the expense of resources for residents.
The second extreme is a town that is wholly resident-centric. Those communities conduct their affairs with local
residents’ services and infrastructure as their primary focus, with tourism playing a lesser or even non-existent role.
Between these two extremes is where most communities reside, existing somewhere on the continuum between
resident- and tourism centricity.

A town’s position within this continuum is a measurable data point that represents a valuable quantification of the
qualitative values and assets of the community. This is accomplished by applying centricity values to the quality of
life assessments measured in this study, applying values that are either resident- or tourism-centric scores to each
of the characteristics of the QoL categories discussed in the prior section.

Returnto TOC

The Study: Premise and Validation

Resort communities have come under intensifying pressure, both economic and social, since the pandemic
shutdown and subsequent reopening in 2020. In-migration — the movement of new populations into resort
communities, most often from urban centers — has changed the socio-political landscape of these communities
dramatically over a brief period of time. Meanwhile, the traveling public has changed where and how they wish to
travel, altering long-established patterns that change how visitation to resort communities feels to those living
there. When we combine these long-term effects with the emotional fallout of the post-pandemic surge in 2021-23,
the impact on mountain communities is tangible.

The Insights Collective has established a system of tools that allow destinations to measure and balance the needs
of their resident base with the economic realities of their tourism-driven primary industries. Using a combination of
Quality-of-Life measurements and applying scientific processes to quantify emotional responses to quality of life,
the Destination Continuum is a measurable and repeatable Key Performance Indicator that will ensure leaders can
align socio-economic conditions to meet the needs of their constituents without sacrificing their economic
fundamentals.

This study addresses the following premises:

1) Atthe core of residential contentmentis quality of life, irrespective of whether the resident is living in a studio
apartmentin an urban center or a large mountain home in a resort community. Every one of us seeks quality
of life, and we do so by seeking a community that has the qualities we value.

-12-
Source: NWCCOG/CAST Community Metric Project - 2024

© 2024 The Insights Collective. All rights reserved. Unauthorized use or reproduction of this material is strictly prohibited. For permissions, please contact info@theinsightscollective.com



8)

9)

Understanding which characteristics of their environment most directly drive a higher quality of life for
residents or households is key to understanding why they choose to make their home in one particular
location or another.

Quality of life characteristics can have a weighted score applied to them, giving them a fixed place in the
psyche of the community, and departures to and from that fixed score can reveal successes and failures of
the jurisdiction to meet the quality-of-life needs.

Understanding if quality of life is improving or declining and measuring levels of contentment or concern
related to those changes gives a quantifiable measure of contentment or discontentment.

Resort communities reside within a spectrum (“Continuum”) between being wholly resident-focused
(resident-centric) and wholly tourism-focused (tourism-centric).

These two extremes may be defined in terms of

a) How they are perceived by the residents of the community.

b) How they are operationally perceived by the jurisdiction.

Understanding where residents perceive their community to exist on the continuum is the quantification of
a qualified, emotional response. It can also be triangulated against quality of life improvement or decline
and the importance of quality of life characteristics.

Further understanding of where residents would like their community to exist on the continuum is the
quantification of a difference between the current state and the desired state of constituents, defined as a
departure gap.

The broader the departure gap, the further the desired state is from the perceived current state.

10) An assessment of quality of life characteristics can identify them as either tourism or resident centric.
11) A simple 1-10 ranking score of residents’ quality-of-life characteristics allows jurisdictions to identify

12

characteristics that are underperforming or may be overly tourism- or resident-centric. They can adjust
those characteristics through policy to tweak the destination in the desired direction on the spectrum.

) By studying these quality of life priorities and characteristic scores by cohort, jurisdictions can ensure that
they are fine-tuning the services and policies of the community to drive improved quality of life without doing
so at the expense of the broader economic foundations.

This study lays a solid foundation in validating the destination continuum. More specifically, it

10
11

identifies the most important quality-of-life characteristics for a wide number of cohorts (see below).
Quantifies the value of the quality-of-life characteristics.
Identifies whether quality of life is improving or declining.
Measures concern about declines in quality of life, if any.
Identifies & quantifies a current location on the destination continuum.
Identifies & quantifies a desired location on the destination continuum.
Identifies & quantifies a gap between current and desired state (“departure gap”).
Compares those quantified values between cohorts.
Creates a new way of thinking about change in destination.
) Generates quantitative values for qualitative characteristics.
) Establishes a series of key or secondary performance indicators.
a) Current Continuum position as a value.
b) Future continuum positions as a target.
c) Departure gap as a unit of work to be accomplished.
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Next steps for jurisdictions:

0’0

0’0

Discuss the mindset. Understand and adopt the community continuum as a means of measuring a
heretofore unmeasured and non-standardized value of the community.
Work with Insights Collective to establish quality of life and centricity values.
Identify the rank score of the top five quality-of-life characteristics and apply those to the centricity values
of each characteristic.
Triangulate gaps between high-value quality-of-life characteristics and under-performing characteristics to
identify areas where policy can be modified to improve the scores.
The values derived for the current state and desired state on the continuum are the starting point KPIs.
Re-measure centricity (annually, biannually) to test new current position on the continuum.

o Thisisthe new KPI for that year.

o Changes inthe departure gap measure progress on achieving community balance.

o Setnew goals for the next steps to closing the departure gap.

Below is a listing of the primary Cohorts studied in the white paper. Attention is focused on these groups for
several reasons:

0/
0.0

0/
0.0

Geographic Variances — notably proximity to the Denver metro area — are contributing factors in determining
both quality-of-life values and the demographics of the communities.

Role in government allows the study to understand how those that are closest to policy may respond
compared to those that are not close to policy, identifying gaps in understanding.

Residency Type is the cohort group with the most clearly defined boundaries in responses across almost all
aspects of the study.

Household Income levels are critical to understanding how those who are independent of the tourism
economy respond compared to those who are most dependent upon it, which can be largely defined by
income levels.

Time in community helps to identify different value sets, with those in the community with long-member
value sets established before the industrialization of mountain resort travel versus those that are newly
arrived from urban or other rural areas, those that are younger, and those that carry heavier financial burden,
especially since the pandemic and recover.

a. Geographic Variances - Counties

i. Eagle
ii. Grand
iii. Pitkin
iv. Routt
V. Summit

b. Rolein Government
i. Elected officials/Unelected Members of boards/committees
ii. Public sector or non-profit employee

iii. Actively engaged resident

iv. Not actively engaged resident

-14 -
Source: NWCCOG/CAST Community Metric Project - 2024

© 2024 The Insights Collective. All rights reserved. Unauthorized use or reproduction of this material is strictly prohibited. For permissions, please contact info@theinsightscollective.com



v. Other

c. Residencytype
i. Full-time, year-round resident
1. Owns primary residence in the community
2. Rents primary residence in the community
ii. Second Homeowner
1. Second Homeowner that does not rent their home on the STR marketplace
2. Second Homeowner that does rent their home on the STR marketplace
d. Household Income
i. Lessthan $50,000 peryear
ii. $50,000 - $99,999 per year
iii. $100,000 - $149,999 per year
iv. $150,000 - $199,999 per year
v. $200,000 - $299,999 per year
vi. $300,000 - $499,999 per year
vii. $500,000 and above
e. Time inthe Community
i. Lessthan1Year
ii. 1to5Years
iii. 6to15years
iv. 16-24years
v. 25-34vyears
vi. 35years and above

Returnto TOC

Methodology

Survey research is at the core of the Community Equilibrium Project. An ambitious surveying effort was undertaken
in the fall of 2023 to gather detailed information from individuals associated with mountain communities in

Based on the combination of the postcard mailing and the outreach efforts a sample of

| 4,000 |

survey responses was obtained.

I
These responses were based on: m Post Card Response Sample — 2,530

@ and “Open” Response Sample — 1 ,470
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Colorado. The survey was administered using methods intended to reach a broad cross-section of interested
persons, including Residents, Second HHomeowners/Part-time Residents, investors, and individuals who may live
outside the primary study area but commute in for work or other purposes. Two primary methods of outreach were
used to invite participation in the on-line (digital) survey: 1) postcards were sentto a random sample of residents of
the five-County Council of Governments (COG) region — Eagle, Grand, Pitkin, Routt, and Summit. These
respondents were considered the statistically valid sample. 2) Additionally, direct email outreach was used to
increase participation - this outreach was termed the “Open” version of the survey. The Open sample included
responses from invitations sent by NWCCOG and CAST using e-mailing lists, as well as publicity to encourage
sharing the survey (a “viral” approach), resulting in a diversity of respondent types.

After the initial analysis of survey results, a decision was made to merge the responses from the two sources. The
evaluation showed that the responses from the two subsets had sufficient similarities. It was determined that the
two data sets could be combined in order to enlarge the overall sample and to support more in-depth analysis.
Taken as a whole, the strong response to the survey provides a robust database representing a valuable source of
information on current opinions and demographics in mountain communities.

One additional methodological step was taken. Data in the overall sample were weighted to accurately represent
the ratio of Homeowner residents to Renters within each COG County as determined by the U.S. Census (American
Community Survey 2018-2022). Open-link respondents living in non-COG counties (e.g., Garfield, Gunnison, San
Miguel) were combined into an “Other Communities” category and weighted to represent the average ratio of
Homeowners and Renters across the five COG counties. Renters were underrepresented in the sample; therefore,
this weighting resulted in responses from resident Homeowners being factored downward and responses from
Renters being factored upward This weighting was applied to charts and tables presented in the white paper.

Return to TOC

Key Takeaways

This section summarizes in bullet form the top takeaways from the community survey. They are sorted in the order
in which they’re addressed in the White Paper, and link to sections containing the relevant details within this
document are provided where appropriate.

Demographics & Profiles

1. Resort community residents are considerably older and sharply wealthier than the US population, which is
very likely a result of the cost of living, which is a barrier to entry for younger residents.

2. Despite this, the very wealthy are less likely to be full-time, year-round residents and are more likely to be
second Homeowners.

3. The ratio of full-time, year-round residents to Second Homeowners is 2.4:1.

4. The ratio of full-time, year-round residents who own their home to those that rent their home is 2.3:1

5. 57% of all residents have only been in the community since just before the great recession (2008). 27% have
only been there since just before the pandemic (2018), and 3% have moved there in the last year (2022).

6. 64% of residents who have been in the community <1 year rent their residence. 53% of those who have been in
the community five years or less rent their residence.

7. 59% of full-time, year-round residents moved from urban centers, while 27% came from rural or other resort
communities. Just 10% of residents have lived in the community their whole life. 70% of residents who have
arrived in the last five years came from urban centers.

-16 -
Source: NWCCOG/CAST Community Metric Project - 2024

© 2024 The Insights Collective. All rights reserved. Unauthorized use or reproduction of this material is strictly prohibited. For permissions, please contact info@theinsightscollective.com



Quality of Life

1.

In aggregate, the 5 most important factors in determining quality of life are:

1.1. Access to outdoor activities beyond snowsports

1.2. Sense of community

1.3. Access to snowsports opportunities

1.4. Availability and Cost of Housing

1.5. Cost of Living

There are significant differences in how Quality of Life and changes to Quality of Life are perceived between the
following groups:

2.1. High and Low-Income Households

2.2. Short and Long-term community residents

2.3. Younger and Older respondents

The broadest discrepancies in Quality of Life and change to Quality of Life are between Full-time, Year-round
Residents and Second Homeowners (both those that rent and do not rent their homes as STRs).

Access to Outdoor Recreation and Events beyond Snowsports is sharply more important to second
Homeowners than it is to full-time, year-round residents (here) as well as higher earners (here)

Those earning $50k and below placed a great deal of importance on infrastructure related to transportation,
saying the Ability to Get Around without a Car was very important to them (here)

Full-Time, Year-Round residents placed very high importance on overall Cost of Living, while Second
Homeowners score it dramatically lower, citing low/attractive tax rates as their most important characteristic
to their QoL where affordability is concerned (here).

Elected officials and Unelected Members of Boards consistently score Quality of LifeQuality-of-life higher than
other cohorts, and are less concerned about changes than other groups (here)

81% of those earning less than $100k say QoL is declining, while just 43% of those that earn >$500k say the
same thing (here).

Community Balance, Centricity & the Continuum

1.

When approached from a super-cohort grouping of full-time, year-round residents and part-time, Second
Homeowner residents, overall, full-time, year-round residents are less supportive of the tourism economy than
Second Homeowners.
1.1. Renters are the least supportive and seek the largest changes; owners of primary residences are the next
least supportive.
1.2. Second Homeowners who rent their home as an STR unit are the most supportive of the tourism economy,
and those who do not rent their home as an STR are the next most supportive.
1.2.1. Support for the tourism economy, in descending order from most to least supportive residency
cohort:
1.2.1.1. Second Homeowners that rent their unit as an STR
1.2.1.2. Second Homeowners that do not rent their unit as an STR
1.2.1.8. Full-time, year-round residents who own their home
1.2.1.4. Full-time, year-round residents who rent their home
While most respondents recognize that tourism benefits the economy, they don’t necessarily believe that the
benefits outweigh the drawbacks. This response is consistent across cohorts studied (here).
While overall the majority of respondents Agree that there is overcrowding due to tourism, the sentiment varies
widely between full-time, Year-round Residents and Second Homeowners.
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10.

Respondents largely favor diverting tourism funding towards more resident-focused community priorities.
Over 50% of full-time, Year-round Residents favor diverting 25-75% of funding away from tourism and towards
community priorities.

30% of Elected Officials favor diverting 75-100% of funding from tourism towards community priorities, more
than any other cohort group.

All cohorts across all counties favor shifting community positions on the continuum towards resident centricity.
There are broad variances in how different cohort groups view this issue (Role in Government, Residency Type,
Household Income).

Among the five primary counties, Routt has the most radical Departure Gap, at -2.9 points from the current to
the desired position on the continuum.

Elected officials have the smallest Departure Gap at -1.4 points and are targeting the most balanced continuum
position at -1.0 points to the resident-centric side.

Among the sub-cohorts in focus, those earning <$50,000 per year have the largest departure gap on the
continuum, at -3.8 points, and are also seeking the most resident-focused position on the continuum at -1.8
resident-centric. Renters, who are largely earning <$50,000 per year and represent much the same cohort, have
the Second most radical departure gap at -3.6 points and a desired continuum position of -1.5 resident-centric.

Community Sentiment — Short-Term Vacation Rentals

1.

Sentiment towards Short-Term Rentals is largely mixed when assessed at the County level, with 48% of all
respondents saying there were both positive and negative aspects to them. 27% of respondents in all counties
had a mostly negative view of STRs, while 18% had a mostly positive view. Of those that have concerns about
STRs, 64% cited theirimpact on housing supply and inventory and 51% were concerned abou the impact on the
cost of housing (here).

63% of respondents believe that STRs are beneficial to the economy, and 41% believe that they allow the
economy to have more amenities, while just 1 in 4 respondents believe that they add to property values (here).
Elected Officials / Unelected Members of Boards and Residents that are Actively Engaged in Local Governance
had a more negative sentiment towards STRs than other cohorts, with 37% of respondents in both categories
stating so, while just 15% of Elected Officials view them as mostly positive (here).

84% of Public Sector Employees believe that STRs have a negative impact on housing supply, and 71% believe
they increase the cost of housing. Elected Officials and Unelected Members of Boards were close behind, with
77% saying they impact supply.

The largest discrepanciesin STR sentiment occur when analyzing the cohorts by Resident Ownership. Full-time,
year-round residents that either own or rent their residence see considerably more negativity in STRs than their
Second Homeowner counterparts, with 42% of Renters viewing them as mostly negative, and 30% of those that
own their full-time residence saying the same, while just 12% of Second Homeowners that do not rent their units
as STRs seeing them as mostly negative and a slight 1% of that that do rent their homes as STRs saying the same
(here)

83% of Renters say STRs negatively impact housing supply and 76% say they increase the cost of housing, with
70% and 54% of Owerns, respectively, say the same thing. Meanwhile just 24% of Second Homeowners that
rent their unit as an STR agree that they impact supply, and just 17% say they increase the cost of housing (here)
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Findings

This section focuses on the primary findings of the study. Itis divided into topical sections that include a qualitative
analysis of the data and will most commonly include a chart, table, or other graphical representation of the topic. It
will typically begin with the high-level results for the topic category and then drill down if applicable. Numbers
reported have been rounded to the nearest whole number.

This study is focused on the Top 5 Colorado counties for which responses were received. They are, in descending
order of response rates, Eagle, Summit, Routt, Grand, Garfield, and Pitkin, which combined account for 97% of all
responses. The remaining 3% of the sample is made up of multiple counties, and responses from those counties
are grouped into the “Other” category. For purposes of this report, Other category responses will follow an analysis
of the five primary counties. All study data have been weighted to ensure proper representation and balance
between the response groups.

Primary/Top Level Responses
Residency, Employment, Home Ownership, Age, and Time in the Community

The survey sought to target and identify residents, employees, Second Homeowners, and residential property
owners in the survey area and asked respondents to identify themselves by a number of categories, some of which
may overlap. For example, a full-time, year-round resident may also own a vacation/Second home or timeshare in
the area.

Age & Gender

Overview: Age in mountain communities varies somewhat from age distribution across the United States, with
mountain communities having a higher percentage of persons above 55 years of age than the greater population.
This is likely a reflection of both income level (see Income immediately below) and time in the community (see
Ownership & Time in the Community, below).
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Analysis: Overall, people 55 to 64 years of age make up the largest group of respondents to the survey at 21%, and
is the largest group across four of the five subject counties, with Eagle County the outlier. However, the number
varies broadly across the five subject counties, with 55-64-year-olds making up just 16% of the residents of Eagle

County but as many as 30% in Pitkin
County. The share of respondents that
are 55-64 in mountain communities is

Respondent age

County of Distribution (with Open Response)

Grand Total Eagle Grand Summit Pitkin Routt Other CO
almost 2x higher than the share of this 18- 24 1% | 2% |2 | 2% o3% |12
age group across the broader US s P | B B W P
population, at 12.9% (Source, US sull~ e W~ B> | B W
Census Bureau, 2021). 4554 -20% -ze% -21% .171.1. .11° -13%
5564 - 21% . 16% - 22% - 24% - 30% - 26%
The second most prominent age group -7 ll2+ e > Il > [l
is a tie, with 20% of respondents falling 75 and ovr [l 2% I i i O
. n= 2,552 380 | 459 | 767 | 197 |515
into the 45-54 and the 65-74 y.o. age
. How would you describe your gender?
groups. Eagle County has the highest
X County of Distribution (with Open Response)
percentage of those in the 45-54 y.O. Grand Total Eagle Grand Pitkin Routt Other CO Summit
0 o woman [l > Bl e I 5+ | B
age group, at 26%, and this is the most N U I —p
prominent group in Eagle County. Pitkin I prefer not to answer | 3% |2% | 4% | 4% |4% |3%
County has the smallest share of I selfidentify as. | 1% 1 |2% |1% |1% | 1%
n=2,768 413 | 499 [219 | 556 |826

persons in this age group, at 11%, and

overall representation of this group is more than double the US Census data, at 12.3%. The share of respondents
in each County that are 65-74 y.o. is relatively consistent, ranging from a low of 18% in Eagle County to a high of 24%
in Summit.

People aged 18-24 make up the smallest percent of respondents to the survey, at just 1%, well below the US census
average of 13.0 percent for the same group, further suggesting that financial security is a major contributing factor
to residency in mountain communities. This is supported by the Pitkin County data, with just 0.3% of respondents
falling into this age group, while Summit, Eagle, and Grand all report 2%.

When grouping by over/under age 45, just 31% of respondents identify as between 18 and 44 years of age, while 69%
are 45 or older, a considerably older population than the US Census, split at 38.1% under and 42.9% over.

Takeaway: The age profile of residents in the five subject mountain communities differs broadly from the overall age
profile of the United States. Long-standing real estate and cost of living prices in these communities relative to urban
centers and other non-resort communities are likely a strong contributor to this condition.

Gender

Overall, 54% of respondents to the survey were women, 42% were men, and 3% preferred not to answer the
question. An additional 1% self-identified as a write-in designation. This is somewhat more heavily weighted
towards women than the US Census, which is 50.5% women and 49.5% men with no formal option for self-
identifying designations. Overall, women were the dominant response group across all counties except Pitkin,
which was 42% women and 53% men.

Return to TOC

Income
Overview: Mountain communities that offer luxury living and accommodations while depending on a service
industry to support a tourism economy are comprised of a full spectrum of income levels. In-migration has resulted
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in a significant number of new residents to the area that are financially independent of the tourism economy.
Further, higher-income residents tend to be Second HomeownerHomeowners and may not have the emotional
attachment to the community that an invested full-time, year-round resident has. Lastly, with in-migration, there
are concerns that a gap is emerging in destination communities between those residents who are part of the service
industry and fully dependent on the tourism economy and those that are employed outside the community or
otherwise financially independent of the tourism economy.

Analysis: Overall, 22% of respondents’
households re ported income levels Which of these categories best describes the total gross annual income of your household (before taxes)?

County of Distribution (with Open Response
between $50’000 and $99’999 per yea r. Grand Total Eagle Grind Surr:mn " Pnim ) Routt Other CO
If taken at a mid-range average of Under 550,000 [J 9% | B3 | RE I o | B
$75,000/year, that is slightly below the $50,000- 509,909 22> > = B = =
. : s100000-5149,99 s> 2> 7 | RigB | R 5
median US household income of $150,000 - 199,999 [ 1% | RE | B2 o | | B3
$87’600 (US Census Bureau, 2022 $200,000 - 209,999 [ 10% o o= o | B | R

dollars). Of this group, 34% are well- 3300000 495,906 [ 7% B W W R I
$500,000 or more [ 6% | |2 I | B2 | ERRA | 23

established in the community, having Prefer not to respond [JJJj 1% | | REE3 B s N

resided for 6-15 years. Households n= 2,661 391 | 485 |81 | 202 | 528

earning  $100,000 to  $149,999,

approximately 141% of the US median household income, make up 19% of respondents, with 32% of them having
also lived in the community for 6-15 years. And at 11%, households with $150,000 to $199,000, or 199% of the
median US Income rate, make up the third most prominentincome tier. 6-15 years is also the most common length
of residency or ownership in the community for this group. At the other end of the spectrum, 9% of households
report earning under $50,000 per year, with this income level accounting for as few as 5% of residents or owners in
Summit County and as many as 13% in Grand, followed closely by Routt at 12%. Overall, 52% of households are
earning between $50,000 and $199,999 per year, or an overall supposed average of roughly $125,000 per year, or
142% the median national income. Eagle (61%), Grand (62%), and Routt (62%) have the greatest percentage of
respondents in the $50,000 to $199,999 range, while Summit and Pitkin have the fewest (56% each).

Overall, 23% of respondents have a household income of $200,000 and above, with 6% of those earning more than
$500,000 per year. Pitkin County has the highest percentage of households with income above $200,000 per year,
at 29%, while Routt has the fewest, at 22%, and Pitkin also has the largest percentage of earners over $500,000, at
11%.

Of those that are earning over $500,000 Full-Time, Year-Round Residency Declines with Household Income
per year, 39% have resided or owned in  100%

the community between 1 and 5 years,  90%

and 25% are Full-Time, Year-Round 8%

residents, while 72% own a second 7%

home ortimeshare inthe area. Ofthose ~ *

that are earning $50,000 to $99,999 per 50%

year, 34% have owned or resided in the 4036

community for 6-15 years, and 91% are 22:

Full-Time, Year-Round residents, while 0%

just 7% own a second home or %

timeshare in the Community. Under $50,000 $50,000 - $99,999 S$1104l'19090909 $$115909,5190909- 5522(3;09,,[?909- ?409%?90909- $500,000 or more

B | own a vacation home / second home or timeshare in this area @ 1am a full-time, year-round resident of this area
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Takeaways: Mountain communities are comprised of a population that — taken as a whole, enjoys a considerably
higher level of income than the national median, which in turn may drive up housing prices in the community,
potentially making ownership or residency more challenging for lower-income residents. A recent (1-5 year) influx
of the highest-earning households, 72% of which are second Homeowners and 25% are full-time residents,
supports the findings of the Mountain Migration report of 2022. Second Homeowners who are wholly independent
of the tourism economy and not reliant on rental of their second home/timeshare property may not electorally
support policies that drive tourism to the destination, potentially impacting those that are fully dependent on the
tourism economy for their living.

Return to TOC

H This survey is intended for residents, employees, second homeowners, and residential property owners in Summit,
ReS|denCy StatUS Eagle, Grand, Pitkin, and Routt Counties. Which of the following describe you? (Check all that apply)
OVerVieW: Full_time residency is I_ess County of Distribution (with Open Response)

Grand Total Eagle Grand Summit Pitkin Routt Other CO

preva lent N counties that are | am a full-time, year-round rem:gg;;.ea% .70% .54“ .,a .52% .77%

proximate to the Denver Metro area.
| tion h ! d h o o o 49 o o
These same counties have a higher OWWgﬂmowgfhafeew?tnmsgrggI”’" I"’” I” ‘ I I”’“ I”’“
percentage of vacation home/second 1 own one or more investment 5% | ls%
residences in this area

home or timeshare ownership than
other counties in the study area.

5%

5%

| am a seasonal employee livingand ,
working in this area for part of the year

| commute to work in this area from a 1%

0.4% 0.1% 0.4
residence located outside of this area

Analysis: Overall, a strong 68% of
respondents are full-time, year-round
residents of their declared mountain n= 4,000
community (Figure 1). Full-time, year- "'eURe?

round residency varied considerably

between the five counties in question, ranging from a low of 54% in Grand County to a high of 77% in Routt, and a
dramatic 85% in Other counties.

Other

3% 3% ‘ 3% 1 ‘ 5% | 4%

A full 29% of respondents said they own a vacation home/second home, or timeshare in the area, again with widely
varying results, ranging from 21% in Routt County to 43% in Grand. A very small 14% of respondents in Other
counties own vacation/second home or timeshare units in their community.

Seasonal employees make up a very small fraction of overall respondents, with 1% identifying as such. Seasonal
employees make up just 0.2% of respondents in Routt County and 0.4% in Summit County, suggesting that these
counties are able to employ local residents as a large part of the seasonal workforce, though Routt may also import
seasonal workers from other locations as 2% of respondents there indicate they commute from outside the area.
At 2%, only Pitkin County exceeded the 1% overall seasonal employee number.

Takeaways: Softer full-time residency and higher vacation/second-home ownership in Summit and Grand Counties
suggests that proximity to the Denver Metro area is a catalyst for a more transient type of resident base in those
communities, which may, in turn, lead to a lower focus on resident-centric behavior by both residents and the
jurisdiction. Conversely, strong full-time residency and low second unit ownership in more remote counties - led
by Routt and including the Other counties category - suggest that more remote communities may be more likely to
favor resident centricity, may be more family-friendly and may value lifestyle and quality-of-life issues more than
other counties who have lower full-time residency and higher second home ownership.

Return to TOC
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Residency and Employment

Overview: Not surprisingly, respondents whose employer is located within the community are overwhelmingly full-
time permanent residents of the community at 97%, as are 69% of respondents who are self-employed.
Respondents who are employed outside the community and retired residents both identify as being primarily
vacation/second Homeowners, with just 39% and 46% of those groups, respectively, identifying as permanent/full-
time residents. The study did not differentiate between full-time residents employed outside the community who
commute to their job from those who work digitally/remotely.

Analysis: This section will reference both Figures 2 and 3. Overall, 40% of respondents say they are employed by a

Which of the following best describes your current employment status? firm located in or near their commun |ty

County of Distribution (with Open Response) of residence (Figure 2). That number
Grand Total Eagle Grand Summit Pitkin Routt Other CO
S e O TN DN EONN EOAN varies widely by County, with Pitkin
Retired lza% Im% lzm | E .27% lzd% County recording just 30% of residents
setempioyed i e Jrow v Bz B~ working within the community, while
Employed by a fim located outside the region [l 0% |1z v [ Jrn oo Eagle has a strong 48%. Of the overall
Not working and not looking for work 1% 1% 1% |1 |2 2% 40% that are employed in their
Not working but looking for work | 1% 1% ‘0.4“/.. |1 1% 1% Community (Figure 3)’ 97% of those are
Other |2% ke T | f 1 full-time, year-round residents, while
S A o8 1o | |72 1% are seasonal employees and 1%
FIGURE 2 commute to the community. 23% of all
respondents are retired (Figure 2), with
Eagle, Grand. Pitkin, and Routt Counties. Which of he following describe you? (Check all that appy) @ moderate spread across the counties,

Employed - In  Employed - Outside
community community

ranging from a low of 19% in Eagle

T T——— ?:2};;.%% I””’“ .45‘ :‘;ounty to a high of 30% in.Summit. Of

e 23% overall that are retired, 46% are

Rttt - full-time, year-round residents, and

1 own one or mare invesiment | g, | | 50% own a vacation/second home in

the area (Figure 3). 17% of respondents

are self-employed (Figure 2), with a tight

spread among counties, and 69% of

those identify as year-round residents,

750 1100 while 28% state they own a

second/vacation home in the area

(Figure 3). 16% of respondents are

employed by firms outside the region (Figure 2), with just 39% permanent full-time residents (Figure 3), while 57%
own a vacation/second home in the area.

Grand Total Self-employed Retired Not working / other

50%

| am a seasonal employee living and | ,

working in this area for part of the year 1%

| commute to work in this area froma| .,
residence located outside of this area

1%

Other 3% 2% |4 o

n= | 4,000

FIGURE 3

While overall, 5% of all respondents have one or more investment properties in their community, that number
increases for those not employed in the community (7%), self-employed (8%), and retired (7%), while just 2% of
those employed in the community have investment homes in the area. While inferred in this data, it is unclear
whetherincome levels for those employed within the community are a barrier to second home ownership compared
to those employed outside the community or self-employed.

Takeaways: Economic ties to the community can be considered to varying degrees and are largely related to
employment, time spentin the community, and physical ties to the community. Inthis study, those are represented
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by where their primary employer is located, whether they are full-time, year-round residents of the area and whether
they own one or more residences. Employment within the community Strongly correlates to full-time, year-round
residency and so has the closest bond to the economic wellbeing of the community. Self-employment while a full-
time resident represents the next strongest community ties, where work may not be dependent upon local
economics, but the resident has a life-stake in the community’s well-being as a full-time resident. In the case of
both those employed locally and self-employed, the majority of respondents are full-time residents, while those
who are retired have a smaller stake in the community, with a larger percentage of retired respondents identifying
as second home/vacation property owners than as full-time residents. Similarly, but to a greater degree, those
employed outside the community have the smallest overall stake in local economics, with just 39% of them
identifying as full-time, year-round residents, with 57% using their vacation/second home. However, though the
Retired and Employed Outside the Community groups both have diminished ties to the local economy based on
residency & employer location, they are groups who have the largest share of investment properties and therefore,
may have some economic ties to the success of the tourism industry in cases where those are properties who have
been bought to accommodate leisure or workforce occupancy.

Return to TOC

Role in Local Government

Overview: Because this survey deals with matters related largely to County and local government policy and
processes, it was important to identify the roles respondents play in their identified community. It is likely that
Elected Officials and those Unelected Members Unelected Members of boards or commissions will have a different
sense of where the community is on any analysis of equilibrium or resident/tourism centricity compared to Not
Active residents, making their distinction important. Policy impact is also likely to differ between these groups. We
further expect that the remaining categories will have their own characteristics driven by different considerations
than underlying policy initiatives that may not otherwise be readily available to the public. =~ We limited these
questions to those who are full-time residents, seasonal employees, or work in the area, and asked them to
categorize themselves as any of the following, including multiple options. We did not define these categories.

o Actively Engaged Resident

e Employed by a Public Sector or Non-Profit Organization

o An Unelected Member of Local Boards or Commissions

e An Elected Official

e Other

e | am not active in local governance in the ways identified above.

Analysis: 99% of respondents in each of the above categories are Full-time, year-round residents of the community,
with the exception of those that identified as being Not Active in local governance, which was 97% Full-time, year-
round, with the remaining 3% of them being commuters or Seasonal Employees.
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Overall, more qualified respondents identified as Not Active in the Community (35%) than any other. However, just
two of the five SUbJeCt counties Time in the Community x Role Within the Community

recorded Not Active as the largest 4 2
response group, with Summit County
§ ~
respondents that make up that age | < |I
group, suggesting that overall, newer . I

m
(50% Not Active) and Pitkin (42% Not
I’eSidentS are Sl|ghtly leSS l|kely tO OVERALL unl:&:ﬁt‘:or:;;a;::m Employed by a public- Actively engaged Other I am not act_ivein local

R R
=] ~
Active) combining to drive the aggregate EE” .:,”
25% m §~
o~
-
S
(=1
= —
=]
-
sector or non-profit resident governance in the ways
engage in policy than longer-term

X
=
=
)
Not Active result. 29% of respondents
in this category have resided in the *** Eng
En:\‘ I
local boards organization identified above
respondents. 26% of respondents in

community for five years or less, slightly %%
this category have resided in the community for 25 years or more, the same as the overall sample for the study.

35%

30%
30%

30%

18%
17%
16%
1%
12%
9%
16%

more than the 27% overall of 1%

5%

I 15%

W Less than 1year M 1-5years M6-15years MW 16-24years ™ 25-34 years 35+ years

Meanwhile, 34% of respondents have identified as being Actively Engaged Residents, with Grand County having the
highest percentage of these at 41%, followed by Routt (38%), while Eagle had the lowest, at 28%. Actively Engaged
Resident was the leading response in two of the five subject counties. 24% of respondents in this category have lived
in the community for five years or less, while 25% of overall respondents fall into this Agree group, further supporting
that newer residents are slightly less likely to engage in policy than longer-term respondents.

0 .
[If FTR, seasonal employee, or work in the area] Which of the following best describes your role in the 26% of responde nts said they were
community from a governance perspective? (Check all that apply) Em p[oyed by a Public Sector or Non-

County of Distribution (with Open Response) PrOﬁle Orga nization and Eagle COU nty
I

Grand Total Eagle Grand Pitkin Routt Summit Other CO . . . . . . . .
is the only jurisdiction in which this was
I it act local o, o o o o 0
ihasetario] SO GO BN CON EON B the leading response, at 34%; it was
Actively engaged lesxdent.ld/ .23% .41% .34% .38% .31% alSO the Strongest response for thlS
e on lzs/ .34% Izo% I16“ Izz% Izcww category among the five counties,

An unelected member of local boards I8

- Yo
or commissions

had the smallest number of Public

% IW" I”“ IB% |4 followed by Routt at 22%. Pitkin County
‘ Sector or Non-Profit employees at 16%.

An elected official

2

—
o
=

3% | 5%

Other | §%

n= 2,045 341 132 Key to the study is understanding Board

Members and Elected officials. Overall,
8% of respondents are Unelected Members Unelected Members of local boards or commissions, a consistent
number across all counties except Summit, where just 4% of respondents identified as such. Meanwhile 3% of
overall respondents identified as Elected Officials. This response rate ranged from a low of 1% in Pitkin County to a
high of 5% in Eagle and Grand Counties. Just 18% of Elected Officials have resided in the community for less than
five years, while 47% have resided for 6 to 24 years, and 35% have resided for 25 years or more, suggesting that

longevity and experience in the community play a key role in the makeup of local government officials.

6% 3% I 6% | 5%

The largest share of Actively Engaged Residents was in the Other Counties category, at 41%, while 29% in that
category are Employed in the Public Sector or for Non-Profits, and 26% are Not Active.

Return to TOC
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Residency and Ownership Status:

Of the 68% overall respondents who are full-time year-round residents, 69% own the residence that they occupy,
while 29% rent and 1% are currently

looking for housing. Ownership was Do you own or rent the residence that you occupy in this area?

County of Distribution (with Open Response)

relatively consistent across Eagle, Grand Total __Eagle Grand Summit Pitiin Routt Other CO
Grand, and Summit Counties, while ‘°‘“”m”“‘°e““e-“°’“ -“"’“ -”“ -E* s -m‘

Pitkin County (63%) had the lowest level rentmy resdence [ase [or we e P P

of ownership and Routt had the highest Ne“";eufk-ml;?;fh“gg;‘; 1% 1% |2 2 1% 1%

(76%). Conversely, only 22% of other: | 1% o ‘: o -

residents in Routt were renting, while I P - . i

34% of residents in Pitkin were renting,
representing the high and low. Ownership of residence in the Other category was 62%, while 36% of respondents
were renting.

At 76%, the very strong share of Routt County respondents that own their property further supports the suggestion
that greater distance from the Denver metro area encourages ownership and a greater sense of community initially
described above. Additionally, Routt ranks 4™ of the five counties in real-estate prices (source National Association
of Realtors), which may be a further factor in home ownership.

Pitkin County’s lower residence ownership and higher rental rate correspond well to the higher number of
investment properties in the area and are likely influenced by Pitkin’s status.

Return to TOC

Age, Ownership, & Time in the Community

Overview: Mountain communities have gone through a significant transition in the past five years, with
consequences of actions around controlling the COVID-19 pandemic driving significant migration both into and out
of communities, which in turn created a pandemic-fueled real estate boom across regions. Overall, more
respondents said they have lived or owned property in the community for 6-15 years than any other group. However,
a large percentage have been in the community for 1 — 5 years, while few have been there for less than 1. Owners
who have been invested in the community for a greater length of time may score differently on quality of life and
pride metrics than those who have been in the community for a shorter period of time, a subject we explore further
in this paper.

Analysis: Overall, 30% of respondents have lived or owned property in their identified community for 6 — 15 years,
putting purchase dates between 2008 and 2017. This is the largest share of six age categories in the study, and the

How long have you lived (or owned property if a part-time resident or nonresident) within this community? number varies Only Sllghtly across four

County of Distribution (with Open Response) of the subject counties, with Grand the

PO yearlaf’zrand o [+ Faae [ crand P o |o out IJ,__’S”W'“‘T Sther £0 outlier at 34% owners in this category.
sl Wl W= B> B B The next strongest respons'e rate is Tor
5,15years-30% -30% -34% -23% -29% -31‘.@ 1-5 years of ownershlp, putting
woersflrr W B B B B purchase dates between 2018 and

25 34 yoars [ 4 B B B B B 2022. This is a significant number and
35+ yoars [ 1% g B O T reflects the in-migration cited above

| 3513 s - E |72s 1.0 and reported in the Mountain Migration

Survey (2022). Summit County has the
largest percentage of residents/owners in this category at 29%, while Pitkin has the lowest humber at 19%, both
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possibly reflective of their relatively low and high (respectively) real estate prices at the beginning of the real estate
boomin 2021, but also correlating with proximity to the Denver metro area. Just 3% of respondents overallindicated
they have resided in/owned in their community for less than 1 year, a number that varies considerably across the
five counties, ranging from 4% in both Eagle and Grand to a low of 1% in Pitkin. The five subject counties in the study
make up five of the six most expensive counties in Colorado as of the survey date. Pitkin is the most expensive
County in the state at a median sales price of $7.025 million, followed by #3 Eagle County at $2.3m, #4 Summit at
$1.7m, #5 Routt at $1.2m, and #6 Grand at $0.99m (Source: Colorado Assn of Realtors, November 2023). Buyers
who have financed a property purchase since mid-2022 may be locked into difficult financing terms that may
threaten some percentage of this ownership group.

The impact of migration to mountain communities is clearly indicated in the 27% of respondents who have lived in
their community for five years or less (combining the ‘Less than 1 Year’ and ‘1-5 Years' categories), with Summit
County having the largest percentage of residents in this group, at 32%. Aggregating length of residency/ownership
into 0-15years, and 16+ years groups further suggests that both proximity to the Denver Metro Area and price play a
key role in the turnover of residency and ownership. Overall, 57% of owners have lived in the community forup to 15
years. This number goes as high as 63% in Summit County, followed by 60% in Grand County, while Pitkin County is
the only County with a minority of owners having resided for up to 15 years, at 48%. Overall, 43% of residents have
lived in the community for 16 years or longer, with Pitkin County as the only one with a majority of residents in this
group, at 51%, while Summit has the lowest at just 37%. Long-term residency of 35+ years makes up 13% of
respondents overall but varies broadly by County. Summit County, with the highest percentage of 1-15 year
residents, is also the County with the lowest percentage of 35+ year residents at just 8%. Conversely, Pitkin County,
which has the lowest percentage of 1-15 year residents, has by far the highest percentage of 35+ year residents at
20%. Routt has the second largest share of 35+ year residents at 16%.

Further support for the theory of proximity to Denver and Pricing playing a key role in residency and ownership
profiles of counties, Summit County, the closest County to the Denver metro area, and Grand, the least expensive
County of the five subject counties, have the highest percentage of newer residents, with 63% and 60% respectively.
Conversely, Pitkin County — the most expensive in the state, has a minority share of owners who have possessed
their property for 15 years or less, at 48%, with pricing booms in the last five years moving home purchases into the
elite category. Itis notable that this study did not consider new construction across the five subject communities.

Time in the community is inversely correlated to age, with 45% of those who have resided in the community for less

than 1 year under 35 years of age and a
How long have you lived (or owned a property if a part-time resident or nonresident)
ghavey within this community? further 36% between 36 and 54 years of

| 66%

p ®Under 35Y.0. M36-54Y.0. @55-64Y.0. @65 Years+ age. Not surprisingly, the under-35 age

% ‘;Zf ” . ) e group drops off sharply after this point,
% & g £ 3 .

S g - i 2 £ butit’s notable that 15% of respondents

E 0% g . £ . - o g who have been in the community 25 to

= S @ & & 8 - - . . .

g 20% & g S A S 34 years identify as under-35, meaning

5] % 8 = . .

3 1 IH IH I H - I I l they are likely to have been born in, or at

e 0% . . .

% Less than 1 year 1-5 years 6-15 years 16-24 years 2534 years 35+ years the very least spent the majority of their

B=

Time as Resident in Community

life in the community. Persons aged 65+
years are the least prevalent new residents, with just 19% overall residing from 0 to 5 years, and just 5% have lived
in the community for less than one year.
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An interesting outlier in the data is the length of residency in the Other County category, where 26% of respondents
have resided there for 1-5 years, more than any of the five subject counties, and the only geographic area that did
not report 6-15 year residency as the top category. At 4%, Other Counties are also tied with Eagle and Grand
Counties for the highest percentage of respondents who have resided for less than one year. With the five subject
counties making up five of the six most expensive counties in Colorado, these findings suggest that the real estate
boom experienced across the subject counties was more acute within the Other Counties represented by that
group, which fall into the sub-million-dollar price range.

. . . . [If full-time resident or 1 employee] Do you own or rent the residence that you
The length of time in the community is occupy in this area?
® Neither - [ am currently looking for housing m [ own my residence @I rent my residence

inversely proportionate to whether a

resident owns or rents their current 10o%

residence. Overall, just 36% of :Zi
residents who have been in the 70% 4% e

community one year or less own their 60%

residence, while 64% rent. People inthe 50%

community 1-5 years see a 55% percent 40%

ownership, with 42% renting and 1% z::,

looking for housing, while those who .

have lived in the community 6-15 years 0%

have a 63% Ownership I‘ate, Wlth 35% Less than 1 year 1-5 years 6-15 years 16-24 years 25-34 years 35+ years
renting and 1% looking for housing. Just
14% of residents of 35+ years rent their residence, while 85% own.

% Own or Rent Residence

Length of Residence in Community

Takeaways: It is clear that migrants to mountain communities are not prioritizing home ownership when making a
move. With just 36% of 1-year residents in the community owning their residence and 74% of those identifying as
full-time, year-round residents, housing ownership is taking a back seat to being in the community. The same is true
of residents who have been in the community for 1 to 5 years and those who have arrived between 2018 and 2023 -
which includes both pre- and post-pandemic conditions. 65% of that group identifies as year-round full-time
residents, and a small majority — 55% - own their home. And while it’s intuitive that a higher percentage of longer-
term residents will own their homes, the jump to 63% ownership between 6 and 15 years of residence also suggests
that real estate prices in the -post-pandemic area are driving much of the ownership status of new residents.

Residents who do not own their property may be less invested in the overall economic health of the community, and
those who have arrived in the last five years have fewer emotional, long-term connections to the community. They
are more mobile and may be more easily lost to another community if their current community is not to their liking.
This may mean that while younger members of the community have strong opinions about the direction the
community should take, whether or not those expectations are fulfilled may have a more immediate impact on out-
migration or retention in the long run. It may be in the destination’s interest to ensure the affordability of long-term
housing ownership to newer, younger residents to embrace change.

Return to TOC

Resident Migration & Origination

Overview: In-Migration is the movement of people into mountain communities and is typically partnered with “Out-
Migration” when discussing the turnover of residents in mountain communities. In-migration has increased
dramatically in mountain communities since recovery from the Great Recession in 2008-2010, but most notably in
the months immediately before and through the pandemic to the current day (See Age, Ownership & Time in the
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Community, above). With overall 27% of residents being new to their community in the last five years, and 57% new
since the onset of the Great Recession in 2008, understanding where those residents have come from may help
understand their motives, expectations, and connection or disconnection to from a mountain or resort community.

Analysis: Overall 59% of all [If full-time resident or seasonal employee] Prior to moving here, which category best describes your former place of
Analysis : ultime

resiaence?
respondents Who Identlfled as fu“.— County of Distribution (with Open Response)

. . Grand Total Eagle Grand Pitkin Routt Summit Other CO
tlme’ year-round reSIdentS or Seasonal‘ An urban/suburban area -59% -58% -55% -58% -59% -57
employees indicated that they moved Arural area [ 14% Jro% | B3 Iz g I
to their mountain Community from an Anotherresortcommumty|13% l19°/., IG’:& |12% |11% IIZ

. 0 Have always lived here [|10% | B Je 2% B2 I
urban or suburban community. 14% Oter [ 4% o [ Jo ™ ls
have moved from a rural area, and 13% n= 2,113 | 148 563
relocated from another resort Geography of Prior Residence (per ZIP) Top 10 Counties
community. The share of residents who De”“‘r%

(.7 T Jefferson | 7%

have moved from urban or suburban o | Bouider 4%
communities to their resort community | aow , J : Eagle | 3%
varies moderately across the subject ] L o\ T e s 7%
. . . . X oo L TR Rout | 3%
counties, with Grand County having the e | S22y Gook | 2%
Larimer IZ%

fewest at 55%, while Summit has the s
most at 67%, perhaps in part due to ‘:Oce“% ~C
proximity to the Denver metro area. ’ ’ \d

Douglas I 2%

Y El Paso | 2%

n= 842
44% of those respondents who moved

from an urban or suburban area came from Colorado, while 6% came from each of California, Illinois, and New York.
The in-state migrants from Colorado were well distributed among the urban centers, but Denver contributed the
most, with 8% of the total in-migrant population coming from that County, followed by Jefferson (7%) and Boulder
(4%).

27% of respondents have come from either a rural area or another resort community (14% and 13%, respectively),
with Eagle County seeing a full 19% of respondents coming from another resort community, while only 10% came
from a rural area. Grand has the smallest influx of residents from another resort community, at just 6%, but the
largest influx from rural areas, at 26%.

Of the 3% of respondents who have Origination of Residents or Seasonal Workers by Years in the Community
lived in the community for less than &% .

one year, 73% of them arrived from an 7% 68%

urban or suburban area, and 85% of o1% 61%

those have moved from an urban or )

suburban area in Colorado, led by 1% 5%

Jefferson County (33%). Of those **
residents who have been in their 3%

30%

24%
mountain community for 1-5 years, % 18% 704 18
68% have arrived from an urban or 10% > A 2 129
suburban area, and 41% of those have - 6.% II Ill% III il] ‘i{'
come from COlO rado’ Whll'e 9% come " Less than 1 year 1-5 years_ 6-15 years_ 16-24 years 25-34 years 35+ years
from New York. Anurban/suburbanarea M Another resort community  WAruralarea W1 have always lived here
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10% of respondents said that they have lived in the community their entire life, with Pitkin having the largest share
of this group, at 12%, while Summit has the smallest share at 7%, again a likely reflection of the proximity to Denver,
but also perhaps due to the maturation & growth of the community over the past three decades.

Takeaways: Movement between resort communities is less prevalent in the last five years than it was in years prior,
with the exception of 35+ years ago, while movement from rural areas is lower in the last year than at any time,
perhaps suggesting that the shift from resort to resort or rural to resort is more challenging than in years past.
Conversely, In-Migration to resort communities from urban and suburban areas accounts for a higher percentage
of all migration in the last five years than it has at any time in the past. These changes may be driven by a
combination of several factors, including more flexible work-from-home policies during the COVID-19 pandemic,
changes in both means and attitudes towards schooling, cash influx, and the great retirement, which saw
considerable workforce pullout and investment in real estate between 2021 and 2023.

Returnto TOC

Roundup: Primary/Top Level Responses

Based on survey results, mountain communities are comprised of a dynamic mix of full-time/year-round residents
and second Homeowners, as well as folks with investment properties. At 68%, the majority of respondents to the
survey are full-time, year-round residents, 29% own a vacation/second home or timeshare in the community, while
5% own one or more investment properties in the community. 95% of full-time, year-round residents use their home
exclusively as their primary residence, while 3% identify as using that home as a secondary residence without
renting it out on the short-term rental (STR) marketplace, and 2% use it and do rent it out on the STR marketplace.
Some details are below.

1. Routt County has the highest year-round residency, at 77%, while Grand County has the lowest, at 54%. An
overall analysis suggests that full-time residency increases with distance from the Denver urban area or
potential access hazards such as high passes.

2. Conversely, Vacation/Second Home & Timeshare ownership decreases with distance from the Denver urban
area or potential access hazards such as high passes. While overall, 29% of respondents identified as owning
one or more of these units, Routt County had the smallest number of owners in this category, at 21%, while
Grand had the highest, at 43%, followed closely by Summit County at 42%. This suggests that second
Homeowners are looking for easy access to their units for their own use, the use of Renters, or both.

3. Ownership of one or more investment properties in the community is lowest among those employed in the
community. It is higher for those living in the community but employed outside the community (either physically
or virtually) or self-employed. The same is true for those who responded that they own one or more investment
properties in their community.

4. Income levels for vacation/second Homeowners and investment property owners are higher than income levels
for full-time, year-round residents who either own or rent their residence.

5. 40% of respondents are employed within the community, while 17% are self-employed, and 16% are employed
outside the community, either remotely or by commute (undifferentiated).

6. Ofthose employed in the community:

a. 97% are full-time residents.
b. 1% commute to the community for work.
7. Ofthose employed outside the community
a. Just 39% are full-time residents.
b. Itwas not differentiated whether these are digital nomads or if they physically commute to their jobs
c. 57% use their vacation home/second home as their residence in the community.
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d. See “Second Home Ownership and STR Rental” for details on unit usage outside of owner occupancy.
e. 7% own one or more investment properties in the community
8. Ofthose that are self-employed:
a. 69% are full-time residents
b. 28% use their vacation home/second home as their residence in the community
c. See “Second Home Ownership and STR Rental” for details on unit usage outside of owner occupancy.
d. 8% own one or more investment properties in the community
9. Of those who are retired
a. 46% are full-time, year-round residents
b. 50% use their vacation home/second home as their residence in the community
c. 7% own one or more investment properties
10. Age (not shown):
a. Eagle County has the youngest demographic mix, with 63% of respondents under age 55, while Pitkin
has the oldest population, with 61% aged 55 or older.
11. Age and Housing/Ownership
a. 43% of permanent residents are 36-54 years of age, while 21% are under 35 years old
b. A strong 60% of seasonal employees are between 55 and 64 years of age, and surprising 28% are over
65.
c. Vacation Home/Second Home ownership is largely the territory of the established, with 48% of
respondents saying they owned a second/vacation home being 65 years or older
d. Thesameistrue of owning one or more investment properties, with 43% of those respondents 65 or over.

12. Migration:

a. Migrants to mountain communities are not prioritizing home ownership when making the move. With
just 36% of 1-year residents in the community owning their residence and 74% of those identifying as
full-time, year-round residents, housing ownership is taking a back seat to being in the community.

b. Movement between resort communities is less prevalent in the last five years than it was in years prior,
with the exception of 35+ years ago, while movement from rural areas is lower in the last year than at any
time, perhaps suggesting that the shift from resort to resort or rural to resort is more challenging than in
years past. Conversely, In-Migration to resort communities from urban and suburban areas accounts
for a higher percentage of all migration in the last five years than it has at any time in the past

Returnto TOC

Secondary Responses

Overview:

The secondary level of responses to this study deals with the perceived Quality of Life (QoL) and resident- versus
tourism centricity of the community. The section also introduces the data and tools needed to understand how a
jurisdiction or community might form policy to address shortcomings, real or perceived, among the respondent
group as a whole or by cohort and establishes means by which a new Community Equilibrium Index Key
Performance Indicator can be established.

These assessments are an integral part of this study, serving to define perceived quality of life and balance in
mountain communities in the current state over time from a past state and providing direction toward a future state.
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The study asked respondents to tell us how important any or all of 29 separate conditions in the community are to
their assessment of a higher quality of life for themselves and their household and then were subsequently asked
to tellus which five of those 29 are most important to that qualify of life. The QoL conditions are grouped into several
categories:

Community Values & Atmosphere
Outdoor Activities and Recreation
Infrastructure & Services

Safety and Security

Dining and Entertainment

opr b=

This section examines how various cohorts introduced in the Top Level data responded to those questions and
compares and contrasts those responses to help us understand differing priorities among the cohorts. This will
allow jurisdictions to respond to specific concerns among specific segments of the community, helping to increase
the perceived quality of life among those segments.

This section also introduces the concept of resident centricity versus tourism centricity, the perception of whether
a jurisdiction is focused more on the resident, more on tourism, or is properly balanced between the two, and
defines what QoL responses reflect either resident- or tourism-centric perceptions among the respondents.

An understanding of pain points among the 29 separate conditions and their aggregate categories listed above
provides a new tool that jurisdictions can use to refine overall QoL and to drive the economy towards a desired state.

Lastly, this section will contrast the perception of policymakers, those cohorts identified as either Elected Officials
or Unelected Members Unelected Members of boards versus other cohort groups. Cohort Groups to be studied in
this section are:

6. Allresponses

7. Rolein Local Government

8. Residency/Ownership Type in the Community
9. Income level

10. Time in community

Quality of Life (QoL) Assessments Pt 1 — Detailed Ranking by Primary Cohorts

Quality of Life (QolL) is a self-defined measure of how a respondent feels about their community in terms of the
amount of satisfaction or happiness they feel when they consider or experience the 29 characteristics this survey
identified as aspects of the community for study. At the most granular level, the score for each QoL characteristic
is subjective & qualitative, but that subjectivity becomes quantitative and actionable when viewed at the individual
respondent level across all 29 characteristics and more so when combined with other respondents’ QoL rankings.

QoL characteristics were broken into six categories.

Community Values & Atmosphere
Outdoor Activities and Recreation
Infrastructure & Services

Cost of Living and Housing

Safety and Security

Dining and Entertainment

ook 6N

-33-
Source: NWCCOG/CAST Community Metric Project - 2024

© 2024 The Insights Collective. All rights reserved. Unauthorized use or reproduction of this material is strictly prohibited. For permissions, please contact info@theinsightscollective.com



Respondents were asked to tell us how important each characteristic is in determining the quality of life for
themselves and their households.

Return to TOC

What’s Important: Community and Atmosphere, Overall
Overview: The Community and Atmosphere category is comprised of five characteristics to be scored for how
important they are to the respondents’ Quality of Life. Those five characteristics are, in no order:

Sense of Community,

Small Town Atmosphere,

Rich Community History/Heritage,

Vibrant/High Energy,

Diversity of the Community (age, race, gender, etc.).

ok wbd=

Overall, respondents identified somewhat intangibles as the mostimportant QoL characteristics of Community and
Atmosphere, focusing on Sense of Community and Small-Town Atmosphere well ahead of more tangibles such as
history or diversity. There also appears to be some correlation between the importance of community and resident
status as full-time or part-time.

Analysis: Overall, “Sense of Community” was identified as the most important factor in Community and
Atmosphere, scoring an 8.3 on a scale of 0 to 10 points. This was also the most important factor in four of the five

su bj ect count i es in Community Values and Atmosphere
Average Rating

the StUdy’ Wlth on ly Rating Category Grandijotal Eagle Grand Pitkin Routt Summit Other CO
Summit County not Sense 0fc0mmumty83 83 m:n n=251 8.1 n=330 86
ranking it highGSt Small town atmosphere 8.1 79 mtﬁ 83 n=333 8.1
(Sm a ll Town Rich community history/heritage 6.6 6.1 70 n=323 6.9
Atmosphere). Routt Vibrant/high energy 65 [tralc7 n=260 [ ; 5 =329 64
Cou nty had the Diversity of the cc>m|mi;‘1g(y9 (;gce) 59 58 n=244 X0 n=326 6.4

highest score for
Sense of Community, at 8.6, while Summit County had the lowest at 7.9. In an interesting correlation, Routt County
also has the highest percentage of residents that are full-time, year-round residents (77%), whereas Summit County
(55%).

At 8.1 points “Small Town Atmosphere” was the next most important characteristic. While the variance from this
aggregate between four of the five counties was slight, Routt County scored this component at 8.5, just below Sense
of Community. The strong presence of full-time, year-round residents of Routt is a likely contributor to this score.

A Rich Community History/Heritage, Vibrant/High Energy, and Diversity of the Community scored considerably
lower when determining the facts that are important to respondents, scoring 6.6, 6.5, and 5.9 points, respectively.
While three counties followed this ranking order, both Summit and Eagle Counties ranked Vibrant/High Energy as
more important than Community History.

Takeaways: A greater sense of Community is the most important factor in determining QoL, while Small Town
Atmosphere is a close second overall, with one County exception (Summit). While scores are somewhat consistent
across the data set, Routt County stands out in both cases as it puts a higher value on these two items than the
respondents in the other four counties. This correlates closely to the higher percentage of full-time, year-round
residents in Routt County compared to the others and Strongly suggests that the makeup of the resident base there
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is a reflection of these characteristics. Scores drop off quickly after these two categories, suggesting that the
intangibles that create a small town and community are considerably more important than other factors.

Return to TOC

What’s Important: Community & Atmosphere, By Role in Local Government

Overview: The viewpoint of officials holding elected positions, as well as those that sit on voluntary board and
committee seats, is an important part of identifying any disconnect between policymakers and constituents that
may result in discord in the community. Fundamental to political policy is viewpoint, and What’s Important
represents the first opportunity to identify whether elected or unelected government and committee/board officials
are on the same page as their constituencies. Similarly, more engaged members of the community who are not part
of those first two groups may feel quite differently from those who are more engaged simply by nature of their
predisposition to be involved.

1
|
Elected official ) Employed by a

T
|

Analysis: When ranking scores {

| 1am not active

\
. 1 | am w
for What’s Important by Role in ziriiz Zf:(:i:ftgzoﬁgttﬁefm/ o orunelected | public-sector o e/?wcgtg;yd orer | gov:nlwt;cnacle n | OvERAL !
aclc ! il uaity member of local | non-profit ’ | | |
Local Government , t he order Zfe in }’/]OLIZ community for you and your boards ] organization resident | ‘ " ;z;e\zagsove ] }
ousehold. | |
ranking is unchanged for all Sense of community
groups except those Not Active Small town atmosphere
in Local Governance. While Rich community history/heritage
Vibrant/high energy 7.2 6.7 6.8 6.7 6.1 6.5

Sense of Community scores
highest for the groups Elected
Official/Unelected Member of Local Board, Employed by a Public Sector or Non-Profit, Actively Engaged Resident,
and Other, the top 2 characteristics are “Sense of Community” and “Small Town Atmosphere. Forthose Not Active
in Local Governance, the top 2 are reversed, with Small Town Feel ranking first at 8.4 points and Sense of Community
ranking second at 8.2 points. A notable pattern that emerges when analyzed by Role in Local Government is the
relatively lower scores given to the importance of these characteristics for those that identify as Not Active in
Governance. In all cases, with the exception of Small-Town Atmosphere, this group ranked the importance of each
of these characteristics below all of the other cohorts, as well as the Overall score.

Diversity of the community (age, race, gender, etc.) 6.9 7.0 6.6 6.4 5.5 59

Elected Officials/Unelected Members of Local Boards and Actively Engaged Residents gave the highest scores for
Sense of Community but were not as strong on Small Town Atmosphere as Other and Not Active respondents.

Takeaways: With the exception of scoring a Small Town Atmosphere, residents that are not actively engaged in
governance range each of these characteristics as less important to their QoL than all other groups, while those
most engaged in the community — particularly Elected Officials, give each of them greater importance than their
cohorts. Whether this differential is a result of a natural predisposition towards community & atmosphere by those
engaged in local governance or if exposure and a sense of investment in the process are playing a role is unclear.
It’s also important to note that while those not active in government see these characteristics as less important to
QofL, the overall pattern is almost identical among cohorts, and the Not Active respondents still score the top 2
categories above 8 points.

Return to TOC

What’s Important: Community & Atmosphere, by Residency Type (All Owners & Renters)
Overview: There are essentially four types of residents in resort communities: those that own their unit and use it
as their primary residence, those that own their unit and use it as a secondary residence but also rent it out for Short-
Term Rental (STR), those that own their unit and use it as a secondary residence but do not rent it for STR, and those
that rent their residence. Understanding the QoL ratings for these four groups can help understand the motivation
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for their presence in the community and may allow policymakers to attract or deter different types of residency
types.

Analysis: Owners who use their home as their primary residence and Renters both scored Sense of Community as
their most important factor in rating their QoL. Both groups also scored higher than the Overall score of 8.5, with

Owners in  their primary ' . Own-usaas | Own-use as
residen orin 8.5. whil Please rate how important the following factors are | Own - use as seconard seconda
esidence sc g g e in determining the quality of life in your community primary residence a}; d | residence Anl/\lD OVERALL
Renter scored this |for you and your household. residence only NOT STR STR
characteristic the highest of all Sense of community
groups, at 8.6. Both types of Small town atmosphere
owners that use their residence Rich community history/heritage
as asecond home scored Sense Vibrant/high energy
of Community as their second | Diversity of the community (age, race, gender, etc.) 6.0 6.6 5.9

most important QofL factor.

Owners that don’t rent their second home scored this characteristic at 7.6, while those that do rent out their second
homes scored 7.2. The scoring for Community correlates directly to the level of attachment to the community.
Levels of attachment can be sorted for these groups as Owners in Primary Residence and Renters as the most
attached, owners that don’t rent their unit as the next level down in attachment, and owners that do rent their unit
as the least attached to the community.

Both types of Second Homeowners scored Small Town Atmosphere as the mostimportant factorin Community and
Atmosphere QoL, while this characteristic was second for both Primary Owners and Renters as well as the overall
ranking.

All groups except for Renters rated Diversity in the Community as the least important factor; however, both Renters
(6.6) and Primary Owners (6.0) scored this higher than the overall rating (5.9), while both types of second
Homeowners scored diversity well below the overall score.

Takeaways: Sense of Community and Small Town Atmosphere are both very important to all residency groups, but
while Primary Residence Owners and Renters are seeking Sense of Community overall, Owners of Second Homes —
whether they rent them or not — are thinking more about escape to a small town rather than community, scoring
Small Town Atmosphere as their most important QoL factor. This relates tangentially to the earlier discussion under
Primary Findings about respondents’ investment in the Community, where residents have a greater emotional and
financial investment in their community based on factors like overall time spent, whether they live there full-time,
whether they are employed there, and so on. While second Homeowners have a significant financial investmentin
the community, they see the Sense of Community as less important to the QoL when there, a natural result of not
being physically integrated full-time.

Return to TOC

What’s Important: Community & Atmosphere, By Household Income

Overview: Understanding the factors that are important to Quality of Life for different income levels allows
jurisdictions to understand priorities for widely varying members of the community. As noted earlier, resort
communities are an exaggeration of standard demographics with a strong representation of allincome levels within
a relatively small geographic area. With communities dependent upon the full spectrum from the high-end tax and
investment base to the support and service tax that drive the economy, knowing what each of those groups requires
is key to understanding and balancing the community and its policies.
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Analysis: As with other analyses, when studying how important characteristics of Community and Atmosphere,
Sense of Community and Small-Town Atmosphere scored as either the most important or second most important
across the income spectrum. However, there was considerable variance in the overall rankings among the income
groups, and only those respondents in the $100-$149.9k range - the second largest income group in the sample at
19% of all respondents - ranked the importance of the characteristics the same as the overall results. The $50-

i i i i i T
B ke e rssomo| 000+ | stomo- | stogno- | somom- | sovon. | oo | ey
8roup = | mayorhosseod Y * $99999 | $149.999 | $199999 | $209999 | $499.999 | more |
the Sense of community
mall town atmosphere

argest Small h
group in |Rich community history/heritage
the Vibrant/high energy
samp le Diversity of the community (age, race, gender, etc.)

at 22% of all respondents - scored Sense of Community the highest at 8.6 points, while those earning $500k and
above scored it 7.6. Only those on the extreme ends of the spectrum, households earning less than $50k and over
$500k, scored Small Town Atmosphere as their most important characteristic. Interestingly, the ranking of
characteristics for respondents earning $500k and above is the same as those for respondents who own a second
home and rent it out on the STR marketplace, though the actual scoring values differ (see prior section). This may
or may not be a reflection of the required income levels for those owning STR-rented properties, but the parallels
are of note.

Five of the seven income groups said that Vibrant/High Energy was the third most important factor in their QoL, with
just those earners between $50-$99.9k and $100-$149.9k ranking it lower (5" and 4™, respectively).

Diversity in the Community was given a strong 6.9-point score for the most prominent income group, those earning
$50-$99.9k, ranking it as the third most important characteristic, while all other groups scored it lowest among the
five characteristics in this section.

Section Needs Takeaways

Return to TOC

What’s Important: Community & Atmosphere, By Time in Community

Overview: Time in the community creates emotional bonds to the community. Following this theory, residents who
have lived in aresort community are likely to place a higher value on QoL. They are also both older residents and are
more likely to own their residence and use it as a primary residence (see Age, Ownership & Time in the Community).
Conversely, persons who have not lived in the community may rank the importance of characteristics similarly but
may score them lower than longer-residing respondents.

Analysis: When analyzed by the length of time that respondents have lived within the community, Sense of
Community and Small-Town Atmosphere were the highest scoring characteristics among all six groups. All groups
except those who have been in the community less than one year scored Sense of Community within 1 point of the
8.3 point overall score, while that group scored it at just 7.5 points, the lowest score for that Characteristic of all
groups. Those who have Z’Ziﬁﬁfﬁ;ZZTiu‘;’f,?y"ffhﬁeﬁfﬂk’yﬁ'l’fﬁ;fﬁnfff Less than 1 15years | 616 years | 624 years | 25:34 years 3+years | OVERALL i
been in the Community 16-  foryou and your househoi. | ‘ ‘ |
24 years and those who Sense ofcommenty

have been 35+ years both i sy heritage

said Small Town Vibrant/high energy

Diversity of the community (age, race, gender, etc.)

Small town atmosphere
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Atmosphere was more important than Sense of Community, but only slightly.

When analyzing scores in aggregate, the overall average score for all characteristics combined increased with time
in the Community- Those who have lived in Total Average Score of Community and Atmosphere

the community for less than one year gave Quality of Life Factors by Time in Community

an overall score of 6.2 points for all 50

characteristics. That numberincreases and

7.5
7.2

holds at 7.0 points for residents who have 70 0 = =
been in the community between 1 and 24 s .
years, then increases considerably from 25
years onward, culminating at a score of 7.5 s
points average for those 35+ years. The
increase in overall scores for longer-term -
residence from mid-term residents comes *°

4.0

largely from placing a higher importance on

Small Town Atmosphere and Rich

Community History, the latter being the strongest gainer and a quality that is likely recognized more after longer-
term residents have had a chance to contribute to that history.

7.5

o

o

Less than 1 year 1-5 years 6-15 years 16-24 years 25-34 years 35+ years

Takeaways: Community and Atmosphere are more important to those with longevity in the community than to those
not, suggesting that such factors as Community and Atmosphere overall may be assumed over time rather than
magnets that draw residents to a community.

Return to TOC

What’s Important: Outdoor Activities and Recreation, Overall
Overview: The Outdoor Activities and Recreation category is comprised of five characteristics to be scored for
importance to the Quality of Life of respondents. Those five characteristics are, in no order:

6. Accessto Snowsport Opportunities

7. Accessto Outdoor Activities and Experiences Beyond Snowsport
8. EasyAccessto Trails

9. Family Friendly Opportunities

10. Quality of Recreation Facilities and Programs.

Not surprisingly, characteristics typically associated with mountain resort communities scored as the most
important overall, while those that might be available in more urban or suburban communities scored the lowest.
There were no scores below 6.6 for any of the five characteristics, and the highest score was 9.0. All counties scored
all characteristics in the same order from most important to the least.

Analysis: Access to i Average Rating

L. Eagle Grand Pitkin Routt Summit Other CO
O Utd oor ACt lvities Outdoor Actvities and Recreation

and Experiences Access to outdoor activities and il = E =
P experiences beyond snowsports M S22 o8 87 m o 52 = 86
was the most Access to snowsports = = = -
opportunities IS ° ' 80 Nl o 2 D321 74
important Quality of recreation facilities and = - -
P " progrems el [ (N S =T
characteristic of the Family friendly opportunities 6.8 66 70 7.0 n=328 67

Quality-of-life

1

w

o]
1

Source: NWCCOG/CAST Community Metric Project - 2024
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category of Outdoor Activities and Recreation, scoring 8.8 points overall and ranking first among all five subject
counties. Respondents in Summit County scored this characteristic as extremely important, giving it a 9.0. The
second most important characteristic in the category was Access to Trails, scoring 8.6, and also scored highest in
Summit County at 9.0. Surprisingly, Access to Snowsports opportunities was not the leading factor in any of the
subject counties, scoring third in all cases and 8.1 points overall. Again, Summit County scored the highest on this
characteristic, at 8.7 points. Family-Friendly was the least important to respondents for QofL, scoring 6.8 points.
Routt County, which has the largest percentage of full-time, year-round residents at 77%, gave this characteristic
the highest score, at 7.1 points, while Eagle County residents scored it at 6.8 points.

Takeaways: Access to Snowsports Opportunities is neither the first nor second most important factor in QofL for
respondents in any of the five subject counties, scoring third overall. However, all three of the most important
categories are related to accessibility of the outdoors, while the lower two categories have more to do with facilities,
programs, and systems. Whether the ranking of Access to Snowsports’ ranking is related to actually being of lower
importance than the two higher-placed characteristics orif itis because there is an assumption that access is based
on the location of the communities is not clear.

Return to TOC

What’s Important: Outdoor Activities and Recreation, By Role in Local Government
Overview: See What’s Important: Community and Atmosphere, By Role in Local Government

Analysis: Role in Local Government has very little impact on how important the five characteristics of Outdoor
Activities and Recreation are to respondents in the five countles Elected OfflClals/Unelected Members of Local

Boards, Activel Engaged | 1am not active
Y g g Please rate how important the following factors are | Eleictgdlofftczal E’EEIOVEdtb:I ar Actively | in local
Residents, and Not Active |.y in determining the quality of life in your community | momub ere;:le | pu N Crfe: gt ° engaged | Other governancein | OVERALL
E ngage d Residents all scored for you and your household. ¢ bc?ar[()is oca org[;niz :tion resident the ways
identified above
the five characteristics in Access to outdoor activities and experiences beyond
snowsports
similar order and with very little ¢, aocess to rails
variance. . Respondents Access to snowsports opportunities 7.3
Employed in the Public Sector
N Profit 0 g i7ati Quality of recreation facilities and programs 1.7 177 177 7.6 1.7
or on-rrori rganizations
. . Family friend! rtuniti . X . . E k
ranked the quallty of recreation amily friendly opportunities 72 6.4 6.6 72 6.4 6.8

facilities and programs as 3™ most important while they were ranked 4" Overall, perhaps a reflection of their
professional investment in those facilities as public sector workers. Respondents in the “Other” category ranked
Easy Access to Trails as their most important characteristic, whereas all other groups listed that as their second
most important.

Takeaway: As we saw with the Community and Atmosphere category, Role in Local Government is not a significant
differentiator of what defines QofL for respondents, with both ranking of the characteristics and the absolute scores
for each relatively homogenous across the sample.

Return to TOC

What’s Important: Outdoor Activities and Recreation, by Residence Type (All Owners & Renters)
Overview: As noted in What’s Important: Community and Atmosphere, by Residence Type (All Owners & Renters),
there are fundamental differences in what different owner types find as important to QoL in their resort community.
While the differences in how residents score the Outdoor Activities and Recreation category is not as pronounced
as it was for Community and Atmosphere, there are some key takeaways.
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Analysis: Both types of residents with second homes - those that rent them as STRs and those that do not - put
more overall importance on Outdoor

. . Total Average Score of Outdoor Activities and Recreation
Activities and Recreation than owners that Quality of Life Factors by Residence Ownership Type
use their residence as their primary 88
residence, while Renters score the lowest ®¢
of the four groups. In total, Second
Homeowners who rent their units scoredan 8.0
average of 8.6 points for the five >
characteristics of this category, while .
Second Homeowners who do not rent out ,,
were close behind at 8.4 points average. 72
Owners that use their home as a primary 7o
residence had the third higheSt average ° Own - use as secondary Own - use as seconardy  Own - use as primary residence Rent
score, at 8.0, and Renters came in with just residence AND STR residence and NOT STR only
an average importance of 7.5 on characteristics related to Outdoor Activities & Recreation. This suggests that while
all groups feel these characteristics are important to QoL, those that are investing for part-time residency or rental
revenue find higher value in recreation, whereas owners of a primary residence or Renters may see factors, such as
employment opportunities, as more important, at least relative to their cohorts, on this category.

8.6

84 8.4

7.8

While three of the four cohorts ranked ) ) Own-useas | Own-useas
Please rate how important the following factors are | Own - use as seconard seconda |

ACCGSS to O utd oor ACtiVitieS a nd in determining the quality of life in your community primary residence aynd residence g\lD Rent OVERALL
for you and your household. | residence only NOT STR STR |

Experiences Beyond Snowsports as the _ i

Access to outdoor activities and experiences beyond
most important factor to QoL, Owners |snowsports
of second homes that rent their unit as |Easyaccess to trails
an STR were the only cohort to rank that |access to snowsports opportunities 74
characteristic second, putting Access
to Snowsport as the most important to
them, then ranking Access to activities
beyond snowsports as a close second. Itis unclear whether this departure from the cohorts is related to how those
owners choose to use those residences or if they see this Access to Snowsport as a critical component of generating
revenue for their STR rental.

Quality of recreation facilities and programs 75 7.8 8.1 1.7

Family friendly opportunities 6.9 74 7.7 5.8 6.8

Renters did not put the same importance on Access to Snowsport as the other cohorts, ranking it 4" at just 7.4
points, with Quality of Recreational Facilities and Programs in third position. Like those who own their primary
residence, Renters may view other factors outside of Outdoor Activities & Recreation. All groups saw Family-
Friendly Opportunities as the least important factor to QoL, though again, Second Homeowners of both types
scored the highest here, while Renters gave it 5.8 points out of 10.

Takeaways: While all cohorts of the residence type group score Outdoor Activities and Recreation as important to
their Quality of Life, only one of the cohorts — second Homeowners that rent their home as an STR - ranked Access
to Snowsports Opportunities as the most important to their QoL in this category, though only slightly higher than
their second ranking. Owners of their permanent residence and second Homeowners that don’t rent their unit put
Access to Snowsports third, while Renters rank it as fourth most important, perhaps due to cost of entry barriers for
that group, with 58% of that group earning less than $100k. Access to Outdoor Activities other than Snowsports and
Access to Trails are one-two among the other groups and among Renters. Renters are the least concerned with
Family-Friendly opportunities, with only 20% of those households having children aged 0 to 12.
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Return to TOC

What’s Important: Outdoor Activities & Recreation, By Household Income

Overview: Understanding the factors that are important to Quality of Life for different income levels allows
jurisdictions to understand priorities for widely varying members of the community. As noted earlier, resort
communities are an exaggeration of standard demographics with a strong representation of allincome levels within
arelatively small geographic area. With communities dependent upon the full spectrum from the high-end tax and
investment base to the support and service tax that drive the economy, knowing what each of those groups requires
is key to understanding and balancing the community and its policies.

Please rate how important the following factors are 1 |
in determining the quality of life in your community | Under $50,000 1
for you and your household. : |
Access to outdoor activities and experiences beyond

snowsports

$50,000 - $100,000 - $150,000 - $200,000 - $300,000 - $500,000 or

$99,999 $149,999 $199,999 $299,999 : $499,999 more OVERALL
]

Easy access to trails

Access to snowsports opportunities 7.3

Quality of recreation facilities and programs 73 74 7.6 7.8 8.1 79 7.7

Family friendly opportunities 5.8 i 5.9 6.6 6.9 7.0 7.5 74 6.8

Analysis: Unlike the variances between income levels when looking at what’s important to QoL for Community &
Atmosphere, there was little variance between income levels on which characteristics of Outdoor Recreation &
Activities were most important to their

Qol. Ofthe seven cohorts represented Total Average Score of Outdoor Recreation & Activities

four were identical and matched the, Quality of Life Factors by Income Level

overall aggregate ranking of

8.6

8.4

8.5 8.5

importance. Access to Outdoor . 2
Activities & Experiences Beyond w0 o
Snowsport was the most important 79
across all income levels except the a 7.6
$150-$199.9k group, who scored " 7.4
second after Easy Access to Trails. No e
group scored Access to Snowsport
Opportunities as the most important

6.8

Qol factor in this category, though the Under $50,000 $50,000 - $98,999  $100,000 - $150,000 - $200,000 - $300,000- 500,000 or more
$500k+ category ranked it second. $149,999 $195,999 §299,999 3499,899

Overall average scoring increased from the lowest overall scores forincome levels below $50k to the highest overall
scores for income levels $500k and above. As those groups largely correlate to age, this may be an indication that
overall, older members of the community put a higher value on quality of life versus their younger counterparts who
are in the process of establishing themselves.

=]

Takeaways: There is widespread agreement among income groups about what aspects of Outdoor Recreation &
Activities in a community are important to Quality of Life.

Return to TOC

What’s Important: Outdoor Activities & Recreation, By Time in Community

Overview: Time in the community creates emotional bonds to the community. Following this theory, residents who
have lived in a resort community are likely to place a higher value on QoL. They are also both older residents and are
more likely to own their residence and use it as a primary residence (see Age, Ownership & Time in the Community).
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Conversely, persons who have not lived in the community may rank the importance of characteristics similarly but
may score them lower than longer-residing respondents.

Analysis: As with Income Levels (above), rankings of what’s most important to QoL in the Outdoor Recreation &
Activities category are relatively homogenous across all groups, with all cohorts except those who have been in the
Pioase rate how importantthe folowing factors are : : 1 community less than one year
Ifgrdyeéznarmr;g:rlz g::!ft';;f;ﬁfe in your community Jear 1-5 years 6-15 years 16-24 years | 25-34 years 35+ years rankin g Access to Outdoor
ot e b Activities and  Experiences

Beyond Snowsport as their
most important. That group
ranked Easy access to trails as
most important, giving it a 9.5
score. The only other break
from conformity among the cohorts was in the 25-34 year resident group, which ranked Quality of Recreation
Facilities and Programs as 3" most important, while all others ranked it 4™. With only 10% of this group having
children between newborn and grade 12, this group may be active empty nesters that rely more heavily on recreation
facilities than outdoor recreation, which carries more risk. There is a similar correlation between number of children
and ranking Recreation Facilities as more important than other cohorts, with the $50k-$99.9k income group having
only 13% of households with children and also ranking Recreation Facilities ahead of other cohorts in that category
(see Outdoor Recreation & Activities by Income levels).

Less than 1

Easy access to trails

Access to snowsports opportunities

Quality of recreation facilities and programs

Family friendly opportunities

When we compare the overall average Total Avg Score of Community and Atmosphere, Outdoor Recreation & Activities
scores by cohort, we see that those Quality of Life Factors by Time in Community
who have been in the Community for & Community & Atmosphere & Outdoor Rec & Activities
shorter periods of time scored 52

Outdoor Recreation & Activities higher 50

than those who have been in the

community longer. However, when e

we look at those same scores for the o8

Community and Atmosphere data, we o0

see that there is an inverse trend, with >

longer-term  residents  generally >

scoring that category as more jz

important overall, While those WhO Less than 1 year 1-5 years 6-15 years 16-24 years 25-34 years 35+ years
have been in the community for a
shorter period of time scored it lower.

Takeaways: For the most part, residents find the same value in the same characteristics of Outdoor Recreation and
Activities, with only a few exceptions. However, residents who have been in the community longer rank this overall
category as less important than those who have been in the community longer, the opposite of the overall trend we
see when we assess the importance of Community & Atmosphere. This may be driven by several factors ranging
from such esoteric influences as the novelty of the outdoor lifestyle for newer residents to the more pragmatic
slowing down or more cautious approach to recreation as populations age, with longer-term residents also falling
into an older age group.

Return to TOC
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What’s Important: Infrastructure & Services, Overall
Overview: The Infrastructure & Services category is comprised of 11 characteristics to be scored forimportance to
the Quality of Life of respondents. Those 11 characteristics are, in no order:

11. Availability of High-Speed Internet

12. Emergency Services/Response Time

13. Quality and Adequacy of Grocery Stores

14. Quality (sound) infrastructure (sidewalks, traffic signals/signs, paving, sewer, water quality, etc.)
15. Traffic Congestion

16. Solid Capital Planning for Public Assets

17. Availability of Parking

18. Ability to get around without a motor vehicle

19. Proximity to Airport/Availability of Flights

20. Accessibility to big-ticket Retail (vehicles, Furniture, Appliances, etc.)
21. Availability of Childcare.

Responses across the five subject counties were largely consistent for the six most important characteristics that
contribute to QoL, though there were some slight variances in absolute scores and ranking across the counties. Not
surprisingly, such issues as quality internet, emergency services and groceries, and traffic all ranked in the top six,
while such things as big ticket retail and childcare were well down the list.

Analysis: Overall, Emergency Services/Response Time was the most important characteristic of Infrastructure and
Services across all counties, scoring 8.6 out of 10 points. Respondents in Eagle, Grand, Routt, and Summit Counties
all ranked this characteristic as either tied for most important or most important. Respondents in Pitkin County
ranked Emergency Services as their second most important factor to QofL in this category.

At the overall aggregate level, Availability of High-Speed Internet and Quality and Adequacy of Grocery Stores were

tied for the second A .
verage Rating

most im porta nt Rating Category L Eagle Grand Pitkin Routt Summit Other CO
factor in QOfL, at 85 Emergency services / response time 86 QEEEE] 87 8 Gl n=257 85 NEsiT LGl n=087 86 n=331 83

n=664 83

points, and most Availability of high speed internet 85 QEELE] 87 2 [EMn-257  EXS 86 n=330 84

counties followed Quality and adequacy of grocery stores 85 86 82

suit, with either of Quality (sound) infrastructure (ﬂdewalks,trafflc _ = = - =
’ signals/signs, paving, sewer, water quality, tc.) Bl 307 [N n=490 LR =578 WA =254 LR =664 8.1 [EELt] 83 n=333 8.0

those categories Traffic congestion 7.9 n=489 |&3 77 n=256 [PEMn=667 [X)
either tied for

n=257 86 QEEHY 8.4 Qe 86 n=332 8.2

81 n=327 74

Solid capital planning for public assets 7.9 n=4%0 [R 75 (B0 : oo 78 n=320 78
second or
Availability of parking 7‘0 7‘3 We‘a 7‘2 6‘9 7,5 n=330 6.0

second/third. The
lowest score for

Ability to get around without a motor vehicle 68 6.6 5,0 n=259 A =668 K] n=991 [XY n=331 70

Proximi I ‘availability of flights [IEc¥E¥I 6.1 n=484 X3 42 n=254 VI n-660 [¥ =965 EX =324 57
Qofl related o oo T BERC B —i.
Internet was Routt, " turmiture, appliances, etc) il - RAN 5B - Y n-o: L o-oe TR 38
while the highest Availability of childcare [} 3.6 n=4X3 EQ.Q ﬁa‘a =643 2‘9 42
was Eagle. Scores drop off quickly for characteristics ranked below sixth, with Availability of Parking somewhat
down the list at 7" most important and scoring 7.0 points, varying moderately across the counties, though Traffic
Congestion ranks 5" at 7.9 points, and Ability to Get Around Without a Motor Vehicle was 8" at 6.8 points. Ability to
get around without a motor vehicle was considerably more important to respondents in Pitkin County, who scored
7.9 points and placed it as their sixth most important characteristic.

|
w
~
o
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Availability of Childcare was the least important factor in determining QoL in the Infrastructure & Services category,
at just 3.6 points overall. Summit County respondents scored this at just 2.6 points, while Routt County scored it
4.2 points.

Takeaways: When considering Quality of Life based on Infrastructure and Services, respondents in all five subject
counties appear to largely give the same importance to each of these characteristics, with only slight variations.
The top six characteristics are all well-scored, and the top four all score above 8.0 points, making Availability of
High-Speed Internet, Emergency Services/Response Time, Quality and Adequacy of Grocery Stores, and Quality
(sound) infrastructure (sidewalks, traffic signals/signs, paving, sewer, water quality, etc.) high priorities for local
jurisdictions and policymakers.

Return to TOC

What’s Important: Infrastructure & Services, By Role in Local Government
Overview: The viewpoint of
officials holdi ng elected  |Piease rate how important the following factors are
positions, as well as those that ;7,,"5;3’21;7,’;?,372;’51’;{,,‘3 Ve inyour commnty
sit on voluntary board and
committee  seats, is an
important part of identifying any Availability of high speed internet

disconnect between Quality and adequacy of grocery stores

|am not active
Actively in local
engaged Other governance in
resident the ways

identified above

Elected official | Employed by a
or unelected | public-sector or

member of local|  non-profit

boards organization

OVERALL

Emergency services / response time

po li cyma kers and constituents Quality (§ound) infrastructure (sidewalkg traffic 8.1 83 8.1 83 82
. . i signals/signs, paving, sewer, water quality, etc.)

that may result in discord in the Traffic congestion 70 75 76 8.3 79
co m m un Ity'_ l_:u nd a me.nta L to Solid capital planning for public assets 8.2 7.8 8.1 9.0 76 79
political policy is viewpoint, and

, Availability of parking 6.1 6.8 6.6 78 72 7.0
What’s Important represents
the first o pportun ity to id entify Ability to get around without a motor vehicle 70 71 7.0 79 6.5 6.8
whether elected or unelected Proximity to airport/availability of fights 6.3 6.1 6.4 6.3 6.1 6.1
g overnment and Accgssibility to big-ticket retail (vehicles, furniture, 32 38 37 46 41 40

appliances, etc)

committee/board officials are |uiaiiy of chiideare 54 46 48 39 36 36

on the same page as their
constituencies. Similarly, more engaged members of the community who are not part of those first two groups may
feel quite differently from those who are more engaged simply by nature of their predisposition to be involved.

Analysis: Though homogenous at the County level, what’s important to QoL when assessed by Role in Local
Government varies considerably in the order of importance of characteristics varies considerably, while the
individual scores given to each characteristic are relatively similar between cohorts. Respondents Not Active in
Local Governance most closely reflect the overall numbers for this category. Elected Officials and Unelected
Members of Local Boards ranked Availability of High-Speed Internet as the most important infrastructure and
services characteristic at 8.8 points, somewhat higher than the 8.5 point aggregate. Public Sector Employees and
Actively Engaged Residents also placed this characteristic as the most important. Not surprisingly, Elected
Officials/Board Members placed a high priority on Solic Capital Planning for Public Assets, though at 8.2 points, it
was well below “Other” respondents, who scored it at 9.0 points.

Takeaways: While ranking/order of the most important issues to QofL around Infrastructure and Systems varies
largely between the various roles in the community, the absolute scoring of each characteristic varies only
moderately between the groups, with a notable exception. The outlier response of the Other category of residents,
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those that don’t fall into any of the defined roles in the community, is worth exploring. This group places
considerably higher importance on the characteristics of Infrastructure and Services than all other groups, with an
average score of 7.6 compared to the overall score of 7.0, and has ranked almost all characteristics differently than
their cohorts. These respondents are 99% full-time, year-round residents, the majority of them have lived in the
community for more than five years and own their residence. They have a higher percentage of K-12 children in their
household than any other cohort and earn a modest income, with 60% earning $99.9k or less. While itis a relatively
small group compared to the overall sample, their viewpoints on infrastructure and systems may vary enough to be
an outlier voice in the community that needs to be addressed.

What’s Important: Infrastructure and Services, by Residence Type (All Owners & Renters)

Overview: There are essentially four types of residents in resort communities: those that own their unit and use it
as their primary residence, those that own their unitand use it as a secondary residence but also rent it out for Short-
Term Rental (STR), those that own their unit and use it as a secondary residence but do not rent it for STR, and those
that rent their residence. Understanding the QoL ratings for these four groups can help understand the motivation
for their presence in the community and may allow policymakers to attract or deter different types of residency
types.

Analysis:  Among all owners, |Please rate how important the following factors are i Own - use as Osv:z;::;;s Ozverl(;:j:rjs ,
Availabi lity of Hi gh- S pee d in determining the quality of life in your community | primary residence and | residence AND | Rent i OVERALL
for you and your household. ; residence only NOT STR STR
Internet is the most important ]
QOL characteristic of Emergency services / response time
Infrastructure and Services, |Availability of high speed internet 8.2
while  Renters ranked this Quality and adequacy of grocery stores 8.2
characteristic fourth, with Quality (sound) infrastructure (sidewalks, traffic 8.2 8.1 8.2
Emergency Services/Response |signalsisigns, paving, sewer, water quality, etc.) ’ ) )
them. That characteristiC |soiig capital planning for public assets 8.1 7.9 7.8 7.6 7.9
ranked a close second for all - ]
. Availability of parking 6.9 7.0 75 6.9 7.0
owner types, and the 1-2 ratings
isho Ability to get around without a motor vehicle . b ! . u
of High-Speed Internet and s = e 74 &
Emergency Services were the |Proximity to airportiavailability of fights 6.4 5.5 6.1 6.0 6.1
same for all owners, whether |Accessibiliy to big-ticket retail (vehicles, fumniture, 40 42 a1 37 40
they used their home as their |2Piances.et)
primary residence or it was a Availability of childcare 41 1.9 23 4.2 3.6

second/vacation home that they did or did not rent. There are a few differences among the three ownership types:

1. Owners of their primary and second Homeowners who did not rent their property as an STR unit said quality and
adequacy of grocery stores was the third most important characteristic of QoL, while those that rented their unit
as an STR ranked Grocery Stores as 4" most important, with Quality/Sound infrastructure in third.

2. Second, Homeowners cited Traffic Congestion as less important to their QoL than those that owned their
primary residence, likely a consequence of the fact that Traffic in their resort community is not a daily issue for
them.

3. Second Homeowners thatrenttheir property as an STR scored the Availability of Parking 7.5 points, considerably
higher than any other owner type or Renters, perhaps an indication of some of the issues related to vehicle
restrictions on STR properties or in-town parking for visitors during busy times, both of which may impact their
Renters.
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4. While all cohorts scored Availability of Childcare as either the 10" or 11" most important characteristic in this
category, Renters gave that characteristic 4.2 points, and Owners of their primary residence scored it 4.1, both
dramatically higher than Second Homeowners who do and do rent their units (2.3 points) and do not rent their
units (1.9 points.

Takeaways: While the most important characteristics of Infrastructure and Services are relatively consistent across
all owner types and Renters, gaps and differences between the cohorts materialize when the characteristic is less
universal (emergency services) and more related to day-to-day local life (Traffic Congestion, Childcare, Parking).
Jurisdictions have an easier job when assessing the needs of all residents for fundamentals but will be experiencing
pressure when the fundamentals start to impact daily convenience or rental revenue issues.

Return to TOC

What’s Important: Infrastructure and Services, by Household Income

Overview: Understanding the factors that are important to Quality of Life for different income levels allows
jurisdictions to understand priorities for widely varying members of the community. As noted earlier, resort
communities are an exaggeration of standard demographics with a strong representation of allincome levels within
arelatively small geographic area. With communities dependent upon the full spectrum from the high-end tax and
investment base to the support and service sector that drives the economy, knowing what each of those groups
requires is key to understanding and balancing the community and its policies.

Analysis: Earners under $150k all cited Emergency Services/Response Time as the most important factor in QoL in
their community. This is a group made up of three income tiers, all of which are overwhelmingly full-time, year-
round residents of the community. $150-$199.9k, with a smaller but still high percentage of respondents being full-

Please rate how important the following factors are | I | | | | |

. L . o P | $50,000 - $100,000- | $150,000- | $200,000- | $300,000- | $500,0000r |

in determining the quality of life in your community : Under $50,000 $99,099 $149.999 | $199.999 | $299.999 | $499.999 | more ‘ OVERALL
for you and your household. i | | | | |
Emergency services / response time

Availability of high speed internet 7.0 8.5

Quality and adequacy of grocery stores

Quallty (§ound) |nfrastructure (S|dewalk§, traffic 79 8.4 8.2 79 8.4 83 8.2
signals/signs, paving, sewer, water quality, etc.)

Traffic congestion 8.0 74 7.8 7.6 7.9 7.9 7.9
Solid capital planning for public assets 71 79 7.8 8.2 7.8 8.1 8.2 79
Availability of parking 7.0 7.3 6.9 6.9 6.4 74 7.2 7.0
Ability to get around without a motor vehicle 7.5 741 6.8 6.7 6.8 6.3 6.2 6.8
Proximity to airport/availability of flights 5.2 5.7 6.3 5.9 6.1 6.3 7.5 6.1
Accgssibility to big-ticket retail (vehicles, furniture, 32 39 39 42 39 42 41 40
appliances, etc)

Availability of childcare 42 39 45 39 31 32 2.6 36

time, permanent residents, ranked this item as second behind High-Speed Internet Access. All groups earning
>$150k per household ranked Access to High-Speed Internet as the most important factor, with earners above
$300k scoring it above 9.0; this is likely a result of employment. 55% of earners up to $149.9k work within the
community and are unlikely to need high-speed internet all day long to meet their employment needs, while just
24% of earners making more than that work outside the community and are likely highly dependent on digital
infrastructure. A further reflection of this relationship may be the low ranking of High-Speed Internet for those
earning less than $50k, who scored this characteristic a relatively high 7.0 points, but it was ranked 7" of 11, and a
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higher but still outlier ranking by those earning $50-$99.9k, who scored it 8.5 points and said it was the 4™ most
important characteristic to QoL.

Similarly, those earning under $50k said the ability to get around without a vehicle was important to their QolL,
ranking it 5™ at 7.5 points, well above the 8" and 9" ranking of most other income groups, who collectively scored it
at an average 6.7 points.

Takeaways: High-Speed Internet is an excellent example of a sliding scale of importance based on income. Those
earning less than 50k rank it as the 7" most important issue related to QoL, while those earning $50-99.9k rank it
fourth, $100-$149k second. Digital Importance of Access to High Speed Internet Directly Related to Income Levels
Nomads, represented by those

members of the community earning

$150k and more, Strongly see Accessto 51 52
High-Speed Internet as the most e :
important aspect of determining QoL
related to Infrastructure and Services.

===S5core for "Access to High Speed Internet”  ===9% Employed Qutside Community / Self Employed
100 igh Sp % Employ v/ ployed ..

90%
80%
8.5 70%
8.0 60%
7.5 50%

7.0 40%

There are also differences in
fundamentals, which may be more
important to lower-earning
households. The Ability to Get Around

Without a Motor Vehicle is very e Under $50,000  $50,000 - $100,000 - $150,000 - $200,000 - $300,000 - $500,000 or o
important to households earning $99,999 $149,999 $199,999 $299,999 $499,999 more
<$50k/year, as is traffic congestion, which may hinder their ability to use public transport to get to work in a timely
manner, while all other groups rank both of those issues relatively low on their lists.

6.5 30%

6.0 20%

5.5 10%

Return to TOC

What’s Important: Infrastructure and Services, by Time in Community

Overview: Time in the community creates emotional bonds to the community. Following this theory, residents who
have lived in a resort community are likely to place a higher value on QoL. They are also both older residents and are
more likely to own their residence and use it as a primary residence (see Age, Ownership & Time in the Community).
Conversely, persons who have not lived in the community may rank the importance of characteristics similarly but
may score them lower than longer-residing respondents.
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Analysis: There is some variance between how cohorts who have lived in the community ranked their mostimportant

Quality-of-life

characteristics related
to Infrastructure and
Services. As with other
looks at this QoL
category, all cohorts

Please rate how important the following factors are
in determining the quality of life in your community  |Less than 1 year

for you and your household.

Emergency services / response time

Availability of high speed internet

Quality and adequacy of grocery stores

1-5 years

6-15 years

| 16-24 years

25-34 years

35+ years

OVERALL |

. Quality (sound) infrastructure (sidewalks, traffic

ranked either signals/signs, paving, sewer, water quality, etc.)
Emergency Services Or Trafic congestion
Availabi llty of H Igh ~  ISolid capital planning for public assets 79 7.8 8.0 7.9 8.0 7.8 7.9
Speed Internet as the Avalilability of parking 6.8 6.7 7.2 71 71 71 7.0
most important factorin

Ability to get around without a motor vehicle 74 6.7 6.8 6.6 7.0 6.6 6.8
QofL based on

Proximity to airport/availability of flights 6.5 6.2 6.0 6.4 5.8 5.4 6.1
Infrastructure and | " 'ZI "; Vk' "yl( :’I f

. ccessibility to big-ticket retail (vehicles, furniture,

Services. However, appiances, etc) 46 4 4 39 39 40 40
Access to H |g h _Spe ed [|Availability of childcare 14 3.5 3.7 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6

Internet ranked fourth

for both of the longer-term residence groups, those in the community for 25-34 years and 35+ years. While the
discussion in the previous section about higher income levels driving more importance on High-Speed Internet
access, in this case, there is an inverse relationship between time in the community and the importance of
connectively as longer-term residents in the 25-34 and 35+ year categories are more likely to be retired (32% and
44% respectively compared to 17% aggregate for the other cohorts)

Residents who have been in the community for less than one year indicated that the Ability to Get Around Without a
Motor Vehicle was the 6" most important QofL characteristic with a score of 7.4, while all other cohorts ranked that
as 8™,

Interestingly, all groups ranked their least important characteristics the same, with Proximity to Airport, Accessibility
to Big-Ticket Items, and Availability of Childcare falling into 9™, 10™, and 11" place, respectively. Scores between
these issues were also very close across the cohorts, with the exception of Childcare, which was scored by
residents who have been in the community less than one year at 1.4 points, well below the average of 3.6 for the rest
of the group.

Takeaway: Emergency Services/Response Time and Availability of High-Speed Internet continue to be consistently
important QofL characteristics to respondents, as do Quality and Adequate Grocery Stores. Longer-term residents
tend to be older and are more likely to be retired, but a smaller premium on this characteristic.

Return to TOC

What’s Important: Cost of Living and Housing, Overall

Overview: The Cost of Living and Housing category of the Quality-of-life assessment is comprised of 4
characteristics to be scored for importance to the Quality of Life by respondents. Those five characteristics are, in
no order:

Availability and Cost of Housing
Relatively Low/Attractive Tax Rates
Quality of Public and Private K-12 Schools
Cost of Living

N o
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Overall, items in the Cost of Living and Housing category were not as important to respondents as Safety and
Security, Outdoor Activities and Recreation, and Infrastructure and Services. This is a reflection of the more affluent
residents in mountain resort communities when compared to national demographic and income data from the US
Census Bureau 2021 census (see Income).

Analysis: Overall, the Cost of Living was cited as the most important consideration when assessing QoL for
respondents, with an aggregate 8.2 out of 10 points. That score varied only moderately across counties, with Eagle

Count residents
. y . Rating Category Grand Total Eagle Grand Pitkin Routt Summit Other CO
scoring it the
. . Cost of living [l N n=477 n=248 [: el n=653 81 - 79 |[n=328 82
d Summit County | "eiebiitysnd costof housing - m 0 MT o e e S s e
an ummi ounty
. g it the t Relatively low/attractive tax rates 7.4 7.3 m 7.7 74 7.3 79 =330 638
scoring 1 e L.owes
Quality of public and prwate K-12 n=3264 [P =485 ; 59 =252 IR 67 n=973 n=326 6.4
at 7.9 points. It was thoo - - - Bl B -

also the most important factor across all counties except Summit, where respondents cited Relatively
Low/Attractive Tax Rates as equally important to QoL, also scoring it 7.9 points. Availability and Cost of Housing
were second in allcommunities, scoring 7.8 points. Like the Cost of Living characteristic, Eagle County respondents
also scored higher than other respondents, at 8.0 points, while Summit County residents scored this the lowest of
the counties, at just 7.5 points. Relatively Low/Attractive Tax Rates were the third most important characteristic of
Cost Of Living and Housing across all respondents, scoring 7.4 out of 10 points. Summit County residents scored
this characteristic higher than the other counties, at 7.9 points, and Routt and Eagle Counties scored it the lowest
among the five subject counties, at just 7.3 points. The importance of the Quality of Public and Private K-12 Schools
falls off sharply from the other characteristics in this category, scoring just 6.2 points overall, with the highest score
coming in Routt County (6.7 points) and the lowest coming in Summit County (5.6 points). These two scores are
likely a reflection of full-time, year-round residency of respondents, with Routt County having the highest (and
therefore the larger absolute number of students enrolled in local schools) at 77%, while Summit County has just
55% of full-time, year-round residents.

Takeaways: Both absolute scoring and ranking or characteristics that are important to QoL are very similar across
four of the five subject counties, with only Summit County behaving differently. For the most part, cost of living is —
at least as an overall category — not as important as Safety and Security, Outdoor Activities and Recreation, and
Infrastructure and Services, a reflection of the overall affluence of mountain town residents, who are likely to be less
price sensitive than consumers and residents in other markets.

Return to TOC

What’s Important: Cost of Living and Housing, By Role in Local Government

Overview: The viewpoint of officials holding elected positions, as well as those that sit on voluntary board and
committee seats, is an important part of identifying any disconnect between policymakers and constituents that
may result in discord in the community. Fundamental to political policy is viewpoint, and What’s Important
represents the first opportunity to identify whether elected or unelected government and committee/board officials
are on the same page as their constituencies. Similarly, more engaged members of the community who are not part
of those first two groups may feel quite differently from those who are more engaged simply by nature of their
predisposition to be involved.
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Analysis: All cohorts scored Cost of Living as their most important characteristic in determining QoL for this
category, and Availability and Cost of Housing second. Of the categorized respondents, those employed by the
public sector or non-profit

Please rate how important the following | am not active in

. . . Employed by a
organizations sco red Cost of factors are in determining the quality of ui';j;i;ﬁz:;; public-sector or | Actively engaged Other ! local governance | OVERALL
Living very high, at 9.2 out of 10, lfeinyourcommuniyforyouandyour  "GEENEEE renpeft | s ey |
’ : ’ household. organization ! identified above |
and just slightly ahead of their Costof ving ;

second choice, Availability and

Availability and cost of housing

Relatively low/attractive tax rates

Cost of Housing. This is sharply
higher than all other cohorts, :
including their public sector counterparts, Elected Officials/Unelected Members of Local Boards, who scored Cost
of Living just 8.3 points out of 10, the lowest score for this characteristic. This disparity is likely due to household
income, with 26% of respondents employed in the public sector or by non-profits earning more than $150k, while
48% of Elected Officials are earning that same amount. Both those groups and the Other cohort rated the Quality
of Public and Private K-12 schools as the third most important characteristic, while Relatively Low/Attractive Tax
Rates as fourth of the four characteristics was fourth for those three groups.

Quality of public and private K-12 schools

Takeaways: While Role in Local Government is relatively consistent and the top 2 characteristics were similar
across all cohorts, there are differences based on income, with higher-earning households scoring the Cost of Living
considerably lower on the 0-10 scale than those that are earning less. The Other category continues to score all
categories higher than the overall score and is often leading cohorts when scoring the importance of QoL
characteristics.

What’s Important: Cost of Living and Housing, By Residency Type (All Owners & Renters)

Overview: There are essentially four types of residents in resort communities: those that own their unit and use it
as their primary residence, those that own their unitand use it as a secondary residence but also rent it out for Short-
Term Rental (STR), those that own their unit and use it as a secondary residence but do notrent it for STR, and those
that rent their residence. Understanding the QoL ratings for these four groups can help understand the motivation
for their presence in the community and may allow policymakers to attract or deter different types of residency
types.

NOT STR STR

. . . T
A*Ln alysis: There is considerable Please rate how important the following factors are | Own - use as O:ver;(-)::redyas O:Ver::;:;:rjs E

dis parity between res pon dent |indetermining the quality of life in your community primary residence and | residence AND | Rent OVERALL
for you and your household. E

cohorts when looking at the
importance of the different
characteristics of Cost of Living

residence only

Cost of living

Availability and cost of housing

Relatively low/attractive tax rates

Quality of public and private K-12 schools 6.8 5.0

and Housing. The more
contrasting variances exist
between those who own their primary residence and those who own a second home, whether they rent it as an STR
or not. Renters have a third variance on what’s important. Those who own their primary residence in the community
score the Cost of Living as the most important factor of their QoL at 8.2 out of 10 points. Renters score the
Availability and Cost of Housing as their most important, at 9.4 - the highest score of all cohorts for all
characteristics in this category, and score Cost of Living as a close second at 9.3 points. These scores for Renters
are likely a reflection of diminishing long-term rental options in mountain communities and dramatically higherrents
in recentyears. Meanwhile, second Homeowners score Relatively Low/Attractive Tax Rates as the most important,
and this is true whether those second Homeowners rent their unit as an STR or not. Both types of second
Homeowners indicated that Cost of Living is the second most important factor in QoL.

47 6.4 6.2
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The Quality of Public and Private K-12 schools was the least important characteristic in this category across all
cohorts, though it was more important to respondents who Own their Primary Residence and Renters than it was to
either second Homeowner group, though second Homeowners who do not rent their unit scored it higher than those
that do.

Takeaways: Full-time residents of the community, represented by primary Homeowners and Renters, scored the
Cost of Living and Availability and Cost

of Housing as either their first or second Total Average Score of Cost of Living and Housing
most important characteristic for QOL, s Fluallfy of Life Factors by Residence Ownership Type |
while second Homeowners, who by Fulktime F:es'de"“ P“'T””‘j Restdents
inference are not full-time residents, oo " 80 ,s ! ' !
cited Tax Rates as their most important os s
QoL characteristic. This is a clear
delineation of priorities between the .,
two groups. The high score for the tax
rate characteristic may, in part, be due 10
to regulation on second home 20
ownership and rental in many mountain 10
communities. The Availability of Rental oo

Rent Own - use as primary residence  Own - use as seconardy Own - use as secondary
Housing, as well as the cost, is clearly a only residence and NOT STR residence AND STR

factor for Renters, with their scores for
those two direct-cost characteristics leading the way among all scores for all cohorts.

Return to TOC

What’s Important: Cost of Living and Housing, By Household Income

Overview: Understanding the factors that are important to Quality of Life for different income levels allows
jurisdictions to understand priorities for widely varying members of the community. As noted earlier, resort
communities are an exaggeration of standard demographics with a strong representation of allincome levels within
a relatively small geographic area. With communities dependent upon the full spectrum from the high-end tax and
investment base to the support and service tax that drive the economy, knowing what each of those groups requires
is key to understanding and balancing the community and its policies.

Analysis: Allrespondents in the five cohorts up to $299.9k annual household income ranked characteristics for QoL

the same, Please rate how important the following factors are
. in determining the quality of life in your community | Under $50,000
with Cost of for you and your household.

Living being Costofliving

the most  Availability and cost of housing
im po rta nt, Relatively low/attractive tax rates ;
Quality of public and private K-12 schools 6.6 6.5 : 6.8 6.1 5.9 5.8 ] 5.2 6.2

$50,000 - $100,000 - $150,000 - $200,000 - $300,000 -
$99,999 $149,999 $199,999 $299,999 | $499,999

$500,000 or
more

OVERALL

followed by
Availability and Cost of Housing, Relatively Low/Attractive Tax Rates, and finally Quality of Public and Private K-12
Schools. Meanwhile, those earning $300k and above cited Relatively Low/Attractive Tax Rates as the most
important characteristic to their QoL. This group is made up of a larger percentage of Second Homeowners than
the other groups and may or may not also rent those properties. They have also been in the community longer than
lower-income residents and may own their homes outright, making both of the direct cost characteristics in this
category less consequential to their QoL.
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Of those earning up to $299k, those at the top end of that scale scored Cost of Living at just 7.5 points out of 10,
while those at the bottom scored 9.1, just below their $50-$99k peers, who scored it 9.2. For all cohorts below
$200k, there is little difference between the score values for their first and second most important characteristics.

Takeaways: As we see inthe analysis of
Cost of Living and Housing by As Income Increases, Cost of Living is Less Important Than Tax Savings

. . . —( f Livi -1 —p ive/Low Tax R
Residency TVDe, hlgher-lncome ost of Living (0-10) ttractive/Low Tax Rates

households are less concerned with the
overall Cost of Living or Affordability
and Cost of Housing than their lower-
income counterparts, focusing instead
on the consequence of ownership or
possibly rental of second homes. This
higher income group owns more
second homes, and both rents and do
not rent those units, second

Under $50,000 $50,000 - $100,000 - $150,000 - $200,000 - $300,000 - $500,000 or
Homeowners are not necessarily $99,999 $149,999 $199,999 $299,999 $499,999 more

. . Annual Household Income

present in the community, though they
may have an electoral voice on tax policy and STR regulation.
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Return to TOC

What’s Important: Cost of Living & Housing, By Time in Community

Overview: Time in the community creates emotional bonds to the community. Following this theory, residents who
have lived in a resort community are likely to place a higher value on QoL. They are also both older residents and are
more likely to own their residence and use it as a primary residence (see Age, Ownership & Time in the Community).
Conversely, persons who have not lived in the community may rank the importance of characteristics similarly but
may score them lower than longer-residing respondents.

Analysis: Time in the community has little impact on the order in which respondents rank the importance of Cost of
Living & Housing
.. . Please rate how important the following factors are
Characte ristics, with allcohorts | determining the quality of life in your community |Less than 1 year,
k. h . h for you and your household.
ranking them in the same order [ uing

ofimportance exceptforasmall |avaiabiity and cost of housing

va ri ance | n th e 35 + ye ar Relatively low/attractive tax rates
Quality of public and private K-12 schools 5.1 5.6 6.4 6.2 E 6.2 6.8 E 6.2

|
OVERALL 3
|

1-5 years 6-15 years 16-24 years 25-34 years 35+ years

resident cohort. However,
when analyzing absolute scores, those who have resided in the community for less than one year scored Cost of
Living at 9.0, well above the average 8.1 for the aggregate of the other cohorts. That same group scored Availability
and Cost of Housing considerably higher than the balance of respondents, giving it 8.8 points compared to an
average of 7.8 for the aggregate of the other cohorts. Lastly, this same group also scored the importance of
Relatively Low/Attractive Tax Rates considerably lower than all other groups. It’s notable that 64% of residents who
have been in the community less than one year are both lower-income and Renters, and this data reflects findings
noted earlier in this section related to Residency Type and Income.

All groups said that the Quality of Public and Private K-12 Schools was the least important of the characteristics of
this category, and residents with less than one year in the community scored this the lowest, being the group with
the fewest K-12 children.
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Takeaways: There is generally consistency across the cohorts when ranking the importance of Cost of Living and
Housing in determining QoL of respondents. However, it’s clear that residents who have been in the community
less than one year place considerably higher importance on both the Cost of Living and the Availability and Cost of
Housing than their cohort peers. This group is also a lower-income group and largely made up of Renters (64%),
which is consistent with the findings in prior sections related to both income and residency type. To summarize -
residents in the community who have been there less than one year are largely renting and of lower income, a profile
for a cost-sensitive respondent.

Return to TOC

What’s Important: Safety & Security, Overall
Overview: The Safety and Security category is comprised of 2 characteristics to be scored for importance to the
Quality of Life of respondents. Those two characteristics are, in no order:

9. Planning/Preparation for Natural Disasters
10. Sense of Safety and Security

The two characteristics of Safety and Security are on opposite sides of the spectrum when it comes to how tangible
they are. While Planning and Preparation for Natural Disasters is a characteristic that can be gauged by reviewing
documented policies and procedures, a Sense of Safety and Security is considerably less tangible. It’s worth
remembering in cases of the intangibles, that the survey is not asking respondents to tell us if they feel safe and
secure but rather how important that feeling is to their Quality of Life.

Analysis: Of the two characteristics in this category, having a Sense of Safety and Security was ranked as more
important to QoL than Planning/Preparation for Natural Disasters, with the former scoring 8.6 out of 10 overall and

Average Rating
the latter 7.8 out of

Safety and Security Grand Totel Eagle Grand Pitkin Routt Summit Other CO
10. This order of sense of satety and securty (TR >~ TN -> EEI - - CCN - - X - > [ - s ooz o2

scoring was  true il - L0 DN BN o8- BN G T
across all five
study counties, as well as the aggregate of Other counties.

Respondents in Eagle County scored Sense of Safety and Security the highest at 8.9, while those in Grand, Summit,
and Routt Counties all scored it at 8.5.

Respondents in Eagle and Grand counties scored the highest when asked how important Planning/Preparation for
Natural Disasters was to QoL, at 8.1 each, while Routt scored this the lowest of the five counties at 7.5 out of 10.

Takeaways: Safety and Security scores between 8.5 and 8.9 points across all counties, making it one of the higher
scoring characteristics across all categories except the most important of the Outdoor Activities and Recreation
category.

Return to TOC

What’s Important: Safety and Security, By Role in Local Government

Overview: The viewpoint of officials holding elected positions, as well as those that sit on voluntary board and
committee seats are an important part of identifying any disconnect between policymakers and constituents that
may result in discord in the community. Fundamental to political policy is the viewpoint, and What’s Important
represents the first opportunity to identify whether elected or unelected government and committee/board officials
are on the same page as their constituencies. Similarly, more engaged members of the community who are not part
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of those first two groups may feel quite differently from those who are more engaged simply by nature of their
predisposition to be involved.

Analysis: Sense of Safety and Security is the most important QoL characteristic related to Safety and Security in the
respondent communities. In the case of both characteristics, Elected Officials or Unelected Members of Local
Boards gave the lowest absolute score to these characteristics, giving Sense and Security 8.2 points and Planning
for Disasters just 7.3 points. These scores are considerably lower than the 8.6 and 8.1 averages, respectively,
across the balance of the cohorts. Only the “Other” cohort said that Sense of Security was second to Disaster
Planning, but only very slightly.

Takeaways: Elected Officials/Unelected Members of Boards place less importance on both of these characteristics
with regard to QoL than their cohorts and considerably lower than those that are Not Involved in Local Governance
or in the Other Category. It’s possible that Elected Officials/Unelected Members of Local Boards are close enough
to the process for both of these characteristics that they are assumed to be part of their community, with other
cohorts such as the Others and those Not Active in local Governance as far enough removed to find them more
important to their QoL

Return to TOC

What’s Important: Safety and Security, By Residency Type (All Owners & Renters)

Overview: There are essentially four types of residents in resort communities: those that own their unit and use it
as their primary residence, those that own their unitand use it as a secondary residence but also rent it out for Short-
Term Rental (STR), those that own their unit and use it as a secondary residence but do notrent it for STR, and those
that rent their residence. Understanding the QoL ratings for these four groups can help understand the motivation
for their presence in the community and may allow policymakers to attract or deter different types of residency

types.

Analysis: An assessment of how varying types of owners or Renters in the community value safety and security as
part of their quality of life found that there were only moderate differences between the cohorts. All owner types

(Own Primary Residence, Own
, Please rate how important the following factors are | Own -use as | seconard secondar
Secon d Home & Don’t rent, in determining the quality of life in your community primary | v A y
| residence and | residence AND

Own Second Home & Do Rent) for you and your household. residence only NOT STR STR
and Renters alike said that a |Sense of safety and security

Sense of Safety and Security Planning/preparation for natural disasters

was more important to their

QofL than Planning/Preparation for Natural Disasters. However, Owners who used their home as a primary
residence and Second Homeowners who did not rent their homes as STRs rated a Sense of Safety and Security
higher than the other cohorts, and their overall scores averaged 8.3 points each, higher than the other cohorts. A
notable outlier in the data is the lower score Disaster Planning from Second Homeowners who do rent their unit as
STR, though at 7.9, that score is still relatively high. Renters were largely in line with owners, though they placed the
lowest importance on Safety and Security of the four cohorts, but still high at 8.4 points.

i Own-useas . Own-useas

Rent | OVERALL

Takeaways: There is a universality around Safety and Security that crosses residency types between primary
owners, secondary owners, and Renters. While there are some differences, these cohorts think of the issues that
are important to their quality of life from Safety and Security in very similar ways.

Return to TOC
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What’s Important: Safety & Security, By Household Income

Overview: Understanding the factors that are important to Quality of Life for different income levels allows
jurisdictions to understand priorities for widely varying members of the community. As noted earlier, resort
communities are an exaggeration of standard demographics with a strong representation of allincome levels within
a relatively small geographic area. With communities dependent upon the full spectrum from the high-end tax and
investment base to the support and service tax that drive the economy, knowing what each of those groups requires
is key to understanding and balancing the community and its policies.

Analysis: As with other cohort groups, Safety and Security by Household income shows that respondents across
the income spectrum see a  [Peaserate howimportant the following factors are
in determining the quality of life in your community | Under $50,000
Sense of Safety and Security as  foryouand your housshoi.
more important to their QoL Sencledty e oy
than Planning/Preparation for

Natural Disasters. And while the range was fairly narrow between highest and lowest scores, it’s not surprising that
those earning $500k or more per household have a Sense of Safety and Security a strong 8.8 out of 10, while those
earning $50k or less scored it 8.3 out of 10. There is a possible correlation between varying importance of safety
and security and home ownership in this finding, with 64% of those that earn less than $50k renting and 28% owning

their residence compared to the 94% of $500k plus respondents that own and 0% that rent.

$50,000 - $100,000 - $150,000 - E $200,000 - $300,000 - $500,000 or OVERALL
$99,999 $149,999 $199,999 | $299,999 $499,999 more

Planning/preparation for natural disasters

Takeaways: Safety and Security is an important factor in Quality of Life across the economic spectrum, but those
respondents in the lowest income bracket may put less value on a Sense of Safety and Security or Disaster Planning
because only 28% of them are financially invested in property in the area, whereas the higher income brackets are
invested in both primary and second home ownership, putting a higher premium on the consequence of poor
security.

Return to TOC

What’s Important: Safety & Security, By Time in Community

Overview: Time in the community creates emotional bonds to the community. Following this theory, residents who
have lived in aresort community are likely to place a higher value on QoL. They are also both older residents and are
more likely to own their residence and use it as a primary residence (see Age, Ownership & Time in the Community).
Conversely, persons who have not lived in the community may rank the importance of characteristics similarly but
may score them lower than longer-residing respondents.

Analysis: All cohorts ranked Sense and of Safety and Security as their most important characteristic of the Safety
and Security category, with those who have been in the community for 35+ years scoring 8.8 out of 10 points. Scores
for this item varied only |Peaserate howimportant the following factors are . ‘ ‘
in determining the quality of life in your community ~|Less than 1 year| ~ 1-5 years 6-15 years 16-24 years | 25-34 years
narrowly across the six cohorts,  |foryouand your household.
with those who have been inthe ey sy
community just 1-5 vyears
scoring it the lowest, but still a strong 8.5 points. Scores varied a bit more broadly when considering how important
Planning/Preparedness for a Natural Disaster is to QoL, with residents in the community for 6-15 years and 25-34
years giving it 8.0 points out of 10, while those who have only been in the community for less than one year giving it
just 7.4 points. With 47% of this group Not Active in Local Governance and 64% of them renting their residence, it’s
not surprising that they’re not as concerned with such long-term planning initiatives as Disaster Planning.

| i
35+years | OVERALL |
! |

Planning/preparation for natural disasters

Takeaways: As with other Cohort groups, the importance of Safety and Security to Quality-of-life is fairly
homogenous when looked at by time in the community. Overall, all cohorts ranked a Sense of Safety and Security
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as more important than Disaster Planning, with longer-term (and therefore older) residents rating a Sense of Safety
and Security stronger than other groups, while those in the community less than one year, typically Renters that are
not involved in local governance, gave Disaster Planning the lowest score among their peer groups.

Return to TOC

What’s Important: Dining and Entertainment, Overall

Overview: The Dining and Entertainment category of the Quality-of-life assessment is comprised of 3
characteristics to be scored for importance to the Quality of Life by respondents. Those five characteristics are, in
no order:

11. Arts/Culture/Entertainment For All
12. Variety of Restaurants
13. Quality and Frequency of Events and Festivals

Overall, items in the Cost of Living and Housing category were not as important to respondents as any of the other
four categories of Quality-of-life assessment, suggesting that residents in the subject counties place a higher
premium on and likely substitute Outdoor Activities and Recreation for these Dining and Entertainment experiences.

Analysis: Overall, respondents ranked Variety of Restaurants and the most important characteristic of Dining and
Entertainment for their Quality of Life. With a score of 7.1, it is the lowest-scoring of the top-ranked characteristics
throughout the QoL ;

Dining and Entertainment

process. Scores Variety of restaurams?w ?a MM 74 57 74 n=326 64
were relatively Arts/culture/entertainment for all 59 70 76 65 = llss n=331 69
mixed across the Quality and frequency of e"igscg@ n=1266 (KM =405 [ Bl Bl Bl 5 s
five subject

counties, ranging from 7.4 in Pitkin and Summit counties to a low of 6.7 in Routt County. Respondentsin all counties
except Pitkin said this was the most important characteristic in this category, while Pitkin respondents said it was
Arts/Culture/Entertainment for All. That characteristic ranked 2" overall at 6.9 out of 10, with Pitkin’s 7.6 leading
the way, while Routt and Grand respondents both scored it at 6.5 points. Lastly, the Quality and Frequency of Events
and Festivals was third most important, scoring 6.3 overall and ranking from 5.7 points in Routt to 6.7 in Summit.
The lower importance to QoL given to these characteristics in Routt County is reflective of the high importance Routt
respondents put on Community Values and Atmosphere, which may be perceived to be eroded by Festivals and
Events or other characteristics that may draw external crowds.

6.5
6.3

Takeaways: Respondents appear to be more interested in Outdoor Activities and Recreation as a measure of QoL
than dining, festivals, events, and entertainment options, given the overall scores for characteristics in this
category. It’s also notable that while entertainment, events, and festivals are inclined to attract non-residents to
the community, which may go against the high Sense of Community scores reported earlier, while options for dining
may be viewed as more favorable for QoL because they do not inherently attract visitation.

Return to TOC

What’s Important: Dining and Entertainment, by Role in Local Government

Overview: The viewpoint of officials holding elected positions, as well as those that sit on voluntary board and
committee seats, are an important part of identifying any disconnect between policymakers and constituents that
may result in discord in the community. Fundamental to political policy is viewpoint, and What’s Important
represents the first opportunity to identify whether elected or unelected government and committee/board officials
are on the same page as their constituencies. Similarly, more engaged members of the community who are not part
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of those first two groups may feel quite differently from those who are more engaged simply by nature of their
predisposition to be involved.

Analysis: Elected Officials/Unelected Members of Local Boards and those Employed in the Public Sector or by Non-
Profits both said that Please rate how important the following Elected official | Employed by a
Arts/Culture/Entertainment for factors are in determining the quality of or unelected | public-sector or
All were their most important el you commntyforyouandyour s | oreraton
characteristics in the Dining & it estaurants

Entertainment CategOI’y, as did Avrts/culture/entertainment for all
Other respondents, while both Quality and frequency of events and festivals
Actively Engaged and Non

Active Residents both said that a Variety of Restaurants was mostimportant. As with other categories of the Quality-
of-life assessment, respondents in the Other category tended to put a higher importance on these characteristics
(avg 7.1) than respondents in the remaining cohorts, while respondents that are Not Engaged in Local Governance
put the lowest importance on them (avg 6.2).

© 1am not active
Actively ¢ inlocal
engaged Other i governance in OVERALL
resident . theways

: identified above

Takeaways: While there is some differentiation by role in the community, for the most part, scores are close to one
another, with the Other cohort again scoring the importance of these characteristics higher than all other cohorts,
as they have in other categories in this section.

What’s Important: Dining and Entertainment, By Residency Type (All Owners & Renters)

Overview: There are essentially four types of residents in resort communities: those that own their unit and use it
as their primary residence, those that own their unitand use it as a secondary residence but also rent it out for Short-
Term Rental (STR), those that own their unit and use it as a secondary residence but do notrent it for STR, and those
that rent their residence. Understanding the QoL ratings for these four groups can help understand the motivation
for their presence in the community and may allow policymakers to attract or deter different types of residency.

Analysis: All types of owners — those who own their primary residence, those who own second homes and do not
rent them as STRs, and those who own their own homes and do rent them as STRs, all ranked Variety of Restaurants
and the most important characteristic to QoL for this category. Meanwhile, Renters said that
Arts/Culture/Entertainment for All was most important, ranking Variety of Restaurants second. This is likely due to
budgetary choices, as 58% of Renter households are earning less than $100k compared to just 6% for all owner

types.

However, while owners all scored Variety of Restaurants as most important, the absolute weight they put on that
category varies considerably ; ;
Pl te how important the following fact 0 | Own-useas | Own-useas |
from owner type to owner type. |f'¢éaserale nowimportant iic lolowing laclors are | OWn -US€as o0 g | secondary |
. in determining the quality of life in your community primary | dence and | residence AND |
While respondents who use ifor you and your household. residence only | NOT STR STR
their home as their primary |vaety of restaurants :
residence gave Variety of Arts/culture/entertainment for all
Restaurants 6.8 points out of |quaity and frequency of events and festivals
10, those who are second
Homeowners and do not rent out the property gave it a much higher importance score of 7.8, and those who do rent
their home as an STR gave it a 7.9. The former of these may indicate that second Homeowners who don’t rent tend
to dine out more when they visit town than primary resident owners do, and the latter suggests that owners who do
rent rely on a variety of restaurants to support successful rental businesses while also providing them with dining
options when using the home.

Rent | OVERALL

-57-
Source: NWCCOG/CAST Community Metric Project - 2024

© 2024 The Insights Collective. All rights reserved. Unauthorized use or reproduction of this material is strictly prohibited. For permissions, please contact info@theinsightscollective.com



Similarly — but less severely — second Homeowners also scored the importance of Arts/Culture/Entertainment and
Quality and Frequency of Events and Festivals higher than their counterparts that occupancy their homes full-time,
presumably for the same reasons posited above.

Takeaways: Owners of second homes that either rent or do not rent their units place a higher importance on QoL on
all characteristics in this category than their counterparts that use their home as a full-time residence. All owners
place a higher overall value on these characteristics than Renters. However, while owners place Variety of
Restaurants at the top of their QoL list, Renters place it second to Arts/Culture, Entertainment For All, suggesting
that their lower income may see them prioritizing those activities for their disposable income over eating out.

Return to TOC

What’s Important: Dining and Entertainment, By Household Income

Overview: Understanding the factors that are important to Quality of Life for different income levels allows
jurisdictions to understand priorities for widely varying members of the community. As noted earlier, resort
communities are an exaggeration of standard demographics with a strong representation of allincome levels within
a relatively small geographic area. With communities dependent upon the full spectrum from the high-end tax and
investment base to the support and service tax that drive the economy, knowing what each of those groups requires
is key to understanding and balancing the community and its policies.

Analysis: While the Variety of Restaurants is a leading characteristic of QoL for most income groups when
considering the Dining and Entertainment category, higher income groups see it as considerably more important
than lower income
groups.  Households s von o
earning less than $50k  forrouandyourhousehoid

Variety of restaurants
per year scored this -
characteristic at just 6.1  quaityand frequency of events and festivals
points and ranked it as
second most important to Arts/Culture/ Entertainment for All. The $50-$99.9k cohort also ranked Variety of
Restaurants second to Arts/Culture Entertainment but scored it higher (7.1 points) and only just behind their second
place choice, which they scored at 7.2 points. It is worth noting that the under $50k group is also largely made up
of Renters, who scored this category similarly above. All households earning above $100k scored Variety of
Restaurants as their most important QoL characteristic in this category, with the score increasing with each cohort
tier. Allincome levels said the Quality and Frequency of Events and Festivals was the leastimportant Characteristic
in this category, but this also increased with income level. In aggregate, the $100-$149k income level scored Dining
and Entertainment lower than their cohorts, giving an average score of 6.4 to the average 6.9 points of the remaining
cohorts.

$300,000- | $500,000 or
$499,999 | more

$50,000 -
$99,999

$100,000 -
$149,999

$150,000 -
$199,999

$200,000 -
$299,999

Under $50,000 OVERALL |
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Takeaways: In general, all income levels score the characteristics related to Dining and Entertainment lower than
they do for other categories.
Variety of Restaurants is Consideralby More Important Disposable income is Certainly having

to Higher Income Groups' Quality of Life .
90 an impact on these scores across the
cohorts, with lower-income homes

deprioritizing the Variety of

83
80
7.1 6.9 73

7.0 6.6

co 6.1 Restaurants — an activity that can be
o replaced by cooking in the home - and
4'0 prioritizing  Arts,  Culture, and
' Entertainment for all. This correlates
> closely to the results based on
0 residency type, with Renters largely
1o made up of the $50k or less income
0.0

Under $50,000 $50,000 - $99,999  $100,000 - $150,000 - $200,000 - $300,000-  $500,000 or more group, responding similarly.
$149,999 $199,999 $299,999 549,593 Meanwhile, Households with more
b

restaurant spending power are presumably dining out more and consider Variety of Restaurants an important QoL
characteristic.

Return to TOC

What’s Important: Dining and Entertainment, By Time in the Community

Overview: Time in the community creates emotional bonds to the community. Following this theory, residents who
have lived in aresort community are likely to place a higher value on QoL. They are also both older residents and are
more likely to own their residence and use it as a primary residence (see Age, Ownership & Time in the Community).
Conversely, persons who have not lived in the community may rank the importance of characteristics similarly but
may score them lower than longer-residing respondents.

Analysis: The length of time (e iioning faciors are ;

that respondents have lived in ;Zrd;;i”a':g;g;fig::gz};g”femyourcommunity Less than 1 year}  1-5 years 6-15 years 16-24 years 25-34 years 35+ years OVERALL
their community has little to do |Veriety of restaurants :
with the importance they place /curerenteranmentforal
on the characteristics of Dining
and Entertainment, both in terms of absolute scores and the order in which they rank the importance of these
characteristics. All groups ranked the characteristics in the same order, with Variety of Restaurants as the most
important and Quality and Frequency of Events and Festivals as the least important in this category. For the most
part, the absolute scores differed little, with the only notable exception being the scores for those who have beenin
the community for 35+ years, likely a reflection of a more sedentary lifestyle relative to the other cohorts for this

group, with the just over 60% of this cohort 55 years of age or older.

Quality and frequency of events and festivals

Takeaways: All cohorts up to those who have been in the community 35+ years felt relatively the same about the
importance of Dining and Entertainment to their QoL. Those who have been in the community for 35+ years ranked
the characteristics similarly to the other cohorts but said that these characteristics were not as important to them
as the other groups.

Return to TOC

-59-
Source: NWCCOG/CAST Community Metric Project - 2024

© 2024 The Insights Collective. All rights reserved. Unauthorized use or reproduction of this material is strictly prohibited. For permissions, please contact info@theinsightscollective.com



Quality of Life (QoL) Assessments Pt 2 — Rating the Overall Quality of Life & Perceived

Change over Time

Quality of Life is a critical factor in understanding not only what attracts residents to a community but how to retain
them. Understanding how quality of life has — or has been perceived - to change over time can help jurisdictions
anticipate and adjust their policies to ensure that the quality of life of their constituent and resident (full- and part-
time) populations is maintained.

Most recently, and primarily since the COVID-19 pandemic, changes to the sense of quality of life in resort
communities have anecdotally been associated with changes to visitation patterns (i.e. -tourism), changes to
lodging and housing (absence of long-term/workforce housing, increases in Short Term Rentals (STRs), changes to
regulations (over or under-regulating STRs), access to outdoor activities (over-crowding, garbage), etc. That
changes in perceived quality of life can have a dramatic impact on how destinations feel and act, which in turn can
have a dramatic impact on how they are perceived both in the marketplace and by their constituents.

In the prior section, we identified what the characteristics of the community are most important to the quality of life
of respondents based on their role in local government, their residency type, their income, and their time in the
community. In this section, we evaluate the overall quality of life by each of those same four cohorts, and then
determine whether they feel the quality of life is improving, declining, or mixed.

Identifying how quality of life is changing can help ensure that Elected Officials and government organizations that
are responsible for economic development are on track and aligned with their constituents.

There is a primary finding in both the Quality-of-life Assessment in this study that is worth pointing out in order to
frame up much of what follows. It is clear that while there are variances in how different cohort groups of
respondents see QoL and the changes to QolL, those can be rolled up to be represented by two distinct cohort
groups: Full-Time, Year-Round Residents, and Second Homeowners. They can be thought of as comprised of the
following:

1. Full-time, Year-Round residents can be broken down as those who Own their Primary Residence and those who
Rent their Primary Residence.

2. Second Homeowners can be broken down into those that rent their home(s) as a Short Term Rental (STR) and
those that do not rent their home(s) as an STR.

Analyzing the
response to the
three  statements
noted below, most

How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements? (1 = Strongly disagree; 5 = Strongly
agree)

Higher Among Primary Residents

Rating Category Avg Own vs. Rent Disagree (1 & 2) Neutral (3) Agree (4 & 5)
notably the The quality of life in the area 4.0  Rent | 2% 14% 31% [EE 4%
statement we 15 Changlﬂgégr‘;"::?;s }::t 4.0 Own - use as primary residence 13% 15% 29% mn%
focused on in this 3.3 Own - use as secondary residence [120% 25% 31% 29% [ aa%
section, “the quality The area is overcrpwded 3.4 Rent 20% 25% 30% 23% -45%
of life in the area is because of too many visitors 3.4 Own - use as primary residence 18% 24% 2% 24% 49%
3.0 Own - use as secondary residence [ 24% 33% 3% 22% [ 30%

changing in ways
. | would be willing to pay 2.8 Rent 36% 47% 24% 19% l29%
that concern me. more for local public services

There was if it meant fewer visitors in 2.9 Own - use as primary residence 28% 41% 25% 24% .34%
the area. 2.4 Own - use as secondary residence |24% 32% 57% 24% IZU%
pa rticula rl.y strong *Sorted by total average rating
agreement among
-60 -
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both local Renters and owners, with virtually identical 72%-74% agreeing. While not as great a concern among
second Homeowners (44% agreement), the question further reinforces findings described above that QoL concerns
are widely felt and that change, in general, is viewed with some negativity. Once again, results show similarities
when viewed by County with concerns in all geographic areas; however, Routt and Pitkin Counties stand out with
particularly strong agreement (72% and 71%, respectively).

While not as pronounced, it is clear that full-time, year-round residents are more likely to Agree that there is
overcrowding than second Homeowners. Lastly, while all parties had a majority disagreement with being willing to
pay more for local public services, the percentages of those that were higher for full-time, year-round residents than
second Homeowners, further supporting the varying QoL differences.

Return to TOC

Quality of Life Scores, by County

Overview: How a population feels

about their community not only sets the Quality of Life Scores by County
. . 0 = Poor; 10 = Excellent

tone for the community internally but

also externally, and most of those

10.0

sentiments can be scored by :z
understanding how they feel about the 72 7 7.0 7.0 72 A
Quality of Life in the Community.
Overall Quality of Life scores and how
the perceived quality of life is changing
over time can help jurisdictions identify
the trajectory of their community. In
addition to how important specific |,
factors are to their QoL, as reported in = ,,

the prior SeCtion, reSpondentS were OVERALL Eagle Grand Pitkin Routt Summit
asked to rate their overall QoL on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is Poor and ten is Excellent. Results below indicate that
the overall perception of respondents’ quality of life is very good- to excellent.

Analysis: Overall, respondents scored

Overall Perceived Quality of Life

their Quality of Life in the community at by County and Aggregate
7'2 pOintS out Of 10. Summ|t County 30% EmCagle BEGrand ®Pitkin EHRoutt L ISummit  =@=0VERALL
scored the highest on the Qol, at 7.4 2%

points, while Pitkin and Grand Counties e

respondents each ranked their QoL at
7.0 points. Overall, the most common
score was 8 (24% of respondents),
followed by 7 (18% of respondents).
The most common score among the
subject counties was 8, with Eagle, i
Grand, Routt, and Summit counties all os M
returning this value as the most

prominent ranking. Pitkin County

reported a value of 7 as the most prominent score, with 20% of respondents putting their QoL at that level.

18%

I
]
X

15%
13%
15%

10%
4%

3%
1
4

Quality of Life Score (0=Poor; 10=Excellent)

% of Respondents that Scored QoL 0-10

w
®
i
ES

0-Poor 1 2 3 5 6 7 8 9 10-

Excellent
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On the low side, 1% of all respondents in all counties said their overall quality of life was Poor (‘0’), with the highest
percentage of 0 scores reported in Grand County (3%) and the lowest percentage in Pitkin County (1%). Scores of
‘1’ and ‘2’ were also recorded in all counties, and overall, each of these ratings received 1% of the overall share.

On the high side, all counties reported a strong response rate of ‘10’ (Excellent), and 10 was the third most common
rating overall, with 15% of all respondents in all counties feeling Excellent about QoL. Pitkin County had the highest
percentage of 10 responses of the five subject counties, with 17% of respondents, while Gran had the lowest % of
10 scores, at 12%.

Overall, 53% of all respondents said their QoL was an eight or higher, suggesting that respondents are very happy
with current conditions based on those factors that are mostimportantto their QoflL, as reported in the prior section.

Takeaways: For the most part, there is consistent satisfaction across all counties where the perception of overall
quality of life is concerned. However, where Eagle, Grand, Routt, and Summit Counties saw an average of 26% of
respondents say their quality of life was an eight, and that score leading all others in those counties, only 17% of
Pitkin respondents said the same thing and only Pitkin recorded a lower top response, at 7 points. It’s possible Time
in the Community may play a role as longer-term residents recall times and conditions prior to the Great Recession.
52% of Pitkin residents have been living in the community for 16 years or more, while all other counties average just
40%, and over 20% of Pitkin residents have been there for 35+ years compared to an average of just 12% in other
communities.

Return to TOC

How Quality of Life is Changing, by County

Overview: Changes in Quality of Life are inevitable, but discussions about QoL have been more prominentin recent
years, manifesting in reports and media and suggesting that changes to QoL are accelerating, most notably since
the COVID-19 pandemic. While respondents’ absolute scores of overall QoL are high across the five subject
counties when asked whether QoL was improving, declining, a combination of both, or staying the same over “the
past few years,” the data indicate that there is a sense of declining quality of life, and in a majority of cases those
changes are of concern to respondents.

Analysis: Overall, 34% of respondents across all counties indicated that over the past few years, their Quality of life
has been declining, while 30% said that they were improving in some respects but declining in others. Just 18% of
respondents said QoL was staying the same, and a mere 13% said they were improving. Declining QoL was the most
common answer in three of the five subject counties, led by Pitkin (47%), Routt (41%), and Summit counties (33%).
Respondents in Eagle and Grand counties cited Improving in Some Respects and Declining in Others (“mixed”) as
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their most common answer, at County of Distribution (with Open Response)

. Grand Total Eagle Grand Pitkin Routt Summit Other CO
35% and 30%, respectively. Of 9 :
- Improving I13% I14% l 16% l12% I12% I 13%
the 35% in Eagle County that

said QoL was mixed, 46% of 'mprov'”gég;?nrl’:%'ﬁg&gfs.30% -35% .30% .22% -30% .27
those said the positives were pecining 3¢+ =+ = R IR B
greater than the negatives. In syingthesame [1e%  2ze  Wrov e P Wl
Grand County, that number Don't knowno opiion [ 4% i = I
was a strong 50%.

[If overall quality of life has improved in some aspects, but declined in others] Would you say:

Overall, Improving in Some County of Distribution (with Open Response)
Respects, Declining in Others The positives are greater than the Gfﬁﬂzljlal Ejz:/e Gf:[:‘s P'“;':ﬂ/ R{:::, Sumsr;]:t. Other €0
(“Mixed”) was the second most negatves > = >~ Il I~ Bl
The negatives are greater than . 24% . 28% l 19% . 31% . 24% I 17%
common response at 30% of positives g : 3 6 . "

. . Don't know/not sure 25% 26% 31% 12% 21% 23%
respondents and varied widely 0 0 ] l 0 i

across the subject counties. While it was the strongest response in Eagle and Grand counties, it was the second-
most common response in Pitkin, Routt, and Grand Counties. In each of those counties, those who responded that
QoL was Mixed largely saw the positives being greater than the negatives (57%, 54%, and 60%, respectively), and
there were no counties in which the negatives were greater than the positives.

18% of overall respondents said that QoL was about the same as it was a few years ago, led by Eagle County (22%)
and Summit County (21%).

Overall, 64% of respondents Agree or Strongly Agree with the statement “the quality of life in the area is changing in
ways that concern me”, while just 17% Disagree or Strongly Disagree and 19% are neutral. Eagle County is the most
positive of the five subject counties, with 18% disagreeing or Strongly disagreeing with the statement, while Routt
County has just 12%. Routt and Pitkin counties are the most negative, with both having 71% of respondents saying
they Agree or Strongly Agree with the statement.

There is a correlation between the length of time in the community and both the perception of negative change to
QoL and agreement with the statement,

. . . . % of Residents in the Community > 25 Yrs &
“The quality of life in the area is - 4

% of Respondents Citing Declining and Concerning QoL

changing in ways that concern me.” &% 8% Who Say QoL Declining 35%
i H H OWho Agree or Strongly Agree Qol Changes Concerning
Communltles Wlth a hlgher percentage 70% 33% =B-% Residents in Community >25 Yrs 0%
of the population that has been in the o 250
area for 26+ years either Strongly or very 2%
50% 24%

Strongly Agree that they are concerned 23% 20%
with changes to QoL in the area. Pitkin ** e
and Routt, the two counties with the 3%
highest percentage of residents who 10%
have lived inthe area for 26+years, have 59
more respondents saying QoL is 719% 71% 50% 60% 58%
declining (47% and 41%), and sharply a o pitkin Routt o
considerably more adamant agreement

with that QoL changes are concerning (71% each).

15%

Eagle Grand Summit

Takeaways: The lower QoL score in Pitkin County noted in the prior section may, in part, reflect the strong (47%)
perception of a declining QoL over the past few years, well above the next strongest in Routt County. Meanwhile,
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Pitkin and Routt counties, which led the way on both citing declining QoL and being concerned about declining QoL
in the area, have a longer-term resident base, with 33% and 28% of their respondents, respectively, in the
community for over 25 years, further suggesting that time in the community and a long-term perspective beyond the
Great Recession may influence perceived quality of life and quality of life changes.

Return to TOC

Quality-of-life Scores by Role in Local Government

Overview: Respondents who have a role in policy and government are closer to issues than those who do not but
are active in local governance and dramatically closer than those who are not engaged in local governance at all.
Understanding gaps between how those in policy positions or close to policy positions feel about QoL versus those
that are not goes to the heart of identifying if there’s a disconnect between policymakers and their constituents.

Analysis: Elected Officials and

Unelected Members of Boards have Quality of Life is Scored Higher by Elected Officials, Unelected Board Members
scored the overall Quality of Life in their 7.6
community considerably higher than 7° o > ‘o o8
the other members of the community, &° —
including those who are employed in so
the public sector and actively engaged ,,
residents. Elected Officials/Unelected w0
Board Members scored their QoL at 7.6
points out of 10, considerably higher 0
than the next highest score of 6.9 out of *°
10 from Actively Engaged Residents. oo
. ) Elected official or ~ Employed by a public-  Actively engaged Other I am not active in local
Employees in the pUb“C sector, unelected member of sector or non-profit resident governance in the
local boards organization ways identified above

presumably closest to the policy
discussions of Elected Officials, scored QoL at just 6.8 points, the same as respondents not actively engaged in
governance. Respondents who identified as “Other” scored the lowest by far, with just a 6.0 point QoL.

A Signiﬁca nt contributor to the h'gh QOL Elected Officials and Unelected Board Members Dominate "Excellent", Dismiss "Poor"
scores for Elected officials iS @  30% wmricctedofficial or unclected member of lacal boards
. = Employed by a public-sector or nen-profit organization
re lat|ve l.y StrO ng pe rce ntage Of D Actively engaged resident
. 25% [10ther
respondents that said QoL was 31 am not active in local governance in the ways identified above .

==OVERALL

Excellent (10 points out of 10), which at \
19% is well above the 10% average M _
score of all other cohorts. Conversely, 1%
no Elected Officials or Unelected
Members Unelected Members of

boards scored a 0, while all other

cohort groups had at least some H I
respondents that did, though those  o%

numbers are low. Public Sector and orfoor 1 ’ ’ ) ’ ° ’ ? Excl:H;ant
Non-Profit Employees.

10%

5%

Takeaways: While the majority of scores among all cohorts fell into the 7 to 8 point range, a significant percentage
of Elected Officials and Unelected Members of Boards view QoL in their community as excellent, well above other
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cohorts, and none view it as poor, the only group to have no responses of 0. This Strongly suggests that policymakers
are somewhat disconnected from the overall sense of QoL within the broader community. Of note is the extreme
gap between the 7.6 point score from Elected Officials/unelected board members and the 6.0 score from “Other”
constituents, who make up a small but clearly disgruntled sample of the constituency. Understanding the factors
that contribute to these gaps is critical to ensuring that the conditions driving the high scores for Elected Officials
are replicated throughout the community.

Return to TOC

How Quality of Life is Changing, by Role in Local Government

Overview: Changes in Quality of Life are key to policy implementation, and how those changes are perceived is key
to driving urgency on issues. As noted above, Elected Officials and Unelected Members of Boards score their QoL
higher than other cohorts, and 19% of them rate their QoL as Excellent, compared to just 10% of their peers. This
may impact how concerned they are about changes to QoL and whether they sense QoL is declining or improving

overall.
Elected Officials Are Less Concerned about QoL Changes Than other Groups

Analysis: A lower percentage of

L. 100% B % Who Say Qol Declining @ % Who Agree or Strongly Agree QoL Changes Concerning
Elected Officials and Unelected oo
Mem.b.ers 9f Boa.rds feelthafc the QoL is s 299% T T
declining in their community than all 70% 66%
other cohorts except Public Sector
Employees. At 37%, this is s 25% 24%
considerably lower than the 45% of  am o= 0% 37%

those who are not active in the 3%
community and 44% who are actively = 20%
engaged in governance that feels QoL ™
is declining. However, only 34% of ™

Other | am not active in local Actively engaged Employed by a public- Elected official or
H governance in the ways resident sector or non-profit unelected member of
pUb“C SeCtor employees see QOL as identified above organization local boards

declining.

While 66% of Elected Officials Agree or Strongly Agree with the statement that “Quality of Life in the area is changing
in ways that concern me,” this is somewhat more optimistic than the other cohorts, who in aggregate Agree with
that statement a strong 75% of the time. Among the four cohorts that are not Elected Officials, the “other” category
is very concerned about changes in the community, with an overwhelming 79% of respondents agreeing or Strongly
agreeing with the statement.

Takeaways: The combination of a higher perceived QoL for Elected Officials/Unelected Members of Boards and that
same group’s lower sense of concern about changes in the community may create a significant disconnect between
policymakers and constituents, fuel frustration, or set a negative tone of discourse within the community. Those in
a position to not only set policy but to control and manage discussions and education around policy that impacts
QoL should make sure first that their self-assessment of QoL is not clouded by self-involvement in the process and
then look to community education and communication as a solution to some of the disconnect.

Return to TOC

Quiality of Life Scores, by Residency Type (All Owners & Renters)
Overview: Owners of primary residences, owners of second homes, and Renters will all have different perceptions
of the Quality of Life in their chosen community. Full-time, year-round residents — made up of Primary Residence
Owners and Renters - likely have a higher stake in the community and, between themselves, have considerably
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varying income levels that will impact these scores. Second, Homeowners have already been seen to score the
characteristics of QoL differently than all other groups (see What’s Important — Quality-of-life Assessment Part 1 by
Primary Cohorts). Also, the overall marketplace anecdotally suggests that residents direct much of the concern
about changes in their community and quality of life at the STR home rental marketplace. Understanding how
primary owners, second Homeowners (who both rent and do not rent their units), and Renters perceive QoL is
critical to targeted management of QoL issues and policy.

Analysis: Second Homeowners, both those who rent their unit as an STR and those who do not, view the QoL in their

community sharply hlgher than Second Homeowners Perceive a Higher Quality of Life in the Community

respondents who own their primary Than Either Primary Homeowners or Renters
residence or rent, with both cohorts °° - -
scoring the overall quality of life at 8.1  #° .

points. This is much higher thanthe 7.3 70
points scored by owners of their &0
primary residence and dramatically so
higher than the 6.2 points scored by a0
Renters. 95% of primary residence ;,
owners and 99% of Renters are Full- ,,
time, year-round residents of the
community, while just 2.5% of second |
Homeowners are full-time, year-round o wsesspromescenes - ow vevsmonrdy O e
residents (on average. “Absence

makes the heart grow fonder” may be playing outin this data as Second Homeowners are largely removed from day-
to-day experiences that may push QoL scores down. However, this same group identifies as being an actively
engaged resident more than primary residence owners, with 46% of non-STR second Homeowners and 66% of STR
second Homeowners identifying as such, compared to just 40% of primary owners and 29% of Renters.

6.2

Renters have a very different view of
Quality of Life. While 21% more Renters 5% ) ,

B Own - use as primary residence only
Sald thelr QOL was a 7 Out Of ‘I 0 than any =ml0wn - use as seconardy residence and NOT 5TR _

30% T0wn - use as secondary residence AND STR —

other cohort, they are the lowest group, e
scoring 8 through 10 points. Only 6% of  25% \ M
Renters said their QoL was 9 points
compared to an average of 16% among
the other cohorts, and 4% said itwas 10 %
out of 10 compared to 21% among the ;4
other cohorts. Conversely, 31% of
Renters scored their QoL 5 or lower,
while only 6% of their owner cohorts = o%

did.

Renters have a Dramatically Different Picture of Quality of Life from All Owners

20%

5%

|

8 9 10 -
Excellent

As a reflection of the disparity in QoL ratings between owners of primary and secondary residences, 18% of those
who own their primary residence said their Quality of Life was five or lower, while just 8% of secondary Homeowners
said the same thing.

Takeaways: Second Homeowners, both those that do and do not rent their unit out as an STR, have a considerably
higher perceived Quality of Life than primary Homeowners and a dramatically higher QoL than Renters. Meanwhile,
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Renters — a group that has a dramatically lower income level than owners (see What’s Important — Quality-of-life
Assessment Part 1 by Primary Cohorts) have a correspondingly weaker sense of quality of life. And while all groups
are on the positive side of middle-ground, the distribution toward the positive is dramatically higher for owners of all
sorts than it is for Renters.

Return to TOC

How Quality of Life is Changing by Residency Type (All Owners & Renters)

Overview: With disparate QoL scores based not only on whether you own or not but whether your property is a
primary or secondary residence, shifts or changes in perceived QoL can be very instructive. While full-time, year-
round residents may see STRs or their Renters as an imposition or negative to the community, the owners of those
units may have a different perspective. However, those second Homeowners who rent their units that are now
subject to stricter regulations may feel differently in the past few years. Understanding how owners perceive
changes to QoL is critical to understanding how recent policy and codification are impacting the short- and long-
term rental market and many of the owners of the units within the former.

Analysis: Full-time, year-round Full-Time, Year-Round Residents (Primary Residence Owners & Renters
residents, which are overwhelmingly Sense Dramtically More QoL Change & Concern

. 80%
comprised of both Renters and those 74% 72%

who Own Their Primary Residence, '

state that their quality of life has
declined over the past few years, with 3% % a6%
39% of Renters and 42% of primary 40% =

residence owners saying this. This is 30%

dramatically higher than the 19% of 20% =E 15%
respondents who own a second home  10%
and don’t rent it and 15% of second  o%

60%

32%

H h d h Rent Own - use as primary Own - use as seconardy Own - use as secondary
omeowners wno own a secon ome residence only residence and NOT STR residence AND STR
and do rent it that said QO L was B % Who Say QoL Declining I % Who Agree or Strongly Agree QoL Changes Concerning

declining.

There is a similar correlation when we study the agreement with the statement “quality of life in the area is changing
in ways that concern me”, with an overwhelming 74% of Renters and 72% of primary residence owners agreeing or
Strongly agreeing with the statement. These responses are almost sharply higher than the 46% response rate for
second Homeowners who don’t rent their home and more than double for those who do, at 32%. Both types of
second Homeowners also had significant neutrality on the question, at 31% and 34%, respectively, perhaps a
reflection of their relative disconnect from the community and the resulting inability to provide an informed
response.

Takeaways: Type of Residence is tightly correlated to the day-to-day status of a resident in the community. 95% of
Owners of their primary residences and 99% of Renters are full-time, year-round residents in the community. As
such, they have intimate knowledge of the operation and feel of the community in which they reside. Itis clear that
both of these types of residents are not only sensing a greater decline in QoL over the past few years than their
second Homeowner counterparts but are also more deeply concerned about changes in the area over the same
period of time. There is a similar, though less dramatic, disparity among second Homeowners as distinguished by
those who do and do not rent their units as STR rentals. Overall, those who do not rent their units as STR rentals feel
more Strongly that QoL is declining than their renting counterparts and are more concerned with changes in recent
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years. This is similar to many of the distinctions we saw between the various residency cohorts throughout the see
What’s Important — Quality-of-life Assessment Part 1 by Primary Cohorts section of this report and its sub-chapters.

Return to TOC

Quality of Life Scores by Household Income

Overview: Income levels are closely tied to both time in the community (lower income levels often correlate to
shorter time in the community) and type of housing (rental vs owner, primary residence owner vs second
Homeowner). Understanding how differentincome levels perceive the overall quality of life and perceived changes
to quality of life can help ensure that no economic strata is left behind as policy is formed.

Analysis: Quality of life is clearly influenced greatly by Household Income, with QoL scores increasing consecutively
from a score of 6.2 out of 10 points for
the Under $50k category to ascore of 8.1  so

points for the $200-$249k category, ,, 81 80 B2
after which there’s a slight dip before

Overall Quality of Life is Closely Linked to Household Income

7.0

7.7
6.9

topping out at 8.2 points for those o 6.2 63

households earning $500k or more.

Overall, the QoL by income is divided by **

those who are earning less than $150k *°

and those who are earning more, with 30

the former giving their overall QoL an 20

average score of 6.4 and the latter 8.0. .,

This Strongly suggests that the well-

documented hlgher COSt Of l|V|ng in Under $50,000 $50,000 - $99,999 $$J.EQUQ,;0909— 55115909,?90909— $$220909,;0909— 353,3305;’09[.’3097 $500,000 or more
resort communities is a significant

factorin QoL, which was borne out clearly in all sections of the Quality-of-life Assessment Part 1 by Primary Cohorts,
but most notably in the Cost of Living & Housing by Household income subsection. While many jurisdictions may
use formulaic means of determining the minimum required income for a quality lifestyle, using a QoL rating based
on income may augment or even alter those calculations, putting power in the hands of the jurisdiction to create an
environment or develop policies & infrastructure that allow service staff to enjoy the benefits of the resort lifestyle.

As reported previously throughout this document, household incomes below $100k per year are largely renting their
residence (under $50k = 64%, $55-$99.9k = 58%, and so there’s little surprise that these income levels mirror those
reported for Renters vs owners in the

prior section. Similarly, there is a 1«

Lower Income Groups Led 0-6 Point QoL Scores, while Higher Incomes Led 8-10

B Under $50,000

correlation between income and 550,000 - §99,998
. 30% B $100,000 - $149,999
whether or not a respondent is a full- E5150,000 - $199,989
. . 259% =9%$200,000 - $299,998 _
time, year-round resident of the 3$300,000 - $499,999 - 0

. . 1$500,000 or more
community. While 92% of respondents 2% ——OVERALL

with an income of $50k or less are full- s
time, year-round residents of the
community, that number drops to 75%
for those earning $150 to $199k, 39% II

for those earning $300-$499k, and just 0% 0.
25% for those earning $500k or more. Excellent

10%

5%
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As we saw in the last section, there is a direct correlation between owner type and time in the community, and this
data adds income to that correlation.

While overall scores were positive, those earning less than $150k per year are the dominant cohorts scoring 6 points
or less on QoL, while those earning more than that dominate the 8-to-10-pointrange. An exception to this is the very
26% of respondents earning $50k or less that ranked their QoL at 7 points, a hopeful sign amid the lower scores for
this group. Of the six cohorts, all had at least some respondents say their QoL was Poor (“0”), and the three lower-
income groups were dominant in this category. Conversely, all groups also reported Excellent QoL, led by those
earning $500k or more (24%), $200k to 299k (23%), and $300 to $399k (22%). The highest score recorded as a cohort
group was those in the $150 to $199k cohort, which ranked QoL 8 out of 10, with almost one-third, 32%, doing so.

How Quality of Life is Changing by Household Income

Overview: Changes in Quality of Life can often be traced to the Cost of Living or Cost of Housing, as shown in the
prior section on those characteristics. Changes in the cost of living in resort communities in the last five years have
been accelerated by conditions related to the COVID-19 pandemic and exacerbated by high inflation since 2022,
which is exaggerated in resort communities. Understanding how those economic changes impact the QoL of
households of varying income is important to ensure that the community is meeting the needs of not only those
constituents who are more insulated from issues but also those who drive the service sector that turns the wheels
of the economy.

Analysis: A very strong 50% of households earning under $50k per year, and the lowest of the income strata, stated
that they believe their quality of life has

been dec[ining in the past few years, Lower Incomem Households are Dramatically More Cancerned About Change in

. the Communit
while only 9% of those same Y
m % Who Say QoL Declining

hOUSGhOldS Sa'd |t WaS ImpI’OVII’Ig. 45% 80% 81% O % Who Agree or Strongly Agree QoL Changes Concerning
. 75% [0 % Who Say QoL Improving
Of the neXt lOWGSt Income grOUp, $50 tO 0% Who Disagree or Strongly Disagree Qol Changes Concerning
70%
$99k, also said QoL was declining, and = o
o . . . 60%
only 8% said it was improving, the .
NPT 50% 49% 48%
lowest among all cohorts. This finding 43 a3%
supports suppositions that lower- “* % 33 o
income households are falling behind  ** W e 26% 5
. . . . 0% 19 20
on the quality of life as they shift 2% . L7% 7% o
. . 9% fLo
resources to adjust to changing 1% ﬁﬁ ﬂ ﬂ
economic realities. Onthe otherend of %
$50,000 - $99,999 Under $50,000 $100,000 - $150,000 - $200,000 - $300,000 - $500,000 or more
the spectrum, only 18% of households $149,999 $199,999 $299,999 $499,999

earning $300 to $399k said QoL was
declining, while 20% of the highest income group ($500k and up) said the same thing.

When assessing households that said QoL was improving, 26% of those earning $500k or more said it was, as did
19% of those between $300 and $499k. However, 25% of households earning $200 to $299k said QoL was improving.

While gains and declines in QoL can be concerning, the degree to which those changes are perceived is critical. A
full 81% of households earning $50 - $99k said they Strongly or very Strongly Agreed with the statement, “the quality
of life in the area is changing in ways that concern me.” Agreement and strong agreement with this statement were
inversely proportionate to the level of income of the responding household, with the highest earners having the
lowest percent of respondents who Agreed or Strongly Agreed with the statement.
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However, while higher-income groups Absolute Difference in % Households Stating QoL is Improving v Declining
were less concerned than their lower- 100%

income cohorts, a strong 43% of the 80%
wealthiest households still Agreed or
Strongly Agreed that they were

60%

40%

20%

<0: More Households REport Declining QoL
>0: More Households Report Improving QoL

concerned with changes in the area, a% 1% 5%

X 0% — I —
suggesting that these changes are not . - ||

-20% 0,
just financial but related to other - 6% 6%
. . ) -36%
factors. With this group both more 00 AL%
invested in STR properties and largely 80%
longer-term residents of the 100%
H ) H $50,000 - Under $50,000 $100,000 - $150,000 - $200,000 - $300,000 - $500,000 or

Communlty’ It S pOSSIble that bOth $99,999 $149,999 $199,999 $299,999 $499,999 more
increased visitation in recent years and B Weight: QoL Declining vs Improving

regulation of STR properties are playing
arole in their concerns.

And, following this same pattern, among the lower income groups, very few respondents Disagreed with the same
statement, with only 9% of those in the $50-$99k income group and 13% in the <$50k group. Meanwhile, a full 30%
of those in the $500k and over cohort said QoL was improving in the past few years, followed closely by their peers
in the $200 - $299k and $300 - $499k cohorts.

An assessment of whether QoL is improving or declining shows that only the top 3 income tiers ($200 and above)
had more respondents say that QoL was improving than declining, led by those earning $500k and more, with 5%
more respondents citing improvement than decline, followed by 4% more in the $200-$299k cohort. Those earning
$300-$499k were almost split, with just 1% more saying QoL was improving than declining.

Meanwhile, all households below $200k had more saying QoL was declining than improving, led by 41% more
households under $50k perceiving a negative QoL trend.

Takeaways: Lower income groups are by far the most concerned with changes in the community and also far more
likely to describe the QoL as declining over the past few years, suggesting that Cost of Living and Housing is a
significant contributing factors in the attitude towards change among these cohorts. But while higher income
groups are both less likely to describe QoL as declining and are less concerned about recent changes, the fact that
43% of them Agree or Strongly Agree that recent changes are concerning suggests that different factors are at play
in their response, possibly related to long-term changes in visitation or regulation of STR units that provide them
with income.

Return to TOC

Quality of Life Scores by Time in the Community

Overview: Time in the Community is largely associated with older members of the community and those who own
their residence versus those who rent. Perhaps most importantly, those who have been in the community for a
longer period of time have the advantage of watching the long-term evolution of the community from pre-Great
Recession through the slow recovery and into then out of the COVID-19 pandemic. Understanding how legacy
residents feel about the quality of life can help preserve those characteristics that bring high value to the
community, and cross-references with newer members of the community may help identify those characteristics
that may be abandoned or enhanced for a broader high quality of life.
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Analysis: An overview assessment of the perceived quality of life based on how long respondents have lived in the
community has no immediately
discernable pattern, and there is little
variance between the cohorts.

Qol by Length of Time in the Community Isn't Well Patterned
9.0

8.0

However, the findings may prove 70 71 72 s 2
instructive. Respondents who have e =
lived in the community for 35+ years ©°
reported the lowest QoL at just 6.8 out 50
of 10 points. These consumers have 40
been in the community since 1989 or
earlier and have watched the full 20
evolution of the mountain travel
industry from being a relatively cottage Lo
industry to a corporate one. They have 09
35+ years 6-15 years Less than 1 year 25-34 years 1-5 years 16-24 years

also experienced many cycles of

economic boom and shock events, including the dot-com bubble, 9/11, the Great Recession, and COVID-19, as
well as the intervening recovery and strong growth periods, and may be influenced by a halcyon perception. On the
opposite side of the spectrum, at 7.5 points for QoL, are those who have been in the community for 16 to 24 years.
They have also experienced most of the same economic growth and contraction cycles as their 35+ cohort
counterparts back to both the Great Recession and the dot.com bubble in 1999, so we look for differentiators
elsewhere. Looking at overall QoL scores, the primary differentiators between the two groups are a higher sensitivity
to Traffic Congestion among the 35+ group, as well as a greater desire for Attractive/Affordable Tax rates. But when
we slice the cohorts by their respective traits, the 35+ year cohort has a higher percentage of full-time, year-round
residents (72% versus 66%) and a smaller percentage of second Homeowners (25% versus 31%), a trait that we
earlier identified as a factor in QoL (where second Homeowners score higher QoL scores than full-time, year-round
residents). This factor, combined with the considerations around absolute scores related to both Traffic and
Attractive Tax Rates, is likely enough to explain this difference in QoL between two very similar groups.

Residents who have been in the community for 1 to 5 years also rated their QoL at 7.5 out of 10 points. Though this
group has a larger percentage of Renters than Homeowners than any other cohort besides those in the community
for less than one year, they also have a relatively high percentage of second Homeowners among the cohort, which
increases QoL scores overall, as noted previously.
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A percentage of all cohorts reported a
More Residents of <1 Year Said Their Quality of Life wasa 7 or 8

QoL score of 10 “Excellent”, with 18% Than Any Other Group

of the 1-5 year and 16-24-year cohorts 3% mmoren

both doing so. On the low end, just6% tert s

of those in the community with less g i \
e OVERALL

than one year scored a 10. Overall, over 20%
1% of all respondents said their QoL
was 0 “Poor”, and there were no
respondents from either the less than
one year or the 1-5-year cohort that
reported a 0 score.

15%

10%

0%

8 9 10-
Excellent

Among the outlier data, 28% of all
respondents who have been in the
community less than one year scored
their QoL at 8, more than any other group; this same cohort also led the field on scoring 7 out of 10, with 28% of them
doing so.

Takeaways: A quick assessment of overall QoL by time in the community is very challenging. The responses follow
no immediately discernable patterns, and triangulation of the data with other attributes of the respective cohorts is
required. Primary versus secondary home ownership is an important driving factor in the varying scores between
otherwise relatively similar cohorts, and this section is best cross-referenced with other sections of the report for
full clarity.

Return to TOC

How Quality of Life is Changing by Time in the Community

Overview: While there is no apparent link between the length of time in the community and Quality of Life scores,
the prior section makes it clear that attributes of the cohorts in this category are driving considerable differences in
the QoL assessments of groups that — at least from the perspective of their time in the community — appear similar.
However, an assessment of whether QoL is declining and how concerning changes in the community are shedding
a clearer light, generally with longer-term residents feeling the pain while newer members of the community are
feeling pretty good about things.
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Analysis: 50% of respondents who have been in the community for 35+ years said that their Quality of Life is

. o 0 A
declmmg overall, while Just 8% said it Long-Term Residents are Very Concerned/Qol is Trending Down

was improving, while their cohorts of 1% Newbies See the Pasitive
25-34 years in the community had a v e o g

H H H H 0, Z % Who Agree or Strongly Agree QoL Changes Concerning
simi lar Sentlment’ Wlth 42 A) Of them 80% 75% % % Who Disagree or Strongly Disagree Qol Changes Concerning

saying QoL was declining and just 11%
said it was improving. Meanwhile,
respondents who have been in the
community for less than one year are
the only cohort for which QoL is
improving more than declining, with
20% of them saying it was getting better
and just 15% saying it was worsening. . '
However, this group is also in the 35+ years 25-34 years 6-15 years 16-24 years 1-5 years Less than 1 year
process of assessing the QoL in the

community and a full 46% of them either did not know or had no opinion.

60%

51%

50%

40%

%

30%

72

R

20%

10%

T

Overall, some 30% of respondents said that QoL was improving in some respects and declining in others, but the
direction of that split was unclear as just over half of those respondents said the positives were greater than the
negatives, while the other 49% was split between no opinion and the negatives being greater than the positives.

75% of respondents in the 35+ year cohort Agreed or Strongly Agreed with the statement “the quality of life in the
area is changing in ways that concern me while just 13% Disagreed or Strongly Disagreed. Those in the 25-34-year
cohort had a similar response, with 73% agreeing/Strongly agreeing, though this cohort was also the least
optimistic, with just 9% disagreeing or Strongly disagreeing. Concern about changes in the area was close to even
with the under one-year cohort, with just 43% agreeing or Strongly agreeing and 37% disagreeing or Strongly
disagreeing, a reflection of the QoL evaluation this cohort is undergoing as they settle into the community.

An assessment of the relative perception of whether QoL is improving or declining shows that only those who have
resided in the community for less than
one year stated that QoL is improving
more than declining, with 5% more
stating such. 42% more respondents in
the 35+ cohort said QoL was declining
than improving, and 31% more of the
25-34-year residents responded the
same way. The next-longest cohort

Absolue Difference in % Cohorts' QoL is Improving or Decling
100%

80%
60%
40%

20%
5%

0%

<0: More Households REport Declining QoL
>0: More Households Report Improving QoL

-4%
group in the community, those that are o 2% -17%
16-24-year residents, were less o R
pessimistic, with 17% more taking a -60%
negative position than positive, while -80%
those in the community 1-5 years were -100%
35+ years 25-34 years 6-15 years 16-24 years 1-5 years Less than 1 year

close to split with just 4% more taking
the negative position on their QoL.

Takeaways: While overall QoL scores based on length of time in the community are muddled, and there are few
patterns immediately apparent when we assess whether QoL is improving or declining, it is clear that those who
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have been in the community for a longer period of time are both dramatically more pessimistic about the trajectory
of their QoL and sharply more concerned about recent changes in the area in the past few years. On the one hand,
long-term residents have the perspective of not only pre-pandemic but also pre-Great Recession, 9/11, dot.com
bubble, several developments and building booms, and the industrialization of mountain travel since the 90’s. On
the other hand, shorter-term residents, especially those who have been in the community for five years or less, are
more optimistic as they assess a QoL on the tail end of the pandemic, having started their residency during high-
stress times in resort communities or — if in the last year — at a time when interest rates have made lifestyle
assessments easy to point to the positive.

Returnto TOC

Roundup: Quality of Life Assessment Parts 1 & 2: What’s Important and Changing Quality of Life

How respondents feel about What’s Important to their Quality of Life and How their Quality of Life is Changing in
mountain communities differs by the four primary cohorts we’ve studied in this section. There are significant
differences in most categories between:

Higher and Lower income households

Shorter and Longer Time in the Community

Younger and Older Age Groups

Owners & Renters in the Community and Second Homeowners

PN

However, when we roll those findings up, there are two fundamental cohort groups that represent the broadest
discrepancies in both What’s important for QoL and perceived Changes in QoL, and they are Full-Time, Year-Round
Residents and Second Homeowners.

It’s worth noting that both of these general cohorts can be broken down into more fundamental cohorts as follows:

5. Full-time, Year-Round residents can be broken down as those who Own their Primary Residence and those who
Rent their Primary Residence

6. Second Homeowners can be broken down into those who do rent their residence as a Short-Term Rental (STR)
and those who do not rent their residence as an STR.

While there are differences in QoL assessments between the two sub-cohorts of these general cohorts, the general
cohorts are an excellent representation of the varying constituencies policymakers must take into account.

Our key Roundup items on Quality of Life are:

1. While there are many differences in how cohorts responded to What’s Important for QoL, the greatest
differences between cohorts come when we roll cohorts up into their residency types. Full-time, year-round
residents, which includes both Renters and those who own their primary residence, respond very differently -
sometimes dramatically - from how second Homeowners/part-time residents respond.

2. Thisistrue across most categories and characteristics, especially at the top rankings.

3. Elected officials and Unelected Members of Boards score QoL higher and are less concerned than their cohort
groups, suggesting either a disconnect from day-to-day QoL issues or a higher level of education on the reality
of the issues.

4. Forthe most part, discrepancies between What’s Important to QoL occur with the top 3 choices. Lower-ranked
choices have a higher level of agreement between cohorts.

5. Sense of Community and Small Town Atmosphere are the mostimportant characteristics of Quality of Life, with
little variance between counties.
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10.

11

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Full-time, Year-round residents (Renters and owners of their primary residences) feel more Strongly about this
than second Homeowners (here)

Access to Outdoor Recreation and Events beyond Snowsports is sharply more important to second
Homeowners than it is to full-time, year-round residents (here) as well as higher earners (here)

Second Homeowners cited Traffic Congestion as less important to their QoL than Full-Time, Year-Round
residents while also scoring availability of Parking higher than their cohorts (here).

Those earning $150k and above - a group that works outside the community but works from home - said that
Access to High-Speed Internet was by far the most important infrastructure need for QoL, while those earning
less than $50k and likely working in the service industry - placed this last (here)

Those earnings $50k and below placed a great deal of importance on infrastructure related to transportation,
saying the Ability to Get Around without a Car was very important to them (here)

. While Full-Time, Year-Round residents placed very high importance on the overall Cost of Living, Second

Homeowners score it dramatically lower, citing Low/Attractive Tax Rates as their most important characteristic
to their QoL where affordability is concerned (here). Similarly, residents earning more than $300k per year
ranked Attractive Tax Rates as their most important characteristic in this category, while all others said the
overall Cost of Living was key (here).

All cohorts were unanimously aligned on the importance of a Sense of Safety and Security for their QoL, which
was also true across all counties (here)

Renters find less importance in dining options than all other resident types, indicating financial pressure that
may prevent them from dining out, opting instead for Arts & Culture for All as most important to them (here),
something that was also true of households below $100k income (here)

The perceived overall quality of life is highest in Summit County and lowest in Pitkin and Grand Counties (here).
Meanwhile, residents of Pitkin and Routt, both of which share longer-term resident bases, have more
respondents citing declining QoL. QoL declines appear to be closely tied to the length of time in the community.
Elected officials and Unelected Members of Boards have a different view on the overall QoL in the community,
consistently citing it as higher than other cohorts, and are less concerned about changes than other groups
(here)

Full-time, year-round residents have higher QoL Scores overall than their Second Homeowner counterparts,
while Renters have the lowest QoL scores.

A combination of investment, the amount of time one spends in the community and whether they are full-time
or part-time residents have a significant impact on how QoL is perceived among respondents. Concern about
Changes to QoL is highest among Renters, followed by primary residence owners, then second Homeowners
who don’t rent their home, and finally by second Homeowners who do rent their home (here).

81% of those earning less than $100k say QoL is declining, while just 43% of those that earn >$500k say the
same thing. This same pattern of income to QoL declines is reversed when asked whether QoL is improving
(here)

Return to TOC

Community Balance: Resident- versus Tourism- Centric Economies

Introduction to Tourism vs Resident Centricity and the Destination Continuum

How residents feel about the tourism economy has anecdotally changed over time, and that change has
accelerated since reopening after the COVID-19 shutdown. New residents who migrated to resort communities
during and after the pandemic may be more independent of the tourism economy than prior residents, changing
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how governments that are answerable to this new electorate need to act to ensure their policies and priorities are
in alignment with the wishes of the electorate.

There are essentially two extremes that exist within resort communities: the first extreme is a community that is
wholly tourism-centric. Such communities conduct their affairs in the context of driving tourism visitation, tourist
spending, and infrastructure to support the tourist experience, potentially at the expense of resources for residents.
The second extreme is a town that is wholly resident-centric. Those communities conduct their affairs with local
residents’ services and infrastructure as their primary focus, with tourism playing a lesser or even non-existent role.
Between these two extremes is where most communities reside, existing somewhere on the continuum between
resident- and tourism centricity.

A town’s position within this continuum is a measurable data point that represents a valuable quantification of the
qualitative values and assets of the community. This is accomplished by applying centricity values to the Quality-
of-life assessments measured in this study, applying values that are either resident- or tourism-centric scores to
each of the characteristics of the QoL categories discussed in the prior section.

But before we can arrive at that metric, we must first understand how respondents feel about tourism in general and
by the same cohort groups studied above. This section will look at the following conditions, sentiments, or
responses across cohorts:

Agreement/Disagreement to Benefits of Tourism

Sentiment to Overcrowding

A Willingness to Spend More on Public Services if it Decreases Visitation

A willingness to Divert Funds from Tourism

Whether the cohort sees their destination as Tourism or Resident-centric

What shift — if any — the cohort would favor towards greater tourism- or resident centricity

oahr BN

The survey contained a block of questions that asked about opinions toward tourism. The question format
requested responses to a series of statements using a five-point scale with choices ranging from “Strongly
Disagree” to Strongly Agree. The statements provide insight into differing opinions by the segments of respondents
on important topics of interest, including tourism funding, overcrowding, the benefits of a visitor economy, and
changes in QoL that may be of concern.

In th r in L
e P eceq g QO How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements? (1 = Strongly disagree; 5 = Strongly
Chapter overview, We  agree)

reported thatthereisaclear  Higher Among Primary Residents

Spllt between how full-time, Rating Category Avg Own vs. Rent Disagree (1 & 2) Neutral (3)
. The quality of life in the area 4.0 Rent 12% 14%
permanent re3|dents, is changing in ways that 40 Own . use 1% 15%
concernme. T CHHTHEEE ’ *
represented by owners and 3.3 Own-use as secondary residence [§20% 25% 3%
Renters of primary The area is overcrowded 3.4 Rent 20% 25% 30%
. . because of too many visitors . .
residences, and part-time / 3.4 Own-useas primary residence  [J18% 24% % %
. Own - use as 24% 33% % 22% %
residents, represented by 30 Own - i e
d H f |_ | would be willing to pay 2.8 Rent 36% 47% 24% 19% :|29%
second MOMEOWNETS, TE8EL | more for local public SVices 5 o oun -use as primary residence [ 41% 25% 200 [
about Quallty of Llfe’ the area. 2.4 Own - use as secondary residence |[@4%8 32% 57% 24% JZD%
Ove rc rOWdIng, and *Sorted by total average rating

Willingness to invest in
Local Services to replace tourism dollars. In all cases, full-time, permanent residents convey more concern about
quality of life, recognize overcrowding, and would take on more expense to shift the economy (see chart above).
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However, of the questions asked regarding tourism- vs. resident centricity, the most Agreed-upon statement overall
was in response to the following, “lI would favor diverting tourism funds from marketing to other community
priorities.” Results show that full-time residents have the strongest agreement with this statement, with 76% of
Renters and 75% of resident owners saying they Agree (4/5 on the five pt. scale). A lesser number of Second

Homeowners Agree (53%),
but this figure is still
substantial and signals a
strong desire from
respondents, particularly
residents (i.e., those in the
population who vote locally)
indicating a desire to see
diverting funds. When
results are segmented by
County, the results show
some variation by
geography, with Routt
respondents most likely to
support diverting funds

"I would favor diverting tourism funds from marketing to other

community priorities":

Own vs. Rent Avg Disagree (1 &2
Rent 4.0 12%

Own - use as primary residence 4.0 12%

Own - use as secondary

residence 34 20%
County Avg Disagree (1& 2
Routt 41 1%
Eagle 3.9 | 13
Pitkin 3.9 14%
Summit 3.7 17%
Grand 3.7 15%
Other CO 38 | 1%

Neutral (3 Agree (4 &5

12%

13%

26%

Meutral (3

1%

16%

18%

19%

23%

1%

32% m 76%
34% m 75%
36% lsa%

Agree (4 &5

Approximately how much funding
would you suggest be shifted?

Less than 25%  25-50% 50-75% 75-100%

7% - 40% . 2% I 16%
10% - 3% . 3% . 2%
20% - 51% . 21% I 8%
Lessthan25%  25-50% 50-75%  75-100%
9% . 35% . 31% . 25%
% . 0% . 2% l 16%
13% - 54% I 0% I 13%
19% . 45% . 25% I 1%
15% - 7% . 2% I 14%
12% . 3% . 37% . 20%

(78% overall), followed by Eagle (71%), Pitkin (68%), Summit (64%) and Grand (62%). However, in all counties, over
half of respondents support diverting funds.

In a follow-up question, respondents who favored diverting funds were asked what percentage of funds should be
diverted. Most respondents were in the 25 - 50% categories, with many indicating levels up to 75%! In other words,
there is strong generally strong support for diverting funds, and at substantial levels! These results were particularly
evident among local residents and across all counties.

Centricity by County: Sentiment Towards the Tourist Economy
Overview: As noted in the prior chapter, there are differences in QoL scores and changes to QoL between counties,
and these differences are tied closely to the tourism or resident centricity of the community

Analysis:

1. When asked whether respondents Agreed or Disagreed with the statement “Taxes collected and revenues

generated from the visitor economy

help to sustain the quality of life in

the community”,

respondents Agreed with this .

overall 0%
45%

40%

statement, with an aggregate score
of 4.0 across all counties. Summit
County scored this the highest, at
4.1, and Routt scored it the lowest,
at 3.9 points, slightly below full
agreement. In all cases, “Strongly
Agree” was the most common
response. Strong disagreement was

35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%

5%

0%

4.0

1

OVERALL
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Taxes collected and revenues generated from the visitor economy help to sustain

the quality of life in the community.
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slight but most prominent in Eagle County, where 8% of respondents said they Strongly Disagreed with the
statement.

2. When asked whether respondents Agreed or Disagreed with the statement “In general, the benefits of a visitor
economy outweigh the drawbacks

for the community”, overall In general, the benefits of a visitor economy outweigh the drawbacks for the
rispondents l Werhe moderately 5% B 1 - Strongly disagree W2 - Disagree \;z-chiﬂguﬂz-l\gree L5 - Strongly agree  =#=Total Avg

above neutral with an aggregate - 4
score of 3.6, well below the 4.0 *** . ]

score for the prior question. This % ] — — *
suggests that  while most *** | 0
respondents recognize that tourism 2% 3.7 E T 3.6 >
benefits the community, they don’t 20:/° ;E ™ 'E\i 36
Agree as staunchly that those 1;// ] 3.4
benefits outweigh the drawbacks of o ' 33
the tourism economy. Summit and o 30
Eagle counties Agreed with this OVERALL Summit Eagle Pitkin Grand Routt

statement more than other

counties, scoring 3.7 points, with

Routt County scoring the lowest at 3.2 points. It’s notable that Summit is also the highest scoring on Question
1, and Routt is also the lowest. With 26%, Summit County had the most respondents that Strongly Agreed with
the statement, while Routt had the fewest, at 17%. Routt also had the most respondents that Strongly Agreed
with the statement, at 10%, compared to the overall average of 5%.

3. When asked whether respondents Agreed or Disagreed with the statement “The area is overcrowded because
of too many visitors,” overall
responses were just slightly above

The Area is Overcrowded Because of Too Many Visitors

neutral, with an aggregate average rose | L-Strongly disagree WN2-Disagree B3 -Neutral [14-Agree 15 -Strongly agree ~e=Total Avg

score of 3.3 points. In this negative . 44
response question, Routt County e - 42
had the highest score, with 3.6 N .
points, and also had the highest ** - — B

percentage of respondents that 2% .f >
Strongly Agreed with the statement,  15% >
at 32%. This is well above the  10% 3 '3__ 3.4
overall average of 19%. Routt also 5% y 22
had the fewest respondents that 0% 20
Strongly Disagreed with the OVERALL Routt Summit Pitkin Grand Eagle

statement, at just 6%. Eagle
County was almost neutral on this question, scoring an aggregate of 3.1 points, and 35% of respondents in the
County were neutral.

Takeaways: It’s clear that respondents recognize the economic benefit of tourism to their local economy and feel
that, overall, the benefits of the tourism economy outweigh the drawbacks. However, they also feel Strongly about
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crowding, anecdotally the most commonly referenced downside of a tourist economy, which can put some
pressure on jurisdictions to manage both sides of the equation. However, sentiments about tourist- versus resident
centricity vary broadly across the five subject counties. Summit County has the strongest agreement response to
positive sentiment statements about the tourist economy, while Routt has the weakest. Applying centricity to this,
we can affirm that Summit County residents are more in favor of a tourism-centric economy and are more likely to
support policy and funding that supports that economy. Routt County stands out as the most resistant to the
tourism economy, with relatively weak agreement to positive tourism statements and relatively strong agreement
to negative statements. Routt County residents are more likely to pushback against policies and funding that
support expansion of the tourist economy.

Return to TOC

Centricity by County: Funding the Tourist Economy:

Overview: Respondents were asked to indicate whether they would be willing to express their sentiments about both
personal and public spending on the tourist economy by agreeing or disagreeing about either increasing their
personal contribution to funding that would lessen tourism or diverting funding from the tourist budget. They were
further asked to qualify the latter by indicating the degree to which funding should be diverted. In this way, the study
is able to cover several layers of degrees to which tourism is or is not supported by respondents.

Analysis:

1. When asked whether respondents Agreed or Disagreed with the statement “/ would be willing to pay more for
local public services if it meant fewer visitors in the area,” overall respondents mostly Disagreed or Strongly
Disagreed, with an overall score of 2.7 points, moderate disagreement. Routt County residents were more
willing to dip into personal finances

I would be willing to pay more for local public services if it meant fewer visitors in

if the investment helped lessen the area

tourism visitation to the area, with a 5% = 1-Strongly disagree M2 - Disagree W3- Neutral [14-Agree [15-Strongly agree ==Total Avg a0
total score of 3.1 points, just above  ao% 38
neutral. 41% of respondents in  3s5% 36
Routt either Agreed or Strongly  30% 34
Agreed with the statement. Thisis = 25% 22
in keeping with findings in the prior  20% X ] s
section, where Routt County 15% - 26
indicates higher resident centricity = 10% 24
than other counties. Eagle County % 22
had the weakest score at just 2.5 % OVERALL routt st - crand Eagle 20
points, halfway between

disagreement and neutral
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responses. A very strong 39% Disagreed with the statement, and 53% in Eagle County either Disagreed or
Strongly Disagreed with the statement.

When asked whether respondents Agreed or Disagreed with the statement “/ would favor diverting tourism funds
from marketing to other community priorities,” overall respondents mostly Agreed with the statement, with a
score of 3.8. 34% of respondents Agreed and 35% Strongly Agreed, while only 10% Disagreed and 5% Strongly
Disagreed. At 4.1 points, Routt

I would favor diverting tourism funds from marketing

County had the highest score, with to other community priorities.

ave ry Strong 48% Of all respondents 60% Bl 1 - Strongly disagree B2 - Disagree [33 - Neutral [14 - Agree [J5 - Strongly agree =-#=Total Avg 45
Strongly  Agreeing  with  the a1

Statement and an additional 29%  °** 3;8 S 3.9 3.8 . . 4.0

Agreeing. Only 5% of respondents = a0%
M p— 3.5

in Routt County Strongly Disagreed. m

Grand and Summit Counties had ' ' v
the most resistance to diverting  20% - '
tourism funds, though, at 3.7 points o i_‘ 35
each, respondents in both counties

tended to respond favorably to the 0% 2.0
statement, with 64% and 62%,

respectively, either Agreeing or

Strongly Agreeing with the statement. Summit County respondents were more likely to Strongly Disagree with
the statement, though with just 7% taking that position, it is the least common response in the County.

OVERALL Routt Pitkin Eagle Grand Summit

Overall, 69% of respondents either Agreed or Strongly Agreed that they favor diverting tourism funding to other
community priorities. Those respondents were then further asked to quantify the amount of funding as a
percentage that should be diverted. Overall, the most common response was 25-50% of funding to be diverted,
with 41% of respondents
responding so, ranging from a low of

Appromximately What % of Funding Should be Diverted?

36% of responses to a hlgh of 52%. 0% W Less than 25%  W25-50%  [150-75% [ 175-100%  =e=Score: Favor Diverting Funds a5
At 27% of respondents, the second a1 -
most common response was 50- 0% 3;8 \_3'9 3.8 ; F’ 4.0
75% of funding to be diverted, while 0%
17% of respondents said 75-100% >
should be diverted. Diverting less o g . - .
than 25% was the least common  20% g % g 2 ? '
response overall, with just 14% of g . NE £ £ ) % 5 o
respondents choosing this option. = I g g =
90% of respondents in Routt 0% 2.0
OVERALL Routt Pitkin Eagle Grand Summit

County, which is the County that
most favors diverting funding (see
above), said that at least 25% of funding should be diverted, and 54% of Routt respondents said 50% or more
should be diverted. This County also had the mostresponses in the category 75-100%, with 24% of respondents
choosing this option. Similar to Routt County, 87% of Pitkin County respondents, the second highest County in
agreement with diverting funding, said at least 25% of funding should be diverted. However, unlike Routt County,
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Pitkin respondents were largely in favor of diverting less than 50% of funding, with 65% of overall responses in
the categories below 50% diversion and a strong 52% total saying 25-50% diversion.

Takeaways: Respondents across all five subject counties largely express an interest in changing the financial
structure to mitigate tourism visitation overall in their communities, with options to come in two forms, with either
the diversion of existing funding away from the tourism economy to more community (,i.e., resident-centric)
priorities, or adding new funding that supports resident-centric priorities when those activities will also help mitigate
touristvisitation. This latter choice has some proponents butis not widely accepted as a good option. Respondents
are, for the most part, in favor of diverting funding from tourism towards community initiatives, while willingness to
pay more (i.e. —increased taxes) is slightly below neutral, with the exception of Routt County, which slightly supports
such action.

When we take into consideration the prior responses to questions about the value of tourism activity to the
community’s economy and the changes to funding mechanisms in this section, it is clear that most respondents
are looking for jurisdictions to strike a balance between the valuable benefits of the tourism economy and an
opportunity to shift funding towards a more resident-focused community, pulling back slightly on the former to
enhance the latter. The sentiment is clearly spelled out given that though, based on scores, diverting funding is a
preferred solution, higher taxes, and fees are a near-neutral option overall, underscoring how important
respondents feel about the subject.

Return to TOC

Centricity by County: Continuum Shift - Current and Desired State of Centricity

Overview: In addition to assessing community sentiments around centricity based solely on funding mechanism
and overcrowding sentiment, the study further asks respondents to determine whether they feel their community is
currently tourism- or resident-centric using the terms “Tourism Focused” and “Resident Focused”, and then asks
them to state a desired position on the continuum of tourism to resident-focused. Understanding these responses
by County further helps to substantiate findings in the prior two sections and allows jurisdictions to not only
measure and memorialize how their constituents currently characterize their community but also to memorialize a
desired state, by cohort, toward which policymakers may then work to advance the community, using QoL and the
centricity model to measure success or failure.

Analysis: When using a scale of -5 to +5 to generate a continuum of centricity, where -5 is Resident-Focused
(centric), and +5 is Tourism Focused

(centric) respondents across all five Using the scale below, how would you characterize your community between
tourism-focused and resident-focused at the present time?

subject counties characterized their 25 5o

community as leaning towards tourism-

centric. Overall, the aggregate of -
responses characterized the study area s 19 @ 1.8 . L
as a whole as moderately tourism- 1s% : _ ’ 1.0
centric, with atotal score of +1.4 points. - 0.0
Overall, just 2% of respondents said 1%
their community was resident-centric,
15% characterized their community on
the other end of the continuum as o H H ,—( r H
tourism-centric, and 20% felt the OVERALL Routt Grand pitkin Summit Eagle
Communlty was neutl’al. Neutral was CJResident focused CJ-4 [E3-3 ©W-2 BW-1 mEqualbalance W1 wm2 £33 [CJ4 C_Tourism focused =@=Average
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the most common characteristic in three of the five counties and also the most common overall. Routt County had
the strongest tourism-centric characterization on the continuum, scoring 1.9 points, with 20% of respondents
scoring a +5 tourism-centric, and 70% of all Routt respondents characterizing the County as on the tourism side of
the continuum. Only 2% of Routt County residents said the community was fully resident-centric at -5 points, and
15% overall characterized it as resident side of neutral (<0). Eagle County had the most balanced response set, with
an overall characterization of somewhat tourism-centric, with a +1 point score. However, 53% of Eagle County
respondents characterized the County as being on the tourism-centric side of neutral (>0), 24% said it was on the
resident side of neutral (<0), and 23% said the community was balanced at neutral on the continuum. Pitkin County
had the highest percentage of respondents who characterize their community at the extreme tourism-centric end
of the continuum, with 23% of respondents scoring it +5.

When respondents were asked to score the desired position on the continuum for their community, all counties saw
a shift away from tourism-centric toward resident-centric. Overall, the aggregate of all five sample counties shifted
from moderately tourism-centric +1.4 points to a moderately resident-centric -0.9 points. This is a desired
departure of -2.3 points from current to future state.

When measuring centricity from current to desired state, there are two factors to consider: The first factor is the
absolute value of the desired position on the continuum. Using the Overall aggregate as an example, the desired
position on the continuum is -0.9 points or moderately resident-centric. The second consideration is the value of
the departure from the current continuum position to the desired position. Again, using the Overall aggregate as an
example, the current continuum score of a moderate +1.4 points is 2.3 points from the desired state of -0.9 points.
Finally, using a negative or positive denotes the direction in which the respondents wish to see the community
position move on the continuum. A positive departure value is desired shift towards great tourism centricity; a
negative shiftis towards a greater resident centricity. Itis worth noting that positive and negative expressions in this
section are not intended to convey the merits of a shift in either direction, and they are intended to convey whether
the score value has shifted to the left or right of the continuum that spans resident centricity on the left, to tourism
centricity on the right.

An analysis of the desired position on
the continuum shows that respondents
in Summit County desire the most = summit 2.6
resident-centric position in a future

Current and Desired Positions on the Centricity Continuum

H . Routt -2.9
state, with a score of -1.1 points. The 2 5
departure gap for Summit Countyis-2.6 Pitkin E 26 §
points with their current state on the = 3
continuum characterized as 1.5 points. Grand § 24 g
This is a considerable difference Eagle & 14 &
between current and desired state.
Routt County is scoring similar to  overau 2.3
Summit on absolute future state value,

-5.0 -4.0 -3.0 -2.0 -1.0 0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

with respondents desiring a resident-
centric position of -1.0 on the
continuum. However, Routt County is currently further from its desired state, a departure gap of -2.9 points,
suggesting a considerable shift is desired in that County.

W Current Position on Continuum [ Desired Position on Continuum
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Eagle County is both the closest to its desired state, a departure gap of just -1.4 points and has a desired position
on the continuum of -0.4 points, just slightly leaning towards resident centricity from its current moderate tourism-
centric score of 1.0.

In no case does any County express a desire to shift further in the opposite direction from neutral than they currently
are (i.e.—no desired negative score is greater than the inverse of the current score). This suggests a move away from
tourism towards residence but with a balance recognized as important to the welfare of the community.

Takeaways: In general, respondents feel that their communities lean towards tourism-centric when laid on a
continuum between the extremes of resident-focused (centric) and tourism-focused (centric). Itis notable that a
characterization of neutral balance between the two extremes was a common response and the most common in
three of the five subject counties, as well as the overall aggregate.

Respondents in all counties expressed a desire for a more resident-centric focus on policy and spending measures,
and Routt County is the furthest from the desired state, followed by Summit and Pitkin, tied for second. The size of
the departure gap is significant in four of the five counties, with only Grand seeing a gap of less than -1.5 points,
suggesting that respondents are looking for ways to stem the tide of a perceived decline in QoL due to tourism.

The characterization of communities’ position on the resident- to tourism-centric continuum is a quantitative
representation of a qualitative and subjective response. The responses in this section have a clear correlation with
the more objective funding responses above, as well as the sentiment responses that precede them. When taken
as a whole this represents a clear benchmark that policymakers should be using as a starting point from which to
develop communities that strike a balance between the benefits of a tourist-based economy and the societal
requirements of a resident-based economy.

Returnto TOC

Centricity by Role in Local Government: Sentiment Towards the Tourist Economy

Overview: As noted in the prior chapter, there are differences in QoL scores and changes to QoL between Elected
Officials, Unelected Members of boards, and residents who are active in local governance and those who are not
active at all. Understanding differences in these cohorts, particularly between policymakers in official elected and
unelected roles, and the balance of the community is a critical part of understanding views on tourism- and resident
centricity from a policy & perception perspective versus a day-to-day citizen perspective.

Analysis:
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When asked whether respondents Agreed or Disagreed with the statement “Taxes collected and revenues
generated from the visitor economy help to sustain the quality of life in the community”, Elected Official Elected
Official or Unelected Members of local boards most Strongly Agreed with the statement, with 4.2 points. 54%
of respondents in this group

Taxes collected and revenues generated from the visitor economy help to sustain

Strongly Agreed and 27% Agreed, the quality of life in the community.

while just 7% Strongly Disagreed oo% mm1-Strongly disagree B2 - Disagree w3 - Neutral L_14-Agree __I5-Strongly agree  -®-Total 50
and 9% were neutral. Private Sector M

employees and those employed by - 42 B - 4
non-profits scored second highest =~ “* o °\4;1=‘_*___§;9_‘ is a0
in this category, at 4.1 points, with 30% "‘\—;——__3;7 .
43% Strongly agreeing and 37% - 35
agreeing. The Strongly Agree

response was the most common 10% — [ >0
across all cohorts except for % H - . L 25
respondents who are not actively L D e evhmeone e,
engaged in local governance; that of focal boards n':;;n’:’z;‘g:n the ways dentified

group most commonly Agreed with

the statement (41%), while 29% Strongly Agreed. Itis clear that sentiments about whether taxes collected from
the visitor economy sustain QoL in the community are stronger as respondents are closer to policy. The top-to-
bottom response to this question which graduates from the strongest agreement coming from those who form
policy, the second strongest from those who are employed by or otherwise directly interact with the
policymakers and beneficiaries of tax spending, the second strongest from actively engaged members of the
community, etc., suggests one of two possible scenarios: a) more engaged residents are more fully aware of
how tax dollars are applied in the community than Other and Not Actively Engaged respondents, or (b)
policymakers and those closest to them are more invested in the successes of their activities and may hold a
pride of ownership bias. Either way, these results suggest that public education on the application of how taxes
from the tourism economy are applied to local QoL may change perceptions among less-supportive or
agreeable respondents.

When asked whether respondents I general, the benefits of a visitor economy outweigh

Agreed or Disagreed with the cox '™1-Strongly disagree  WNZ-Disagree EH3-Neutral [34-Agree C35-Stronglysgree  ~a=Total 0
statement “In general, the benefits

of a visitor economy outweigh the o 45
drawbacks for the community,” @ 0%

. * 4.0
responses were more homogenized o 3. s
but followed the same order pattern ¢ -— 4 3, as
as to the prior question. Elected  ***
officials and Unelected Members of = 1 30
boards were again the group most
. A 0% 2.5
Stl’ongly N agreement W|th the OVERALL Elected official or Employed by a Actively engaged Other | am not active in
. unelected member  public-sector or resident local governance in
Statement, SCOI‘Ing 3.6. HOWGVGF, of local boards non-profit the ways identified

organization above

the most common response was
Agree, with 36% of respondents in this group Agreeing, while 22% Strongly Agreed and 20% were neutral. Public
sector/non-profit employees actively engaged residents, and Other respondents all scored 3.4 points when
responding to this question. However, among public sector/non-profit employees, a very strong 31% were
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neutral on the matter, the most of any cohort on this question. Respondents who are not actively engaged in
local governance scored just 3.1 points, just slightly above neutral, and neutral was the most common response
with this group, at 28%. These findings may further the suggestion above that public education on the benefits
& drawbacks of the visitor economy may help align non-active residents with the goals of the community.

3. When asked whether respondents Agreed or Disagreed with the negative response statement “The area is
overcrowded because of too many visitors,” respondents that were not active in local governance most Strongly
Agreed, with a score of 3.5, with
55% of that group either aging or
Strongly agreeing with the % mm1-Strongly disagree B2 - Disagree w3 - Neutral (14 -Agree  __15-Strongly agree  -#=Total 50
statement. This is the only group
that did not have a neutralresponse
as the most common. Actively  “*
engaged residents cohort most in 30%
agreement with the statement, at :
3.4 points, followed by public e *
sector employees and Other 10%
respondents. Elected officials and

The area is overcrowded because of too many visitors.

50%

45

4.0

3.5

30

0% 2.5

Unelected Mem bers of boards were OVERALL lamnot active in  Actively engaged Employed by a Other Elected official or
local governance in resident public-sector or unelected member
the least i kely to Agree with the the ways identified non-profit of local boards

above organization

statement, scoring just above
neutral at 3.1 points, and with 35% disagreeing or Strongly disagreeing.

Takeaways: The results of this section on sentiment towards the tourism economy clearly show that there is a
disconnect between those that are closest to policy and those that are furthest from it. The order of scoring by
cohortto the negative bias question is almost a mirror opposite of the results to the two prior positive bias questions,
with Elected Official Elected Officials and public sector employees being most supportive of the tourism economy,
while those that are not actively engaged in governance are the least. Those that are not actively engaged in local
governance are also less likely to be full-time, year-round residents of the community, are more likely to own
vacation homes or investment properties, and are more likely to be retired than their cohort peers, all characteristics
that put a lower QoL value on local economic conditions, as shown in the What Matters Quality-of-life section
previously.

Returnto TOC

Centricity by Role in Local Government: Funding the Tourist Economy

Overview: Respondents were asked to indicate whether they would be willing to express their sentiments about both
personal and public spending on the tourist economy by agreeing or disagreeing about either increasing their
personal contribution to funding that would lessen tourism or diverting funding from the tourist budget. They were
further asked to qualify the latter by indicating the degree to which funding should be diverted. In this way, the study
is able to cover several layers of degrees to which tourism is or is not supported by respondents.

Analysis:
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When asked whether respondents Agreed or Disagreed with the statement “/ would be willing to pay more for
local public services if it meant fewer visitors in the area” there were no cohort groups that Agreed overall with

the statement. However’ those | would be willing to pay more for local public services if it meant fewer visitors in
groups closer to policy were more the area
. . . mm1 - Strongly disagree B2 - Disagree =33 - Neutral L_J4-Agree  __I5-5trongly agree  =e=Total
likely to support such actions. 39% = 5% 5.0
. 4.5
of respondents that are actively .,
. 4.0
engaged residents and Elected a5

Officials/unelected of boards either o 3

2.7 P 2.8 2.8 8
Agreed or Strongly Agreed with the = 3o% ¢ 25
statemen.  But among Elected 2.0
Official Elected Officials, 16% L ii
Strongly Disagreed. The result is '™ o
that actively engaged residents 0% 0.0

. . OVERALL Actively engaged  Elected official or Other I am nct active in Employed by a

SCOred a neUtral 30 pOIntS’ Whlle resident unelected member local governance in  public-sector or
. . . e of local boards the ways identified non-profit
Elected Official Elected Officials above organization

scored a slightly negative 2.9

points. All other groups scored 2.8 points, slightly negative, but those respondents employed in the public
sector/with non-profits had a very strong 39% disagreeing with the statement. While there is some nuanced
variance between the cohorts, overall, there is moderate resistance to increasing taxes/cost of service to
decrease tourism.

When asked whether respondents Agreed or Disagreed with the statement “/ would favor diverting tourism funds
from marketing to other community
,QI’iOI’itieS, ” all cohorts expressed | would favor diverting tourism funds from marketing

: to other community priorities.
Strong agreement’ Wlth th ree B 1 - Strongly disagree @2 - Disagree [E3 - Neutral [J4-Agree [15-Strongly agree -#=Total

. . 60% 5.0
groups - those not active in local
: 4.1 4.1 4.1 4.0 45
governance, actively engaged 50% 3.8 - — ; 16 a0
. ® — ﬁ-‘_‘\-; N
residents, and those employed by aon T 35
the public sector/nonprofits all — 3.0
scoring 4.1 points. “Strongly 3% — 25
2.0
Agreed” was the most common 20%
15
response among all cohort§ except - 0
those that are not active in local 05
governance. Among those groups, 0% 0.0
. OVERALL | am not active in  Actively engaged Employed by a Other Elected official or
50% Of those employed N the local governance in resident public-sector or unelected member
. . the ways identified non-profit of local boards
publIC SeCtOF/nonprOfltS Strongly above organization

Agreed, while 46% of actively

engaged residents Strongly Agreed. Elected officials/Unelected Members of boards were the least agreeable to
the statement, though at 3.6 points this group expresses moderate support for such action. However, 26% of
Elected Official Elected Officials/Unelected Members of boards either Disagreed or Strongly Disagreed, more
than double the next-highest negative response rate in the public sector/nonprofit employee group.
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3. Overall, 69% of respondents either Agreed or Strongly Agreed that they favor diverting tourism funding to other
community priorities. Those respondents were then further asked to quantify the amount of funding as
percentage that should be diverted.

Overall, the most common Approximately What % of Funding Should be Diverted?
response was 25-50% of funding to o lessthan2s%  E2550%  [ES075%  CI75-100%  —e-Score: Favor Diverting Funds oo
be diverted, with 41% of a1 a1 a1 a0 45
respondents responding so, ranging %% 3;3 ° * * Nﬁ 40
from a low of 36% of responsesto a 20% = 3.5
high of 52%. 46% of respondents >0
who are not active in the community . - zz
chose this option. While Elected 20% z g B § e < 3 < 1:5
Officials/Unelected Members of S - 5l | 2 3 5 E ’ 2% 10
boards are the least supportive of - - & I - - 0.5
0% 0.0

diverting funds (3.6 points), they

OVERALL Employed by a Actively engaged Other | am not active in  Elected official or
public-sector or resident local governance in unelected member
also favor the strongest extreme to non-profit the ways identified  of local boards
diversion, with 30% of this cohort organization above

stating that 75-100% of tourism funds should be diverted to community endeavors. This is dramatically higher
than the next highest response to that category, 22% from Other respondents. Conversely, while having the
strongest overall score in favor of diverting funds (4.1), public sector/nonprofit employees were more likely to
favor moderate changes to funding, with 17% of that group suggesting Less than 25% fund diversion, compared
to a low of 4% from the Other group and an overall aggregate of 14%.

Takeaways: Respondents across all five of the cohorts in the community largely express an interest in changing the
financial structure to mitigate tourism visitation overall. All cohorts favor diverting existing funding away from
tourism to community initiatives over increasing taxes to support community initiatives that lower tourism. There is
an interesting differentiation in funding sentiment based on role in the community, most notably how Elected
Official Elected Officials/Unelected Members of boards respond. While Elected Official Elected Officials are the
least in favor of changing funding mechanisms or diverting funds, they are the most extreme when asked to quantify
the degree to which such measure might take place, with some 30% suggesting that 75-100% of tourism funding be
diverted to community programs.

While all cohorts in this section largely Agree their taxes and revenue from the tourist economy are good for the
community, there is a disconnect about whether those benefits outweigh the drawbacks, particularly when we
compare the responses of residents who are not active in local governance.

Returnto TOC

Centricity by Role in Local Government: Continuum Shift - Current and Desired State of Centricity
Overview: In addition to assessing community sentiments around centricity based solely on funding mechanism
and overcrowding sentiment, the study further asks respondents to determine whether they feel their community is
currently tourism- or resident-centric using the terms “Tourism Focused” and “Resident Focused”, and then asks
them to state a desired position on the continuum of tourism to resident-focused. Understanding these responses
by role in the community of the respondents further helps to substantiate findings in the prior two sections and
allows jurisdictions to not only measure and memorialize how their constituents currently characterize their
community but also to memorialize a desired state by cohort, toward which policymakers may then work to advance
the community, using QoL and the centricity model to measure success or failure.
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Analysis: When using a scale of -5 to +5 to generate a continuum of centricity, where -5 is Resident-Focused
(centric), and +5 is Tourism Focused (centric) respondents across all five cohorts related to role in the community

characterized their Community as Using the scale below, how would you characterize your community between
leaning towards tourism-centric, and tourism-focused and resident-focused at the present time?

30% 5.0
overall, the aggregate of responses
characterized the study area as awhole 5%
as moderately tourism-centric, with a 14 210——33
total score of +1.4 points. Respondents 0

15% [ Lo
not actively engaged in local
governance felt that their community '
was very tourism-centric, with a +2.1 5%
score on the -5 to +5 scale from [ Fﬂ L 5o
resident_ to tourism_focused Of that OVERALL | am not active in Other Actively engaged Employed by a Elected official or

. local governance in resident public-sector or  unelected member
group a very Strong 24% said their the ways identified non-profit of local boards
’ i i above organization

Commun|ty was fully tourlsm-fOCUSed, [Resident focused [COJ-4 [E3-3 -2 [@E-1 BEEqualbalance BEE1 mm2 I3 [C3J4 CCOTourism focused — =@=Avg

putting it at +5 on the continuum.

Elected officials were considerably more balanced in their assessment of their community’s location on the
continuum, with 22% of them describing their community as neutral and 15% on the extreme +5 point side of the
spectrum.

There is an inverse relationship between cohorts that are more in agreement of supportive statements related to the

tourism economy as reported in the The Higher the Perceived Value of the Tourism Economy,
prior section, nota bly Elected The Less Tourism-Centric the Community is Perceived
. 5.0
Officials/Unelected Members of as s
; : : 41 :
boards, public sector/nonprofit  ,, 3.7 3.8 3.9
employees, and actively engaged 35
residents and their perception of where  3?°
. . . 25
the community resides on a continuum 20
between resident and tourism s 1 1.8
.. . 15 1.5
centricity. Those most Strongly in 10 1.2
agreement that tourism brings benefits 2;
to the Community score their centricity | am not active in local Other Actively engaged  Employed by a public-  Elected official or
t ds th id t sid f th governance in the resident sactor of non-profit unelected member of
more towaras € resident siae o € ways identified above organization local boards
continuum, while those leastin support @=Resident/Tourism Continuum Score  @msTourism Sustains QoL Score

score their community centricity more
towards tourism.

Reading continuum shift: When measuring centricity from current to desired state, there are two factors to
consider. The first factor is the absolute value of the desired position on the continuum. Using the Overall aggregate
as an example, the desired position on the continuum is -0.9 points or moderately resident-centric. The second
consideration is the value of the departure from the current continuum position to the desired position. Again, using
the Overall aggregate as an example, the current continuum score of a moderate +1.4 points is 2.3 points from the
desired state of -0.9 points. Finally, using a negative or positive denotes the direction in which the respondents wish
to see the community position move on the continuum. A positive departure value is desired shift towards great
tourism centricity; a negative shift is towards a greater resident centricity. It is worth noting that positive and
negative expressions in this section are not intended to convey the merits of a shift in either direction; they are
-88 -
Source: NWCCOG/CAST Community Metric Project - 2024

© 2024 The Insights Collective. All rights reserved. Unauthorized use or reproduction of this material is strictly prohibited. For permissions, please contact info@theinsightscollective.com



intended to convey whether the score value has shifted to the left or right of the continuum that spans resident
centricity on the left, to tourism centricity on the right.

When reSpondentS were asked to score Current and Desired Positions on the Centricity Continuum
the desired position on the continuum
for their community, all cohorts
expressed a desire to shift away from  [oioer

Other

tourism-centric toward resident- e E g
centric. Overall, the aggregate of all five  wumsor O 2
cohorts shifted from moderately peiieh E o
tourism-centric +1.4 points to a "t @ Z
moderately resident-centric -0.9 points. s °
This is a desired departure of -2.3 points e

from current to future state. orerel

-5.0 -4.0 -3.0 -2.0 -1.0 0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4,0 5.0

An analysis of the desired position on I Current Position on the Continuum [ Desired :Position on the Continuum

the continuum by cohort shows that

“other” respondents desire the most resident-centric position in a future state, with a score of -1.9 points. The
departure gap for the Other cohort is -2.6 points, with their current state on the continuum characterized as 1.8
points tourism-centric. This is a considerable difference between current and desired state.

Respondents not active in local governance have the greatest departure gap from current to desired state, at -2.9
points. As previously reported, that cohort currently perceived their destination to be the most tourist-centric, at
2.1 points, and they desire a sharp shift to a -1.3 point resident-centric community.

Public sector/non-profit employees are looking for the same centricity as those not active in local government, with
a desired state of -1.3 resident centricity, however, this group does not consider the destination as tourism-centric
as their not active cohorts (+1.5 points) and so are seeking a more moderate but still significant change of -2.6
points.

Elected officials and Unelected Members of boards perceive both the current and desired positions on the
continuum most moderately. This group currently puts their community at a +1.4 point tourism-centric community
and is seeking a moderate -1.4 point shift to a -1.0 point resident-centric position on the continuum.

Itisinteresting that Elected Officials seek the least radical shift towards resident centricity and perceive the current
state of their community as the least tourism-centric, and yet favor 75-100% funding diversion from tourism efforts,
sharply more than any other cohort in the survey.

In only one case does any cohort express a desire to shift further in the opposite direction from neutral than they
currently are, with the Other group expressing a desire to be -1.9 points resident-centric, slightly more towards that
side of the spectrum than the currently perceived 1.8 point tourism centricity. While all other groups expressed a
shift to negative centricity, they are concurrently expressing closer neutrality than currently exists.

Takeaways: In general, respondents feel that their communities lean towards tourism-centric when laid on a
continuum between the extremes of resident-focused (centric) and tourism focused (centric). It is notable that
characterization of neutral balance between the two extremes was a common response from four of the five
cohorts, while one cohort (Other) looked to move more to the resident-centric extreme than the others.
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Respondents in all cohorts expressed a desire for a more resident-centric focus of policy and spending measures,
and those not active in governance are the furthest from the desired state, followed by public sector employees and
“other” respondents, which are tied for second. The size of the departure gap is significant in three of the five
cohorts, with only Elected Officials expressing a gap of less than -1.5 points, suggesting thatrespondents are looking
for ways to stem the tide of a perceived decline in QoL due to tourism.

The characterization of communities’ position on the resident- to tourism-centric continuum is a quantitative
representation of a qualitative and subjective response. The responses in this section have a clear correlation with
the more objective funding responses above, as well as the sentiment responses that precede them. When taken
as a whole this represents a clear benchmark that policymakers should be using as a starting point from which to
develop communities that strike a balance between the benefits of a tourist-based economy and the societal
requirements of a resident-based economy.

Returnto TOC

Centricity by Residency Type (All Owners & Renters): Sentiment Towards the Tourist Economy
Overview: As noted in the prior chapter, there are differences in QoL scores and changes to QoL between owners
of private homes, owners of second homes, and Renters. Based on Quality-of-life analysis, these represent some
of the broadest variances in the responses of the study, and the tourism economy is critical to all ownership types,
but for very different reasons. Full-time, year-round residents, represented by those owning their primary residence
and those renting their residence, are often directly dependent on the tourism economy for their employment
income, while second Homeowners, particularly those who rent their properties as STR units, may be significantly
dependent on the actual tourist to retain their home. Understanding the desires of both of these groups can help
policymakers set goals for the economy that manages tourism from both the employment and visitation perspective
while maintaining a QoL that fosters a strong community.

Analysis:

1. When asked whether respondents
Agreed or Disagreed with the

Taxes collected and revenues generated from the visitor economy help to sustain
the quality of life in the community.

statement “Taxes collected and 0% mm1-Strongly disagree W2 - Disagree W3- Neutral ~—14-Agree [ 1S-Strongly agree  -- .
revenues generated from the visitor - _

economy help to sustain the quality =~ " 43 42 4.5
of life in the community”, all groups 0% 40 || '_‘—"‘—-\\4::

that own their homes (second ° B — 38 “0
Homeowners and primary 35

Homeowners) Strongly Agreed with = %
— 30

the statement. Second 10%

Homeowners had the strongest J d L

response with a score of 4.3 out of > OVERALL oﬁ; seconardy Own - use as secondary Own - use as primary Rent e
5’ W|th 54% Of respondents in that residence and NOTSTR  residence AND STR residence only

cohort Strongly Agreeing. Strongly

Agree was the most common response among all cohorts that own their home. Renters had the lowest score,
though still expressing considerable agreement with the statement, with 3.8 out of 5 points, but were the only
group with a majority of respondents saying they Agree (39%) rather than Strongly Agree (33%). 10% of all Renters
Strongly Disagreed with the statement, considerably higher than the 7% overall score.
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When we roll these four cohorts into two parent cohorts of part-time residents (comprised of second
Homeowners that rent and do not rent their homes as STR) and full-time, year-round residents (comprised of
owners of their primary residence and Renters), there is a division between the two groups, with part-time
residents scoring an unweighted average of 4.25 points, while full-time, year-round residents score an
unweighted average of 3.9 points. This may be due in part to an inflated perception of how tourism funds are
used to the benefit of the community by part-time residents.

When asked whether respondents Agreed or Disagreed with the statement, “/In general, the benefits of a visitor
economy outweigh the drawbacks

In general, the benefits of a visitor economy outweigh

for the community”, there are the drawbacks for the community.

. o . . mm1-Strongly disagree @2 - Disagree 33 -Neutral T34 -Agree  [15-5trongly agree  =@=
significant differences in how each 60% 50
of the cohorts responded. Second

. 4.5
Homeowners who use their 4.2
40% ~—
property as an STR rental were most - \'f\ [ 0
in agreement with this statement, 30% 3.6
P 3.4 3 35

scoring 4.2, with 45% of that cohort
Strongly  agreeing  with  the
statement and 36% agreeing. 10% j >0
Second Homeowners who do not o%

rent their units as STRs were the
next most supportive cohort, with a
score of 3.8. However, at 28% this
group had dramatically fewer respondents Strongly Agreed, while 42% Agreed. Full-time, year-round residents,
represented by respondents that own their primary residence and Renters, both scored dramatically lower than
the Second Homeowner groups, at 3.4 points. At 7%, owners of their primary residence had the highest
percentage respondents who Strongly Disagreed with the statement.

20%

2.5
OVERALL Own - use as secondary Own - use as seconardy Own - use as primary Rent
residence AND STR  residence and NOT STR residence only

When asked whether respondents Agreed or Disagreed with the negative response statement “The area is
overcrowded because of too many visitors”, respondents that are full-time, year-round residents were most
Strongly in agreement, with both
primary residence owners and

The area is overcrowded because of too many visitors.

El1 - Strongly disagree @2 - Disagree @3 - Neutral T4 - Agree 5-Strongly agree  =@=

Renters scoring it 3.4 points out of &% 5.0
5. Second Homeowners notrenting . 45
their units as an STR were next, at a0
3.0 points, and second, *™* is 34 34 — .
Homeowners who do rent their s . — q ’
units as an STR were at a very low - & 20
2.7 points. This is the only group 25
that is in disagreement with this % 20
statement across the major cohorts 0% 15
being studied, and there is some PYERNL O s RO e O e e

suggestion in the data that being
further removed from the
destination, as each of these cohorts is from highest to lowest scoring, impacts perceptions of conditions in the
community. Interestingly, ‘neutral’ was the most common response to this question across all cohorts, and

-91-
Source: NWCCOG/CAST Community Metric Project - 2024

© 2024 The Insights Collective. All rights reserved. Unauthorized use or reproduction of this material is strictly prohibited. For permissions, please contact info@theinsightscollective.com



second Homeowners responded ‘neutral’ more frequently than full-time, year-round residents, possibly a
further reflection of the lack of information on the question.

Takeaways: There are several patterns evident in this cohort study related to the recognition, benefits, and support
for the tourism economy in resort communities.

Second Homeowners perceive greater benefits of a tourism-centric economy and believe more Strongly that the
benefits of that economy outweigh the drawbacks. Conversely, those who own their residence and are full-time,
year-round residents perceive greater disruptions from overcrowding and score lower benefit value.

While all four cohorts receive some benefit from the tourism economy, the second Homeowner who rents their unit
as an STR is the only one that receives a direct revenue stream from the tourism economy, which is likely a strong
contributor to their more agreeable perception of the benefits of the tourism economy compared to the other
cohorts. Additionally, itis clear that ‘absence makes the heart grow fonder’ and that respondents in the community
full-time, year-round are more likely to see detractions than those respondents only in the community part-time.

Return to TOC

Centricity by Residency Type (All Owners & Renters): Funding the Tourist Economy

Overview: Full-time, year-round residents and part-time residents would be expected to typically have different
sentiments about if or how the tourist economy is funded. Those in the community year-round —whether they own
or rent their residents — are subject to the consequences of traveler influx, and the prior section is clear that they
feel they reap fewer benefits from a tourism-centric economy. Conversely, those who are second Homeowners are
not in the community year-round and may not feel the same impacts, experiencing them only occasionally, while
those who rent their home on the STR marketplace are motivated to support strong tourism-centric policy.
Understanding how each of these groups feels about either increased taxes or diversion of funds is critical to setting
policy that ensures stakeholders remain invested in the community.

Analysis:

1. When asked whether respondents . ) )
| would be willing to pay more for local public services

Agreed or Disagreed with the if it meant fewer visitors in the area.
statement “I Would be Wlllln,q to pay €0% B 1 - Strongly disagree M2 - Disagree 3 - Neutral 4 - Agree 5-Strongly agree  =@= 5.0
more for local public services if it s

50%
meant fewer visitors in the area” all

cohorts Disagreed with the @ *™%

statement overall. Respondents 30%

that own their primary residence -7

scored just below neutral at 2.9

points, with 28% of that cohort 10%

disagreeing with the statement and o

12% Strongly disagreeing. 11% OVERALL Own - use as primary Rent Own - use as seconardy Own - use as secondary
residence only residence and NOT STR  residence AND STR

Strongly Agreed. Renters scored

the question 2.8 points, and as with

the primary residence owners, disagreement with the statement was the leading response, with 36% of Renters

doing so, while 11% Strongly Disagreed. While neither group is in favor of paying more to mitigate visitation in

the area, both are only slightly below neutral. A more negative response was recorded from second

Homeowners, with those that don’t rent their unit scoring 2.6 points, with 51% total responses that either

4.0

3.5
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Disagreed or Strongly Disagreed. Meanwhile, second Homeowners who do rent their unit as an STR were very
much against additional fees or taxes to mitigate visitation, with a score of 2.1 and 71% of all respondents either
disagreeing or Strongly disagreeing with the statement. The two types of second Homeowners may have
different reasons for their resistance. Itis already clear, based on the prior section, that these cohorts are more
supportive of the tourist economy, but while those that do not rent their units may wish to avoid paying more for
the sake of doing so, those renting their units as STRs are further motivated by increased visitation that drives
revenue to their bottom line.

When asked whether respondents Agreed or Disagreed with the statement “/ would favor diverting tourism funds
from marketing to other community priorities,” full-time, year-round residents, a group comprised of both
respondents that rent their
residence as well as those that own

I would favor diveting tourism funds from marketing
to other community priorities

their residence both scored 4.0 s0% mm1-Strongly disagree @2 - Disagree  [3-Neutral —14-Agree  [JS-Stronglyagree  =e- -
points, Strongly in favor of diverting

tourism funding. 41% of Renters of ~ *™ ig 4.0 4.0 e
their primary residence Strongly s . "““-ﬁ\gf_ +0
Agreed, and 32% Agreed, while 41% . \1 35
of Renters Strongly Agreed and 34% 2.0
Agreed. Only 3% of Renters % 25
Strongly Disagreed with the 5o
statement. Second Homeowners o .

who rent their units out as STRs OVERALL Rent Own - use as primary Own - use as seconardy Own - use as secondary
Scored thlS Statement lOWeSt, at 3.1 residence only residence and NOT STR  residence AND STR
points. While 26% Agreed with the

statement was the most common response among this cohort, 23% either Disagreed or Strongly Disagreed
while 25% were neutral. Second Homeowners who rent their units have a strong interest in maintaining a robust
tourism economy. As with other questions regarding tourism, both second Homeowner cohorts had the highest
instance of neutral responses.

Overall, 69% of respondents either Agreed or Strongly Agreed that they favor diverting tourism funding to other
community  priorities. Those

respondents were then further Approximately What % of Funding Should be Diverted?

asked to quantify the amount of oy, mlessthan2s%  EEISS0%  EmSO75%  [75-100%  -e-Score: Favor Diverting Funds 5o
funding as a percentage that should — is
be diverted. Overall, the most % 38 4.(;‘.0\ e 40
common response was 25-50% of * “"\3_1 35
funding to be diverted, with 41% of m T 30
respondents responding so, ranging 0% 3 23
from a low of 36% of responsestoa  2o% o 2. S 5. iz
high of 56%. As with prior 8 . e R . - & 10
questions, full-time, year-round = I " 2 & 2 SE
residents were most aggressive in % OVERALL qont Ouin- e a5 oimary  Own - use asseconardy Own - use sssecondary
hOW they Viewed measures that residence only residence and NOT STR  residence AND STR

might mitigate tourism/visitation,
with 52% of Renters suggesting that more than 50% to 100% of tourism funding should be diverted, while 43%

-93-
Source: NWCCOG/CAST Community Metric Project - 2024

© 2024 The Insights Collective. All rights reserved. Unauthorized use or reproduction of this material is strictly prohibited. For permissions, please contact info@theinsightscollective.com



of owners of primary residences said 50-100% should be diverted. Second Homeowners’ responses indicated
less aggressive measures, with 56% of second Homeowners that do not rent as STRs saying 25 to 50% funding
diversion and 18% saying less than 25%. Second Homeowners who do rent their units had the least aggressive
stance, though they still favor diverting funding considerably, with 27% of that cohort saying to cut 0 to 25% and
36% saying 25-50% of funds should be diverted. Renters had the largest percentage of respondents suggest 75
to 100% funding diversion, at 21%, while only 7% of Second Homeowners that rent their units as STRs said the
same.

Takeaways: Respondents across all five of these cohorts express an interest in changing financial structure to
mitigate tourism visitation overall. However, there are dramatic differences in how these cohorts responded. Full-
time, year-round residents, a grouped cohort consisting of those who own their primary residence and those who
rent their primary residence, see fewer benefits to a tourism-based economy as they experience the consequences
of tourist visitation on a regular basis. They are also more in favor of diverting funds from tourism marketing towards
community priorities than their cohorts. Second Homeowners who do not rent their unit as an STR are more
supportive of the tourism economy than the full-time, year-round resident group as they are more removed from the
day-to-day consequences of visitation. They are in the middle of the cohort group on both support and funding
measures, though they still support diverting funds. Second Homeowners that do rent their units are a combination
of both somewhat removed from the day-to-day consequence of tourism visitation and are beneficiaries of a robust
tourism economy that generates revenue for their unit. As a result, they are the strongest supporters of a robust
tourism economy and the least likely to support deep diversion of funding away from marketing to other community
priorities.

Returnto TOC

Centricity by Residency Type (All Owners & Renters: Current and Desired State of Centricity

Overview: In addition to assessing community sentiments around centricity based solely on funding mechanism,
and overcrowding sentiment, the study further asks respondents to determine whether they feel their community is
currently tourism- or resident-centric using the terms “Tourism Focused” and “Resident Focused”, and then asks
them to state a desired position on the continuum of tourism to resident-focused. Understanding these responses
by Residency Type can help jurisdictions understand the needs of full-time, year-round residents versus those of
second Homeowners and further refine to understand how Renters, who have an entirely economic profile and upon
whom much of the economic engine is based, are coping with the current economic structure.

Analysis: When using a scale of -5 to +5 to generate a continuum of centricity, where -5 is Resident-Focused

. +E i .
(centrlc), and +5 is Tourism Focused Using the scale below, how would you characterize your community between
(centric), respondents across all four tourism-focused and resident-focused at the present time?

ownership type cohorts characterized ** -
140-._._\

their community as leaning towards %
r 00
ﬂﬂ Hj m

tourism-centric and overall, the
aggregate of responses characterized

perceived based on OWnerShip type. OVERALL Rent Own - use as primary  Own - use as seconardy Own - use as secondary
First and foremost iS the out[ier Of residence only residence and NOT STR  residence AND STR

25% 2_1

20%
the study area as a whole as

moderately tourism-centric, with a %
total score of +1.4 points. There are 1%
strong notable differences between
how the centricity of the community is
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Renters compared to all other cohorts. Renters, who are often employed directly within the tourism economy,
placed their community at +2.1 points, well into the tourism-centric side of the continuum, while those who own
their own residence scored it +1.4 points, considerably less tourism-centric than Renters. However, both of those
groups, which represent the full-time, year-round residents, said their communities were sharply more tourism-
centric than their part-time counterparts. Second Homeowners, both those that do and do not rent their home as
an STR unit, said their community was +0.8 towards tourism on the continuum. Secondarily, the percentage of those
in second Homeowner cohorts that said the community was balanced, with 29% of those that do not rent their units
as an STR and 32% of those that do saying that the community was balanced. This is sharply higher than the 18% of
primary residence owners and 10% of Renters who said the same thing. Renters had the most +5 scores amongthe
cohorts, with 21% - or more than one in five — saying their destination as wholly tourism-centric, while second
Homeowners that do not rent their unit had the most -5 scores, with 5% saying their community was wholly resident-
centric.

These disparities once again lay out a wide variance in how full-time, year-round residents view their community
versus those that are part-time, likely again driven in part by the day-to-day experience of coping with the impact of
tourist-driven visitation. Additionally, the outlier of Renters in this data set may be largely influenced by their place
in the workforce; Renters have a lower income and are often dependent on the tourist economy for their livelihood,
while all other cohorts — particularly second Homeowners — may be largely independent of the tourism economy.

Reading continuum shift: When measuring centricity from current to desired state, there are two factors to
consider: The first factor is the absolute value of the desired position on the continuum. Using the Overall aggregate
as an example, the desired position on the continuum is -0.9 points, or moderately resident-centric. The second
consideration is the value of the departure from the current continuum position to the desired position. Again, using
the Overall aggregate as an example, the current continuum scores of a moderate +1.4 points is 2.3 points from the
desired state of -0.9 points. Finally, using a negative or positive denotes the direction in which the respondents wish
to see the community position move on the continuum. A positive departure value is desired shift towards great
tourism centricity; a negative shift is towards a greater resident centricity. It is worth noting that positive and
negative expressions in this section are not intended to convey the merits of a shift in either direction. They are
intended to convey whether the score value has shifted to the left or right of the continuum that spans resident
centricity on the left to tourism centricity on the right.

When respondents were asked to score

. . 3 Current and Desired Positions on the Centricity Continuum
the desired position on the continuum

for their community, three of the four  Rent 36
cohorts expressed a desire to shiftaway  own
. . . Primary o 4
from tourism-centric towards resident-  gesidence = o
. . c
centric, while one cohort, secondary G o
. Secondary 9_. 3
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.. Secondary =]
assessment of current centricity. AND STR o
Overall, the aggregate of all five cohorts 23 E-
shifted from moderately tourism-
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centric +1.4 points to a moderately
resident-centric -0.9 points. This is a
desired departure of -2.3 points from current to future state.

@ Desire Position on the Continuum [ Current Position on the Continuum
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Stand-out data in an analysis of the desired position on the continuum are twofold:

1. Second Homeowners that rent their unit as an STR expressed an interest in maintaining a tourism-centric
economy, with of desired position on the continuum of +0.7 points, just slightly down from their current
assessment of +0.8 points, a departure gap of just -0.1 point. As noted above, second Homeowners who rent
their unit as an STR have a financial interest in a sustained tourism economy.

2. Renters, who currently place their communities at a position of +2.1 points towards tourism-centric expressed
their greatest desire for a shift towards resident centricity, with a desired position of -1.5 on the continuum. This
is a departure gap of -3.6 points, the strongest of any group in the study. Renters have previously expressed
concerns about a declining Quality of Life and changes to the community, which are tied closely to cost of living
and housing, which is tied closely to economic pressures caused by the tourism industry. However, somewhat
ironically, Renters are also a lower-income group and are tied closely to the tourism economy by employment,
creating a paradox that may be hard to balance.

As in prior assessments, we see full-time, year-round residents (Renters and owners of primary residences) and
second Homeowners expressing sharply varying points of view on tourism centricity. Full-time, year-round
residents are expressing a wider departure gap than their second Homeowner counterparts, and both second
Homeowner cohorts are expressing a desire for a more tourism-centric position on the continuum.

Takeaways: There is a wide disparity between full-time, year-round residents and second Homeowners’ opinions
about where their community exists on a continuum between resident- and tourism centricity. Those who are in the
community full-time clearly experience more impact from tourism — either negatively or positively —and, as aresult,
are more aware of its contribution to/from the Quality of Life in the community. Full-time, year-round residents are
also considerably more in favor of a shift towards resident centricity, with Renters seeking a dramatic change of -
3.6 points on the scale while simultaneously being largely dependent on tourism visitation.

Second Homeowners, meanwhile, and especially those that aren’t their home on the STR marketplace, are the only
cohort that favors retaining a tourism-centric economy, expressing satisfaction with their perception of where their
community is on the continuum and only suggesting a slight shift of -0.1 points away from the current state toward
resident-focus. This is likely the result of a combination of some financial ties to tourism through their rental activity
as well as some removal from the day-to-day exposure of the impact of tourism visitation.

Return to TOC

Centricity by Household Income: Sentiment Towards the Tourist Economy

Overview: Prior chapters of this study have made it clear that there are broad differences between income cohorts
in how they view not only quality of life but how quality of life is changing within their resort community. Income
levels are often tied to home ownership but may also indicate likely residency type as well as connection to or affinity
for the tourism economy. Understanding how various income groups both feel about and choose to fund the
tourism economy is critical to ensuring balance between broadly disparate groups in the community.
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<Intentionally Blank>

Analysis:

1.

When asked whether respondents Agreed or Disagreed with the statement “Taxes collected and revenues
generated from the visitor economy help to sustain the quality of life in the community”, all income cohorts
Agreed with the statement. For

Taxes collected and revenues generated from the visitor economy help to sustain

the most part, agreement was the quality of life in the community.
. . W] - Strongly disagree B2 - Disagree 3 - Neutral [14-Agree  [_5-Strongly agree  -@=Avg
strongest with the highest — 7% 5.0
income groups and declined 60% 4
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exception to this pattern is the . “\;\3;; 4.0
40% )

$500k or more cohort, who \3;5
essentially were inthe middle of = *** 7 35
the opinion poll. Respondents 2%
with a household income of = %

$300-$499k were most in @, -J
agreement with the statement,
scoring 4.2 points, where 1 is
Strongly Disagree and 5 is
Strongly Agree. 58% of this cohort Strongly Agreed with the statement, while only 4% either Disagreed or
Strongly Disagreed. Respondents earning less than $50k per year were the least likely to Agree with the
statement, scoring it at 3.6 points, just above neutral. While 37% Strongly Agreed with the statement, 22%
either Disagreed or Strongly Disagreed. The $50k or less cohort is more likely to be a Renter, and this cohort
is the most radical in their sentiment towards tourism as well as their desire to shift away from tourism
towards resident centricity (see above). The statement was Strongly Agreed to by a larger percentage of all
cohorts except those earing $50-$99k, who said they Agreed with the statement 42% of the time versus 34%
Strongly agreeing.
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When asked whether respondents Agreed or Disagreed with the statement, “In general, the benefits of a
visitor economy outweigh the drawbacks for the community”, responses were very similar to those to the
prior question. All cohorts were
in agreement  with the
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earning $500k or more and those earning $300-$499k both ranked this statement as a 4.0 with only a few
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respondents in each group disagreeing or Strongly disagreeing. Once again, those at the low end of the
income strata earning $50 or less were almost neutral in their response, with a 3.1 score. While 31% of this
cohort Agreed with the statement, only 12% Strongly Agreed, while 35% Disagreed or Strongly Disagreed and
23% were neutral.

Household income is closely tied to second home ownership, and these patterns may be related to the
income benefits that second Homeowners who rent their units as STRs see from rental revenue. However,
that is not enough to explain the correlation between income and agreement, and it is likely that lower
income households are not realizing the community benefits of the tourism economy in their day-to-day
lives.

When asked whether respondents Agreed or Disagreed with the negative response statement “The area is
overcrowded because of too

many visitors”, the pattern

changes and scoring is largely % W 1-Strongly disagree B2 - Disagree 3 - Neutral [14-Agree [_5-Strongly agree  =#=Avg 50
inversely proportionate to
income levels. For the most . | 45
part, all income levels were

just above neutral in response o &
to the statement. However, I i 35
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25% .
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statement more than the
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3.6. Respondents earning less

than $50k per year scored it 3.6, with 28% Strongly agreeing and 26% agreeing. Of those households earning
$100k or more, neutral was the most common response, and ‘Strongly Disagree’ is a more common answer
as income levels increase. With a score of 2.9, households earning $500k and above slightly Disagreed with
the statement, the only cohort group studied to do so, and 38% of those respondents either Disagreed or
Strongly Disagreed, while an additional 34% were neutral. This disagreement about overcrowding may be
related to increased second Homeownership among this group but may also be related to larger, more
isolated properties that are somewhat removed from the effects of crowding.

25

Takeaways: Recognition of the benefits of a tourist-centric economy and a sense of the value of the benefits from
that economy are greater among higher-earning households than lower-earing households, and there is almost a
direct correlation between household income and more positive sentiment toward tourism. That is echoed in
negative sentiment about overcrowding, the most commonly recognized downside of tourism, with lower-income
households agreeing more with statements that overcrowding is problematic. With higher-income households
more likely to be second Homeowners than lower-income households, this pattern fits closely with other parts of
the study about income that divide sentiment between full-time, year-round residents and part-time residents.
However, there are other forces at play with household income, including the availability of affordable resources to
lower-income households when the town is crowded. Lastly, it appears that lower-income households - while
contributing Strongly to the tourism economy — aren’t reaping the community benefits of their labor.

Return to TOC
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Centricity by Household Income: Funding the Tourist Economy

Overview: With a wide variety of sentiments emerging about the overall tourist economy and its benefits to the
community based on household income, understanding how each of those cohorts feels about funding those
economic efforts is critical to tax structures. Heretofore, those mostinvolved in the success of the tourist economy
- those earning less than $100k per year — have been the least supportive of the economy. With lower disposable
income and high concerns about cost of living, some groups may not only be unwilling to fund tourism but may not
be able to at current levels, given other cost-of-living challenges in resort towns.

Analysis:

1. When asked whether respondents Agreed or Disagreed with the statement, “/ would be willing to pay more
for local public services if it meant fewer visitors in the area,” all cohorts Disagreed with the statement.
Interestingly, households earning $50k or less were the most supportive of the statement, with an almost-

neutral score of 2.9, and tied I would be willing to pay more for local public servcies if it meant fewer visitors in
with their next lowest-earing , the area
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cohort ($50-99.9k). Of the $50k ~ ** >0

or less cohort, 43% either =

Strongly Disagreed or

40% 4.0

35%
Disagreed, while 36% either 3o )

5 3.0
Agreed or Strongly Agreed. 25% *

While “Disagreed” was the 2 20
most common response ii o
among all cohorts, Strongly - W
Disagreed was higher among 0% 0.0
those cohorts with higher M U mm Smue gmi s mmowm
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respondents in both the $150-

$199k and $500k and above groups. Three of the six cohorts were more supportive of the statement than
the overall score of 2.7, all earning less than $150k per year.

2. When asked whether respondents Agreed or Disagreed with the statement “/ would favor diverting tourism
funds from marketing to other community priorities,” all cohorts Agreed with the statement, and three of the
seven cohorts were more in favor than the overall average of 3.8 points. For the most part, lower-income

households were more | would faver diverting tourism funds from marketing
Supportive of the statement to other community priorities.
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common response for all three cohorts earning less than $150k, while Agreed was the most common
response rate for households earning more than $150k. The strongest disagreement with the statement
came from the two cohorts earning more than $500k per year, though both were still positive of neutral at
3.6 points. At 8%, the cohort earning $300-$499.9k had the largest percentage of those who Strongly
Disagreed with the statement.

3. Overall, 69% of respondents either Agreed or Strongly Agreed that they favor diverting tourism funding to
other community priorities. Those respondents were then further asked to quantify the amount of funding
as a percentage that should be diverted. Overall, the most common response was 25-50% of funding to be
diverted, with 41% of
respondents responding so,

. [ Less than 25% [025-50% [150-75% [175-100% -e=5core: Favor Diverting Funds
ranging from a low of 36% of 0% 5.0

responses to a high of 53%. 4.1 2.0 ™

50% 3.8 . 39 3.8 3.7
. — —_— e ° .
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all funding away from tourism.

Lower-income groups were less likely to support smaller fund diversions, with only 6% of those earning less
than $50k saying 0-25% of funding should be diverted, while higher income groups were more likely to take
this less radical path, with an average of 14% all respondents earning $200k or more supporting that level of
diversion.

Takeaways: Interestingly, those households with lower incomes were more willing to pay more to divert visitors than
those households with higher incomes. Those are the same respondents who were less supportive of tourism, and
while they’re not supportive overall, there are some among those households who feel diverting visitors is worth the
added expense. That same group of respondents is also the most supportive of diverting funds from existing tourism
marketing efforts towards community programs, and they are also the most aggressive.

There is clearly a disconnect between the tourism economy and those who are earning less money per household.
The disconnect is large enough that lower-income homes are not only more aggressive about supporting measures
to divert funding, but they’re also more inclined to take on additional expense burdens if it means easing visitation,
suggesting there is an opportunity to ensure that the tourist economy is supporting all income levels in the
community, especially those support workers that drive the economic engine of tourism.

Return to TOC

Centricity by Household Income: Current and Desired State of Centricity

Overview: In addition to assessing community sentiments around centricity based solely on funding mechanism
and overcrowding sentiment, the study further asks respondents to determine whether they feel their community is
currently tourism- or resident-centric using the terms “Tourism Focused” and “Resident Focused”, and then asks
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them to state a desired position on the continuum of tourism to resident-focused. Understanding these responses
by income level can help jurisdictions understand the needs of all members of the community, including those that
are contributing heavily to, but appear to be reaping little secondary benefit from, the tourism economy.

Analysis: When using a scale of -5 to +5 to generate a continuum of centricity, where -5 is Resident-Focused
(centric), and +5 is Tourism-Focused (centric), respondents across all income cohorts characterized their
community as leaning towards tourism-centric, and overall, the aggregate of responses characterized the study
area as a whole as moderately tourism-centric, with a total score of +1.4 points.

The three lowest income groups - those earning less than $150k per year — all said their community was more
tourism-centric than the overall +1.4 points score, while those earning more than $150k per year all said it was not
as tourism-centric as the overall +1.4 score. Households earning $50-$99.9k said their community was somewhat
tourism-centric at a +2.1 point position on the scale, and their colleagues earning $50k or less were very similar, at
+2.0. These groups each had a significant share of respondents who said their community was wholly tourism-
centric, with 22% and 23%, respectively, scoring +5 points.

Households with incomes higher than $150k all saw an equal balance score of 0 as the most common response,
with 29% of households earning $300-$499.9k responding as such, and these households all positioned their
community much closer to the middle of the continuum than their lower-earning cohorts.

For the most part, this characterization of resident vs. tourist centricity follows patterns established in the last
section, with lower-income households clearly seemingly more aware of the tourist economy, likely in large part due
to their full-time, year-round status as well as their employment in the tourism industry.

Reading continuum shift: When measuring centricity from current to desired state, there are two factors to
consider: The first factor is the absolute value of the desired position on the continuum. Using the Overall aggregate
as an example, the desired position on the continuum is -0.9 points or moderately resident-centric. The second
consideration is the value of the departure from the current continuum position to the desired position. Again, using
the Overall aggregate as an example, the current continuum score of a moderate +1.4 points is 2.3 points from the
desired state of -0.9 points. Finally, using a negative or positive denotes the direction in which the respondents wish
to see the community position move on the continuum. A positive departure value is desired shift towards great
tourism centricity; a negative shift is towards a greater resident centricity. It is worth noting that positive and
negative expressions in this section are not intended to convey the merits of a shift in either direction; they are
intended to convey whether the score value has shifted to the left or right of the continuum that spans resident
centricity on the left, to tourism

centricity on the right. Current and Desired Positions on the Centricity Continuum
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departure gap of -2.3 points on the continuum from current to desired future state.
Stand-out data in an analysis by cohort are several-fold:

3. Lower-income households, specifically those earning less than $50k per year and those earning between $50k
and $99.9k, have stated a desire to shift their community further to resident centricity than all other cohorts.
The former is seeking a somewhat resident-centric position of -1.8 on the continuum, while the latter is seeking
-1.5 resident centricity.

4. Both cohorts also currently view their community as more tourism-centric than all other cohorts. This
combination means that the departure gap between where their communities sit on the continuum and their
desired location is also the largest, at -3.8 and -3.6 points, respectively.

5. While households earning $200-$299k, $300-$499k, and $500k+ each view both the current and desired
positions of their community on the continuum differently, each is also looking for essentially the same degree
of shift, with all three cohorts looking for a -1.3 departure gap from current state to future. Of the three cohorts,
$200-$299k are looking for the more resident-centric positioning, though still very closely balanced with a
desired future state of -0.6 on the continuum.

Takeaways: Lower-income households, which largely represent Renters and therefore, full-time, year-round
residents, are showing response traits that suggest (a) they have a considerable disconnect from the benefits of the
tourist economy despite their higher association with it as employees; (b) they are subject to higher stress-related
issues associate with the tourism industry, which may include such factors as affordability of goods during busy
times, challenges with public transportation (see here), and possible burnout.

Conversely, higher-income households, with a higher percentage of second Homeowners, may not be in the
community as often and are likely not employed by the tourism industry, removing them from many of the pressures
of visitation that are driving strong departure gaps toward resident centricity among lower earners. Higher-income
households are likely also reaping not only direct benefits from revenue generated by renting theirhomes on the STR
marketplace, but they may have more discretionary time or resources at their disposal to take advantage of tourism-
driven benefits, thus their reluctance to shift the community position too far towards resident centricity.

Returnto TOC

Roundup: Community Balance — Resident- vs Tourism-Centric Economies

Among cohorts, there is almost a unanimous consensus that a shift towards resident centricity is desired in resort
communities. How that shift is accomplished varies by cohort, but for the most part, new taxes or fees are not a
solution that is widely supported, though lower-income groups are more willing than others to take on the burden of
shifting the community. However, most cohorts do support diverting existing funding from marketing efforts
towards community-based priorities to help make the shift happen, and those that support such measures favor
25-50% diversion of funding, though there is strong support from considerably more up to and including 100% fund
diversion.

There is clearly a division between high and low-incomeworkers as well as Elected Officials versus others on most
of the centricity sentiments. And while the vast majority of respondents recognize the value that tourism brings to
their community; few feel that the benefits outweigh the detractions.

Lastly, as in other sections, the largest difference in responses is between full-time, year-round residents and
second Homeowners/part-time residents. The former group is comprised of those owning their residences and
those renting, and the latter of those who do and do not rent out their units as an STR, but there are other
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characteristics that roll into these two groups as well, such as lower versus higher income, local versus remote
workers, etc.

Here are the key takeaways from this section:

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

While most respondents recognize that tourism benefits the economy, they don’t necessarily believe that the
benefits outweigh the drawbacks. This response is consistent across cohorts studied (here)

Summit County has the strongest agreement response to positive sentiment statements about the tourist
economy, while Routt has the weakest.

Respondents across all five subject counties largely express an interest in changing the financial structure to
mitigate tourism visitation overall in their communities.

The sentiment is to accomplish this with diversion of existing funding rather than adding new funding.

Itis clear that most respondents are looking for jurisdictions to strike a balance between the valuable benefits
of the tourism economy and an opportunity to shift funding towards a more resident-focused community,
pulling back slightly on the former to enhance the latter.

When respondents were asked to score the desired position on the continuum for their community, all counties
saw a shift away from tourism-centric toward resident-centric. Overall, the aggregate of all five sample counties
shifted from a current moderate tourism-centric +1.4 points to a moderately resident-centric -0.9 points. This
is a desired departure of -2.3 points from current to future state.

Policymakers are more likely to recognize the benefits of tourism taxes on the communities than their
constituents.

Public education on the benefits & drawbacks of the visitor economy may help align non-active residents with
the goals of the community.

While Elected Officials are the least in favor of changing funding mechanisms or diverting funds, they are the
most extreme when asked to quantify the degree to which such measure might take place, with some 30%
suggesting that 75-100% of tourism funding be diverted to community programs.

Elected officials and Unelected Members of boards perceive both the current and desired positions on the
continuum most moderately.

When we roll the four residency type cohorts into two parent cohorts of part-time residents (comprised of
second Homeowners that rent and do not rent their homes as STR) and full-time, year-round residents
(comprised of owners of their primary residence and Renters), there is a division between the two groups, with
part-time residents scoring an unweighted average of 4.25 points, while full-time, year-round residents score an
unweighted average of 3.9 points. This may be due in part to an inflated perception of how tourism funds are
used to the benefit of the community by part-time residents.

Second Homeowners that rent their unit as an STR are the only cohort that disagrees that their area is
overcrowded.

Second Homeowners perceive greater benefit of a tourism-centric economy and believe more Strongly that the
benefits of that economy outweigh the drawbacks. Conversely, those owning their residence and are full-time,
year-round residents perceive greater disruptions from overcrowding and score lower benefit value.

While all four cohorts receive some benefit from the tourism economy, the Second Homeowner that rents their
unit as an STR is the only one that receives a direct revenue stream from the tourism economy, which is likely a
strong contributor to their more agreeable perception of the benefits of the tourism economy compared to the
other cohorts. Additionally, it is clear that ‘absence makes the heart grow fonder’ and that respondents in the
community full-time, year-round are more likely to see detractions than those respondents who are only in the
community part-time.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

Second Homeowners that rent their units out as STRs are least likely to favor diverting tourism funding to
community priorities.

Cohorts that are part-time residents are more likely to be supportive of the tourism economy in part due to their
lack of interaction on a day-to-day basis with the consequences of tourist visitation.

Second Homeowners that rent their unit as an STR expressed an interest in maintaining a tourism-centric
economy, with of desired position on the continuum of +0.7 points, just slightly down from their current
assessment of +0.8 points, a departure gap of just -0.1 point. As noted above, Second Homeowners who rent
their unit as an STR have a financial interest in a sustained tourism economy.

Renters, who currently place their communities at a position of +2.1 points towards tourism centricity,
expressed their greatest desire for a shift towards resident centricity, with a desired position of -1.5 on the
continuum. This is a departure gap of -3.6 points, the strongest of any group in the study. Renters have
previously expressed concerns about a declining Quality of Life and changes to the community, which are tied
closely to cost of living and housing, which is tied closely to economic pressures caused by the tourism industry.
However, somewhat ironically, Renters are also a lower-income group and are tied closely to the tourism
economy by employment, creating a paradox that may be hard to balance.

Second Homeowners that rent their unit as an STR are the only cohort that has expressed keeping their
community on the tourism-centric side of the continuum, likely to help support income to their rental property
but also likely in part due to an absence from the day-to-day impact of tourism on their QoL.

Lower-income respondents see far fewer benefits than drawbacks to tourism.

Those with household incomes greater than $500k are the only cohort to Disagree that the area is overcrowded,
possibly due to only part-time residency, but they may also have access to larger, more isolated residences that
don’t directly feel the impact of visitation.

Interestingly, while still not overly supportive, households earning $50k or less were the most supportive of
paying more for local services to divert tourism, with an almost neutral score of 2.9, and tied with their next
lowest-earing cohort ($50-99.9k). Of the $50k or less cohort, 43% either Strongly Disagreed or Disagreed, while
36% either Agreed or Strongly Agreed.

Lower-income respondents are more likely to support diverting tourism funding than their higher-earning
counterparts.

Lower-income households, specifically those earning less than $50k per year and those earning between $50k
and $99.9k, have stated a desire to shift their community further to resident centricity than all other cohorts.
The former is seeking a somewhat resident-centric position of -1.8 on the continuum, while the latter is seeking
-1.5 resident centricity.

Both cohorts also currently view their community as more tourism-centric than all other cohorts. This
combination means that the departure gap between where their communities sit on the continuum and their
desired location is also the largest, at -3.8 and -3.6 points, respectively.

Return to TOC

Community Sentiment: Short-Term/Vacation Rentals

Short Term Rentals (STRs), also known as the Rent by Owner marketplace (RBO) are receiving considerable attention
as afocal point of community policy and sentiment in resort towns. While the issue has been prevalent since before
the widespread use of Airbnb, VRBO, and other owner marketplaces, the topic has been increasingly contentious
since 2019 and accelerated by changes in consumer behavior brought on by the COVID-19 pandemic. While there
is a wealth of information on this segment of housing inventory, validating the data is challenging and often
inconsistent, and education of the community can be difficult.
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Understanding how residents of the community feel about vacation rentals can help guide jurisdictions in setting
consequential policies on STRs, avoid litigation, and ensure that the sentiments of all contributors to the economy
are heard. It can also help to determine what, if any, educational resources may be made available to ensure that
this consequential topic is addressed under the most enlightened conditions possible.

All respondents were asked to participate in this portion of the study, and for that reason, we will look at the County
and residency-type cohorts.

Return to TOC

Community Sentiment: Short-Term/Vacation Rentals by County

Overview: As noted throughout the study, there are significant differences in how respondents in varying counties
view the tourist economy, including sentiments towards funding as well as considerations around destination
centricity and equilibrium.

Analysis 1: When asked to respond to the question, “Generally speaking, what is your view of vacation rentals in the
community?”

1. Overall, 48% of all respondents across all counties said it was both positive and negative. A majority of
respondents in Grand County — 53% - had this viewpoint, while a very slight majority in Routt (50.02%) felt
the same way. Pitkin and Summit counties were essentially tied for the lowest percentage of respondents
that had this mixed viewpoint, at 45.9% and 45.6%, respectively. The mixed response in Routt is somewhat
surprising given that counties’ sentiments towards the tourist economy and housing issues are, in both
cases, the most extreme of the study sample. The significant middle-ground response to this question
suggests that there are perceived positive and negative offsets to this aspect of the tourism economy, and
middle-ground may be achievable when considering policy.

2. Overall, 27% of respondents across all counties said they had a mostly negative view of vacation rentals.
Routt County had the highest
percentage of respondents who
felt vacation rentals were &%
mostly negative, with 29% .
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3. Overall, just 18% of respondents said that they have a mostly positive view of vacation rentals in their
community. At 27% of respondents, Summit County had the most positive view of vacation rentals, which
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is consistent with their overall sentiments towards the tourism economy, funding, and housing. Also as
expected, Routt County had the fewest respondents that view vacation rentals as mostly positive, with just
15%, followed closely by Eagle at 16%.

Overall, just under 3% of all respondents felt that vacation rentals have no discernable impact on their
community, and just over 2% do not have enough information to form an opinion.

Takeaways: While “Both Positive and Negative” was the most common answer across all counties, Routt and Eagle
counties saw fairly disparate answers between Mostly Negative and Mostly Positive attitudes, with Mostly Negative
outscoring Mostly Positive in both instances by 14 percentage points in Routt and 12 in Eagle. Only Pitkin and
Summit Counties saw Mostly Positive benefits outscore Mostly Negative response rates.

Return to TOC

Analysis 2: When asked to respond to the question, “What concerns, if any, do you have about vacation rentals in
the Community?”

1.

Overall, 64% - a large majority - of all respondents across all counties said that their concerns related to
vacation rentals were the impacts on the housing supply for local residents. This sentiment was echoed
across all counties as the leading response to the question. Eagle County had the most respondents return
this sentiment, with 70%, followed by Routt at 68%. At 48%, Summit County was the only County in which
a majority of respondents did not select this option, however, it was still the most common response in the
County.
Overall, 51% of respondents cited concerns about increases in the cost of housing from vacation rentals,
and this was the second most common response in all counties except Summit. As with the prior question,
Eagle and Routt counties had more respondents indicating this concern than the overall response rate, with
56% and 58% stating such, respectively. Summit County is an outlier in the data, with only 40% citing
increases to cost of housing as
a concern related to vacation
rentals, and this was the third g
most common response in
Summit County, where it was
second most common in all
others.
Overall, 45% of respondents
said vacation rentals’ impacton
community character and
Quality of Life was a concernto 0%
them. Responses in Routt, o
Grand, and Summit counties Ifx)?:il-ul-nthe housing su;fn:alslérlucal residents ot -\nf:::sistuthecos;ofhuzisti:: summt
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52% of those in Routt and 50% in Grand stating such, while 46% of those in Summit County said the same
thing. However, concerns about community character and quality of life were the second most concerning
issue, whereas this response was ranked third in all other counties.

What concerns, if any, do you have about vacation rentals in the community?
(Check all that apply)
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4. Overall, just over 1 in 3 respondents said vacation rental density was a concern, with 34% of respondents
across all counties stating such. This was the fourth most common response in every County, and at 38%
Grand County had the strongest concern about density, while Summit had the lowest at 31%.

Takeaways: Routt and Eagle Counties have the strongest negative responses to vacation rentals, with their
responses consistently at or above those of the overall response rate, as well as having a higher overall response
rate score (not shown). Throughout the study, Routt County has displayed a more negative sentiment towards the
quality of life, tourism economy, and tourism centricity. It also has the largest departure gap of all counties.
However, Eagle County has been considerably more tolerant of the tourism economy, is perceived as closer to
tourism/resident balance, and has the smallest departure gap of all counties. Negative responses in this section in
Eagle County are likely the result of recent, intense discussions around workforce housing and land use, as well as
new master planning efforts that bring these topics to the immediate forefront. Meanwhile, Summit County had the
lowest incidence of negative scoring. Both of these observations are further support of the findings in the prior
section.

Itis also worth noting that overall negative response rates in this section outscore overall positive response rates in
the following section, suggesting that respondents see more down than upside to vacation rentals.

Return to TOC

Analysis 3: When asked to respond to the question, “What benefits, if any, do you feel that vacation rentals bring to
the community?””

1. Overall, 63% - a strong majority — of respondents said that vacation rentals contribute to the local economy.
This sentiment was very strong in Summit County, where 77% of respondents said the same thing, followed
by 70% in Grand County and 6
5% in Routt. Both Eagle (60%) What benefits, if any, do you feel that vacation rentals bring to the community?
and Pitkin (56%) responses (Checkall that apply)
were below the overall total.
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vacation rentals allow the

community to have more amenities, though 56% of Summit County respondents Agreed that this was a
benefit of vacation rentals. This was the second most common response across all counties, though just
over 1in 3 respondents in Pitkin (35%) and Routt (35%) said the same.

3. Overall, justunder 1in4respondents, 23%, feel that vacation rentals support property values. Respondents
in Summit County were the most supportive of this position, with 35% saying so, while just 23% of Eagle and
Routt County respondents said the same.

4. Overall, 17% of respondents feel that vacation rentals bring no benefit to the community. This is a significant
number. This negative response to a positive question is most Strongly reflected in answers from Eagle and
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Routt County residents, at 18% each, just above the 17% overall score, while just 10% of respondents in
Summit County feel the same way.

Takeaways: Overall, Summit County respondents see the greatest benefit of vacation rentals, a reflection of their
scoring in Analysis 1, above, where more respondents said vacation rentals’ impacts are mostly positive. Itis also
an inverse of the Analysis 2 section above, where Summit County respondents see the fewest negative impacts.
Conversely, Routt and Eagle counties both recorded fewer overall benefits. Interestingly, Pitkin County respondents
scored their positive responses lower than all other counties despite the fact that they also saw fewer negatives,
suggesting that while respondents in that County have a less favorable view of vacation rentals than their peers in
other counties, they do not view their negative aspects as harshly as their counterparts. This is somewhat reflected
in the near parity between Mostly Negative and Mostly Positive responses for Pitkin in Analysis 1 above (21% vs 23%,
respectively).

Community Sentiment: Short-Term/Vacation Rentals by Role in Local Government

Overview: Perceptions about vacation rentals in the community may vary broadly for several reasons ranging from
availability or cost of housing to concerns about visitor volume. It may also vary depending on one’s position within
the community. Those involved in local governance, either directly or through active resident participation, may
have more information available to them that allows them to see benefits or detractions that are otherwise not
evident to full- and part-time residents, and vice versa. Understanding sentiment towards this critical part of the
travel economy will help ensure that the jurisdiction is both properly educating the entire resident base as well as
listening to ‘on the ground’ concerns.

Analysis 1: When asked to respond to the question, “Generally speaking, what is your view of vacation rentals in the
community?”

1. The most common response to ) ) i i i )
"Generally speaking, what is your view of vacation rentals in the community?"
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saying they were both positive
and negative.

2. Elected officials or Unelected Members of local boards and those not actively engaged in government had
the highest instances of negative responses among the defined groups, with 37% of each saying that
vacation rentals were mostly negative.

3. 15% of Elected officials & Unelected Members Unelected Members of local boards view vacation rentals as
mostly positive, the highest percentage of all cohorts, while actively engaged residents were second at 11%.
Those employed in the public sector or non-profits had the fewest positive responses about vacation
rentals, with only 7% saying they were mostly positive.
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Takeaways: Responses to this question across the cohorts of roles in local government are very similar, with no
notable patterned variances, with the possible exception of Elected Officials having a more positive view of vacation
rentals. This varies considerably from some of the County and residency type responses.

Analysis 2: When asked to respond to the question, “What concerns, if any, do you have about vacation rentals in
the Community?”

1. Respondents employed by a public sector entity or non-profit organization expressed considerable concern
about vacation rentals’ impact on the housing supply for local residents, with 84% selecting this response.
This is considerably higher than the 77% response rate by Elected Officials or Unelected Members
Unelected Members of local boards. However, all cohorts cited this as their primary concern, with no fewer
than 71% selecting these options across the sample set.

2. Public sector employees or "What Concerns, if any, do you have about vacation rentals in the community?"
those employed by a non-profit (Check all that apply)
were also the most concerned "
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Cohort as Well. [ No concerns Other concerns

Don't know / Uncertain

3. Actively engaged residents and
Elected Officials indicated the most concern with vacation rentals’ impact on the character of the
community, with 53% of both groups selecting this concern.

4. While some percentage of each cohort expressed no concern aboutvacation rentals, the numbers were low,
ranging from a high of 10% for Elected Officials or Unelected Members Unelected Members of local boards
to a low of 4% for those employed in the public sector or by non-profit organizations.

Takeaways: As with the overall sentiment about vacation rentals, there was little variance between cohorts in
identifying concerns about vacation rentals. All groups Strongly cited worries related to the impacts on housing
availability and the cost of living, both of which are important factors in quality-of-life assessments among these
cohorts.

<Intentionally Blank>
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Analysis 3: When asked to respond to the question, “What benefits, if any, do you feel that vacation rentals bring to
the community?”

1. A majority of all cohorts believe the vacation rentals contribute to the local economy, ranging from a strong
65% for Elected Officials or
Unelected Members Unelected
Members of localboardsto 52% s
for respondents who are not
active in local governance. The
ranking of responses
corresponds to the level of

"What benefits, if any, do you feel that vacation rentals bring to the community?"
(Check all that apply)
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Members Unelected Members of boards (65%), actively engaged residents (59%), public sector/non-profit
employees (55%), and not actively engaged residents (52%).

2. The percentage of respondents that believe that vacation rentals enable the community to have more
amenities is consistent across all cohorts, ranging from a high of 33% of Elected Officials/Unelected
Members of boards to a low of 30% of respondents that are not actively engaged in local governance.

3. There are a significant number of respondents across all cohorts that do not perceive any benefit from
vacation rentals, with essentially 1 in 5 responding as such. 23% of respondents not actively engaged in
local governance have indicated that vacation rentals have no benefit, while 19% of Elected Officials feel
the same way.

Takeaways: Role in local government has little impact on how the benefits of vacation rentals are perceived in the
community, with a narrow band of range in responses to all characteristics offered for the question. The relative
alignment of the broader community with the responses of Elected Officials suggests that information is being well
disseminated across these groups, which is particularly notable when we take into account discrepancies
elsewhere in this study between Elected Officials and respondents who are not actively engaged in local
governance.

Given the homogenous nature of analysis by this cohort compared to the widely varying differences based on
residency/ownership type (see below), the inference is that responses to these questions by cohort are more
analytic in their response compared to ownership type cohorts, which may be more emotional due to sense of
ownership, time in community, or financial dependence or investment in vacation rentals.

Return to TOC

Community Sentiment: Short-Term/Vacation Rentals by Residency Type (All Owners & Renters)

Overview: Sentiment towards vacation rentals varies considerably by County, and it’s clear that here will be cohorts
within each community who have Strongly varying dispositions on the matter. Throughout this study, it’s been clear
that Renters have an interesting position on the tourism economy, and many may have strong feelings about the
vacation rental industry, specifically STRs, as they may actually or perceptually impact rental rates. Understanding
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vacation rental sentiment by residency type helps ensure that the community’s electorate, including the
economically critical Renter, is being served.

Analysis 1: When asked to respond to the question, “Generally speaking, what is your view of vacation rentals in the
community?”

1.

While overall, 48% of all respondents across all counties said their view of STRs was both positive and
negative, those views vary widely by residency type. Vacation rentals are viewed in both a positive and
negative light by those that are least impacted by vacation rentals, with 59% of second Homeowners that do
not rent their units stating such. Full-time, permanent residents did not feel as neutral, with 51% of those
owning their own residence saying the same thing, while just 44% of Renters also viewed vacation rentals as
both positive and negative. The least neutral cohort was second Homeowners that do rent their unit as an
STR, with a surprisingly high 28% saying they view vacation rentals as both positive and negative in the
community.
Generally, full-time, year-round residents have the strongest negative views on vacation rentals, and among
that group, Renters have the strongest negative sentiment. 42% of Renters said vacation rentals in the
community were mostly ) ) ) ) ) )

"Generally speaking, what is your view of vacation rentals in the community?"
negative; while 30% of full-time, (Sorted by Occurance of "Both Positive and Negative")
year-round residents who own &%
their home said the same thing. 7%
Part-time residents did not e

S
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and just 1% of those who do 58 % ¥ sz CIEES §§§§
0% 1 1

rent their u nlt Sayi ng the same. OVERALL Own - use as seconardy  Own - use as primary Rent Own - use as secondary
These reSUltS are Consistent residence and NOT STR residence only residence AND STR

with previous findings based on

Homeowner type, particularly around attitudes toward the tourist economy, funding the tourist economy,
and resident- versus tourism centricity. Full-time, year-round residents dealing with the day-to-day
consequences of destination visitation have the most extreme feelings, and the most vulnerable among
those cohorts — Renters — have the strongest opinions on the matter.

An inverse pattern is identified when we analyze positive responses. 67% of second Homeowners renting
their unit as STR responded that they view vacation rentals as mostly positive in the community. This is not
surprising given the use case of their residence, which is tied to income. Second Homeowners not renting
their unit as STR were the next strongest supporter, with 23% viewing vacation rentals as positive, while just
12% of full-time, year-round residents owning their units said the same. Just 6% of Renters, who may be
impacted heavily by housing costs as aconsequence of vacation rental economy, said vacation rentals were

£
~
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mostly positive in the community

Takeaways: Not surprisingly, full-time, year-round residents are dramatically more likely to see vacation rentals in
the community as mostly negative, while second Homeowners renting their units see them as mostly positive. The
mostly negative attitude of full-time, year-round residents is consistent with view on tourism in general, funding the
tourism economy, and the perceived and desired position of the community on the continuum between resident
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and tourism-centric. Among the more granular cohorts, Renters continue to show up in the data as those with the
strongest feelings around these subjects, and their negative views of vacation rentals are the strongest among these
cohorts.

Analysis 2: When asked to respond to the question, “What concerns, if any, do you have about vacation rentals in
the community?”

1. Overall, Renters indicated that they have very strong concerns with vacation rentals in the community. 83%
of Renters indicated that they are concerned about the impacts on housing supply for local residents, and
76% also said they are concerned about increases to the cost of housing. This correlates Strongly to what’s
important from a quality-of-life perspective for this cohort, as well as how they feel their quality of life is

changing.
2. Full-time, year-round residents "What Concerns, if any, do you have about vacation rentals in the community?"
that own their homes had (Check all that apply)
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Homeowners that do not rent
their unit as an STR cited community character and quality of life as their chief concern (53%) but also
expressed concern about housing supply (48%). With just 31%, this group was considerably less concerned
about the cost of housing than their full-time, year-round resident cohorts.

3. “No Concerns” was the most common response for second Homeowners who rent their unit as an STR, and
just 24% of them cited concerns about housing supply and quality of life.

4. About 1 in 3 of respondents in all cohorts except second Homeowners that rent their unit as STR was
concerned about the density or number of vacation rentals, while just 15% of second Homeowners that rent
their unit said the same thing.

Takeaways: Housing supply and housing cost dominate responses from full-time, year-round residents, with
Renters citing these two issues dramatically more frequently than their Homeowner peers. This is largely in line with
both groups’ priorities surrounding quality of life and their concerns about changing quality of life. Second
Homeowners, meanwhile, share some of these concerns but largely view community character and quality of life
as their chief concerns if they do not rent their unit out, while their peers that do rent their residence largely have no
concerns with vacation rentals. These findings mirror many of the rifts between full- and part-time resident cohorts
identified elsewhere in the study.

Analysis 3: When asked to respond to the question, “What benefits, if any, do you feel that vacation rentals bring
the community?”
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1. A dramatic 93% of second Homeowners who rent their home as an STR said they contribute to the local
economy, while 74% of second Homeowners who do not rent their home an STR said the same. At 59%,
considerably fewer — though still a majority — of respondents who own their primary residence cited
contribution to the local economy as a benefit of vacation rentals, while 50% of Renters said the same thing.

2. Inaddition to identifying economic benefits, second Homeowners of both cohorts perceive vacation rentals
as enabling the community to have more amenities, with 77% of those that rent their home as an STR stating
so and 56% of those that do not say the same. Full-time, year-round residents felt dramatically different
about this, with just 33% of Renters citing this benefit and only 30% of owners of primary residences doing
the same.

3. There were statistically no respondents that rent their second home as an STR that said there were no
benefits to the vacation rentals in the community, while just 6% of second Homeowners that do not rent
their homes said there were no benefits. However, 23% of Renters and 21% of respondents who own their
primary residence said there were no benefits to the community.

Takeaways: Second Homeowners —both those who do and do notrent their home as an STR - perceive considerably
higher benefit to the community than those who are full-time, year-round residents. While there are some strong
differences, the most intriguing of these is the perception of how the revenue from vacation rentals is being used
within the community. Among the second Homeowners, an average of 66% said that vacation rentals enable the
community to have more amenities, while an average of 31% of full-time, year-round residents said the same thing.
This may point to several gaps in how all Homeowners in the community, both full- and part-time, are educated on
how vacation rental revenues are used in the community.

Returnto TOC

Roundup: Community Sentiment - Short-Term/Vacation Rentals

Short-term/vacation rentals have been a focus of churn in resort communities since the establishment of those
communities. Since the advent and wide adoption of marketplaces like Airbnb and VRBO that, churn as
intensified and, in many destinations, has become the clear focus of pro- and anti-tourism sentiment, particularly
as forces related to the pandemic magnify the impact or perceived impact of vacation rentals.

It is clear that perceptions of vacation rentals vary by County as well as residency type and that those perceptions
largely align with quality of life concerns and sentiment around or support for the tourism economy as well as
destination alignment along the continuum. In many cases, particularly when assessing sentiment towards
vacation rentals by residency type, we see wide differences in how that aspect of the economy is perceived. In
others, such as when assessing by role in local governance, we see a homogenous response, with only moderate
differences between groups. This may indicate that jurisdictions are doing a good job overall communicating the
benefits or detractions of vacation rentals for those who are engaged in the community but are not able to
overcome the more emotional responses that are related to full-time residency versus part-time or the financial
challenges of Renters (the lowest income group in resort communities) versus second Homeowners that rent their
unit out and are dependent on revenue for those transactions.

Our key roundup items for Community Sentiment about Vacation Rentals are:

1. Inall cases, “Both Positive and Negative” was the most common response to the question, “Generally
speaking, what is your view of vacation rentals in the community?”

2. However, when assessing the overall sentiment or by role in local government, stripping out both Positive and
Negative responses, Mostly Negative was the dominant response.
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3. When assessing the sentiment towards vacation rentals by role in local governance, there is little difference
between the cohorts.

4. Elected officials are slightly more opinionated about vacation rentals than all other cohorts, with slightly fewer
characterizing them as Both Positive and Negative” and slightly more taking positive or negative positions.

5. When assessing by role in local governance, Elected Officials or Unelected Members Unelected Members of
boards were the most positive, however, only 15% of this cohort said vacation rentals were mostly positive.

6. Negative/Positive responses shift dramatically when assessed by ownership/residency type.

7. Full-time, year-round residents that rent the residence they live in were sharply more negative about vacation
rentals in general than all other cohorts. While the aggregate of cohorts reports a gap of 21 points between the
most common response of “Both positive and Negative” and the second most common response of “Mostly
Negative”, this gap was only 2 points for Renters.

8. Forthe most part, full-time, year-round residents see more negativity to vacation rentals than second
Homeowners, a pattern consistent with other findings around sentiment towards the tourism economy and
their destination’s position on the continuum.

9. Asinother sections around tourism economy sentiments, there is a hierarchy in negative response, from
strongest to weakest, of (1) full-time, year-round resident Renters; (2) full-time, year-round resident owners,
(3) second Homeowners that do not rent their unit as an STR; and, (4) second Homeowners that do rent their
unit as an STR.

10. Full-time, year-round residents are more likely to cite housing availability and cost of living as primary
concerns than second Homeowners. Second Homeowners are more likely to cite community character and
quality of life, though this group does also voice concern about housing costs and inventory.

11. Second Homeowners very Strongly (66%) believe that vacation rentals enable the community to have access
to more amenities, while full-time, year-round residents do not Agree, with only 31% citing community
amenities as a benefit. This may represent a disconnect between perceived application of vacation revenue
versus actual or degrees of education about how funding is used.

Return to TOC

Concluding Statement

The pandemic has dramatically changed how resort community policymakers, residents, and visitors view their
community, both in terms of the tourism economy and the lifestyle for local residents. In many cases, in- and out-
migration have driven considerable shifts in the resident base, as evidenced in the Time in Community data reported
above. Long-standing differences in how different groups in the community view policymakers and each other have
been exacerbated by either real or perceived over-tourism and the pressures that those conditions bring. These
sometimes widely disparate viewpoints are well observed when we analyze the differences in What’s Important to
Quality of Life for our subject cohorts, as well as how they perceive that quality of life is changing. Anecdotally, based
onthe broad experience of the Insights Collective team, what had been simmering discontent within the community
is now beginning to manifest in unforeseen ways as jurisdictions look to find the balance between the economic and
residential needs of the community.

Many new residents are not dependent upon or even tied to the tourism economy, looking for more traditional resort
or retirement lifestyle without necessarily the trappings of a tourism-based economy, while others are long-term
resort town residents, many of whom make up the core of the tourism economy workforce, but often realize the
consequence of policy decisions in which they may play little part. An additional and growing component - the
resident that is part-time but is dependent on tourism to drive rental revenue to their property — adds a new and
vocal voice to the conversation. While they may not be local voters, they are property taxpayers who are heavily
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invested in the success of the tourism economy, and their actions are consequential to both resident- and tourism
aspects of the community.

This dynamic tension has given rise to a more vocal resident, specifically the full-time, year-round resident who
either owns or rents their home. This is resident with high stakes in the community in terms of family, lifestyle,
career, social group, and economic investment, and has prompted jurisdictions to rethink how they approach
tourism to ensure they strike the balance that secures both the community’s economic and residential needs for
the future.

Itis clear from Continuum analysis that all constituent groups, with the rare exception of Second Homeowners that
rent their residence on the STR marketplace, view their community as too tourism-centric, and all groups looking
for a shift towards resident centricity, with the degree of desired shift varying broadly among cohorts. It’s also clear
that a majority of respondents feel Strongly enough about this that they’re willing to divert considerable — and often
majority percentage of funds away from tourism towards more community-based priorities. The fact that a notable
percentage of respondents are willing to take on new tax burden if it lessens visitation is a further indication of the
need to attend to the shifting desires of the population. In other words, it’s clear that there’s a mandate for change,
and it is the job of the jurisdiction to understand these desired shifts by cohort and find ways to fulfill the direction
they’re being given. This result is a balancing act in both execution and consequence, and ensuring that destination
management doesn’t turn into economic suppression, especially where a significant part of the community is
dependent on sustained economy tourist activity, is key critical, meaning understanding is at the core of success.

The continuum applies quantitative values to qualitative responses and gives policymakers several Key
Performance Indicators that allow them to measure not only where their community is on the continuum but where
it ought to be and progress towards that goal. An ability to focus on key constituent groups will help ensure that
jurisdictions are meeting the needs of all groups up and down the economic strata while using existing performance
metrics to ensure they actively manage the impact of policy to ensure balance and equilibrium are achieved across
the social and economic breadth of the community.

Returnto TOC
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