Adam Zack

From: Adam Zack

Sent: Monday, January 27, 2020 8:13 AM

To: Comp Plan Update

Subject: FW: Land Capacity Analysis/Seasonal Home Factor

Attachments: HNA Pop Growth006.pdf; Population growth004.pdf; HNA Bldg Permit Growth007.pdf

From: jmc779@rockisland.com <jmc779@rockisland.com>

Sent: Monday, January 27, 2020 12:21 AM

To: Adam Zack <adamz@sanjuanco.com>; Erika Shook <erikas@sanjuanco.com>

Cc: Charles Toxey <innkeeper@kangaroohouse.com>; brian wiese <brian_wiese@outlook.com>; Leith Templin
<leithtemplin@hotmail.com>; Terry Gillespie <terrywg57 @gmail.com>; joAn Mann <jo.an.a.mann@gmail.com>; Paul
Kamin EWUA <pkamin@rockisland.com>; Fred Klein <freddythek10@gmail.com>

Subject: Land Capacity Analysis/Seasonal Home Factor

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

All There is some confusion, | think, regarding the "seasonal home factor" First, this factor represents
ALL the residential growth that is expected to occur in addition to the population (families) growth. If
the population grows by 100 families and the housing inventory grows by 125, housing growth is
125% times population growth. That increment represents the aggregate growth or additional
housing associated with the population growth that has been built over the same time period.

As we know from the 12/17/19 Housing Needs Assessment (pg. 24 Table 5-7) between 2000 and
2010 there were an additional 3561 dwelling units added to the county (Note, the Permit data on
Table 5-16, Permit data, HNA pg 52 indicates only 2020 additional units). From the 2017 Population
Projection we also know that during the same time, 2000-2010 the population increased 1692 souls
of 838 families.

That is, the relationship of housing growth to population (families) growth is 2020 units/838families =
2.41 or an additional 141%

Similarly, the data for 2010 to 2016 shows an additional 828 units for a population increase of 272
families or 828/272 = 3.04 or an additional 204%. In all events, considerably greater than 35%.

TO access the data from the 12-17-19 housing Needs Assessment see
www.sanjuanco.com/DocumentCenter/View/19498 or attached files.

John Campbell
376-2035



= 240%. That is an extraordinary growth ratio and one that we must reflect in planning for future
growth.
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fifteen percent higher than the OFM’s 2015 annual estimate of 16,179, The inflated population
projection had & direct impact on the size of the County’s non-municipal UGAs.

«
2.B Historic Population Change:

{ seventies. While stifl increasing, the annual rate of population growth in the County between
' 2010 and 2016 was approximately eight percent of its 1970-1980 peak.

lable 4 and Figure 3 show that since 1970 net migration dwarfs natural increase as » component
of population growth in the County.

The migration component of population change is more volatile than the natural component.
Major economic, social or national changes can generate spurts and slowdowns in m igration that
are difficuit to predict. Uncertainty about the pace and nature of economic recovery, property
costs, and the availability of medical services may affect County migration trends in the future.

Table 4. San Juan County Popg]g(igg g’haqgti 970-2016.

’ Average

Initial Net  Population Final | Annual

Decade  Population| Births Deaths Migration Cimng_g Population| Growth
1970-1980 | 3.856 556 1-536 | 3,962 3,982 7838 | 74%
1980-1990 7.838 1,044 -742 1895 2,197 10,035 | 2.51%

1990-2000 | 10,035 1,213 1-1.178] 4,007 4,042 14,077 | 3.47%

20002010 | 14077 | o83 | .1192 L901 | J8692 | 15760 | 115%

2010-2016 15,769 529 -823 845 551 16,320 0.58%
Source: OFM Annual Estmates. 0\
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Table 5-7.

mar County Housing by Occupancy™.

2000 _ . Change from
Sk : 2 2000-2010

2015ACs

“Tot%ihousing units 9752 13313 , 13,619
i ’_wsﬁ};;r*é&upie&“ e 5:7_54“_%__5'3;0_ . +606 A —ME:,S(V)}* ]
Renter occupied 1,712 2,253 | 4541 2,201
Vacant housing units 3,286 5,700 +2414 5,911
Percentage of Total ' '
QOwner occupied 48.75% 40.26% -8.49% 40.44%
Renter occupied 17.56% 16.92% -0.63% 16.16%
Vacant housing units 33.70% 42.82% +9.12% 43.40%
Vacant Housing Unit by Type '
For seasonal, recreational, or occasional use 2,776 4,748 +1972 4,808
For sale only 82 187 +105 222
For rent 129 311 +182 214
Rented or sold, not occupied 63 57 -6 111
For migrant workers 4] 5 +5 0
Other vacant 236 392 +156 556 o

Source; U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census, 2010 Census, 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

According to the US Census, 3,561 housing units were added to the County’s housing stock between
2000 and 2010. During the same time, the number of vacant housing units increased by 2,414. By
2010, vacant housing made up 42.8 percent of total housing, up 9.1 percentage points from the year
2000.

Of vacant housing in 2010, 4,748 housing units were characterized as seasonal, recreational, or
occasional (SRO) use. In 2010, SRO uses made up 35.6 percent of the total housing stock, anincrease
of nearly seven percentage points from the year 2000.

The 9.1 percent increase in vacant units from 2000 to 2010 may be partially attributable to the 2008
recession that affected the housing market. In the years between 2010 and 2015, the economy
began to rebound. Vacancy rates in the 2010 census and the 2015 ACS data sets are similar and
suggest that the rise in vacant units shown in the Census data between 2000 and 2010 may have
been linked with the recession.

The similar vacancy rate in the 2010 Census and the 2015 ACS data suggest that the early stages of
economic recovery following the recession did not reduce housing vacancy rates and SRO uses.
Housing remained vacant despite the rebounding market. Units used for SRO made up 81 percent
of vacant housing overall in the 2015 ACS data. The remaining 19 percent was vacant for more
temporary reasons such as recent sale, currently for sale, or unoccupied rental.

19 The Data in this table for 2015 was calculated by the ACS using annual surveys conducted during 2011-2015 and are representative of average
characteristics during this period. Data from the ACS cannet be directly compared to Census data.
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