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INITIAL

TAKEAWAYS

The public cares strongly about this issue. For the first time,
housing affordability tops the list of issues that voters say is facing
Utah communities.

Nearly 2/3s of voters currently see their communities as
growing too quickly. Some have characterized the negative
response to the crisis as a vocal minority, but our research suggests
discomfort with growth is widespread and common.

The type of growth matters. Voters care about the details of
housing developments going up near their homes. Being proactive
about addressing the most common hang ups will help residents
feel better about developments.

There is no silver bullet, however. The most important attributes
for public acceptance of new housing are density, ownership, access
to transit, mixed use, and approval process. Density concerns abate
in municipalities where similar density already exists (the second
townhome development is easier than the first). But no one attribute
predicts public support. Smart planning will require consideration of
all impacts to existing residents.



HOUSING AFFORDABILITY - #1 MOST IMPORTANT ISSUE IN HIGH GROWTH AREAS

We asked respondents which issue they MOST IMPORTANT ISSUE
considered the most important issue facing

communities and residents. ousing affordability 1 0

| 70%
A plurality of respondents chose housing DIRECTLY
affordability as the most important issue, Education GROWTH-
followed by air quality, education, and
infrastruct)t:re. 9 y Infrastructure (roads, bridges, transit) & RELATED

Health 9%
None of these attain a majority of support, catthcare . N
however combined the top four represent the Jobs & the economy
most common pain points of high growth.
Other

That said, the fact that no one issue _ _
dominates public perception means that we Crimes & public safety
have space to educate, inform, and help Water quality, supply, & conservation

shape public opinion over the next few

ears.
y Which of the following do you consider to be the most important issue facing Utah

communities and residents today? (n = 2,211 registered voters in Box Elder, Cache,
Davis, Salt Lake, Summit, Utah, Wasatch, Washington, and Weber Counties)



(OMMON PERCEPTION - WE ARE GROWING T0O FAST

We also asked respondents how they felt about FEELINGS ABOUT PACE OF
the current pace at which their city or town GROWTHINOWN CITY OR TOWN
was growing. 50%

63%

T00 QUICKLY

2‘V
’ 1%
—

Much too quickly A bit too quickly Anappropriate A bittooslowly Much tooslowly
pace

Nearly two-thirds of respondents feel that
their local city or town is growing too
quickly.

Only 34% said their city or town is growing at 259%
an appropriate pace.

0%

Which of the following statements best reflects how you feel about the pace at
which §our city or town is growing? (n = 2,210 registered voters in Box Elder, Cache,
Davis, Salt Lake, Summit, Utah, Wasatch, Washington, and Weber Counties)



LOGAL GOVERNMENT HAS A RESERVE OF TRUST TO DRAW UPON

We asked respondents to tell us who they thought
should be responsible for communicating with the
community about proposed developments, as well
as who they frustedto fulfil this responsibility.

There is a clear gap between expectations and
trust when it comes to key players in the housing
market.

42% of respondents say they expect their city or
town government to communicate with them about
plans and developments while more than half trust
them in that role. Community groups such as HOAs
were also expected to perform this role and more
than 1/3 of respondents say they trust these
groups most.

Conversely, real estate developers in Utah are
upside down. 19% of respondents say they expect
developers to communicate with them but only 4%
trust developers most with that responsibility.

EXPECTATIONS & TRUST
FOR COMMUNICATION

50%

+11pts

MORE TRUST

25%

-15pts

LESS TRUST
Local Community Realestate State UT Housing Governor Other
municipal groups (e.g. developers Legislature Gap Herbert
government  HOAs) Coalition

Please indicate which of the individuals and organizations listed below you believe should be responsible
for... Communicating with community residents about plans and developments. Select all that apply.
And which of these individuals or organizations do you trust the most with... Communicating with
community residents about plans and developments?

(n =758 registered voters in Box Elder, Cache, Davis, Salt Lake, Summit, Utah, Wasatch, Washington, and
Weber Counties)



HOW DO WE DESIGN HOUSING THE PUBLIC CAN APPROVE OF?

Imagine for just a moment
that a housing
development is going to be
built in your community.
You need to decide which
of the following two
different housing
developments you would
prefer to be built in your
community.

Please read the
descriptions of the two
types of housing
developments that could

be built in your community.

Then please indicate which
of the two housing
developments you would
most preferin your
community. If you think
that neither is preferable
or that both are preferable,
just pick the one that you
think is the most
preferable.

Duplexes

Single-family homes

30% owner-occupied and 70% rental units

Owner-occupied

Parks, schools, recreation, shopping, and restaurants are
all within walking distance of the development

Parks, schools, recreation, shopping, and restaurants are
all within a 10-minute drive of the development

Contains a mix between housing, businesses, and
recreational features such as walking paths and parks

Contains a mix between housing and recreational
features such as walking paths and parks

Has been approved by voters through a ballot
referendum

Has been approved by the planning commission and the
city council after consulting with the school district and
holding a series of public meetings where the community
members provided substantial input to the plans

Can bike or drive a short distance to connect to mass
transit such as buses, Trax, and Frontrunner

Cannot connect easily to mass transit. Need to rely on a
car for transportation.

Adds a few hundred total residences and up to two
thousand new people to the community

Adds a few hundred total residences and up to two
thousand new people to the community

Built in an area that is mostly commercial

Built in an area that is currently undeveloped open space

Existing roads are expected to accommodate the
development

New or expanded roads will be completed and space will
be allotted for parking in the development after it is built




ATTRIBUTES TESTED

Housing type

Number of new occupants
Proximity to amenities

Mixed use features

Approval processes
Transportation access

Density

Location in the community
Infrastructure accommodations



TOP COMPONENTS ARE TYPE, OWNERSHIP, TRANSP[]RTATIUN & MIXED USE

Scores here show the relative
effects of each trait to the
least popular option
(thousands of apartments
with no access to transit).

Traits with positive scores
indicate a respondent is more
likely to select a housing
option where that trait is
present.

Single-family homes

Owner-occupied

70% owner-occupied, 30% rental units

Townhomes

Walk to mass transit

Bike or drive short distance to mass transit

Duplexes

Up to a hundred total residences, a few hundred ppl
Mix between housing, businesses, and rec

Mix between housing and recreation

Planning commission, city council, & public meetings
Planning commission, city council, school district, & public meetings
Currently an undeveloped open space

Luxury apartments

30% owner-occupied, 70% rental units

New roads, parking before it is built

New roads, parking as it is being built

Mostly commercial area

Ballot referrendum

New roads, parking after it is built

A few hundred total residences, up to two thousand ppl
Mix between housing and businesses

Borders an existing neighborhood

Planning commission, city council, & school district

[Amenities] within walking distance
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® Transportation
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SINGLE FAMILY HOMES ARE NOT THE SILVER BULLET FOR PUBLIC OPINION

Hypothetical Development

Single family homes

All rental units

APPROVE

23

Residential only, no mixed use

2,000+ new people moving in

No new roads or parking

Approved by planning commission & city council
(but no citizen input beyond what is required by
ordinance)

ITh

DISAPPROVE

No access to mass transit

Schools and dining are accessible by car

Built inside an existing neighborhood




THEKEY IS DESIGNING A DEVELOPMENT THAT MAKES SENSE

Hypothetical Development

Townhomes

Mix of owner-occupied and rentals

Business & recreational mixed use

A few hundred new residents APPROVE

New roads & parking 44% 550/
0

Approved by planning commission & city council
after a series of public meetings for feedback DISAPPROVE

Transit accessible without car

Walking distance to amenities

Built inside an existing neighborhood
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PALATABLE GROWTH - CONJOINT ANALYSIS

Conjoint Analysis is a method used to
determine how residents value different
attributes that make up a preference decision-
in this case, what type of housing development

they would prefer.

Attributes of hypothetical developments

included variants of:

* Housing type

* Occupants

* Proximity to amenities

* Mixed use features

« Approval processes

« Transportation access

* Density

* Location

* Infrastructure accommodations

|




Our survey randomly assigned one trait from each of the following categories to two options
of what a potential housing development could look like.

HOUSING TYPE OCCUPANTS PROXIMITY TO AMENITIES I_‘
» Single-family homes « Owner-occupied » Parks, schools, recreation, shopping, and
* Townhomes * Rental units restaurants are all within walking distance of
* Luxury apartments * 70% owner-occupied and 30% rental units the development
* Apartments » 30% owner-occupied and 70% rental units ¢ Parks, schools, recreation, shopping, and
* Duplexes restaurants are all within a 10-minute drive of
MIXED USE FEATURES the development

« Contains only units for housing

» (Contains a mix between housing and businesses

» Contains a mix between housing, businesses, and recreational features such as walking paths and parks
« (Contains a mix between housing and recreational features such as walking paths and parks

APPROVAL PROCESS

» Hasbeenapproved by the planning commission and the city council

» Hasbeenapproved by the planning commission and the city council after a series of public meetings where the community members
provided substantial input to the plans

» Hasbeenapproved by the planning commission and the city council after consulting with the school district

» Hasbeen approved by voters through a ballot referendum

» Hasbeen approved by the planning commission and the city council after consulting with the school district and holding a series of
public meetings where the community members provided substantial input to the plans




Our survey randomly assigned one trait from each of the following categories to two options
of what a potential housing development could look like.

TRANSPORTATION ACCESS DENSITY
» (Canwalk to mass transit such as buses, Trax, and Frontrunner * Addsuptoahundred total residences and a few
» (Canbike or drive a short distance to connect to mass transit such as buses, Trax, hundred new people to the community
and Frontrunner « Addsafew hundred total residences and up to two
« Cannot connect easily to mass transit. Need to rely on a car for transportation thousand new people to the community
» Adds several hundred to a thousand total residences
LOCATION and more than two thousand new people to the
» Builtinside an existing neighborhood community

» Built on the edge of an existing neighborhood
* Builtinanarea thatis mostly commercial
« Builtinanarea thatis currently undeveloped open space

INFRASTRUCTURE
» New or expanded roads will be completed and space will be allotted for parking in the development

before it is built

» New or expanded roads will be completed and space will be allotted for parking in the development
as itis being built

» New or expanded roads will be completed and space will be allotted for parking in the development
afteritis built

» Existing roads are expected to accommodate the development
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2019-2050 RTP

Funding Discussion

October 11, 2018
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WASATCH CHOICE

— 2050
Economic Development Land Use Transportation
Comprehensive Transportation Regional
Economic Development and Land Use Transportation
Strategy Connection Plan
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Vision and RTP Process Overview

 Updated every four years

* Regional blueprint

* Financially constrained
* Input and review

* Air quality conformity

* Amendment process

— REGIONAL ——

* Planning horizon 20+ years TRANSPORTATlON
) ===

2015-2040
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Vision and RTP Process

Choose

@Draft & Evaluate ]

{ Preferred Scenario

Explore

Establish
Goals

& Devel 1 }
evelop

Scenarios

Endorse ]

Evaluate t Vision

Scenarios

)

Prioritize

Assess Financial
Considerations

—

© 0 0

Impacts & Benefits

0 OO ©

Stakeholder Input

REGIONAL

Phase TRANSPORTATION
Projects ‘ e PLAN
\ Here 2019-2050
Present

The Regional Transportation Plan
is an element of

I TY

WASATCH CHOICE

2050
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Explore — Goals and Develop Scenarios

D Au 8

e WC2050 Goals “ionmnies” souctora sy B
— WEFRC Adopted October 2016 ) &1

* Input
— Local Communities
— Planning Partners
— Stakeholders
— Public

 Workshop 1: Identify Needs

— Land use
— Transportation

— Economic Development

AT NPT
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Explore — Evaluate Scenarios

 WC2050 Scenario Development
 Performance Measures
* |nput

* Workshop 2: Scenario Review

) ] East Weber County
it e SR Scenario 3 WASATCH CHOICE
% A% g
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Choose — Evaluate and Endorse Vision

Box Eldsr
"=

e WC2050 Draft Preferred .eﬁ

Vision £

* Performance Measures =

* |nput

« Workshop 3: Review T

Preferred Vision ,L

WFRC Endorsed e
Wasatch Choice 2050 Vision W o
May 2018 :_ﬁﬁ}oiilege_
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Prioritize — Phase Projects
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Prioritize — Assess Financial Considerations

e Unified Plan Financial Model
 Transit Financial Plan and Scenario Tool
* Project Cost Estimates

* Existing revenue sources
 Growth rates

 New funding sources
— Local option sales tax
— Vehicle registration fees
— Fuel tax ceiling increase

— Federal funds

* Bonding
AN
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Local Option Sales Tax Assumptions

Planning-Level Planning-Level
Percentage of the Percentage of the
Quarter Rate Quarter Rate
Year Year

Assumed | Road Transit| Road Transit Assumed | Road Transitt Road Transit

1st Existing 0% 100%| 0.00% 0.30% Ist Existing 0% 100% 0.00% 0.30%

2nd Existing 0% 100%| 0.00% 0.25% 2nd Existing 25% 75%| 0.06% 0.19%

. 3rd 2023 80% 20%| 0.20% 0.05% ol 3rd Existing 20% 80%| 0.05% 0.20%

EZJ’X 4th 2030 60%| 40%| 0.15% 0.10% Lak 4th Existing 60% 40% 0.15% 0.10%

er ake

o 5th 2040 0% 100%| 0.00% 0.20% o 5th 2023 0% 100% 0.00% 0.20%

Y 6th - - ] ; ; Y 6th 2030 | 60% 40%| 0.15% 0.10%

7th - - - - - 7th 2040 60% 40%| 0.15% 0.10%

by 2050 0.35% 0.90% by 2050 0.56% 1.19%

Ist Existing 0% 100%| 0.00% 0.30% 1st Existing 0% 100%| 0.00% 0.30%

2nd Existing 0% 100%| 0.00% 0.25% 2nd 2020 0% 100% 0.00% 0.25%

3rd Existing 80% 20%| 0.20% 0.05% 3rd Existing 80% 20% 0.20% 0.05%

Weber 4th Existing 60%| 40%| 0.15% 0.10% Tooele |4th Existing 60% 40%| 0.15% 0.10%

County 5th 2023 0% 100%, 0.00% 0.20% County 5th 2023 0% 100%| 0.00% 0.20%

6th 2030 60% 40%| 0.15% 0.10% 6th 2030 60% 40%| 0.15% 0.10%

7th 2040 60% 40% 0.15% 0.10% 7th 2040 60% 40%| 0.15% 0.10%

by 2050 0.65% 1.10% by 2050 0.65% 1.10%
1st Existing 0% 100%| 0.00% 0.30%
2nd Existing 0% 100%| 0.00% 0.25%
3rd 2020 80% 20%| 0.20% 0.05%
Davis  4th Existing 60%| 40% 0.15% 0.10%
County 5th 2023 0% 100%| 0.00% 0.20%
6th 2030 60% 40%| 0.15% 0.10%

7th 2040 60% 40% 0.15% 0.10% -
S B o~ \_Q_,/,&‘l'", -
by 2050 0.65% 1.10% /ﬁ"?i&\/{{r P %\.\‘M‘{m‘\‘

WASATCH FRONT REGIONAL COUNCIL



Sheet1

								Planning-Level Percentage of the Quarter				Rate												Planning-Level Percentage of the Quarter				Rate

						Year Assumed		Road		Transit		Road		Transit								Year Assumed		Road		Transit		Road		Transit

		Box Elder County		1st		Existing		0%		100%		0.00%		0.30%				Salt Lake County		1st		Existing		0%		100%		0.00%		0.30%

				2nd		Existing		0%		100%		0.00%		0.25%						2nd		Existing		25%		75%		0.06%		0.19%

				3rd		2023		80%		20%		0.20%		0.05%						3rd		Existing		20%		80%		0.05%		0.20%

				4th		2030		60%		40%		0.15%		0.10%						4th		Existing		60%		40%		0.15%		0.10%

				5th		2040		0%		100%		0.00%		0.20%						5th		2023		0%		100%		0.00%		0.20%

				6th		-		-		-		-		-						6th		2030		60%		40%		0.15%		0.10%

				7th		-		-		-		-		-						7th		2040		60%		40%		0.15%		0.10%

						by 2050						0.35%		0.90%								by 2050						0.56%		1.19%

		Weber County		1st		Existing		0%		100%		0.00%		0.30%				Tooele County		1st		Existing		0%		100%		0.00%		0.30%

				2nd		Existing		0%		100%		0.00%		0.25%						2nd		2020		0%		100%		0.00%		0.25%

				3rd		Existing		80%		20%		0.20%		0.05%						3rd		Existing		80%		20%		0.20%		0.05%

				4th		Existing		60%		40%		0.15%		0.10%						4th		Existing		60%		40%		0.15%		0.10%
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						by 2050						0.65%		1.10%								by 2050						0.65%		1.10%

		Davis County		1st		Existing		0%		100%		0.00%		0.30%

				2nd		Existing		0%		100%		0.00%		0.25%

				3rd		2020		80%		20%		0.20%		0.05%

				4th		Existing		60%		40%		0.15%		0.10%

				5th		2023		0%		100%		0.00%		0.20%

				6th		2030		60%		40%		0.15%		0.10%

				7th		2040		60%		40%		0.15%		0.10%

						by 2050						0.65%		1.10%
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Regionally Significant Transportation Projects

Roadway Costs by Phase
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Next Steps

Wasatch Choice Phasing Workshops

e WC2050 Draft Phased RTP
 Performance Measures
 Workshop 4: Review Phased RTP

 Public Comment
— October 22 to November 30, 2018

WEFRC Adopt Wasatch Choice 2050
Vision and 2019-2050 RTP
May 2019

Separaic meeting wil be held for the
Adorgan County - Ogden Valey REO

Council Chambers

Separate meeting will be heid
for the Tooele County RFOH

g




2019-2050 RTP

Funding Discussion

October 11, 2018
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Transportation and Land Use Connection
THE FUTURE OF THE PROGRAM

i




Program Mission & Goals @ﬁz‘gﬁaﬂ
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Maximize the value of investment in public
iInfrastructure

Enhance access to opportunity
Increase travel options to optimize mobility

Create communities with opportunities to live,
work, and play

TRANSPORTATION
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LAND USE CONNECTION
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SEGMENT 1 =
Corporate Center/Old Mill/Gravel Pit

SEGMENT 2
Big Cottonwood to Bengal

SEGMENT 3
Golden Hills

SEGMENT 4
Quail Hollow & Little Cottonwood
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s LAYTON FORWARD

GENERAL PLAN UPDATE

We would like to thank the 1,800 individuals who participated in
the survey (between October 2017 and January 2018), Qs well as the 150
community members who attended the January 24,

2018 Community Workshopl!

Survey Results Presentation Video

Should new development in town centers provide
a small percentage of below market housing so
people in the workforce who earn less than most
can live there?

&3 YouTube
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Successes
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Box Elder

84% of WFRC communities
have participated

93% of completed projects
have made the next step
toward implementation
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« Conversation around
region’s growth and
housing is charged!

The Salt Lake Tribume

down as
< Utah markets”
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« SB 136 Transportation Governance
* Relating transportation investment more to land use
» Broader integrated corridor/area planning

* Planning and Environmental Process Linkages

est Jordan
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WFRC White Paper | Transportation Reinvestment Zones

) Tra n S po rtatlo n WFRC White Paper = Transportation Reinvestment Zones (TRZ)

Utah State Senate Bill 136

Rel nvestm e nt Chief Sponsor — Wayne Harper — Utah State Senate
House Sponsor = Mike Schultz = Utah House of Representatives
Zones (TRZs)

Zions Public Finance, Inc. (ZPFI), was hired by the Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC), the Utah League
a n d Oth e r fu n d i n of Cities and Towns (ULCT), the Utah Transit Authority (UTA), the Utah Department of Transportation
g (UDOT), and the Utah Association of Counties (UAC), amongst others, to draft this paper regarding

Strate g y su p p 0O rt transportation reinvestment zones.

Utah State Senate Bill 136 was adopted in 2018. Amongst numerous other transportation-related
directives, the bill provided for transportation reinvestment zones (TRZs). According to the bill, the
definition of a transportation reinvestment zone is as follows:

“Transportation Reinvestment Zone” means an area created by two or more public agencies by interlocal
ogreement to capture increased property or sales tax revenue generated by a transportation
infrastructure project. Utoh Code §11-13-103(22)

The intent of this paper is to understand the purpose of the bill, possible application in Utah, and to
consider whether changes are necessary to make the bill more useful as an economic development tool.
Additionally, it is noted that Utah utilizes community reinvestment areas (CRAs) as an effective economic
development agent. The differences between CRAs and TRZs are important to consider, as their
similarities are extensive. This paper is divided into the sections highlighted below:

Creation of a TRZ — what is the process, what is required
Purpose of a TRZ
Governance of a TRZ
Reporting Requirements
Surplus Funds
Advantages of TRZs Covering Multiple Jurisdictions
Affordable Housing Requirements
Areas of Further Research
Case Studies
. Funding of TRZs
. Possible application to Utah
. What Remains to be Answered/Summary of Discussion Groups
. Appendix A = Common Funding Tools
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» A solid resource for growing communities
» Regional corridors: land use and transportation planning
 Furthering implementation efforts, financial strategies, etc.
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Megan Townsend
TLC Program Lead and Planner
mtownsend@wfrc.org
801-363-4250 x. 1101
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