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Executive Summary

Utahns want high quality, safe communities that provide a variety of housing options
matching what they want and can afford and that make it convenient to save money by

driving shorter distances or getting around without a car.
* Current circumstances:
* The typical Utah household spends almost a third of their income on housing and another

29% on two cars.
* Partly for affordability reasons, the Utah housing market has been shifting for decades to

smaller lots, townhomes, and apartments.
* Survey findings:
* Seventy-eight percent of Utahns want communities that:

* Include a full mix of housing types (single family homes on a variety of lot sizes,
townhomes, apartments, etc.) that matches what Utahns want and can afford.

* Make it convenient to drive shorter distances or get around without a car, so families
can save money by driving less or owning fewer cars.

* To have that, Utahns are willing to allow more housing types in more communities.
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YOUR UTAH. YOUR FUTURE.

The housing & cost of living action team worked for
18 months to create scenarios for the future of
housing & cost of living in Utah.

Housing & Cost of Living
Action Team

2013

Envision Utah and Governor Herbert invited
housing and cost of living experts from
across the state to join the Your Utah, Your
Future action team for those topics. The
team has 65 members from the legislature,
industry, local businesses and government,
advocacy groups, research institutions, and
other organizations. The action team is
facilitated by Envision Utah.

Utah Quality of Life Values Study

2014

The values study found that Utahns
highly value having good, diverse
housing options close to amenities and
services so that everyone can afford
housing and spend less money on
driving, and we will have better, safer
communities.

Your Utah, Your Future
Scenarios & Choices

2015

The action team worked for 18 months to
research and model what Utah’s housing and cost
of living future could be like in 2050 under various
assumptions. They created four scenarios based
on different strategies and outcomes. Based on
the public’s responses in the Your Utah, Your
Future survey, the action team will create a vision
for Utah’s housing and cost of living future.
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Your Utah, Your Future Background

In Need of a
Solution

Identifying
the Issues

Identifying
Choices and
Trade-offs

S 2 Y

Choosing a
Future

|
|
|

Projections show that Utah’s population will nearly double by the year 2050.
The Your Utah, Your Future survey was designed for Utahns to create a vision
for the State of Utah for the next 35 years.

Envision Utah performed a values study to understand what Utahns care about
regarding the future and why those issues are personally important to them.
The study identified eleven key issues: agriculture, air quality, recreation,
disaster resilience, public lands, transportation and communities, housing and
cost of living, education, energy, jobs and economy, and water.

Four-hundred Utah experts worked in eight task forces to identify Utah’s
choices for each of the 11 topics. The information and options in the survey
were the direct findings of these taskforces.

The Your Utah, Your Future survey was designed to prioritize issues and their
associated outcomes in order to make strategic decisions for Utah'’s future.
Nearly 53,000 people weighed in on the future that they want to create in 2050.
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The Challenge:
By 2050, Utah'’s population willi
nearly double in size. Utah will not.

W TODRAY THERE ARE BY 2050 THERE WILL BE
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Your Utah, Your Future Background

The Your Utah, Your Future survey asked Utahns to indicate
their choices for Utah’s Future on 11 specific issues.
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Housing & Cost Education Agriculture Air Quality Transportation &
of Living Communities
Economlc ﬁ |‘ ‘ | !

Disaster Recreation Water PublicLands  Energy

Development  p.cilience



Your Utah, Your Future Background

Survey participants then chose between five overall scenarios
for Utah’s future, with each overall scenario proposing a set of
choices for the 11 specific issues.

SEAGULL

prefigetin, QUAKING ASPEN

SCENARIO

ALLOSAURUS
SCENARIO

BONNEVILLE TROUT SEGO LILY
SCENARIO SCENARIO



Your Utah, Your Future Background

Our goal was for
50,000 Utahns to
take the Your Utah,
Your Future survey
about their desires
for the future for
Utah.

50,000
Respondents

Actual e

Respondents

10



Your Utah, Your Future Background

The Your Utah, Your Future survey garnered more
public participation than any such project ever has.

Envision Utah Quality Growth Strategy

(Wasatch Front and Back—1998) Show Your Love, San Diego ?‘Q
“il ' “
Southern Nevada Strong v
(Central Florida) E' ‘
= l'l l
III}’ 0 0 Hlemis g

eammmmms Total Survey Responses )

AL 7 ) o« o . .
FIFTY FORWARD '\ ~_ The original Envision U.tah 1999
LA survey held the record with 17,500
Meamenasost PLANTULSA L (Alania GA) L AuHorTY J public response for many years.
o i R LoLisiana Sp-e-zfaks T

(Southern Louisiana after Katrina)
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Survey Structure—Part One

Utahns were invited to participate in two parts of the survey.
In the first part:

Survey participants chose among five overall scenarios for Utah’s future.

SEAGULL
SCINARIO

BONNEVILLE TROUT ALLOSAURUS SEGO LILY
SCENARIO SCENARIO SCENARIO

Each overall scenario was made up of a set a choices on 11 different topics.

/‘——L‘\ﬁrln‘\.m élA AAAA’

Housing & Education Agriculture Air Quality Transportation Economlc Disaster Recreation Water Public Energy
Cost of Living & Communities ~ Development  pogijience Lands
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Survey Structure—Part One (Cont’d)

Participants compared the different options within each topic
and selected their preferred scenarios for that specific topic.

- o £ TRANSPORTATION & COMMUNITIES et e @

W FAVORITE ¥ FAVORITE [ W FAVORITE : RECREATIGHN IN QUAKING ASPEM

THE STORY

Utah significantly invests s bullding nes necreational faciisies. (padio, tralls, compgroundy, pkomic sites, stc.] o
el thet g derrdnd of Both Lessed aad pourtti We dreale and implersent i borg g e ilrit ey 1o
devedo 3l PRI PECTEX0na Bres anel eapand ROUFER g SDPEngThen LIGHS exondsTry, A popslition
rows wisibwand slong Bhe Winastch Front, sew faclities soo bullt I Ehe mountsing on the weit iides of the

$22.7 billion $23.0 bilon $20.8 bidlion n ] $25.5 billon n $20.8 billion
- ﬁ = 0 = T W
T
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* Warsanch Frond counstes. Mathonal asd blerma tonal 10w, pan by 107 nr satkonal paris and shi areas, B
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ALLOSAURUS SEAGULL sEcouy BONNEVILLE TROUT QUAKING ASPEN
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oF Tonarint
' Cant per heanshold for rev recreationsl leclties b £3800 over 35 year, paid from dedera | ikabe aned
Highrrines o dowrsowns: sing'o tamiy  Communities not desigrest for waking Commmunities designed for waliing. Mantdy single-tamdy homes and ey Communities designed for waling. Kbl O TTSEALS, ety ] LHAPE.
homes & ong comemtes In suburts tramalt; sverage drivet Bouting variety Sranult, ihort drives 6 housing variety driving distarces traosit, shovt drives £ housing varlety Wiyt pichs of YWmmtch Fromd hey mons ouicocs recrsstion.
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Empicrrees. and empicreen. are dreewn in Uitah
Tourksn wnd the culden: rbtreition indestry both Noudsh in Utsh, betefiteg ur eotnony.

Mumber of Recreation Facilities

Soft Sudace  Mard Surface Campsites Picnic S8er  Parks [aores)

They were provided with in-depth
information and background data for =
each of the topics and choices. o e




Survey Structure—Part One (Cont’d)

After making selections for each of the 11 topics, participants could study a
summary comparison chart and vote on their preferred overall scenario.

Moderate Significant, strategic Moderate, Strategic Sgnificant, strategic
SUneNnt iInCrease: mvestment ncrease, VeSS NOrease VSTt NCrease.
no consistont Utah in top 10 moderste Utsh in top 10
srategy; lttle states performance s2ates
performance mprovement
improvement
[
SEAGULL
itural gas, some Renewables, natural Naoural gas & Naturad gas, R SCEHAN a3 e
swables; I% cost $3s, energy storage; renewables; 3% cost renewabies, &
ncrease 58% cost increase norease muciear; 12% cost Utah makes targeted individual and Utah becomes more economically Utahns minimize their impact on the
rorease collective efforts to keep the economy resilient through economic environment, conserve resources, and
and quality of life strong, without diversification, connections to
making significant changes or large economies around the country and and community health.
T MOUENG & CONT OF LVING investments. world, improved resilience to natural
disasters, and increased ability to rely
on local energy and food.
£h housing and Reasorable housing Reasorable housing Reasonable housing

More Information

Mare Information

and transportation COSts; average and transpoctation More Information

Costs TaOOrLon Costs oSl

Mportation costs

Very strong
economy

erage economy Strong econoeny Strong economy

ALLOSAURUS

SCENARIO

We do not implement strategies to
achieve a vision of the future,

focus on improving both environmental  Indlividuals, businesses, cities, countles,

and other groups work separately to
further their own interests.

More Information

BONNEVILLE TROUT
SCENARIO

Utahns continue doing what we're
doing now. Our actions are the same as
those in recent years. However, the
outcomes of our future cholces may
not be the same as today because of
growth and changing circumstances.

More Information
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Survey Structure—Part Two

In the second part of the survey, Utahns participated in more
traditional survey exercises.

Prioritizing | Weighting Out Pref Indicating Tradeoff Willingness
W JOBS AND ECONOMY ¥ oarcy
When thinking about jobs and the econonr y, there are many thisgs 10 consider regarding Utal's future. Below are some If Utah were 10 focus on using naturl 23 0 produce our electricity as we move into the future, costs for electricity would stay s
§  Whatsources of energy we use In Utsh fe.g. do we use more natural gas, solar, wind, oe potential outcomes S0 contemplate. Sow s possiin
Bk BOPRONUSICH W ¥ok Please Indicate each outcome’s relative isportance by allocating 100 points across sl cutcomes. The more points you aliocate In ceder to et s some combination of the following ¥3de-0fts would have 10 take place.
10 2 ghven outcome, the more important it Is 1o you to achieve that ouicome,
Please Indicate your willingress 10 make each trade-off in ondier to focus on natursl gas o8 the primary energy source in Utah,
B Hownigh taes scein Vb Some arcas may be left blank, but the sum most total to 100
Not At A2 Somewtat ory
Witling to Make Wiling t0 Make Willing %0 Make
A A cuality In the Stae of Utah Ensuring Utal's economy is stroog 0 that it provides a lot of tax revence 10 spend on our needs e TG Teodeo Yeadie-ctt
Ensuring Utah's economwy s strong 50 that we have plentifud, good jobs and hNgh wages 2, 3 ,
How resfient Utah i to 2 natural disaster (how many peopie would be killed/injured, how
We will be vulsenable to supply
1 mwww.mmwu«mmdwnulc“m Uimiting how much we spend in taxes and other resources Loy o

Together, the results of parts one and two of the ]
survey allow a sophisticated analysis of what —
Utahns want, why they want it, and what they’re
willing to do to achieve their goals.
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Each part of the survey had different goals and provided important information.

[%2]

wn

(]

O

o

o Issue Scenario Importance of

SEROTTine? Vote Issue Prioritization Outcomes Trade-off Willingness

1. Educate Utahns on the key issues facing the state 1. Force Utahns to prioritize importance / level of
2. Quantify preferences for issue-specific outcomes concern for all issues

(%] . .

o 3. Identify areas of consensus and disagreement 2. Quar.wt.lfy importance of outcomes related to

G specific issues

across issues
3. Assess willingness to make trade-offs in order to

4. Quantify preferences for defined scenarios .
reach desired outcomes

e

Cicere Danlenes

Public Opinion & Market Research

Envision
L1 Utah .

O W EROwW matiers.
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A random sample survey of Utahns was used to cross-check outreach results

Utahns that heard about the survey through A statistically representative sample of
Envision Utah’s outreach efforts and went to Utahns randomly sampled to participate in
the website to vote the survey

* School outreach * Direct email

e Digital media e Physical mail (postcard invitations)

e Partner organization emails and posts * Phone recruiting

e Radio advertisements

* News coverage

Total participants: 52,845 Total participants: 1,264

Cicere Danlencs



Survey Participation m
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n=52,845

All Participants participated in Part One

n=1,264

n=13,459

- SRR
i
T

e il

— i n=1,264

Cicere Danjenes

Public Opinion & Market Research




Participant Comparison

Cicere

ﬂ
YOUR UTAH. YOUR FUTURE. Fsl Envi
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Outreach and Random Sample participant responses were very
much aligned across issues and preferences.

|

Variance Across
Most Responses

|

-

Issue
“Favoriting”
N

~

-

Scenario
\Vote
_

-

Issue
Prioritization
_

-

Importance
of Outcomes
_

-

Trade-off
Willingness

G

Dan Jenes

& ASSOCIATES
Public Opinion & Market Research

+/- 3%

+1- 4%

+/- 1.2%

+/- 2%

+- 7%

“We can conclude that the results represent
the desires and opinions of Utahns.”

“Results were obtained via the largest public
outreach effort in the history of Utah, resulting
in public input from more than 50,000 people;
an effort that was cross-checked with a
random sample of 1,264 Utahns, and overseen
by Dan Jones & Associates.”

—Cicero; Dan Jones & Associates

sion
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alue Pathways for Housing

Personal Values

Security A
\.

Better community /
sense of community

Safer neighborhood / Nicer looking
less crime neighborhoods

...Q\

Culture of ownership homeless
LY

Psychosocial
Consequences

Fewer

Live healthier

Clean/safe housing
Save time

11%
Walkable 4%
Recreation /
enjoy outdoors Multi-use

neighborhoods 7%

Functional
Consequences

Open space Close to

Housing quali .
8 quality requirements amenities/services
standards 1y 18% ' 20%

Housing Strategies

)
)
i
=
Q
=
=
<

Family love/belonging

Spend time w/ family/friends

Tax/incentives

B Dorminant Pathuay Utahns want a diverse
econdary Pathway
CIvesvecosios  FANGE OF housing options
|:| Mostly Bad Job
so they can save money
and have less stress, and
so there are fewer people

/ without homes. They also

Protect planet

want their housing to be
close to amenities and

s seara services so they can save

\ time and walk. Utahns

feel that if our
polition communities offer these
things, our
neighborhoods will look
......... nicer and we will have a

Green uiding better sense of
community.

HEART*MIND

STRATEGIES



Value Pathways for Cost of Living

3 [ Dominant Pathway

S secondaryPatway  (JTANNS Want more people
= . .

5 to have nice housing

& o — available to them so we

(American Dream) Fulfillment Security can end the CyC|e Of
................... / / poverty and have safe

= o Personal Get aheadin .
g8 o e life/preparefor neighborhoods and better
o) % p ress/worry \/lﬁt_irﬁme"t L
gz Not a burden | : communities. Utahns also
S o on SOC'EW mewnhfan]:ﬂgﬁ Do otherthlrllﬁs% )
28 0 feel that lower costs will

Stayin Utah/ ",/
ake careof Movea\:;'y g'Ve maore peOp|e the
myself Abilityto save/ - op-
make.monsy, _ ability to work less, save

Healthy

| money and prepare for
Oppommitliz-;6 retirement, and Speﬂd
| more time doing other

e (G Abiltyto get Access to things, like enjoying family

education N\ hours/jobs 269 around/drive healthcare . .
. " and improving
themselves.

Cost of living [transportation, housing,

healthcare, taxes]
STRATEGIES

Functional
Consequences

%)
)
i
=
Q
=
=
<




Your Utah, Your Future

lving today and four different senarios for what our housing
‘options and cost of living could be like in 2050 BT S
depending on the choices we make. :
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YOUR UTAH. YOUR FUTURE.

Utah’s Housing & Cost of Living Today

* |n Utah, our biggest household expense is housing. The typical Utah family
spends almost a third of their income on housing.

e Utah’s housing mix is still predominately single-family homes but has been
shifting to more affordable small lots, townhomes, and apartments for decades, a
market-driven trend that is continuing.

* Qur second biggest household expense is transportation. A typical Utah family
with two cars spends about 29% of household income on transportation.

* Lower-income households can spend as much as 90% of income on housing and
transportation.

* Housing needs change as people move through different life stages (single,
married, married with children, empty-nester, etc.).

25
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Utah’s Housing & Cost of Living Today

The Typical Utah Household Utahns with Lower Household Incomes*

® Percent of
Income Spent on

m Percent of Income Housing +Ultilities

Spent on Housing

+Utilities
Percent of Income Percent of
0
Spent on Two Cars 36% ;né(;f:\e Spent on
u All Other Expenses = All Other
Expenses

*Utah households with the lowest 20% of incomes
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Market Study

e Real estate market expert RCLCO produced a market-driven growth
projection for housing mix and general locations of growth, based on:

— Land availability
— Market dynamics
— Long-term consumer and demographic trends

* The projection informed the creation of scenarios for the future of Utah’s
housing.

RCL



YOUR UTAH. YOUR FUTURE.

Questions Concerning the Future of
Housing & Cost of Living

Should our communities allow a mix of housing that matches
what people want and can afford?

How convenient will it be to drive shorter distances or get
around without a car, reducing household transportation costs?

Will changes in development patterns reduce infrastructure
costs and the future tax burden on Utahns?

How much will we spend on utilities? How energy- and water-
efficient will our homes be?

28
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520 Utah

- Current Urbanized Areas

- New Growth

Centers With Daily Services )

How We Used to Grow—
Projected to 2050*

 Mostly large lot single-family homes
in suburbs

* \Very poor match to future housing
needs of Utah families

* Mostly new roads with very long
driving distances

* High housing and transportation costs

*Developed for comparative purposes but

not used in a scenario in the survey
29
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A\ Allosaurus Scenario

* High density growth focused in Salt Lake,
Sandy, Ogden, and Provo; low density
growth everywhere else

* High-rise units in downtowns; single-
family homes in suburbs (both

». expensive)
-  Poor match to future housing needs of
‘ Utahns
_. \3 * Many make long commutes to
Lo ] downtowns
*a '_ﬁ%\ * High housing costs; high transportation

costs for some (in suburbs), low for
others (in city centers)

Y "
Legend AN T
- Current Urbanized Areas

+ h By
B e Grove » m -
ew Gro 1 . el
Centers With Daily Services | s : - A - 0 30
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- Current Urbanized Areas = -l ;
P wew Growth i B
) i = 5 -
Centers With Daily Services 5 S ) . 2o
"\' i Wt

z) >

BV ke

Bonneville Trout Scenario

e Grow like we have over the last 20
years

* Mostly single-family homes in
suburbs

* Poor match to future housing needs
of Utah families

 Mostly new roads with long driving
distances

* High housing and transportation costs

31
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z) >

Seagull Scenario

e Growth guided by market, but cities do
not plan and cooperate together

- * Proximity of housing to destinations is
s limited
W * Variety of housing in most communities
g e Good match to future housing needs
w ;‘ / o e Few communities designed for
i T \ walkability, convenience, and shorter car
~ob trips
..... BT T e Reasonable housing costs; somewhat
- | high transportation costs
Trvesuaeadll V5 B SHEE B )
memmonseies [ g A oh
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Quaking Aspen &

Sego Lily Scenarios

 Growth guided by market, and cities plan
and cooperate together

z) >

* Thereis afocus on creating many mixed-
- use centers close to households
| e Variety of housing in most communities;
e similar to Seagull scenario
o * Good match to future housing needs
| \3 * Most communities designed for
: *a B walkability, convenience, and shorter car
R trips
ogoe. L : * Reasonable housing and transportation
— P PR ;, ENE S costs .
Centers With Daily Services s .i w\' o tf\f




"y
YOUR UTAH. YOUR FUTURE. %E Enwslon

ahl W WE EFOW matlers

New Development Housing Mix

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%

17% 14% 14%

Multifamily

B Townhome

21%

50% 25% 25%
40% . .
Small Lot Single Family <7,000 Sq.
30% Ft.
20%
10% m Conventional Lot Single Family
0% . , 7,000-10,000 Sq. Ft.
How We  Allosaurus Bonneville Seagull Quaking Sego Lily = Large Lot Single Family >10,000
Used to Trout Aspen

Grow Sq. Ft.
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Percent of Households within One Mile
of a Center with Daily Services

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%
29% 29%

30%

.0/
J70

20% 13%
el I
0% I I T I I I

How We Allosaurus Bonneville Trout Seagull Quaking Aspen Sego Lily
Used to Grow

1
|
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Percent of Wasatch Front Households within a Half-
Mile of High Frequency Public Transportation

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

53%
50% 50%

35%

1

46%
: I
. I . . .

Today

Allosaurus Bonneville Trout Seagull Quaking Aspen Sego Lily
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Annual Transportation Costs per Household

$20,000

$19,500

$19,000

$18,500

$18,000

$17,500

Allosaurus Bonneville Trout Seagull Quaking Aspen Sego Lily
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Local New Capital Infrastructure Costs

Local Water and Sewer Cost

Dollars (Billions)

m Local Utilities Cost

M Local Roads Cost

How We Allosaurus  Bonneville Seagull Quaking Sego Lily

Used to Grow Trout Aspen
Scenarios
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Level of Concern for the Future—Outreach Sample Results
Share of Preference, n=13,459

In the 2014 values
study, Utahns ranked

Jobs and Economy 13.1%
Water 129% all 11 issues as being
Al Quality H-7% important to Utah’s
Education 11.4%
future. The 2015
Energy 8.6% d
Agriculture Su rvey used a
Public Lands ) SOphlSt|Cated
Housing and Cost of Living 6.5% Ammm— technique to force a
Taes “weighting” of the
D' R | . . .

Isaster Resilience IssueS’ prOVIdIng a

Recreation 4.0% . .
| wider gradation of

Transportation 3.7%
Communities 3.1% concern.
0.0% 2.0% 4.0% 6.0% 8.0% 10.0% 12.0% 14.0%
Share of Preference
Source: Survey — Keeping in mind that between now and the year 2050, Utah will almost double in population,

Clcere 9&2(])2:2%‘55 please consider how important each of the following issues is to you. Considering only these four issues, which is - 40

Public Opimion & MarketReseareh LN @ VIOST Important and which is the Least Important as you think about Utah’s future?
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Level of Concern for the Future—Random Sample Results
Share of Preference, n=1,264 -
Jobs and Economy 14.2%
Air Quality 11.1%
Water 10.9% Results of the random
Education 9.8% sample survey
Housing and Cost of Living 9.0% — evidenced m UCh
=neroy 5% greater concern for
Taxes 8.1% .
Agriculture oo housing and cost of
Disaster Resilience 6.2% ||V|ng than the
Public Lands 4.8% outreach sample.
Transportation 3.6%
Recreation 2.9%
Communities 2.7%
0.0% 2.0% 4.0% 6.0% 8.0% 10.0% 12.0% 14.0% 16.0%

Share of Preference

Source: Survey — Keeping in mind that between now and the year 2050, Utah will almost double in population,
Clcere P&QQQ:QTES please consider how important each of the following issues is to you. Considering only these four issues, which is 41
Pubiic Opinion & Market Researen LN E VIOST IMportant and which is the Least Important as you think about Utah’s future?
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Issue-specific Scenarios

% “Favorite” Selections, n=18,944

Reasonable housing and transportation
costs

(QUAKING ASPEN)
(SEGO LILLY)

What Utahns Want:

78% of Utahns selected a scenario in
which communities include a variety
of housing options and are designed
for convenient walking, transit, and
short drives, keeping housing and
transportation costs reasonable.

Reasonable housing costs; average
transportation costs

(SEAGULL)

High housing costs; high transportation
costs in suburbs, low in downtowns

(ALLOSAURUS)

High housing and transportation costs

(BONNEVILLE TROUT)

Source: Website — Select your favorite housing and cost of living outcome(s)
from the 4 presented below for Utah in 2050. Consider housing and
transportation costs.

Cicere Danlenes s

Public Opinion & Market Research
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Importance of Outcomes Why Utahns Want Diverse
el Housing and Transportation
Options:

Utahns want a diverse mix of
housing types so that many
people can afford decent
homes and so that those
with lower incomes can live
in desirable neighborhoods,
improving opportunity for
them and their children.
Utahns also want to reduce
how much each household

Source: Survey — Please indicate each outcome’s relative importance by d t t t 1
Dan Jﬁ‘les allocating 100 points across all outcomes. The more points you allocate to a S p e n S O n ra n S p O r a | O n .
lcere given outcome, the more important it is to you to achieve that outcome.
& ASSOCIATES
Public Opinion & Market Research

Providing a full mix of housing types
(townhomes, duplexes, apartments, single
family homes with a variety of yard sizes,

mother-in-law apartments, etc.) that
maximizes how many people can afford...

Improving the ability for those with lower
incomes to live in desirable neighborhoods,
improving opportunity for them and their
children

Reducing how much each household needs
to spend on transportation (gas, insurance,
car payments, transit passes, etc.)

Reducing how much we need to spend on
social services because high housing and
transportation costs increase social needs

Limiting how many apartments, townhomes,
and low-income people/renters are in my
community
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Willingness to Make Tradeoffs i
% Level of Willingness, n=4,884 What Utahns are Wl"lng

to do:

Utahns are very willing
to have more
communities allow a
variety of housing types
other than large-lot

More communities will have to allow a variety
of housing types other than large-lot homes
(small lots, townhomes, apartments, duplexes,
mother-in-law and basement apartments, etc.)

O O O O homes (small |ots,
wha O smewa ' v townhomes,
apartments, duplexes,
mother-in-law and
basement apartments,
R etc.).
Cicero Pjerss -




s from other topics show strong support for outcomes or
ies that would create diverse housing options T
and lower transportation costs.
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Supporting Survey Results: Transportation & Communities SR AL Y= ELTURE. %,ﬂ

Importance of Outcomes—Transportation & Communities
Average % Allocated, n=4,849

around without a car (public

Improving how convenient it is to get
transportation, walking, biking)

Limiting traffic congestion

Minimizing how much land we develop 18%
for homes and businesses -

Making sure daily services and
amenities (work, shopping, parks, etc.) 18%
are close to where people live

neighborhoods that are mostly just

Ensuring there are plentiful
single-family homes on large lots

Reducing how much we spend on
roads, pipes, rail, and other
infrastructure

.*
]|

Clcere Dan J‘nes Source: Survey — Would you support or oppose the development of new high-
speed transportation connections (such as high-speed rail) to better connect the
& ASSOCIATES Wasatch Front to other large cities in the West?

Public Opinion & Market Research

Envision
L Utah o e gon

e Erow matlers.

Utahns want to improve
how convenient it is to
get around without a car.
They don’t think it is very
important to have
plentiful neighborhoods
that are mostly single-
family homes on large
lots.
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Supporting Survey Results: Transportation & Communities

Willingness to Make Tradeoffs for Mixed-use Centers
% Level of Willingness, n=4,849

Utahns are willing to
build mixed-use centers
of jobs, compact
housing, shopping, and
recreation throughout
our urban areas, even if
it means a little
inconvenience for cars,
multi-story buildings
close to people, and
somewhat greater traffic

We will have to design our shopping, jobs,
and roads to be more convenient for
pedestrians and cyclists, which might make
them a little less convenient for cars

Mixed-use centers would have to be
distributed throughout the urban area to
put them close to people, which means a
mixed-use center with apartments and
multi-story buildings might be within a mile
of you

Traffic congestion might increase slightly
near you, even though you wouldn’t have
to travel as far, so you’d actually spend
less time driving

(] ] ] congestion combined
NotAL Al ? Somawhat 4 with shorter drives.
Willing Willing

Source: Survey — Please indicate your willingness to make each trade-off in
order to better connect cities and suburbs in Utah. Outcomes:

Clce re Dan ]mes «+ Reduction in driving distance
* Increased ability to us public transit, walk, or bike
& ASSOCIATES » Reduced household transportation costs and improved air quality

Public Opinion & Market Research
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Supporting Survey Results: Transportation & Communities

Willingness to Make Tradeoffs for Larger Home Lot Sizes
% Level of Willingness, n=4,849

We will spend more money building and
maintaining infrastructure like roads and pipes, 28%
which will have to stretch farther

Utahns are unwilling
PR  to focus on building

large homes on large
e |ots because of the
resulting infrastructure
TN Ccosts, inability to get
around without a car,
M  household
transportation costs,
M and income-
segregated
5% communities, among

] (] (] (] other reasons.
Not At All Somewhat Very

Wllllng W|”|ng W|”|ng Source: Survey — Please indicate your willingness to make each trade-off in
clce rg Dan Jﬁ'les order to maximize home sizes in Utah. Outcome:
< Bigger yards in more distant locations relative to city centers
& ASSOCIATES oery /

Public Opinion & Market Research

Socioeconomic classes will not mix as much
because larger lots are more expensive, thus
leading to more income-segregated
communities
Household transportation costs and time spent
driving will increase because homes will be
further from city centers, shopping, jobs, and
other destinations

33%

32%

People will be less able to travel by public
transportation, walking, or biking because 37%
everything will be farther apart

We will have to spend more money on
infrastructure and impact the environment to
develop and move water supplies because
larger lots use more water

40%

We will convert more farmland into houses

LK




Supporting Survey Results: Air Quality IR TR SO BT R

Willingness to Make Tradeoffs—Air Quality

% Level of Willingness, n=4,885

We would have to build more energy-efficient
homes and businesses with appliances that
emit less air pollution, typically at a higher up-
front cost but with an overall savings

Utahns are
willing to build
more energy-
efficient homes
and businesses
(use less energy),

which improves
(] (] (] L] affordability.

1 2 3 4 5
Not At All Somewhat Very
Willing Willing Willing

You would have to avoid burning wood during
winter inversions

The next time you buy a car, you would have
to buy one that produces less air pollution
(higher smog rating)

You would have to limit the amount you drive
by taking public transportation, biking,
walking, combining trips, carpooling, etc.

' Ice re Dan ]mes Source: Survey — Please indicate your willingness to make each trade-off in order to

& ASSOCIATES improve Utah’s air quality. Outcome:

Public Opinion & Market Research « Breathe cleaner air, even during Wasatch Front inversions
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Willingness to Make Tradeoffs—Water
% Level of Willingness, n=4,913

We will have to spend money on changing and
maintaining our landscaping and irrigation
systems (e.g., installing and maintaining drip
irrigation systems)

7% 26%

To conserve water,
Utahns are very willing to
shift to smaller yards.

In our yards, parks, and other landscaping, we
will have less grass and other vegetation that 10% 25%
uses a lot of water.

Our homes will need to have smaller yards 13% 25%

L] L] L] ]

1 2 3 4 5
Not At All Somewhat Very
Willing Willing Willing

Source: Survey — Please indicate your willingness to make each trade-off in order to focus

Clce re Dan ]ﬁ]es on water conservation in Utah. Outcomes:
* Less spending on water storage and conveyance
& ASSOCIATES | & oninecnwacisomee sndconeynce U
Public Opinion & Market Research ess need to move water from agriculture and natural environment to municipal an
industrial uses
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- envisionutah.net to view the choices for
housmg & cost of living and each of the 11 £ " A "‘_
topics in the Your Utah, Your Future survey. Fre Oagedl >
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