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America Grows

200 million in 1968
300 million in 2006
400 million in 2034
500 million in 2050
America adds 100 million people faster
than any other nation except India and
Pakistan — But faster than China.

Source: Arthur C. Nelson, Presidential Professor & Director of Metropolitan Research, University of Utah.
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The Boom to Come = 2010-30

Area Utah Rank
2010-2030
Pop. Growth 1.5M 11
Growth Rate 51% 1

Will rise from 34t to 28" most populous state

Source: Arthur C. Nelson, Presidential Professor & Director, Metropolitan Research Center, University of Utah.



The Boom to Come =
Salt Lake Metro

Metros > 1M (52) Salt Lake Rank
2010-2030
Pop. Growth 500k 27
Growth Rate 42% 8

Source: Arthur C. Nelson, Presidential Professor & Director, Metropolitan Research Center, University of Utah.



The Boom to Come =
Salt Lake Metro

Faster Growth rate than:

Orlando
Dallas-Ft. Worth
Denver
Washington DC
Tampa

Seattle



The Boom to Come =2
Provo & Ogden Metros

Metros > 500k-1M (51) Provo Ogden
2010-2030
Pop. Growth 360k 6 170k 20
Growth Rate 63% 2 30% 14

Source: Arthur C. Nelson, Presidential Professor & Director, Metropolitan Research Center, University of Utah.



The Boom to Come =
Logan & St. George Metros

Metros < 250k (183) Logan St. George
2010-2030
Pop. Growth 70k 22 250k 1
Growth Rate 52% 8 150% 1

Source: Arthur C. Nelson, Presidential Professor & Director, Metropolitan Research Center, University of Utah.



The Boom to Come =
Brigham City, Cedar City & Heber

Micro (574) Brigham  Cedar City Heber
2010-2030
Pop. Growth 20k 61 40k 22 25k 46

Growth Rate  42% 29 75% 4 100% 1

Source: Arthur C. Nelson, Presidential Professor & Director, Metropolitan Research Center, University of Utah.
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Source: Arthur C. Nelson, Presidential Professor & Director of Metropolitan Research, University of Utah, based on DoE
Commercial Buildings Energy Consumption Survey.



Nonresidential
Redevelopment Opportunity

50-Year Structure Depreciation




South Salt Lake City Total Non-Residential Ripe Parcels by 2040 and Current Non-Residential Vacant Land

Legend

RIPE BY 2020
B RIPE BY 2030
B RIPE BY 2040
CURRENTLY VACANT
Parks
|| Unincorporated
[] Copperton Township
[_] Emigration Canyon
D Kearns Township
] Magna Township
[ Milicreek Township
[ White City Township
[ Alta
Bluffdale
[ cottonwood Heights
[_] Draper
[T Herriman
Holladay
[_] midvale
[ Murray
[ Riverton
[T salt Lake City
[] sandy

[] south Jordan
[[] south Salt Lake

[ Taylorsville

[[] West Jordan
] West valley City
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You’ll Never Have Another
Chance Like This to Prepare

By 2012 pent-up residential = 40k units
2013-2016 > 30k-40k units/year
By 2012 pent-up nonresidential =
20M sq.ft. job-growth related
+100M sq.ft. replacement
=120M sq.ft. total
2013-2016 - 40M+ sq.ft./year construction



But Prepare for What?



Households are Changing

Household Type 1960 2000 2040
UsS
HH with Children 48% 33% 26%
HH without Children 52% 67% 74%
Single/Other HH 13% 29% 34%
Utah
HH with Children 47% 38%
HH without Children 53% 62%
Single/Other HH 18% 22%

Source: Arthur C. Nelson, Presidential Professor & Director, Metropolitan Research Center, University of Utah.



Share of Growth 2000-2040

US HH Type Share

With children 14%

Without children 86%
Single/Other 30%

Utah

With children 25%

Without children 75%
Single/Other 25%

S?((Jrcel; Arthur C. Nelson, Presidential Professor & Director, Metropolitan Research Center, University
of Utah.
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People Turning 65 Each Year

[Figures in 000s]

—

/

/

/|

o
&

) Q ) Q <5
o) © © A Q,
& FF 8 S

Q ) Q ) Q \2) Q

O QO &
OG- ST
N N N N A ST S S ST,

S %

Source: US Census Bureau — 65+ in the United States: 2005; Wan He, Manisha Sengupta, Victoria A. Velkoff, & Kimberly A DeBarros. December 2005.



New Housing Market Realities

Sub-prime mortgages are history

FHA-like conventional mortgages king

“Jumbo” loans problematic

Demand for S1million+ homes tanked
Realization that location matters for investment
Meaning

— Smaller homes on smaller lots
— More renters
— Trend to safer investment locations



US Home Ownership Rate 2010-20

~
o

»
©
o}
B3
Lo |

o
oo
[+ ]
K3
7
R

(o)}
~

»

g
- 64%
o —a—

h 62%

» (e))
ol

Ownership Rate

o))
SN ol
3

B
Bl
(o
[+
<&
<&
<

(o)}
w
S

(@)
N
\'4

61

Source: John Mcllwain, ULI, 2009.



Home Ownership by Ethnicity - Utah

Ethnicity Ownership 2006
All Households 72%
White* 74%
Black 48%
Hispanic 50%

Asian/Pacific Islander 53%

*Non-Hispanic White

Source: Freddie Mac.



Shifting Tenure Market
Salt Lake, Provo & Ogden Metros

Tenure 2006 2030 Change Share
Owner 480k 650k 170k 51%
Renter 200k 360k 160k 49%
Total 680k 1.0M 330k

2010-2020 = 2/3-3/4 of New Housing will be for Renters
including those who rent detached homes

Source: Arthur C. Nelson, Presidential Professor & Director, Metropolitan Research Center, University of Utah.



Changing Preferences

Nelson RCLCo
Demand Demand

House Type 2006 2008 Average
Attached/Other 23% 27% 25%
Townhome 15% 11% 13%
Small Lot 37% 37% 37%
Large Lot 25% 25% 25%

Source: Arthur C. Nelson, Presidential Professor & Director, Metropolitan Research Center, University of Utah.
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Even in California

Small Large

Lot Lot

Apt/ Town- with without

Area Condo home Transit Transit
California 31% 13% 31% 25%
Sacramento  23% 14% 30% 33%
Bay Area 35% 20% 29% 16%
Los Angeles  35% 15% 28% 22%
San Diego 35% 17% 28% 20%

Big 4 34% 16% 29% 21%

Source: Arthur C. Nelson, Presidential Professor & Director, Metropolitan Research Center, University of Utah.



“New Urbanity” Preferences

P ercent

Transit Access
School Walk
Sidewalks
Housing Mix
Ethnic Mix
Income Mix

Stores, Eating
Life-Cycle Mix

Neighborhood Feature

Source: National Association of Realtors, American Preference Survey 2004.




Utah Preferred Community Attributes

Preferred Housing mix
Combination

of 75% of Neighborhood age/life stage mix

Utah : : :
ranns Public transportation options

Lot size variety

Was about
25% in 1990s Active & passive open space

Distinctive Architecture

Source: Envision Utah based on Harris Interactive



US Housing Demand Shift 2010-30

2010 2030
House Type Supply Demand Difference
Attached/Other 26 34 8
Townhome 6 18 12
Small Lot 11 50 39
Large Lot 69 34 (35)

Source: Arthur C. Nelson, Presidential Professor & Director, Metropolitan Research Center, University of Utah.



Housing Demand Shift 2010-30
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Next 100 Million Americans

Facility LOS Unit Cost Total
Parks 5ac/1k $100k/ac S 10B
Police 2officers/1k S70k/officer S 14B
Fire/EMS 2officers/1k $100k/officer S 20B
Water 100gpcpd $5/gal S 50B
Sewer 75gpcpd $10/gal S 100B
Stormwater 500sq.ft/cap $1/sq.ft. S 50B
Public Bldgs 0.5sq.ft./cap $300/sq.ft. S 15B
Libraries 0.5sq.ft./cap $400/sq.ft. S 20B
Schools 0.4st/HH $20k/student $320B
Roads 35dailyVMT S1.5M/lane mile  $583B
Justice 0.5sq.ft./cap $500/sq.ft. S 25B
Bottom Line $1.2T
Per Person S12k/cap



Capital Investment Balance Sheet

New capital needs for next 100M S 12k/cap
Historic new capital spending/cap S 3k/cap*
Gap S 9k/cap
Unfunded new capital needs, 2040 S 0.9T
Current ASCE infrastructure grade: D
Current deferred maintenancecost: $ 2.2T
2040 trend deferred maintenance S 29T
Total unmet infra. needs, 2040 S 3.8T

*Cumulative year-to-year change in total infrastructure spending divided by year-to-year change in population, 2000-
2009. Spending from http://www.census.gov/const/www/c30index.html. Population from
http://www.census.gov/popest/national/national.html.



http://www.census.gov/const/www/c30index.html
http://www.census.gov/popest/national/national.html

US Inefficiencies

Less costly development subsidizes more costly
development thus stimulating even more
costly development, aka “urban sprawl.”

Deferred maintenance is a time-bomb going off.
“Inherited” infrastructure costs also ticking
Local governments failing financially.

The current crisis is the time to rethink how
infrastructure is financed.



Mean Water Consumption
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Feasible FAR Change

Current
Average

Before

Redevelopment
Target

After




Challenge

Nonresidential redevelopment economically
feasible only at 3*-times FAR

Nonresidential redevelopment + new demand
on existing parcels = 2-times FAR

Nonresidential redevelopment must include
share of multifamily demand



Feasible Mixed-Use Shares

Retail
N I EEL

Office/Service




Maximizing Redevelopment
Requires Residential

Residential Top Off Needed

Market-supported Increment

Renewed Space




Partnerships Needed

e Reassess the role of exactions.

* Fine-tune impact fees to better match with
planning objectives.

* |dentity and use sources of public leveraging
to facilitate private sector mixed-use
Investment.



The Utah Way



The Utah Way

Make no little Vision;
they have no magic to stir people’s Planning.

... With apologies to Daniel Burnham



Thank You



