Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)

2025-2029 Consolidated Plan &
First Year Annual Action Plan for PY2025

Sandy City, Utah

Sandy

HEART OF THE WASATCH

Document prepared by:

Jake Warner

CDBG Program Administrator
Community Development Department
10000 Centennial Parkway

Sandy City, Utah 84070-4148



Executive Summary

ES-05 Executive Summary — 24 CFR 91.200(c), 91.220(b)

1. Introduction

Sandy City, in partnership with the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD),
administers the Community Development Block Group (CDBG) for the benefit of the City’s residents. As
a grantee of CDBG funds, the City is required to have in place a five-year consolidated plan. A
consolidated plan represents the needs and strategic objectives that are utilized on an annual basis in
identifying funded projects. Projects, including funding amounts, expected benefits and consistency with
the consolidated plan are described in annual action plans.

The City is a member of the Salt Lake County HOME Consortium. Salt Lake County submits a full
consolidated plan, with individual portions specific to each member entity. This document, the 2025-
2029 Consolidated Plan and First Year Annual Action Plan for the 2025 Program Year, represents Sandy
City’s portion of the Salt Lake County Consortium’s Consolidated Plan, and includes Sandy City’s 2025
Annual Action Plan.

By the start of the timeframe of this Consolidated Plan, the City had fully expended CARES Act funds that
were distributed to the City through the CDBG program.

2. Summary of the objectives and outcomes identified in the Plan Needs Assessment
Overview

As a direct recipient of CDBG funds and a member of the Salt Lake County Home Consortium, the 2025-
2029 Consolidated Plan will guide the City’s use of HUD grant funds over the five program years from
July 1, 2025 to June 20, 2029. Over that five-year period of time, Sandy City intends to accomplish the
following goals and objectives:

1. Public Services — Support life-sustaining and well-being services

e Support services providing basic life needs

e Support mental health services and programs

e Encourage services that provide for senior needs

e Support the unique needs of vulnerable and special populations

e Expand access to services that improve the well-being of all residents

2. Homeless Services — Minimize impacts and occurrence of homelessness

e Support programs and services that help to prevent homelessness
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e Encourage education and training that help individuals regain self-sustainability
e Support transitional and permanent housing solutions
e Support programs that serve basic needs of homeless

3. Housing — Improve housing stability

e Maintain existing housing

e Increase access to affordable housing

e Support aging in place and housing options for seniors
e Improve safe, health, and efficient housing

4. Community Development — Promote viable neighborhoods

e Correct deficiencies and generally improve accessibility
e Encourage the development and improvement of community assets
e Ensure that community services are available to all residents

5. Public Facilities — Support safe and accessible public facilities

e Support regional facilities that serve Sandy residents
e Expand access to local public facilities

3. Evaluation of past performance

During the term of the 2015-2019 Consolidated Plan, Sandy City paid off a Section 108 loan that was
used to construct a senior center facility. The City’s Senior Center remains a valued asset in the
community. Over the time period of the 2020-2024 Consolidated Plan, the City transitioned to focus on
other community needs and objectives. The City originally focused more heavily on city infrastructure
and public facility projects. Over the course of the 2020-2024 Consolidated Plan, the City started to fund
housing rehab more than infrastructure and public facility projects. Part of the shift includes the need to
maintain existing affordable housing and the other part of the shift has to do with the level of funding
received by the City, year to year, and managing timeliness issues. While the City has made measurable
progress, the work is not yet done. The goals and objectives in the 2025-2029 Consolidated Plan remain
similar to those of the 2020-2024 Consolidated Plan, although it is expected that, in the near future, the
funding allocation will continue along the past trend of leaning towards housing rehabilitation.

4. Summary of citizen participation process and consultation process

The City's Citizen Participation Plan requires that the City's Citizen Advisory Committee prepare and
present plans, as a recommendation, to the City Council for approval. The City Council has approval
authority within the regulations and requirements pertaining to the CDBG program. Following approval
by the City Council, the plans are submitted to HUD.
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Preparation for the 2025-2029 Consolidated Plan and First Year Annual Action Plan for the 2025
Program Year (FY2026) began in 2024 with efforts to identify community needs, including a public
survey conducted jointly with the County, research and stakeholder interviews conducted by a
consultant, and public meetings. A hearing was held by the Citizen Advisory Committee on September
18, 2024. The Committee then prepared a funding request application and established application
review criteria. Funding request applications were accepted through January 13, 2025.

On April 16, 2025, the Committee, having analyzed needs and evaluated applications, finalized a
recommendation that includes CDBG funding from the annual grant. The draft plan was published for
public review and a public hearing was held on April 22, 2025 with the City Council.

5. Summary of public comments

(This section to be completed at the end of the public comment period.)

6. Summary of comments or views not accepted and the reasons for not accepting them
The City's practice is to be open to all comments and views. The application of comments and views is
considered within the context of all information received, the understanding of needs, the availability of
expected funds, access to applicable programs and resources, and the requirements of federal laws and

programs. The City is not aware of comments or views that have not been accepted throughout the
process to prepare this consolidate plan.

7. Summary
With input from multiple sources and through multiple methods, this document identifies some of the

community’s needs, with objectives and plans to address those needs through CDBG funding. The 2025
Sandy City Consolidated Plan was approved by the Sandy City Council on XX.
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The Process

PR-05 Lead & Responsible Agencies - 91.200(b)

1. Describe agency/entity responsible for preparing the Consolidated Plan and those
responsible for administration of each grant program and funding source

The following are the agencies/entities responsible for preparing the Consolidated Plan and
those responsible for administration of each grant program and funding source.

Agency Role Name Department/Agency
Lead Agency SANDY CITY
CDBG Administrator SANDY CITY Community Development

Table 1- Responsible Agencies
Narrative

The Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program is administered through the Community
Development Department. Within the department, the CDBG program is administered by two staff
members. The City's Long Range Planning Manager serves as the CDDG Program Administrator. City staff
is responsible for preparing plans and reports, processing draw requests, coordinating the City’s CDBG
Committee, and monitoring subrecipients. The City’s Finance Department is responsible for oversight of
the program.

Consolidated Plan Public Contact Information

Jake Warner

Long Range Planning Manager/
CDBG Program Administrator
Phone (801) 568-7262
jwarner@sandy.utah.gov
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PR-10 Consultation - 91.100, 91.110, 91.200(b), 91.300(b), 91.215(1) and
91.315(1)

1. Introduction

The preparation of the consolidated plan involved consultation with other public and private agencies
which provide housing, health services and social services, including providers to children, elderly
persons, persons with disabilities, persons with HIV/AIDS and their families, and homeless persons.

Provide a concise summary of the jurisdiction’s activities to enhance coordination between
public and assisted housing providers and private and governmental health, mental health
and service agencies (91.215(1)).

Coordination of resources and compilation of data for the consolidated plan was accomplished through
a detailed process that included public hearings, roundtables, email correspondence, document review,
and one-on-one meetings with affected agencies organizations. These are organizations that provide
services and programs that address domestic violence victims, homelessness, healthcare, housing,
childcare, home repair and rehab, and mental health. Some of these organizations are housed within
City boundaries, while others are located outside the city but provide services to City residents. City
staff’s involvement in various committees, boards, and regional planning efforts also provided essential
information and valuable relationships. As needs were identified throughout the process, additional
organizations were consulted, and invited to submit funding request applications that could potentially
assist in addressing those needs. Salt Lake County, as the lead agency for the county consolidated plan,
has gathered stakeholders and general public input to inform and develop the Consolidated Plan,
ensuring the strategies reflect community needs and priorities.

Describe coordination with the Continuum of Care and efforts to address the needs of
homeless persons (particularly chronically homeless individuals and families, families with
children, veterans, and unaccompanied youth) and persons at risk of homelessness

Salt Lake County, who previously administered the Continuum of Care, now participates and supports
the Salt Lake Valley Coalition to End Homelessness (SLVCEH). SLVCEH is a merger of multiple efforts to
address homelessness. SLVCEH is led by a steering committee and supported by organizations such as
Salt Lake County, Department of Workforce Services, and Shelter the Homeless. SLVCEH has eight core
function groups that work with the Steering Committee to execute the responsibilities of the
organization.

The City’s CDBG Program Administrator attends the general membership meeting as well as the Housing
Core Function group of the SLVCEH. Meetings with SLVCEH have allowed the City’s CDBG program to
remain up to date with the continuous evolution of the programs and policies involving homelessness in
the region. The City maintains a good relationship with The Road Home. The Road Home has
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participated in public hearings and group discussions with the CDBG Citizen’s Advisory Committee.
Additionally, in 2024 The Road Home, in collaboration with Fourth Street clinic, and Shelter the
Homeless, opened a Medically Vulnerable People (MVP) shelter in Sandy City. The new MVP shelter in
the City serves those 55 and older who are aging, have a significant medical condition, or need
recuperative care.

Describe consultation with the Continuum(s) of Care that serves the jurisdiction's area in
determining how to allocate ESG funds, develop performance standards and evaluate
outcomes, and develop funding, policies and procedures for the administration of HMIS

The City does not administer the HMIS program and does not receive ESG funds.

2. Describe Agencies, groups, organizations and others who participated in the process
and describe the jurisdictions consultations with housing, social service agencies and other
entities
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Table 2—- Agencies, groups, organizations who participated

1 | Agency/Group/Organization SALT LAKE COUNTY
Agency/Group/Organization Type County
What section of the Plan was addressed by Housing Need Assessment
Consultation? Lead-based Paint Strategy
Public Housing Needs
Homelessness Strategy
Homeless Needs - Chronically homeless
Homeless Needs - Families with children
Homelessness Needs - Veterans
Homelessness Needs - Unaccompanied
youth
Non-Homeless Special Needs
Market Analysis
Anti-poverty Strategy
How was the Agency/Group/Organization The County is the lead agency for the
consulted and what are the anticipated outcomes | Consolidated Plan, the HOME Consortium,
of the consultation or areas for improved and the Continuum of Care. Meetings were
coordination? held to address all three of those roles.
2 | Agency/Group/Organization Housing Connect
Agency/Group/Organization Type PHA
Services - Housing
Regional organization
What section of the Plan was addressed by Housing Need Assessment
Consultation? Public Housing Needs
Homelessness Strategy
Homeless Needs - Chronically homeless
Homelessness Needs - Veterans
Homelessness Needs - Unaccompanied
youth
How was the Agency/Group/Organization Annual input regarding status of programs.
consulted and what are the anticipated outcomes
of the consultation or areas for improved
coordination?
3 | Agency/Group/Organization Habitat for Humanity - Salt Lake Valley
Agency/Group/Organization Type Housing
Services - Housing
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What section of the Plan was addressed by
Consultation?

Housing Need Assessment
Lead-based Paint Strategy
Public Housing Needs

How was the Agency/Group/Organization
consulted and what are the anticipated outcomes
of the consultation or areas for improved
coordination?

Reports provided by agency. Agency
participated in public hearings.

4 | Agency/Group/Organization

THE ROAD HOME

Agency/Group/Organization Type

PHA
Services - Housing
Services-homeless

What section of the Plan was addressed by
Consultation?

Housing Need Assessment

Public Housing Needs

Homelessness Strategy

Homeless Needs - Chronically homeless
Homeless Needs - Families with children
Homelessness Needs - Veterans
Homelessness Needs - Unaccompanied
youth

Anti-poverty Strategy

How was the Agency/Group/Organization
consulted and what are the anticipated outcomes
of the consultation or areas for improved
coordination?

Agency participated in public hearings and
provided homelessness reports.

Identify any Agency Types not consulted and provide rationale for not consulting

The City had an open-door policy to agencies participating in the process. No agencies were

intentionally not consulted. The City has not had involvement from agencies that directly focus on

working with those released from correctional facilities. However, many of the agencies that did

participate have programs to include those individuals.
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Other local/regional/state/federal planning efforts considered when preparing the Plan

Name of Plan

Lead Organization

How do the goals of your Strategic Plan overlap with the
goals of each plan?

Continuum of
Care

Salt Lake County

The primary role of the Continuum of Care is to reduce
homelessness in the region, with the goal of functionally
ending homelessness. The role of the Continuum of Care
aligns with the City's goal to support programs providing
essential services.

General Plan
Housing
Element

Sandy City

The City's General Plan is intended to guide City decisions
regarding future growth and development. The Housing
Element of the General Plan was recently updated and has
directly informed and influenced the creation of all the City's
2025-2029 Consolidated Plan goals.

PHA 5-Year Plan

Housing Connect

The Housing Authority's mission "to provide and develop
quality affordable housing opportunities for individuals and
families while promoting self-sufficiency and neighborhood
revitalization" is aligned with the City's housing and essential
services goals and all the City's program objectives.

Wasatch
Choices for 2050

Wasatch Front
Regional Council

Wasatch Choice is a regional planning effort developed to
promote shared "growth principles." The needs and goals of
the Consolidated Plan are consistent with those identified in
Wasatch Choice.

Table 3— Other local / regional / federal planning efforts

Describe cooperation and coordination with other public entities, including the State and any
adjacent units of general local government, in the implementation of the Consolidated Plan

(91.215(1))

A considerable amount of regional coordination takes place through the City’s participation in the HOME

Consortium. Consortium members are required to submit a unified consolidated plan and collaborate

closely not only on the HOME program but also to address challenges and opportunities related to other

HUD programs. In addition, Salt Lake County frequently organizes regional grant coordination meetings.

These gatherings extend coordination beyond the HOME Consortium members, bringing together

representatives from the local HUD office, the State, neighboring counties, the COC, and various

housing, homelessness, and service agencies. These meetings typically focus on topics related to

implementing the Consolidated Plan. Over the past two years, one of the main discussion points in these

meetings has been the preparation of this consolidated planning effort.
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PR-15 Citizen Participation - 91.105, 91.115, 91.200(c) and 91.300(c)

1. Summary of citizen participation process/Efforts made to broaden citizen participation
Summarize citizen participation process and how it impacted goal-setting

Sandy City’s Citizen Participation Plan outlines citizen participation process for consolidated plans, annual action plans, and amendments. The
process, as generally outlined in the Citizen Participation Plan, includes:

e Identifying Needs

e Preparing a proposed plan

e Provide information to the public

e Provide technical assistance to those who may be interested in obtaining funding to serve low and moderate income persons
e Make the proposed plan available to the public

e Hold a public hearing

e Publish the final plan

A fundamental component of the City’s citizen participation effect, and utilized throughout the process, is the CDBG Citizen Advisory
Committee. The Committee consists of up to 7 residents. As stated in the Citizen Participation Plan, “The City utilizes a CDBG Citizens Advisory
Committee to review and analyze programs and services provided under the federal block grant programs.” The participation process began
with a public hearing held by the Committee in September 2024 to gather input on community needs. The Committee then met monthly to
further define these needs, establish objectives, review funding applications, and draft a proposed plan. All Committee meetings are open to the
public, with agendas provided in advance and audio recordings made available after the meeting.

Salt Lake County conducted a resident survey to help identify needs in the community. The survey addressed housing, community, and economic
development. The county received over 1,400 respondents including 114 Sandy residents. Regionally a community hearing/meeting was held
during the development of the Consolidated Plan to gather information on priority needs. The open house style meeting was held on February
11, 2025, at the Viridian Event Center in Went Jordan. Through the various efforts public and stakeholder input Salt Lake County established
priority needs for the Consolidated Plan.
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The Consolidated Plan and the 2025 annual Action Plan were available for review during a public comment period from April 18, 2025, through

May 19, 2025. The information gathered throughout the process was used to prepare a proposed consolidated plan. The proposed plan was
presented to the City Council in May of 2025. A public hearing was held on April 22, 2025, and the City Council approved the proposed plan on

XX.

Citizen Participation Outreach

Notice website to
notify the public of
the public hearing to
address needs and a
method to otherwise
submit comments to
staff.

Sort Order | Mode of Outreach | Target of Outreach Summary of Summary of Summary of comments URL (If
response/attendance | comments received not accepted applicable)
and reasons
1 Newspaper Ad Non- A notice was posted No comments were | n/a
targeted/broad in the newspaper and | received outside of
community on the Utah Public the public hearing.
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Sort Order | Mode of Outreach | Target of Outreach Summary of Summary of Summary of comments URL (If
response/attendance | comments received not accepted applicable)
and reasons

2 Public Hearing Non- A public hearing was | The majority of the | No comments were
targeted/broad held on 9/18/24 to comments focused | intentionally not
community address needs in the | on housing needs, accepted.

community. It was homelessness
attended by five services, and senior
members of the care.

Citizen Advisory

Committee, one

Council member, two

members of City

staff, and

representatives from

Habitat for Humanity,

Senior Charity Care,

Assist, and The Road

Home.

3 Public Hearing Non-English The City partnered Responses No comments were
Speaking - Specify | with Salt Lake County | primarily prioritized | intentionally not
other language: to conduct a survey needs in the accepted.

Spanish to assist with the following areas:
preparation of the economy, housing,
Non- needs analysis, and transportation,
targeted/broad 114 responses were safety, education,
community received from services,
residents of Sandy improvements.
City.
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the Utah Public
Notice website to
notify the public of
the public review and
comment period for
the draft
consolidated plan
and first year action
plan and to notify the
public of the
associated public
hearing.

Sort Order | Mode of Outreach | Target of Outreach Summary of Summary of Summary of comments URL (If
response/attendance | comments received not accepted applicable)
and reasons
4 Newspaper Ad Non- A public notice was No comments were
targeted/broad posted in the intentionally not
community newspaper and on accepted.

Table 4- Citizen Participation Outreach

Consolidated Plan
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Needs Assessment

NA-05 Overview

Needs Assessment Overview

As part of this consolidated planning process, the City set out to identify needs, categorize them,

and assess the level of priority. The City reviewed needs for public services, housing, homelessness,
facility improvements, and community development. Those areas were assessed through review of
census data, a public survey, public meetings and hearings, consultation with the City's CDBG Advisory
Committee, consultation with non-profit public service providers and other organizations and
government agencies.

Sandy City carried out a significant public engagement campaign over the preceding two years to
understand existing conditions, needs, and values of the community as part of a comprehensive update
to the City’s General Plan. Members of the Salt Lake County HOME Consortium also participated in an
online survey to assist in the development of this consolidated plan. A total of 1,467 people participated
in the survey. Of those respondents, 114 were Sandy City residents. Census data was also utilized in
determining needs within the community. The Sandy City CDBG Advisory Committee also holds an
annual community needs public hearing.

Summary of Findings:
Housing

e Rental and purchase affordability — From 2017 to 2022, renters experienced a decrease in rental
affordability as median gross rent increased 37% while median household income increased by
only 33%. The loss in home purchase affordability was more significant as medium home values
increased by 69% and interest rates increased from 3.99% to 6.81%. The income required to
afford a median value home more than doubled (131%). A housing affordability gap analysis for
the region found that, excluding Salt Lake City, there is a shortage of affordable housing for
households earning 30% AMI or less of 14,400 rental units. Rental affordability gaps are
expected to widen.

e Cost burden — Cost burden is the most common housing problem in Salt Lake County. A
significant number of renters and owners experience cost burden, with 49% of renters reporting
a cost burden and 39% of owners. Minority populations are more likely to experience housing
cost burden.

e Sandy residents also expressed a concern for their children being able to afford housing in the
future in the City and a need for additional senior housing.

Non-homeless Special Needs
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e The largest special needs populations are the elderly, families with children, persons with
alcohol and drug addictions, and people with a disability. Survivors of domestic violence also
make up a significant group.

e The groups with the greatest volume of need are persons with alcohol or other drug addiction,
households with at least one member having a disability, and elderly residents.

e Groups also having substantial housing needs include families with children and survivors of
domestic violence.

e Accessible and reliable transportation, service coordination and case management, and
affordable high quality childcare are also acute needs across special needs groups.

Non-Housing Community Development

e The most reported neighborhood challenges include accessible and safe transportation/transit,
sidewalks and lighting, afterschool activities, school quality, and childcare.

e Economic Development needs identified include job training, workforce development, non-
profit loans and small business grants, and support for women- and minority-owned businesses.

e Sandy residents also expressed strong support for on-going efforts to retain, maintain, and
improve access to open space and recreation opportunities. They also expressed concern for
long-term sustainable maintenance of public infrastructure generally.
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NA-50 Non-Housing Community Development Needs - 91.415, 91.215 (f)

Describe the jurisdiction’s need for Public Facilities:

The Consortium’s Citizen Participation and Stakeholder Consultation Report identified the need for
better access to health care/medical facilities, behavioral health care facilities, parks, and higher quality
schools.

Sandy City’s General Plan identified an increasing need for facilities and services for a growing elderly
population. Approximately 15 years ago, the City constructed a senior center with the assistance of a
Section 108 loan. That facility continues to serve its purpose. It is anticipated that additional facilities will
be needed to accommodate senior services, and general public facilities will need to accommodate the
accessibility needs of seniors and disabled persons.

The majority of the City’s lowest LMI census block groups are located in the Sandy City Historic District,
the oldest area of the City. The area has good access to open space, entertainment, transportation and
transit. However, existing infrastructure and facilities are older and, in some cases, do not meet current
city standards.

How were these needs determined?

U.S. Census Bureau

Citizen Participation and Stakeholder Consultation Report (2024)
Y2 Analytics surveys

Pace of Progress: Sandy General Plan 2050

Public Hearings

Describe the jurisdiction’s need for Public Improvements:

The Consortium’s Citizen Participation and Stakeholder Consultation Report identified the greatest
needs for public improvements in the region as better access to safe public transit and improvements
for improved pedestrian safety, such as sidewalks, crosswalks, and lighting. Households with lower
earnings were more likely to report concerns with their neighborhoods not having good sidewalks or
street lighting.

While surveys and public engagement specific to Sandy residents largely identified satisfaction with
quality of life and safety in the City, some of the greatest needs reported included gaps in sidewalk,
need for additional street lighting, better access to open space, and long-term maintenance for existing
amenities and infrastructure.

How were these needs determined?
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U.S. Census Bureau

Citizen Participation and Stakeholder Consultation Report (2024)
Y2 Analytics surveys

Pace of Progress: Sandy General Plan 2050

Public Hearings

Describe the jurisdiction’s need for Public Services:

The largest special needs populations are the elderly, families with children, persons with alcohol and
drug addictions, and people with a disability. Survivors of domestic violence also make up a significant
group. The groups with the greatest volume of need are persons with alcohol or other drug addiction,
households with at least one member having a disability, and elderly residents. Accessible and reliable
transportation, service coordination and case management, and affordable high quality childcare are
also acute needs across special needs groups. The most reported neighborhood challenges related to
public services include afterschool activities, school quality, and childcare.

How were these needs determined?

U.S. Census Bureau

Citizen Participation and Stakeholder Consultation Report (2024)
Y2 Analytics surveys

Pace of Progress: Sandy General Plan 2050
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Housing Market Analysis

MA-05 Overview

Housing Market Analysis Overview:

In January 2025, Sandy City adopted a comprehensive update to the City’s General Plan. A housing
market analysis was conducted as a part of that process, and constitutes the primary source for the
information included here. Additional information is available in that document Pace of Progress: Sandy
City General Plan 2050 at https://www.sandy.utah.gov/798/Sandy-City-General-Plan.

There are currently 34,053 housing units in Sandy. The majority of Sandy’s housing stock was built
during the “period of significant population growth” between 1970 and 2000. During this period, 80
percent of Sandy’s land area was zoned for single family development. Today, 60 percent of the City is
zoned for single family development and a higher proportion of new housing units are multifamily
apartments, condominiums or townhomes. This creates more housing options. However, comparing the
housing types available in Sandy with the types available in Salt Lake County as a whole and in Davis, Salt
Lake, and Utah Counties taken together, Sandy has a much higher percentage of single family detached
units at 76% of the total housing stock.

The median home value in Sandy has increased significantly over the last 20 years. In 2000 the median
home value was $183,500, in 2023 the median home value is almost $459,000 and is projected to
continue to increase. More than 65 percent of owner-occupied units are currently valued at more than
$400,000, this is expected to increase to more than 87 percent by 2027.

There are an estimated 8,890 renter households in Sandy. This is 27.2 percent of all households. Rental
properties include apartments as well as rental single-family detached, townhomes, duplexes, and
similar types of units. An estimated 4,771 of rental households, or almost 54 percent, are considered
low- or moderate-income households. The need for housing affordability applies to owner-occupied
housing as well. Based on 2020 Census data, 32 percent of all households and 32 percent of owner—
occupied households are low- to moderate-income households. Owner-occupied units include single
family detached, single family attached, duplexes, townhomes, and condominiums. There were more
cumulative affordable owner-occupied units than households needing affordable owner-occupied
housing, few of those units occur in the most affordable categories.
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MA-45 Non-Housing Community Development Assets - 91.410, 91.210(f)

Introduction

Residents in Sandy City, in general, are well-educated and households have relatively high incomes. The City has a diversified workforce. Good

jobs are available in high-tech manufacturing, education, health services, retail, finance, tourism, and professional/management areas. The

competition for employees is considered a drawback for many employers. Ensuring that the transportation infrastructure and housing is in place

to provide access to jobs and on-going education and skill training is essential to maintaining continued strength and growth in the area.

Economic Development Market Analysis

Business Activity

Business by Sector Number of Number of Jobs Share of Workers Share of Jobs Jobs less workers
Workers % % %
Agriculture, Mining, Oil & Gas Extraction 293 111 1 0 -1
Arts, Entertainment, Accommodations 4,760 6,162 12 15 3
Construction 2,969 2,706 7 7 0
Education and Health Care Services 6,335 4,978 16 13 -3
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate 4,244 5,247 11 13 2
Information 1,580 2,485 4 2
Manufacturing 3,267 2,641 8 -1
Other Services 1,299 1,366 3 0
Professional, Scientific, Management Services 5,350 4,583 13 12 -1
Public Administration 0 0 0 0 0
Retail Trade 6,009 7,668 15 19 4
Transportation and Warehousing 1,629 504 4 -3
Wholesale Trade 2,053 1,315 5 -2
Total 39,788 39,766 -- -- --
Table 5 - Business Activity
Data Source:  2016-2020 ACS (Workers), 2020 Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (Jobs)
Consolidated Plan SANDY CITY 21

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 09/30/2021)




Labor Force

Total Population in the Civilian Labor Force 51,374
Civilian Employed Population 16 years and over 50,115
Unemployment Rate 2.45
Unemployment Rate for Ages 16-24 7.19
Unemployment Rate for Ages 25-65 1.66
Table 6 - Labor Force
Data Source: 2016-2020 ACS
Occupations by Sector Number of People
Management, business and financial 17,730
Farming, fisheries and forestry occupations 1,845
Service 4,014
Sales and office 12,430
Construction, extraction, maintenance and
repair 3,119
Production, transportation and material
moving 2,375
Table 7 — Occupations by Sector
Data Source: 2016-2020 ACS
Travel Time
Travel Time Number Percentage
< 30 Minutes 30,522 69%
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Travel Time Number Percentage
30-59 Minutes 12,114 27%
60 or More Minutes 1,552 1%
Total 44,188 100%
Table 8 - Travel Time

Data Source: 2016-2020 ACS

Education:

Educational Attainment by Employment Status (Population 16 and Older)

Educational Attainment In Labor Force
Civilian Employed Unemployed Not in Labor Force
Less than high school graduate 1,605 55 780
High school graduate (includes equivalency) 6,065 275 2,085
Some college or Associate's degree 13,020 310 3,350
Bachelor's degree or higher 18,880 180 3,145
Table 9 - Educational Attainment by Employment Status

Data Source: 2016-2020 ACS

Educational Attainment by Age

Age
18-24 yrs 25-34 yrs 35-44 yrs 45-65 yrs 65+ yrs
Less than 9th grade 20 190 60 600 245
9th to 12th grade, no diploma 820 665 300 630 500
High school graduate, GED, or alternative 2,875 2,645 1,935 3,844 3,110
Some college, no degree 3,335 3,025 2,959 6,135 3,830
Associate's degree 525 1,090 1,165 2,300 965
Bachelor's degree 525 4,945 3,555 6,335 2,915
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Age

18-24 yrs 25-34 yrs 35-44 yrs 45-65 yrs 65+ yrs
Graduate or professional degree 10 1,440 2,425 3,525 2,150
Table 10 - Educational Attainment by Age
Data Source: 2016-2020 ACS
Educational Attainment — Median Earnings in the Past 12 Months
Educational Attainment Median Earnings in the Past 12 Months

Less than high school graduate 32,755
High school graduate (includes equivalency) 33,176
Some college or Associate's degree 68,535
Bachelor's degree 61,442
Graduate or professional degree 223,426

Data Source: 2016-2020 ACS

Table 11 — Median Earnings in the Past 12 Months

Based on the Business Activity table above, what are the major employment sectors within your jurisdiction?

The City has nearly equal number of workers (39,788) to jobs (39,766). However, there are slight variations in the ratios across major

employment sectors. The top five sectors, by percentage of the number of workers, are education and health care workers (16%), retail trade

(15%), professional, scientific, management services (13%), arts, entertainment, accommodations (12%), and finance, insurance, real estate

(11%). The top five sectors, by percentage of the number of jobs, are retail trade (19%), arts, entertainment, accommodations (15%), education

and health care workers (13%), finance, insurance, real estate (13%), professional, scientific, management services (12%).

Describe the workforce and infrastructure needs of the business community:
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Businesses seeking to locate or expand within the community consistently identify the availability of an educated and skilled workforce as a top
priority. While the local labor force is generally well-trained, continued investment in education and specialized training is critical to maintaining
the region’s competitive advantage.

Infrastructure challenges present a significant barrier to some businesses. The most pressing issues include the lack of widespread fiber optic
broadband coverage and the need for improved regional transportation networks. These infrastructure gaps restrict connectivity and limit
access to both customers and talent pools. In particular, transportation is a challenge for workers commuting between housing and employment
centers, reducing access to job opportunities. Large employers have expressed interest in nearby housing options, quality retail amenities, and
additional connections to mass transit, all of which help attract and retain a qualified workforce.

Describe any major changes that may have an economic impact, such as planned local or regional public or private sector
investments or initiatives that have affected or may affect job and business growth opportunities during the planning period.
Describe any needs for workforce development, business support or infrastructure these changes may create.

A transformative development with significant long-term economic implications is the City’s Cairns Master Plan. Covering approximately 800
acres between I-15 and TRAX from 9000 South to 10600 South, the plan lays the foundation for high-density, mixed-use development adjacent
to transit, retail, dining, and entertainment destinations. It aims to create an urban living environment that offers both ownership and rental
housing options within walking distance of employment and transportation nodes. Smith Entertainment Group’s recent purchase of the Shops at
South Town will spur large private and public investments, as the city center will be home to the Utah Hockey Club’s practice facility and
headquarters. The work in our city center brings positive attention from around the state as families and sports fans anticipate a vibrant center.
Soon residents and visitors will be enjoying professional hockey and soccer, shopping, dining, and world-class entertainment.

This initiative will stimulate job growth across the construction, retail, hospitality, and professional service sectors, increasing demand for a
diverse and skilled workforce. The scale and mixed-use nature of the plan will also require parallel investments in transportation infrastructure,
fiber optics, utility upgrades, and business support services. As such, aligning workforce development efforts to meet the needs of this evolving
economy will be essential.

How do the skills and education of the current workforce correspond to employment opportunities in the jurisdiction?
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The local economy benefits from a strong base of employment opportunities in high-tech manufacturing, health care, education, and
professional services. The City’s workforce is highly educated and well-prepared for many of these positions. However, to meet future demand—
particularly in the growing technology sector—ongoing education in STEM fields such as computer science, engineering, and mathematics will be
necessary. Equally important is ensuring that residents have physical access to employment hubs through effective transportation options.

Describe any current workforce training initiatives, including those supported by Workforce Investment Boards, community
colleges and other organizations. Describe how these efforts will support the jurisdiction's Consolidated Plan.

The City actively supports several regional workforce development initiatives, including Salt Lake Community College’s Larry H. Miller Campus,
which offers targeted training in areas like culinary arts, legal administration, digital media, and public safety. The Campus’s Mill
Entrepreneurship Center is Utah’s first established business incubator. Entrepreneurs come here to learn, network, and scale their businesses
through the use of our various workspaces, education programs, and resources.

Additionally, the City collaborates with the University of Utah to expand its satellite campus, providing higher education opportunities close to
home. The Canyons School District complements these efforts with a strong technology curriculum that prepares students for postsecondary
education and workforce entry.

Does your jurisdiction participate in a Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS)?

If so, what economic development initiatives are you undertaking that may be coordinated with the Consolidated Plan? If not,
describe other local/regional plans or initiatives that impact economic growth.

No

Discussion

While the City receives limited HUD funds and does not anticipate funding economic development projects directly, it remains committed to
pursuing business support strategies.
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MA-50 Needs and Market Analysis Discussion

Are there areas where households with multiple housing problems are concentrated?
(include a definition of "concentration")

Concentration, as used here, is a relatively higher share of individuals within a Census Tract having
reported an observed housing problem. The Census tracts with the highest percentage of total housing
units lacking complete plumbing facilities were 1101.06 (3.6%), 1124.06 (3.0%), and 1128.05 (2.4%). The
Census tracts with the highest percentage of total housing units lacking complete kitchen facilities were
1128.22 (5.8%), 1101.06 (5.2%), and 1126.16 (5.0%). The Census tracts with the oldest median year
structure built was 1124.02 (1967), 1126.04 (1972) and 1126.19, 1126.20, 1127, 1128.12 (1975). The
only Census tract common to two of those categories was 1101.06. Census tract 1106.06 is largely
located beyond the eastern Sandy City boundary and includes cabin communities.

Are there any areas in the jurisdiction where racial or ethnic minorities or low-income
families are concentrated? (include a definition of "concentration")

Concentration, as used here, is a relatively higher share of individuals within a Census Tract having
reported an ethnicity that other than “Not Hispanic or Latino” and/or a race other than “White Alone”
are used here to define “minorities.” The largest percentage of minorities, by Census tract, is 54.0%
(1124.06), 40.1% (1126.21), 39.7% (1124.02), and 39.6% (1128.25). All three of these Census tracts are
located on the most western portion of the City and three of them (1124.06, 1124.02, 1128.25) include
portions located in other cities.

What are the characteristics of the market in these areas/neighborhoods?

The Census tracts mentioned above are generally located in the northwest corner of the City. This area
includes the oldest homes in the City. Homes are more affordable in the area, however, gross rent, as a
percentage of household income, is generally higher. A significant portion of the area is LMA eligible as
median household income is lower than other parts of the City.

Are there any community assets in these areas/neighborhoods?

These areas, the northwest corner of the City, do include access to trail systems, a light rail station and
bus service, local community parks, and an elementary school. It is near recreational and entertainment
opportunities and commercial retail and services.

Are there other strategic opportunities in any of these areas?

Strategic opportunities in these areas include revitalization of commercial areas, park improvements,
infrastructure improvements, and pedestrian and accessibility improvements.
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MA-60 Broadband Needs of Housing occupied by Low- and Moderate-Income
Households - 91.210(a)(4), 91.310(a)(2)

Describe the need for broadband wiring and connections for households, including low- and
moderate-income households and neighborhoods.

According to the Utah Residential Broadband Map provided by the Utah Governor’s Office of Economic
Development (www.broadband.ugrc.utah.gov), Sandy City has complete coverage for fixed and mobile
wireless. Except for a handful of parcels, the City also has complete coverage for wireline technologies
(cable, DSL, fiber).

Describe the need for increased competition by having more than one broadband Internet
service provider serve the jurisdiction.

As mentioned above, the City has complete coverage for wireless coverage and nearly complete
coverage for wireline service. There are three main wireline providers. Two cover the majority of the
City. The third is currently installing infrastructure. There are other providers in the City, however their
coverage is limited.
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Utah Residential Broadband Map
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MA-65 Hazard Mitigation - 91.210(a)(5), 91.310(a)(3)

Describe the jurisdiction’s increased natural hazard risks associated with climate change.

Sandy City is located in Salt Lake County, the most urbanized county in Utah. As the area continues to
develop and densify, there are increasing effects on the potential for natural hazards. Additional
development tends to focus on the foothills, the transition from the valley to the mountains. Pressure
at the wildland-urban interface increases the risk of natural hazards to human activity.

The 2019 Salt Lake County Management Plan is currently being updated. Information here is taken from
a draft of the updated Plan. The draft plan analyzed 20 different types of hazards and assigns a risk
factor for each based on probability, extent, severity, duration, and response capacity. The following
hazards are considered to have a high risk (in order from highest to lowest): earthquake, wildfire,
flooding, extreme heat, radon, drought, public health epidemic/pandemic, cyber-attack, avalanche,
heavy rain, lightning, heavy snow/blizzard. for identifies drought, earthquake, landslide, and wildfires
as those hazards of the highest significance to the County generally. Earthquakes and wildfires are
considered to potentially have a major impact in Sandy City. Potential landslides and rock falls from
earthquakes and wildfires are also a concern in the City.

Describe the vulnerability to these risks of housing occupied by low- and moderate-income
households based on an analysis of data, findings, and methods.

Sandy City is laid out such that the oldest and most affordable housing is located towards the western
portion of the City. The western portion of the City is near the Jordan River. It is at a lower elevation
and farther away from the wildland-urban interface. The more expensive housing is located towards the
eastern boundary of the City. The eastern boundary creeps up the foothills, and is adjacent to the
unincorporated wildlands.

As the more affordable housing is not typically located near the wildland-urban interface, wildfires and
landslides are not considered to have as much of a potential general impact on low and moderate
income households as earthquakes may potentially have. The Wasatch Canyons General Plan (2020
update) identifies the fault lines and geography in the area. Sandy City is composed of ancient beaches
of Lake Bonneville, with sand and gravel at lower levels and rock outcroppings at higher levels. Based on
the location of the fault lines and the geography, the eastern part of the City would likely experience
higher levels of ground shaking and rupture. The western part of the City would likely experience
greater levels of liquefaction. Liquefaction could affect the stability of the ground to adequately support
structures and infrastructure.
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Liquefaction Potential and Critical Facilities

4 ‘ MORGAN
&S

_ |

JERMIGRATION
MAGNA SALTLAKE cANYON
-
. -
= I - : 5 s
\ SOUTH g SUMMIT
salt M
WESTVALLEY. LAKE

= “:“l ( | unincoreoraTeD
[TAYLORSVILLE L B FD b Dy \

J <mwc

.4\3

T |

ORINCORPDRATED J;O:TONWDOD BRIGHTON
WEST JORDAN

TDOE

S WaAsSATCH

o N S
. Miles

Liquefaction Potential || Moderate

| Very Low || Moderate to High ' 6 IEM
| very Low to Low || High : -

| Low

NAD83 Utah State Plan Central
| Low to Moderate Data Sources: Salt Lake County, UGRC,
: , Utah Geo]uglcal Surve
Salt Lake County Multi-Jurisdicticnal Hazard Mitigation Plan 2024 Date: 11/25/2024 7:36 PM

Figure 74: Salt Lake County Liquefication Potential

Liquefaction Map

Consolidated Plan SANDY CITY

32
OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 09/30/2021)



Consolidated Plan

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 09/30/2021)

SANDY CITY

33



Strategic Plan

SP-05 Overview

Strategic Plan Overview

As a direct recipient of CDBG funds and a member of the Salt Lake County Home Consortium, the 2025
Sandy City Consolidated Plan will guide the City’s use of applicable HUD grant programs over the five
program years from 2025 to 2029. Over that five year period of time, Sandy City intends to accomplish
the following goals and objectives listed below.

1. Public Services — Support life-sustaining and well-being services

e Support services providing basic life needs

e Support mental health services and programs

e Encourage services that provide for senior needs

e Support the unique needs of vulnerable and special populations

e Expand access to services that improve the well-being of all residents

2. Homeless Services — Minimize impacts and occurrence of homelessness

e Support programs and services that help to prevent homelessness

e Encourage education and training that help individuals regain self-sustainability
e Support transitional and permanent housing solutions

e Support programs that serve basic needs of homeless

3. Housing — Improve housing stability

e Maintain existing housing

e Increase access to affordable housing

e Support aging in place and housing options for seniors
e Improve safe, health, and efficient housing

4. Community Development — Promote viable neighborhoods

e Correct deficiencies and generally improve accessibility
e Encourage the development and improvement of community assets
e Ensure that community services are available to all residents

5. Public Facilities — Support safe and accessible public facilities
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e Support regional facilities that serve Sandy residents
e Expand access to local public facilities
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SP-10 Geographic Priorities - 91.415, 91.215(a)(1)
Geographic Area
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Table 12 - Geographic Priority Areas
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The City has not identified specific target areas, other than those areas that qualify through area

benefit. The City qualifies for an LMA exception at 38.00%
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(https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/acs-low-mod-summary-data/acs-low-mod-summary-data-
exception-grantees/, 4/8/2025)
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SP-25 Priority Needs - 91.415, 91.215(a)(2)
Priority Needs

Table 13 — Priority Needs Summary

1

Priority Need
Name

Basic life-sustaining resources and services

Priority Level

High

Population

Extremely Low

Low

Moderate

Large Families

Families with Children

Elderly

Public Housing Residents

Chronic Homelessness

Individuals

Families with Children

Chronic Substance Abuse

veterans

Persons with HIV/AIDS

Victims of Domestic Violence
Unaccompanied Youth

Elderly

Frail Elderly

Persons with Physical Disabilities
Persons with Developmental Disabilities
Persons with Alcohol or Other Addictions
Persons with HIV/AIDS and their Families
Victims of Domestic Violence

Geographic
Areas
Affected

Associated
Goals

Support life-sustaining and well-being services

Description

There continues to be a need for a safety net of basic life-sustaining needs, such
as food, healthcare, and housing. There is a segment of the community, likely a
small share, with a chronic need. However, there is a larger segment of the
community that will need basic life-sustaining resources during the year due to
emergencies and crisis.
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Basis for
Relative
Priority

Due to the limited, and thus competitive, demand for funding, Sandy City has
determine that basic-life sustaining needs are the highest priority.

Priority Need
Name

Mental health and well-being resources and service

Priority Level

High

Population

Extremely Low

Low

Moderate

Large Families

Families with Children

Elderly

Public Housing Residents

Chronic Homelessness

Individuals

Families with Children

Mentally Ill

Chronic Substance Abuse

veterans

Persons with HIV/AIDS

Victims of Domestic Violence
Unaccompanied Youth

Elderly

Frail Elderly

Persons with Mental Disabilities
Persons with Physical Disabilities
Persons with Developmental Disabilities
Persons with Alcohol or Other Addictions
Persons with HIV/AIDS and their Families
Victims of Domestic Violence

Geographic
Areas
Affected

Associated
Goals

Support life-sustaining and well-being services

Description

The City has identified needs that are essential to people's well-being. Among
those most clearly identified throughout the planning process are mental health,
senior care, and assistance for victims of domestic violence. Also included are
those unique needs of other vulnerable, disabled, and special populations.
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Basis for While life-sustaining needs are clearly essential, the City considers many of the
Relative well-being needs included here as nearly as essential, if not just as essential.
Priority
3 Priority Need | Homeless resources and services
Name
Priority Level | High
Population Extremely Low
Low
Large Families
Families with Children
Elderly
Public Housing Residents
Chronic Homelessness
Individuals
Families with Children
Mentally Ill
Chronic Substance Abuse
veterans
Persons with HIV/AIDS
Victims of Domestic Violence
Unaccompanied Youth
Geographic
Areas
Affected
Associated Minimize impacts and occurrence of homelessness
Goals
Description The needs of the unsheltered population may be the most obvious type of
needs. Beyond basic life-sustaining needs, are needs to assist individuals and
families escape homelessness. This includes training, education, programs to
help transition out of homelessness, and programs to help prevent
homelessness, especially among the most vulnerable.
Basis for The needs of the homeless are among the most essential needs.
Relative
Priority
4 Priority Need | Safe, affordable, and accessible housing
Name
Priority Level | High
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Population Extremely Low

Low

Moderate

Large Families

Families with Children

Elderly

Chronic Homelessness

Individuals

Families with Children

Mentally Ill

Chronic Substance Abuse

veterans

Persons with HIV/AIDS

Victims of Domestic Violence

Elderly

Frail Elderly

Persons with Mental Disabilities
Persons with Physical Disabilities
Persons with Developmental Disabilities
Persons with Alcohol or Other Addictions
Persons with HIV/AIDS and their Families
Victims of Domestic Violence

Geographic

Areas

Affected

Associated Improve housing stability

Goals

Description The market analysis identifies the need for additional affordable housing. With
limited resources to directly address this need, it is considered extremely
important to maintain the existing stock of affordable housing and promote
efforts to ensure that housing is safe and meets the needs of disabled and special
needs population.

Basis for Affordable housing is considered one of the highest priorities for the state and

Relative the region.

Priority

3 Priority Need | Neighborhood infrastructure and improvements
Name
Priority Level | High
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Population

Extremely Low

Low

Moderate

Middle

Large Families

Families with Children

Elderly

Elderly

Frail Elderly

Persons with Mental Disabilities

Persons with Physical Disabilities
Persons with Developmental Disabilities
Persons with Alcohol or Other Addictions
Persons with HIV/AIDS and their Families
Victims of Domestic Violence
Non-housing Community Development

Geographic

Areas

Affected

Associated Promote viable neighborhoods

Goals

Description Neighborhood improvement covers a broad range of needs, many of which are
specific to the neighborhood. Among the most important of these needs include
ensuring that neighborhoods are safe and accessible. Properly functioning
infrastructure is also considered essential. The City also recognizes the
importance and value to neighborhoods of community assets.

Basis for While the range of potential needs is broad, many of them are extremely

Relative important.

Priority

Priority Need
Name

Facility improvements and maintenance.

Priority Level

Low
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Population

Extremely Low

Low

Moderate

Large Families

Families with Children

Elderly

Public Housing Residents

Chronic Homelessness

Individuals

Families with Children

Mentally IlI

Chronic Substance Abuse

veterans

Persons with HIV/AIDS

Victims of Domestic Violence
Unaccompanied Youth

Elderly

Frail Elderly

Persons with Mental Disabilities
Persons with Physical Disabilities
Persons with Developmental Disabilities
Persons with Alcohol or Other Addictions
Persons with HIV/AIDS and their Families
Victims of Domestic Violence
Non-housing Community Development

Geographic

Areas

Affected

Associated Support safe and accessible public facilities

Goals

Description Buildings used for programs and services utilized by Sandy City residents are
often in need of repair and improvements, and some are in need of safety and
accessibility upgrades.

Basis for The focus of the City's CDBG program is to maximize the benefits to Sandy City

Relative residents of competitive funds. Improvements to buildings are an appendage to

Priority that purpose.
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SP-35 Anticipated Resources - 91.420(b), 91.215(a)(4), 91.220(c)(1,2)

Introduction

The City participates in both the CDBG program, as a grantee, and the HOME program, as a member of the Salt Lake HOME Consortium. The City

does not participate in other HUD programs. Sandy City expects to receive approximately $325,000 per year during the term of the 2025
Consolidated Plan.

Anticipated Resources

Program Source of Uses of Funds Expected Amount Available Year 1 Expected Narrative Description
Funds Annual Program Prior Year Total: Amount
Allocation: | Income: $ | Resources: S Available
S S Remainder
of ConPlan
$
CDBG public - Acquisition Sandy City's annual award has
federal Admin and been generally decreasing over
Planning the past ten years.
Economic
Development
Housing
Public
Improvements
Public Services 325,000 0 27,069 | 352,069 | 1,300,000

Table 14 - Anticipated Resources

Explain how federal funds will leverage those additional resources (private, state and local funds), including a description of how
matching requirements will be satisfied

Consolidated Plan

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 09/30/2021)

SANDY CITY

45




The City does not have match requirements of the program funding or anticipated projects funded to serve community needs. The majority of
community development projects directly managed by the City are generally leveraged through staff time and other resources funded by the
general fund. Typically, general funds have been utilized to leverage jointly funded capital projects. It is likely that all public service subrecipients
will be agencies that serve the region, and funds provided by the City are leveraged by other municipalities, Salt Lake County, the State, and
charitable donations. The City has demonstrated that it seeks for and takes advantage of additional opportunities to leverage CDBG funds, and
the City will continue to do so.

If appropriate, describe publicly owned land or property located within the state that may be used to address the needs identified
in the plan

It is expected that projects to address improvements and amenities will be built on City owned property, such as open space and parks, in
neighborhoods that qualify for funding through the low- and moderate-income area benefit national objective. The City also owns remnant
parcels and has sought to acquire additional land that currently has abandoned, distressed, or problem properties throughout the city, with the
objective to rehabilitate or replace with new affordable housing.

Discussion

The City continues to strive to maximize benefits to residents of the funds received within the requirements and eligibility of the CDBG program.
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SP-40 Institutional Delivery Structure - 91.415, 91.215(k)

Explain the institutional structure through which the jurisdiction will carry out its consolidated plan
including private industry, non-profit organizations, and public institutions.

Responsible Entity Responsible Entity Role Geographic Area
Type Served
SANDY CITY Government Economic
Development
Non-homeless special
needs
Planning
neighborhood
improvements
public facilities
public services
SALT LAKE COUNTY Continuum of care Homelessness Region
Ownership
Rental
THE ROAD HOME Non-profit Homelessness Region
organizations
Habitat for Humanity - | Non-profit Non-homeless special | Region
Salt Lake Valley organizations needs
Ownership
Rental
neighborhood
improvements
public services
Senior Charity Care Non-profit Non-homeless special | Region
Foundation organizations needs
public services
Salt Lake County Health | Non-profit Non-homeless special | Region
Department organizations needs
public services

Table 15 - Institutional Delivery Structure
Assessment of Strengths and Gaps in the Institutional Delivery System

Sandy City is committed to enhancing the structure and processes involved in administering the CDBG
program, including the pursuit of its goals and objectives. The City remains dedicated to ongoing
improvements. The process of preparing this consolidated plan has identified community needs, such as
additional mental health resources, where additional partnerships and relationship need to be
explored. An ongoing concern, also voiced throughout the preparation of this plan, is the ability to
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respond to affordable housing needs. Limited by what the City can do with CDBG funds, the City is a
long-time and active member of the HOME Consortium. As affordable housing continues to be a
statewide issue the City continues to consider how best to facilitate solutions that best fit the needs to
the City. Regionally, it has been identified that coordinating resources and lack of shelters and
transitional housing continue to be an issue.

Strengths in the City’s institutional delivery of the CDBG program include the Citizen Advisory
Committee and regional coordination. The City has an active Citizen Advisory Committee the meets
monthly. Many members of the Committee bring years of experience to their roles as well as new
members that are eager to serve in their community. . The Committee has support from the City
Council, with Council members regularly joining the Committee meetings. Salt Lake County, Wasatch
Front Regional Council, and other regional partners have provided leadership in supporting
collaboration. Wasatch Front Regional Council holds quarterly meetings to discuss regional
transportation and land use planning. Salt Lake County is the lead of the HOME Consortium and holds
regular grants coordination meetings to coordinate efforts within the County and with surrounding
Counties.

As the state has made changes and improvements to the structure of how it serves the homeless
population, the City continues to be involved in the coordination of those efforts. The State has
aggressively sought to change, and improve, the structure of serving homeless needs, particularly in Salt
Lake County. Particularly, the City has been involved in the coordination of the MVP shelter which
opened in the City in 2024. The City continues to support the efforts of the state and county in its efforts
to address homelessness.

Availability of services targeted to homeless persons and persons with HIV and mainstream

services
Homelessness Prevention Available in the Targeted to Targeted to People
Services Community Homeless with HIV
Homelessness Prevention Services
Counseling/Advocacy X X X
Legal Assistance X
Mortgage Assistance X
Rental Assistance X X X
Utilities Assistance X X
Street Outreach Services
Law Enforcement X
Mobile Clinics X X
Other Street Outreach Services X X
Supportive Services
Alcohol & Drug Abuse X X
Child Care X X
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Supportive Services

Education X

Employment and Employment
Training

Healthcare

HIV/AIDS

Life Skills

Mental Health Counseling

X | X[ X | X|X| X
>

Transportation

Other

Table 16 - Homeless Prevention Services Summary
Describe how the service delivery system including, but not limited to, the services listed
above meet the needs of homeless persons (particularly chronically homeless individuals and
families, families with children, veterans and their families, and unaccompanied youth)

As a metropolitan area of 16 cities and additional unincorporated county areas, there is a wide array of
programs and services available in the region. Services for homeless persons are largely made available
by and through coordination with the homeless shelters. The MVP shelter opened in the City in 2024
and caters to those that are medically vulnerable. The MVP shelter serves those 55 and older who are
aging, have a significant medical condition, or need recuperative care. The MVP shelter is a referral only
shelter. The City continues to partner with The Road Home as they take a comprehensive approach to
addressing homelessness, providing case management, housing programs, and strong networking with
service providers in the region. Other agencies that provide services in the region are Volunteers for
America, the Weigand Homeless Resource Center, Fourth Street Clinic, Salt Lake County Youth Services
Department, and case management teams for the various resource centers in the county.

Agencies such as Utah Pride Center and Utah AIDS Foundation collaborate with other service providers
to meet the needs of persons with HIV. Sandy is not a HOPWA entitlement. However, HOPWA vouchers
are available to residents through the housing authority and other housing providers.

Describe the strengths and gaps of the service delivery system for special needs population
and persons experiencing homelessness, including, but not limited to, the services listed
above

Due to fiscal restraints, the City strives to support services and programs which serve the needs
determined to be the highest priority, have the greatest impact, and serve the most essential needs in
the community. As a part of a larger region, residents have access to other services and programs that
are not funded by the City's CDBG program.
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Provide a summary of the strategy for overcoming gaps in the institutional structure and
service delivery system for carrying out a strategy to address priority needs

The City is continuously working to make the most efficient use of the limited funds available to meet
community needs. The Citizen Advisory Committee, in conjunction with its experienced members,
remains committed to finding ways to enhance the funding request application and review process.
Recently, the Committee has placed stronger emphasis on funding organizations that provide services
for housing, support and critical home repairs so people are able to remain housed . Additionally, the
City’s ongoing participation in regional committees, boards, and planning efforts create opportunities
for collaboration and raise awareness of broader issues that extend beyond individual jurisdictions.

To improve CDBG program administration, the City has added a new staff member during the years of
the previous consolidated plan specifically focused on managing subrecipient relationships, with an
expectation of more thorough monitoring. There is continued need for a second staff member and they
will continue working with subrecipients in the 2025-2029 Consolidated Plan years. The City has also
begun discussions on improving access to services for residents, as many service providers cater to all of
Salt Lake County and beyond, and some facilities may not be easily accessible to Sandy residents.
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SP-45 Goals - 91.415, 91.215(a)(4)

Goals Summary Information

Sort Goal Name Start | End Category Geographic Needs Addressed Funding Goal Outcome Indicator
Order Year | Year Area
1 Support life- 2025 | 2029 | Non-Homeless Basic life-sustaining CDBG: | Public service activities other
sustaining and well- Special Needs resources and $120,000 | than Low/Moderate Income
being services services Housing Benefit:
Mental health and 500 Persons Assisted
well-being resources
and service
2 Minimize impacts 2025 | 2029 | Homeless Homeless resources CDBG: | Homeless Person Overnight
and occurrence of and services $120,000 | Shelter:
homelessness 1000 Persons Assisted
3 Improve housing 2025 | 2029 | Affordable Safe, affordable, and CDBG: | Homeowner Housing
stability Housing accessible housing $800,000 | Rehabilitated:
150 Household Housing Unit
4 Promote viable 2025 | 2029 | Non-Housing Neighborhood CDBG: | Public Facility or
neighborhoods Community infrastructure and $250,000 | Infrastructure Activities
Development improvements other than Low/Moderate
Income Housing Benefit:
1000 Persons Assisted
5 Support safe and 2025 | 2029 | Non-Housing Facility CDBG: | Public Facility or
accessible public Community improvements and $25,000 | Infrastructure Activities
facilities Development maintenance. other than Low/Moderate
Income Housing Benefit:
25 Persons Assisted
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Goal Descriptions

1 | Goal Name

Support life-sustaining and well-being services

Goal Description

e Support services providing basic life needs

e Support mental health services and programs

e Encourage services that provide for senior needs

e Support the unique needs of vulnerable and special populations

e Expand access to services that improve the well-being of all residents

2 | Goal Name

Minimize impacts and occurrence of homelessness

Goal Description

e Support programs and services that help to prevent homelessness
e Encourage education and training that help individuals regain self-sustainability
e Support transitional and permanent housing solutions

e Support programs that serve basic needs of homeless

3 | Goal Name

Improve housing stability

Goal Description

e Maintain existing housing
e Increase access to affordable housing
e Support aging in place and housing options for seniors

e Improve safe, health, and efficient housing

Consolidated Plan SANDY CITY
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4 | Goal Name Promote viable neighborhoods

Goal Description e Correct deficiencies and generally improve accessibility
e Encourage the development and improvement of community assets

e Ensure that community services are available to all residents

5 | Goal Name Support safe and accessible public facilities

Goal Description e Support regional facilities that serve Sandy residents

e Expand access to local public facilities

Estimate the number of extremely low-income, low-income, and moderate-income families to whom the jurisdiction will provide
affordable housing as defined by HOME 91.315(b)(2)

The City utilizes CDBG funds to help families maintain their existing affordable homes, age in place, and reduce housing expenses. The 2025-
2029 Consolidated Plan establishes a goal to help 150 households retain their existing affordable housing through emergency home repair and
housing rehabilitation. Through the City's participation in the HOME Consortium, additional programs are also available in the City, such as down
payment assistance, rent assistance, and energy efficiency. The HOME Consortium also funds projects for the addition of new affordable
housing. The City's Moderate Income Housing Plan also establishes goals to promote the creation of additional affordable housing
opportunities.
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SP-65 Lead-based Paint Hazards - 91.415, 91.215(i)

Actions to address LBP hazards and increase access to housing without LBP hazards

It is recommended that city residents in housing units built prior to 1978 become familiar with the
dangers of lead-based paint and actions that can be taken to reduce hazards. Information is available
from the Salt Lake County Health Department at: www.slco.org/lead-safe-housing/learn-about-

lead. Construction and rehabilitation projects are required to comply with HUD regulations. The City
will monitor activities associated with construction and rehabilitation to ensure that HUD regulations are
met.

How are the actions listed above integrated into housing policies and procedures?

Subrecipients for housing projects report on evaluation for lead-based paint and actions taken for each
project. Reports are reviewed as part of the City's monitoring practices.
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SP-70 Anti-Poverty Strategy - 91.415, 91.215(j)

Jurisdiction Goals, Programs and Policies for reducing the number of Poverty-Level Families

According to the 2023 ACS 1-Year Estimates, the poverty rate of families in Sandy City is 4.9%. Families
with a female householder with no spouse present make up just over half of all families in poverty.
Household incomes are generally lowest, by Census block group, in the north-western corner of the City.
The share of minority populations is generally higher in the north-western corner of the City as well.

In January 2025, Sandy City adopted a comprehensive update to the City’s General Plan. The process
included substantial public engagement. Residents reported that they experienced a high quality of life
living in Sandy City, but also expressed concerns with housing affordability and increasing cost of living.
Goals of the General Plan focused on ensuring that all residents are able to experience the following:

e access to opportunities for housing, mobility, recreation and open space

e responsible use of government revenue and a commitment to providing high quality
government services

e astrong local economy that provides access to employment and commercial goods and services
and that provides a strong tax base for the City.

A common concern, and likely the primary concern, locally, regionally, and throughout the state for
poverty-level families over the course of preparing the General Plan has been the rising cost of housing.
The General Plan includes a Moderate Income Housing Plan. The goals of that plan are:

e create or allow for, and reduce regulations related to, accessory dwelling units in residential
zones

e zone or rezone for higher density or moderate income residential development in commercial or
mixed-use zones near major transit investment corridors, commercial centers, or employment
centers

e amend land use regulations for higher density or new moderate income residential
development in commercial or mixed-use zones near major transit investment corridors

e utilize moderate income set aside from community reinvestment agency, redevelopment
agency or community development and renewal agency to create or subsidize moderate income
housing

e create a housing and transit investment zone

e develop and adopt station area plan

e create or allow for, and reduce, regulations related to, multifamily residential dwellings
compatible in scale and form with detached single-family residential dwellings and located in
walkable communities within residential or mixed-use zones

How are the Jurisdiction poverty reducing goals, programs, and policies coordinated with this
affordable housing plan
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The City’s General Plan, and more specifically the Moderate Income Housing Plan, was adopted based
on consideration for the role that the CDBG program and the HOME Consortium play in serving the
needs of LMI households.
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SP-80 Monitoring - 91.230

Describe the standards and procedures that the jurisdiction will use to monitor activities
carried out in furtherance of the plan and will use to ensure long-term compliance with
requirements of the programs involved, including minority business outreach and the
comprehensive planning requirements

Through monitoring, the City seeks to maximize the effective use of CDBG funds for the benefit of all
City residents, whether directly or indirectly, and ensure compliance with all relevant City and federal
requirements. The City recognizes that successfully accomplishing program goals and objectives
requires a good working relationship as partners, through openness and approachability, with
subrecipients and contractors. In addition to regular and ongoing communication with subrecipients
and contractors, Sandy City strives for a multi-faceted approach to monitoring projects and activities
funded by CDBG.

Committee Tours

The City’s Citizen Advisory Committee recognizes the importance of being familiar with subrecipient
organizations, facilities, services, and practices in order to adequately review funding request
applications and to make allocation recommendations to the City Council. The Committee utilizes
meetings to conduct on-site tours as needed.

Quarterly Reports

Quarterly reports are expected of all subrecipients. The City uses a standardized quarterly review
template for subrecipients, administered through ZoomGrants. Coordination meetings are also held
regularly between the CDBG Administrator and representatives of City departments managing projects
and activities.

Desk Reviews

Desk reviews are conducted annually on all subrecipients. Desk reviews include updating file
information, review of the quarterly reports and invoices, and contact with a representative of the
subrecipient. A risk category (low, medium, or high) is assigned at the end of each Desk Review based
on missing information, employee turnover, performance measurements, new subrecipient, amount
funded, and type of project/activity. Actions are identified to address any findings.

In-Depth Reviews

In-depth reviews include file reviews, on-site visits, and interviews to determine performance and
compliance of subrecipients. In-depth reviews are conducted by City staff. In-depth reviews are
typically scheduled based on the risk category identified in desk reviews; however in-depth reviews may
also be conducted for new subrecipients and others as considered pertinent. Areas to be reviewed
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include finance systems and reports, budget, eligibility, insurance, procurement, record keeping, and
non-discrimination. Actions are identified to address any findings.
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Expected Resources

AP-15 Expected Resources - 91.420(b), 91.220(c)(1,2)

Introduction

The City participates in both the CDBG program, as a grantee, and the HOME program, as a member of the Salt Lake HOME Consortium. The City

does not participate in other HUD programs. Sandy City expects to receive approximately $325,000 per year during the term of the 2025
Consolidated Plan.

Anticipated Resources

Program Source of Uses of Funds Expected Amount Available Year 1 Expected Narrative Description
Funds Annual Program | Prior Year Total: Amount
Allocation: Income: | Resources: S Available
S S S Remainder of
ConPlan
$
CDBG public - Acquisition Sandy City's annual award has
federal Admin and been generally decreasing
Planning over the past ten years.
Economic
Development
Housing
Public
Improvements
Public Services 325,000.00 0.00 | 27,069.20 | 352,069.20 | 1,300,000.00

Table 18 - Expected Resources — Priority Table

Explain how federal funds will leverage those additional resources (private, state and local funds), including a description of how
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matching requirements will be satisfied

The City does not have match requirements of the program funding or anticipated projects funded to serve community needs. The majority of
community development projects directly managed by the City are generally leveraged through staff time and other resources funded by the
general fund. Typically, general funds have been utilized to leverage jointly funded capital projects. It is likely that all public service subrecipients
will be agencies that serve the region, and funds provided by the City are leveraged by other municipalities, Salt Lake County, the State, and
charitable donations. The City has demonstrated that it seeks for and takes advantage of additional opportunities to leverage CDBG funds, and

the City will continue to do so.
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If appropriate, describe publicly owned land or property located within the jurisdiction that
may be used to address the needs identified in the plan

It is expected that projects to address improvements and amenities will be built on City owned property,
such as open space and parks, in neighborhoods that qualify for funding through the low- and
moderate-income area benefit national objective. The City also owns remnant parcels and has sought to
acquire additional land that currently has abandoned, distressed, or problem properties throughout the
city, with the objective to rehabilitate or replace with new affordable housing.

Discussion

The City continues to strive to maximize benefits to residents of the funds received within the
requirements and eligibility of the CDBG program.
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Goals Summary Information

Annual Goals and Objectives
AP-20 Annual Goals and Objectives - 91.420, 91.220(c)(3)&(e)

Sort Goal Name Start | End Category Geographic Needs Addressed Funding Goal Outcome Indicator
Order Year | Year Area
1 Support life- 2025 | 2029 | Non- Basic life-sustaining CDBG: | Public service activities other
sustaining and well- Homeless resources and $27,083.00 | than Low/Moderate Income
being services Special Needs services Housing Benefit: 241 Persons
Mental health and Assisted
well-being
resources and
service
2 Minimize impacts 2025 | 2029 | Homeless Homeless CDBG: | Homeless Person Overnight
and occurrence of resources and $21,667.00 | Shelter: 192 Persons Assisted
homelessness services
3 Improve housing 2025 | 2029 | Affordable Safe, affordable, CDBG: | Homeowner Housing
stability Housing and accessible $242,145.20 | Rehabilitated: 39 Household
housing Housing Unit

Goal Descriptions

Table 19 — Goals Summary

Goal Name

Support life-sustaining and well-being services

Goal Description
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2 | Goal Name

Minimize impacts and occurrence of homelessness

Goal Description

3 | Goal Name

Improve housing stability

Goal Description
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AP-35 Projects - 91.420, 91.220(d)

Introduction

For the 2025 program year, funding includes an estimated $325,000 from the 2025 CDBG award and
$27,069.20 in reprogrammed funds. The City is allocating $48,750 (13.8%, 15% of the 2025 award) to
public services, $242,145.20 (68.78%) to housing, and $61,174 (17.4%, 18.8% of the 2025 award) for
planning and program administration.

Project Name
Public Services - Life Sustaining and Well-Being (2025)

Public Services - Homeless Shelter and Services (2025)
Housing - Rehab, Repair, and Accessibility (2025)
4 | Planning and Administration (2025)

Table 20 - Project Information

W[IN|[PF |3

Describe the reasons for allocation priorities and any obstacles to addressing underserved
needs

The Citizen Advisory Committee, as part of their responsibility to provide a recommendation to the City,
established review criteria used to score funding request applications. Those criteria are as follows:

e The proposed project would utilize CDBG funds to benefit low and moderate income residents
of the City.

e The proposed project clearly addresses Consolidated Plan goals.

e The proposed project demonstrates a collaborative effort with other organizations, leverages
funding, and/or complements other programs, services, or facilities.

e The Applicant has the capacity (staff, facilities, experience, etc.) to successfully and timely
complete the proposed project.

e The extent of the anticipated benefit (the combination of the # of people served and the scale of
the individual benefit) is an effective use of limited funds.

Funding request applications are ranked based on the Committee’s scores. The rankings are a tool used
by the Committee in preparing recommended allocations.
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AP-38 Project Summary

Project Summary Information

1 Project Name Public Services - Life Sustaining and Well-Being (2025)
Target Area
Goals Supported Support life-sustaining and well-being services
Needs Addressed Basic life-sustaining resources and services
Mental health and well-being resources and service
Funding CDBG: $27,083.00
Description This project includes activities that provide life sustaining and well-being services.
Target Date 6/30/2025
Estimate the number and type of families It is expected that 241 individuals we be benefitted. Many of these individuals represent
that will benefit from the proposed activities | families that will also benefit from the associated activities.
Location Description Activities will occur at the facilities of those organizations being funded or at mobile
clinics.
Planned Activities Anticipated activities include: domestic violence victim services (South Valley Sanctuary,
Legal Aid Society), senior healthcare (Senior Charity Care), youth services (Sandy Club).
2 Project Name Public Services - Homeless Shelter and Services (2025)
Target Area
Goals Supported Minimize impacts and occurrence of homelessness
Needs Addressed Homeless resources and services
Funding CDBG: $21,667.00
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Description

This project is intended to support shelter and services for homeless individuals.

Target Date

6/30/2025

Estimate the number and type of families
that will benefit from the proposed activities

It is estimated that 192 people will benefit from the proposed activity.

Location Description

These activities will occur at the facilities of the organizations being funded.

Planned Activities

Planned activities include: homeless hospice and healthcare (The Inn Between) and
operations for a homeless shelter serving medically vulnerable persons (The Road Home-
MVP).

Project Name

Housing - Rehab, Repair, and Accessibility (2025)

Target Area

Goals Supported

Improve housing stability

Needs Addressed Safe, affordable, and accessible housing
Funding CDBG: $242,145.00
Description This project is intended to preserve existing affordable housing by providing emergency

home repairs, rehabilitation, and accessibility improvements.

Target Date

6/30/2025

Estimate the number and type of families
that will benefit from the proposed activities

It is estimated that 39 households will benefit from the proposed activities.

Location Description

Activities will occur throughout the City.

Planned Activities

Planned activities include: emergency home repairs and accessibility improvements
(Assist) and home rehabilitation (Habitat for Humanity).

Project Name

Planning and Administration (2025)

Target Area
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Goals Supported

Needs Addressed
Funding CDBG: $61,174.00
Description This project includes those functions necessary to administer HUD programs and other

eligible planning functions.

Target Date

6/30/2025

Estimate the number and type of families
that will benefit from the proposed activities

Not applicable

Location Description

Not applicable

Planned Activities

This project includes those functions necessary to administer HUD programs and other
eligible planning functions.
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AP-50 Geographic Distribution - 91.420, 91.220(f)

Description of the geographic areas of the entitlement (including areas of low-income and
minority concentration) where assistance will be directed

Sandy City has been classified as an "exception" community in regard to using CDBG funds on an area
basis. The threshold exception for Sandy City is 38.0% LMI. The eligible LMI areas based on Census block

groups are all west of 1300 E. and mostly to the north.

Geographic Distribution

Target Area | Percentage of Funds

Table 21 - Geographic Distribution
Rationale for the priorities for allocating investments geographically

Geography was not a determination in allocating 2020 program year funds, except for those areas that
qualify as LMA.

Discussion

The City does not plan to fund projects on an LMA basis in the 2025 program year.
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AP-85 Other Actions - 91.420, 91.220(k)

Introduction

It is the goal and objective of the City's proposed projects and activities for the 2020 Program Year to do
the following: 1) maintain affordable housing; 2) make homes safe and healthy; 3) reduce the number of
poverty level families; 4) develop relationships with direct service providers to enhance coordination
and effectiveness of our CDBG program.

Actions planned to address obstacles to meeting underserved needs

Limited funding and high housing costs are primary obstacles to addressing underserved needs. The City
will continue to seek programs and activities to more efficiently meet community needs through
leveraging funds, better coordination with and awareness of local organizations, and seeking to meet
needs with resources other than CDBG funding.

Actions planned to foster and maintain affordable housing

The range and availability of housing types within the City has significantly increased in recent years. The
City is a member of the HOME Consortium and also utilizes EDA housing set-aside funds to create new
affordable housing units. Through the HOME Consortium funds are available for the Community
Development Corporation's down-payment assistance program to be used to serve Sandy City. Itis
expected that 5 households will be assisted. CDBG funds during 2025 are being allocated to emergency
housing repairs, residential accessibility improvements, and housing rehab to address the goal to
maintain existing housing.

Actions planned to reduce lead-based paint hazards

It is recommended that city residents in housing units built prior to 1978 become familiar with the
dangers of lead-based paint and actions that can be taken to reduce hazards. Information is available
from the Salt Lake County Health Department at: www.slco.org/lead-safe-housing/learn-about-

lead. Construction and rehabilitation projects are required to comply with HUD regulations. The City
will monitor activities associated with construction and rehabilitation to ensure that HUD regulations are
met.

Actions planned to reduce the number of poverty-level families
One of the purposes of helping fund public services is to provide our residents opportunities to get

educated and receive the temporary assistance they need to break the cycle of poverty. By providing
CDBG funds to residents that need emergency assistance, we meet their immediate needs. By providing
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them with tools through counseling and education, they can get on the path of self-sufficiency.
Actions planned to develop institutional structure

The City is constantly striving to most effectively utilize the limited funds received to address needs
within the community. The City intends to seek more effective outreach methods to the public in order
to incorporate more community input. Additional training is also planned to increase awareness of the
CDBG program among City staff to better coordinate the goals of the Consolidated Plan with potential
projects, resources, and capacity of individual departments.

Actions planned to enhance coordination between public and private housing and social
service agencies

The CDBG Advisory Committee will continue to tour the facilities of funded public service agencies. City
staff will continue to increase the number of on-site monitoring visits and do so more regularly. The
CDBG Administrator will continue to serve on the HOME Consortium and coordinate with housing
providers, public service providers, and other government entities.

Discussion
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Program Specific Requirements
AP-90 Program Specific Requirements - 91.420, 91.220(1)(1,2,4)

Introduction

The City operates a fairly simple program, largely due to the amount of funds received. The City does
not have any programs with program income.

Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG)
Reference 24 CFR 91.220(1)(1)
Projects planned with all CDBG funds expected to be available during the year are identified in the
Projects Table. The following identifies program income that is available for use that is included in
projects to be carried out.

1. The total amount of program income that will have been received before the start of the next

program year and that has not yet been reprogrammed 0
2. The amount of proceeds from section 108 loan guarantees that will be used during the year to

address the priority needs and specific objectives identified in the grantee's strategic plan. 0
3. The amount of surplus funds from urban renewal settlements 0
4. The amount of any grant funds returned to the line of credit for which the planned use has not

been included in a prior statement or plan 0
5. The amount of income from float-funded activities 0
Total Program Income: 0

Other CDBG Requirements

1. The amount of urgent need activities 0

2. The estimated percentage of CDBG funds that will be used for activities that

benefit persons of low and moderate income. Overall Benefit - A consecutive

period of one, two or three years may be used to determine that a minimum

overall benefit of 70% of CDBG funds is used to benefit persons of low and

moderate income. Specify the years covered that include this Annual Action Plan. 100.00%
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Discussion

Sandy City will use a one-year benefit for the 2025 Program Year, and anticipates using 100% of the
funds programmed with the 2025 action plan to benefit persons of low and moderate persons.
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Grantee Unique Attachments

Documents Included:

e Goals, Projects, and Activities Table

e Income Limits

e Eligible Low and Moderate Income Areas Map

o Needs Analysis Public Hearing Notice

e Needs Analysis Public Hearing-Meeting Minutes (9/18/2024)
e City Council Notice

e City Council Public Hearing-Meeting Minutes (4/22/2025)
e City Council Decision-Meeting Minutes (4/29/2025)

e Resolution

e (Citizen Participation and Stakeholder Consultation Report
e Housing Market Analysis



GOALS, PROJECTS, AND ACTIVITIES
Program Years 2025-2029

CATEGORY (PROJECTS ALLOCATION ($) BENEFICIARIES UNIT OF MEASUREMENT
Goals Activities ConPlan 5| ConPlan | 54555 |ConPlan 51 ConPlan | 50,5 | Goal Indicator
Yr Yr Aver. Yr Yr Aver.
PLANNING AND ADMINISTRATION $ 310,000 $ 62,000 $ 61,174
Administration-Salary $ 47,627
Administration (non-salary) $ 13,547
PUBLIC SERVICES $ 240,000 $ 48,000 $ 48,750 1,500 300 287 People
Support Life Sustaining and Well-Being Services $ 120,000 $ 24,000 $ 27,083 500 100 95 Public Service other than Housing
Life Sustaining and Well-Being | $ 27,083 95 |People
South Valley Services - Domestic Violence Victim Services $ 8,125 81 People
Senior Charity Care - Senior Care $ 5,416 14 People
Sandy Club-Youth Services $ 8,125 52 | People
Legal Aid-Domestic Violence Victim Assistance $ 5417 94 People
Minimize Impacts and Occurrence of Homelessness $ 120,000 $ 24,000 $ 21,667 1,000 200 192 Homeless Person Overnight Shelter
Homeless Shelter and Services $ 21,667 192 |People
Road Home - Homeless Shelter Operations $ 13,542 189 People
Inn Between - Hospice for the Homeless $ 8,125 3 People
HOUSING $ 800,000 $ 160,000 $ 242,145 150 30 25 Housing Units
Improve housing stability $ 800,000 $ 160,000 $ 242,145 150 30 25 Homeowner Housing Rehabilitated
Rehab, Repair, and Accessibility $ 242,145 25 |Housing Units
Habitat for Humanity-Housing Rehab $ 142,145 14 | Housing Units
ASSIST - Emergency Home Repair & Access. Improve. $ 100,000 25 Housing Units
PUBLIC FACILITIES $ 25000 $ 5,000 $ - 25 5 - People
Support safe and accessible public facilities $ 25,000 $ 5,000 $ - 25 5 - Public Facility other than Housing
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT $ 250,000 $ 50,000 $ - 1,000 200 - People
Promote Viable Neighborhoods $ 250,000 $ 50,000 $ - 1,000 200 - Public Facility other than Housing




FY 2025 Income Limits Summary (Salt Lake City, UT HUD Metro FMR Area)

Median Family Income: $122,700

Income Category 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Extremely Low 25,800 29,450 33,150 | 36,800 39,750 43,150 | 48,650 54,150
(30%) Income ($)
Very Low (50%) 42,950 | 49,100 55,250 | 61,350 66,300 71,200 | 76,100 81,000
Income ($)
Low (80%) Income | 68,750 78,550 88,350 | 98,150 | 106,050 | 113,900 | 121,750 | 129,600
($)

(Source: https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/il/il2025/2025summary.odn, 4/17/2025)
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Public Notice
Sandy City Public Hearing and Public Comment Period
2023 Consolidated Annual Performance Evaluation Report and
Preparation for the 2025-2029 Consolidated Plan and 2025 Annual Action Plan
Community Development Block Grant

Notice is hereby given of a public hearing to be held before the Sandy City CDBG Citizens Advisory
Committee on Wed., Sept. 18, 2024 at approximately 5:00 p.m. The Committee will review and
receive comments regarding the 2023 Consolidated Annual Performance Evaluation Report (2023
CAPER) and community needs to be considered in preparation of the 2025-2029 Consolidated Plan and
2025 Annual Action Plan. The meeting will be conducted both in-person, in conference room #220 at City
Hall (10000 S. Centennial Parkway), and via Zoom Webinar. To access the Zoom Webinar, see the
webinar information below.

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds are primarily used to benefit low and moderate
income households and persons through housing, public facility, infrastructure, and public service
projects. The 2023 CAPER is a year-end report of the expenditures and accomplishments of the City’s
CDBG funds for the 2023 program year (7/1/2023-6/30/2024). The draft 2023 CAPER will be available
for review from Sept. 1, 2024 through Sept. 17, 2024 on the City’s website
(https://sandy.utah.gov/736/Community-Development-Block-Grant-CDBG), by request, and by hard copy
at City Hall. The City is also beginning to prepare a new Consolidated Plan (2025-2029) and an Annual
Action Plan for the 2025 program year (7/1/2024-6/30/2025). The City anticipates that it will receive
approximately $350,000 in CDBG funds during program year 2025 and $1,750,000 during the period of
the 2025-2029 Consolidated Plan. Funding request applications for proposed projects in the 2025
program year will be available on the City’s website. A pre-application must be submitted before Dec. 16,
2024 and the full application must be submitted before Jan. 13, 2025. The application will be available on
the City’s website at https://sandy.utah.gov/736/Community-Development-Block-Grant-CDBG.

Utah Executive Order 2020-5 allows a public body to hold an electronic meeting, to “provide a means by
which interested persons and the public may remotely hear or observe, live, by audio or video
transmission the open portions of the meeting.”

Attendees participating via Zoom Webinar may access the meeting through the link below (Option 1) or
by phone (Option 2). Attendees wishing to comment during the meeting must use Option 1 and have a
microphone connected to their device (smart phone, laptop, desktop, etc.). Option 2 is for listening only.
All interested parties are invited to attend. The City will provide reasonable accommodations, including
necessary interpretation, for all timely requests. For requests, comments, questions, and submittals,
contact Jake Warner in the Sandy City Community Development Department at (801) 568-7262 or
jwarner@sandy.utah.gov. The hearing impaired may call 7-1-1.

How to join the electronic meeting:
Option 1 — To join on any internet-connected device:
¢ Go to www.zoom.us
Click on “Join a Meeting”, in the top right-hand corner.
Enter the Webinar ID (830 2532 3863) and the Password (102400).
Register by providing your name and email.
Select “Join Meeting in Progress” and then select “Open Meeting.”
e To make a comment: Select “Raise A Hand” in either the toolbar or the participant window.
Option 2 - To join by phone (to listen only):
e Dial: +1 253 215 8782 or +1 346 248 7799 or +1 669 900 6833 or +1 689 278 1000
e Enter the Webinar ID (830 2532 3863) and the Password (102400).



http://www.zoom.us/

CDBG Committee Meeting Minutes
September 18, 2024

Staff Present: Jake Warner (Long Range Planning Manager), Sarah Stringham (Planner)

Members Present: Joel Frost (Vice Chair), Pat Casaday, Wade Greenwood, Wendy Davis, Rebekah
Cowdell, Alison Stroud (Councilwoman)

Review of Previous Minutes: The minutes for the May 15th meeting were reviewed and no revisions
were requested.

Program Year Updates: Jake Warner went through the activity tracker. There is about $500,000 and total
funding is now at 148%. Jake is expecting another large invoice for the Main Street Park. All of the CARES
money has been spent. The oldest money is from 2022 for Main Street Park. Neighborworks is still working
to spend last year’s money. The Road Home still needs to spend money on the home rehab. The grant
agreement for 2024-2025 was received last week. The grant amount for the 2024-2025 program year is
$331,965. Including carryover funds, there is $337,972.76.

Regular Business: Don Gerdy the previous chair passed away over the summer. He served on the CDBG
committee for 34 years. Greg Wilson and Megan Johnson have resigned from the committee.
Nominations for a new chair and vice chair is needed. Wendy Davis was nominated as the new chair. Pat
Casady was nominated as the new vice-chair. Both nominations were approved unanimously by the
Committee members. The City Council has three regular appointees, and the mayor has one regular and
one alternate appointee.

Sandy City will be starting a new five-year consolidated plan. The county has a consultant that does a
large part of the consolidated plan. Sandy will need to identify its specific goals for the plan. The county
will not be using Zoom Grants anymore. Sandy will be using Zoom Grants this year but will need to
explore options for the coming years.

Jake provided a summary review of the 2023-2024 CAPER. He explained that the draft document has
been available for public comment and will need to be submitted by the end of September. He
explained that we need to hold a public hearing to allow the public to comment on the CAPER and that
the Committee also needs to hold a public hearing to allow input on community needs as the
Committee starts to prepare for the 2025-2026 program year. Wendy Davis opened the public hearings.
Carin Crowe (attending in-person) from Habitat for Humanity spoke about the increasing work of that
organization in the community. Chris Dammert from Senior Charity Care spoke about being new to his
position but looking forward to an ongoing relationship with the City. A letter from The Road Home and
several letters about funding childcare opportunities were provided to the committee prior to the
meeting. Three other people attended the meeting virtually, but did not speak during the public hearing.

Staff Items: Staff will start organizing monitoring visits.

Next meeting is on October 16,



SANDY CITY
NOTICE OF COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARING
2025-2029 CONSOLIDATED PLAN AND PY2025 CDBG ANNUAL ACTION PLAN

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that drafts of the 2025-2029 Consolidated Plan and the PY2025 Annual Action
Plan (AAP) for the use of Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds will be available for public
review and comment from April 18, 2025 through May 19, 2025. On April 22, 2025, at or after 5:15 pm,
the Sandy City Council will hold a public hearing to review and allow comment regarding the draft
documents. A public meeting will also be held on April 29, 2025 by the City Council to consider approval
of the 2025-2029 Consolidated Plan and PY2025 Annual Action Plan.

The April 22" and April 29%" Sandy City Council meetings will both be conducted in-person, in the Sandy
City Council Chambers at City Hall, and via Zoom Webinar. Residents may attend and participate in the
meeting either in-person or via the webinar link. The webinar link can be found in the meeting agenda,
which will be published at least 24 hours prior to the beginning of the meeting and can be found at
https://sandyutah.legistar.com/Calendar.aspx.

Public comment will be taken during the public hearing on April 22™. If any member of the public is
unable to attend or participate in the meeting, that person may e-mail the City Council Executive
Director at dfratto@sandy.utah.gov by 3:00 PM on April 22, 2025 to have those comments distributed
to the City Council and have them included in the record. Alternatively, written comments may be sent
to the City Council by emailing CitizenComment@sandy.utah.gov.

CDBG funds are distributed to the City by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD). While the actual annual grant amount has not yet been released, it is expected that the City will
receive approximately $325,000 in CDBG funds for the 2025 program year (7/1/2025-6/30/2026) and
approximately $1,625,000 during the term of the 2025-2029 Consolidated Plan. The primary purpose of
CDBG funds is to benefit low to moderate income residents of Sandy City. It is expected that 15% of the
grant amount will be allocated for public services (i.e. homeless services and shelter, domestic violence
victim services, senior care, youth programs, etc.), 20% for eligible administrative expenses, and the
majority of the funding (approximately 65%) for housing rehabilitation, accessibility improvements, and
public facility improvements.

Copies of the draft 2025-2029 Consolidated Plan and PY2025 Annual Action Plan will be available for
public review and comment on the City’s website (https://sandy.utah.gov/736/Community-
Development-Block-Grant-CDBG), by hard copy at the Community Development Department at City
Hall, and by request. To provide comments outside of the public hearing, ask questions, or request

translation services, please contact Jake Warner at jwarner@sandy.utah.gov or 801-568-7262. The
hearing impaired may call 7-1-1.
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APPENDIX.
Survey Findings

Salt Lake County and the Urban County and HOME Consortium jurisdictions conducted an
online resident housing survey to identify housing, community, and economic
development needs in the county and to develop five-year goals and strategies to address
needs. The survey was available between July 1, 2024 and August 16, 2024 in English and
Spanish.

County staff led survey outreach and promotion efforts by distributing information about
the survey and the survey link to their community partners.
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Salt Lake County

seeks resident input to inform housing and community planning

TAKE THIS SURVEY
REALIZA ESTA ENCUESTA

and share about your experiences with housing, jobs, and community
needs in Salt Lake County!
y comparte sobre viviendo, empleos, transporte y necesidades del condado de
Salt Lake County.

YOUR PARTICIPATION WILL MAKE A DIFFERENCE!
iTU PARTICIPACION MARCARA LA DIFERENCIA!

ENTERTO
WIN $100!

iPARTICIPA EN UN SORTEO
PARA GANAR $100!

English: 8
Espafiol: omr/SaltlakeC 202471a0ge5
Need assistance with the survey or an alternative Si tienes alguna discapacidad y te gustaria pedir
format? Contact Root Policy Research by email ayuda o utilizar un formato diferente, por favor
(hello@rootpolicy.com) or phone 570-880-1415, comunicate con Root Policy Research a

hello@rootpolicy.com o al 970-880-1415 ext. 105,
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Respondent Profile

Survey sample. A total of 1,467 residents participated in Salt Lake County’s housing
survey to inform the County’s Consolidated Plan and Fair Housing Analysis—including 114
Sandy residents; 234 South Jordan residents; 45 Taylorsville residents; 28 West Jordan
residents; 45 West Valley City residents; and 1,001 residents living in other areas of the
county (including the unincorporated county).

Figure A-2 illustrates the key characteristics of survey respondents by jurisdiction and for
Salt Lake County overall. As shown in the figure, residents are more likely to identify as
non-Hispanic White (79%), have incomes above $100,000/year (46%), and own their homes
(73%).

Around half (49%) have children (<18 years) living in their households—7% of which are
single parents. Low income households (<$50,000/year) comprised 24% of the total survey
sample; and 10% of respondents identified as Hispanic or Latino.
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Figure A-2. " . :
Resident Survey umber ercen

Respondent Profile Total Survey Responses 1,467 100%
Race and Ethnicity
Note:
n=1,467. Hispanicor Latino 120 10%
Not all percentages may equal Asian or Pacific Islander 62 5%
100 Other Minority 73 6%
Source: Non-Hispanic White 973 79%
Root Policy Research from the Age
2024 Salt Lake County Resident
Housing Survey. Under 35 years 290 24%
35to 54 years 657 55%
Over 55 years 241 20%
Income
Below $25,000 165 13%
$25,000 up to $50,000 137 11%
$50,000 up to $100,000 370 30%
Above $100,000 570 46%
Tenure
Homeowner 1,039 73%
Renter 276 19%
Precariously Housed 60 4%
Mobile Home 42 3%
Household Characteristics
Disability 446 30%
With children 720 49%
Single parent 96 7%
Large household (5+ people) 270 18%

Current and Future Housing Choice

Current housing situation. Residents who participated in the survey are more
likely to be living in single family detached homes. Almost three quarters (71%) of the total
survey sample said that they currently lived in a single family detached unit followed by
15% in single family attached units and 10% in a condo or apartment. Only 4% currently
live in an accessory dwelling unit (ADU) (Figure A-3).

RooT PoLicy RESEARCH SURVEY FINDINGS, PAGE 3



Figure A-3. ) .
What type of housing Single family (detached) _ 71%

do you live in?
y Single family (attached) . 15%

Note: n=1,408.
Condo or apartment . 10%

Source: Root Policy Research from the
2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing
Survey.

Accessory dwelling unit l 4%

The findings shown in the figure above are in line with Salt Lake County's local housing
supply, which is largely comprised of single family homes, as demonstrated by the housing
market analyses conducted for the County’s Consolidated Plan and Fair Housing Analysis
(see Section Ill). Itis also in line with ownership trends in the County and the large share of
homeowners who responded to the survey.

Twelve percent (12%) of residents who participated in the County’s housing survey
currently live in some type of publicly assisted or deed-restricted housing. Most residents
with public assistance indicated that they receive rental assistance (21%), have a Section
8/Housing Choice voucher (20%), some other type of housing voucher (10%), and/or live in
public housing or project-based Section 8 housing (9%) (Figure A-4).
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Figure A-4.
What type of publicly assisted/deed-restricted housing do you live in?

I receive rental assistance 21%
I have a Section 8/housing choice voucher 20%
I have another type of housing voucher 10%
I live in public housing or Section 8 housing 9%
The sale of my home is restricted 7%
| get assistance to make my mortgage payments
I live in a permanent supportive housing unit
| received down payment assistance

My rent is income-based

.“Q

=
CEYEYEY
SEAXEX

None of the above eI/

Other type of housing | 1

X

Note: n=177.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.

Desire to find housing elsewhere. Almost half (47%) residents have considered
leaving Salt Lake County to find housing in a different state or county. This compares to
45% who have not considered leaving Salt Lake County and 8% who are unsure if they have
considered leaving to find housing in a different state or county (Figure A-5).

Figure A-5.

I am unsure if | have
Have you considered leaving
considered Salt Lake County.

leaving Salt \/
8% '

Lake County to
find housing in a
different state No, | have not

idered
or county? cons
y leaving Salt Lake

Countyto find

Yes, | have
considered
leaving Salt Lake
County to find

Note: housing in a housingin a
n=1,411. ) & different state or
different state or
county.
county.
Source:

Root Policy Research from
the 2024 Salt Lake County
Resident Housing Survey.

High housing costs have caused many residents to consider leaving Salt Lake County to
find housing in a different state or county: 34% said that they have considered leaving the
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county because they cannot afford to live there while 29% cannot find an affordable home
to buy (Figure A-6).

Other reasons include preferring a more rural environment (27%), the housing they can
afford is too small and/or lower quality (25%), it is not important to live in the county (18%),
and/or they have family or community outside of Salt Lake County (18%).

Figure A-6.
What are the reasons you have considered leaving?

I can't afford to live in Salt Lake County 34%
I can't find an affordable home to buy 29%
| prefer a more rural environment 27%
Other reasons 27%
Housing | can afford is too small and/or lower quality 25%
It's not important to me to live in Salt Lake County 18%
I have family or community outside of Salt Lake County 18%
Housing | can afford is located in unsafe areas %
I can't find an affordable apartment to rent 13%
I can't find a house or apartment | like 12%

To accommodate the commute of a household member

I\oJ

53
=
[e)]

| prefer a more urban environment &}

Note: n=651.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.

It is important to note that residents are far more likely to consider finding housing
elsewhere due to the affordability of housing (including what the type and quality of
housing for the price) than they are to consider leaving because they cannot find a housing
or apartment they like.

For example, only 12% said that they have considered leaving Salt Lake County because
they cannot find a house or apartment that they like. This compares to residents who
cannot find an affordable home to buy (29%), can afford housing that is too small/lower
quality (25%), and/or those who can only afford housing in unsafe areas (16%).

These findings could mean that barriers to fair housing choice in Salt Lake County are more
often related to the affordability and quality of housing rather than household’s ability to
access the housing the type of housing they like and prefer.
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Housing Challenges in Salt Lake County

Housing challenges. Over half (56%) residents in Salt Lake County said that they
experience challenges in their current housing situation compared to 44% who indicated
that they do not experience challenges in their current housing situation (Figure A-7).

Figure A-7.
Share of m | face challenges in my
Respondents With current housing situation

Housing Challenges

B | do not face any
challenges in my current
housing situation

Note:
n=1,337.

Source:
Root Policy Research from the 2024
Salt Lake County Resident Housing
Survey.

Of respondents who indicated that they experience one or more of the housing challenges
listed by the survey, 30% have trouble affording their property taxes and 29% have trouble
affording their utilities. Residents also indicated that they struggle to afford their mortgage
payment (23%) and/or rent (19%) (Figure A-8).

Residents were less likely to report that they feel unsafe in their housing due because of
other people in their building, that they feel unsafe in their housing because of its location,
and/or that their landlord will not let their kids play outside or in the building.
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Figure A-8.

Do you face any of the following challenges in your current housing

situation?

I have trouble affording property taxes

I have trouble affording utilities

I have trouble affording my mortgage payment

I have trouble affording my rent

| face other challenges

I can't get a loan on a home to buy

| keep applying for housing and never get selected

My home that | own is too small for my family

My HOA won't approve changes to my home or property
I'd like to have family move in but my landlord won't let me
I can't afford a security deposit for rental housing

I can't sell my house because it is appraised too low

My rental unit is too small for my family

I don't feel safe because of the people in my neighborhood
I can't afford to pay the fees for rental applications

I don't feel safe because of people in my building

I don't feel safe because of its location

My landlord won't let my kids play outside/in the building

Note:

30%
29%
23%
19%
16%
14%

12%

%

X

10%

9%
9%
9%
9%

6%
6%
4%

II\Q‘
8

n= 748; percentages show the share of respondents who indicated that they experience one or more housing challenges

only—respondents who said they face no challenges were excluded from the analysis.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.

Residents offered additional insight through open-end responses. Many residents cited
challenges related to their children being unable to live on their own due to high housing
costs/prices, lack of housing options in the county, high interest rates, and challenges with

housing maintenance. Examples are highlighted below.

= “My adult kids live with me because they cannot afford rent for a single person.”

= “My grandkids cannot afford rent. My granddaughter has two kids and she’s paying
$1,100 per month for a one-bedroom apartment. Her kids have the bedroom and she
sleeps in the living room. My grandson needs help with groceries because his rent
takes most of his earnings and my other grandson sleeps in his car because of rent
costs. Rental costs have gotten ridiculous over the last 2-3 years.”

= “We would love to downsize but because of housing prices and interest rates, for what
we could get for our home, we can't afford a different/smaller home!”

RooT PoLicy RESEARCH
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= “I would like to make a life change where | live and stay in Dandy but | cannot afford it.”

= “| cannot afford the maintenance on my aging home—I'm struggling to keep up and
now have to let things go.”

Figures A-9 through A-12 show the top housing challenges reported by residents in Salt
Lake County by socioeconomic characteristics. The figures show the top five housing
challenges selected by each resident group; percentages reflect the share of respondents
who indicated they experience one or more housing challenges.
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Affording housing costs such as rent and mortgage payments is a challenge for all racial and ethnic groups. Utility costs are also a
challenge for respondents regardless of race and ethnicity, specifically for those identifying as Asian or Pacific Islander (44%).
Hispanic or Latino residents were more likely to report that they cannot get a loan on a home to buy (19%) and/or that their rental
unit is too small for their family (15%). Other minority groups said that they would like to have their family move in with them but
their landlord will not let them (25%) and almost one in five (17%) live in a rental unit that is too small for their family (Figure A-9).

Property taxes are a greater affordability challenge for those identifying as Asian or Pacific Islander (32%) and non-Hispanic White
(29%), which could be driven by higher homeownership rates among these groups.

Figure A-9.
Top Housing Challenges by Race and Ethnicity

W Hispanic or Latino B Asian or Pacific Islander | Other Minority Non-Hispanic White
44%
279%29% 9 27% - 29‘y 9

230 239 [ 25% 220 2195 23% 25%

18% 20% 19% 6% 15 17%

I I I I “= III 012%I 11%1”’ B
| have trouble | have trouble |have trouble Ican'tgetaloan |have trouble Myrentalunitis I'dlike tohave
affording rent affording utilities affording on a home affording my too small family move in

property taxes mortgage but my landlord
won't let me
Note: n=623.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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Households with lower incomes have the most trouble affording their housing costs, most notably those earning between $25,000
and $50,000 per year. Around two in five (42%) have trouble affording their utilities and 37% have trouble affording their property
taxes. Affording rent is also a challenge for these households (28%) and for households with the lowest incomes (<$25,000/year)
with 23% indicating that they have trouble affording their rent (Figure A-10).

Households with the lowest incomes (<$25,000/year) also indicated that they have challenges entering housing with 21% saying that
they keep applying for rental housing and never get selected. Low income respondents also reported challenges entering rental
housing such as affording the security deposit.

Figure A-10.
Top Housing Challenges by Income

M Below $25,000 W $25,000 to $50,000 $50,000 to $100,000 Above $100,000

42%
37%

0
27% 28% 28% 30%31% -
23%23% 21% 0 24% 239>
18% 0 20% 19% (8%
12% 16% 149 13% 16%
o » I

I have trouble | have trouble |keep applying |have trouble |have trouble Ican'tafforda Ican'tgetaloan

=

affording affording rent  for housing & affording affording my security deposit on a home
utilities never get property taxes mortgage
selected
Note: n=636.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.

RooT PoLicy RESEARCH SURVEY FINDINGS, PAGE 11



Affording housing costs is a challenge for all households in Salt Lake County. Almost half (46%) households with disabilities have
trouble affording their utilities and 43% have trouble affording property taxes. Renters with extremely low income (<$25,000) have
trouble affording their rent (33%) and are more likely to be living in rental units that are too small for their family (27%). These

renters also reported challenges related to accessing housing—24% reported that they keep applying for rental housing but never
get selected (Figure A-11).

Around a quarter (24%) households with disabilities would like to have family move in with them but their landlord will not let them.
These findings are particularly important as these households may require in-home care and additional family support. (19% of
renters with incomes below $25,000 also reported this challenge).

Figure A-T.
Top Housing Challenges by Household Characteristics

MW Single Parent W With a Disability m Renter <$25,000 Older Adult (55+)
9 48%
419627 43% )
35% 35% 9
32% 33%
25% 26% 28% 24‘y 2% 5195 24% 27% 24%
0,
16% 16% 13 % 19% .
0% 0%

| have trouble | have trouble | have trouble |have trouble |keep applying My rental unitis I'd like to have

affording utilities affording affording my affording rent  for housing & too small family move in

property taxes mortgage never get but my landlord

selected won't let me
Note: n=474.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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Housing challenges vary by tenure though this is largely driven by the different factors that play into their respective housing
situations including monthly housing costs, type of housing unit they live in, and their plans for housing (e.g., desire to transition to
homeownership, applying for rental housing, etc.). As shown in Figure A-12 below, for example, almost half (45%) renters in the
county have trouble affording their rent while 44% of homeowners in the county have trouble affording their property taxes.
Precariously housed residents were more likely to report that they had trouble affording their utilities (36%) and/or affording a
security deposit (34%).

Over a quarter (27%) renters currently live in a rental unit that is too small for their family and 25% reported that they cannot get a
loan on a home to buy. Accessing home loans is also a challenge for precariously housed residents with around one third (32%)
saying that they cannot get a loan to buy a home in Salt Lake County (Figure A-12).

Figure A-12.
Top Housing Challenges by Tenure

M Renter WM Homeowner [ Precariously Housed Mobile Home

45% 44%

36%
30% ’ 32% 34% 33%
27% 26% B 25% P |
s 19% 19% L 19% | 20%
- [ o 1 6% 14%
1% U 11% |l R
6% ‘ b 5% | ©7
o% : 0% mm 2% | i 1%

| have trouble My rental unitis |have trouble Ican'tgetaloan Ican'tafforda |have trouble |have trouble

affording rent too small affording on a home  security deposit affording affording my
utilities property taxes mortgage

Note: n=680.
Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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Overcrowding. Eleven percent (11%) of residents who responded to the survey
currently live in a household where someone has to sleep in an area not meant for
sleeping (floor, couch, or other structure on the property) because there is not enough
space for them in their housing unit.

Respondents who reported living in overcrowded households varies dramatically by
demographics and socioeconomic characteristics. As shown in Figure A-13 below, residents
in mobile homes (64%), other minority groups (54%), residents earning below $25,000
(40%), and single parents (34%) reported experiencing overcrowded household conditions
at a higher rate than other resident groups.

Figure A-13.
All Residents [FEIT

Overcrowded
Households by Race/Ethnicity
Respondent Hispanic or Latino
Characteristics Asian or Pacific Islander
Other Minory
n=144. Non-Hispanic White [l 6%
Income
Source:
Root Policy Research from Below $25,000
the 2024 Salt Lake County
Resident Housing Survey. $25,000 up to $50,000
$50,000 up to $100,000 12%
Above $100,000 || 2%
Tenure

Homeowner I 3%
Renter 24%
Precariously Housed 26%
. L. Mobile Home 9
HH Characteristics Sne
Single Parent 34%
With a Disability 20%
Renter <$25,000 34%
Older Adult (55+) [JJj 5%

Housing condition. When asked to rate the condition of their current home or
apartment, 10% of overall survey respondents rated their unit's condition as “fair” or “poor”
though this varies by the area in which residents live and by respondent characteristics. As
shown in Figure A-14 below, the resident groups that were most likely to rate their current
housing unit in “fair” or “poor” condition included mobile home residents (33%), Asian or
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Pacific Islander residents (26%), residents with incomes below $25,000/year (25%), and
renters with extremely low incomes (25%).

Findings concerning the condition of mobile home residents’ housing unit are particularly
important for the County's planning efforts as staff could target manufactured housing and
mobile home communities for housing rehabilitation programs and housing repair
assistance and support.

Figure A-14.

% “Fair” or “Poor” All Residents -
by Characteristics ~ Race/Ethnicity
Hispanic or Latino | EEEN
Note:
140 Asian or Pacific Islander [ NEIIGIEZS
other Minority || EGEES
source: Non-Hispanic White 8%
Root Policy Research from the
a024 lSaItSLake County Resident Income
Below $25,000 NPT
$25,000 up to $50,000 [NEA
$50,000 up to $100,000
Above $100,000 [ 2%
Tenure
Homeowner
Renter

Precariously Housed
Mobile Home
HH Characteristics
With a Disability
Single Parent
HH With Children
Renter <$25,000
Older Adult (55+)

s

The majority of residents that rated the condition of their housing unit as “fair” or “poor”
reported that they need repairs made to their home or apartment with 89% indicating that
they (as the homeowner) or their landlord have not yet made the repairs they need to
improve the condition of their housing.

When asked which repairs were most important, residents prioritized improvements
including weatherization (34%), kitchen appliances (31%), broken or cracked windows
(24%), leaking/bad roof (24%), water system (23%), and/or interior wall/ceiling (23%)
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repairs. Residents also indicated a need for cooling system improvements and electrical

wiring at 20% (Figure A-15).

Only 4% indicated that the most important improvement they need to have made to their
home or apartment is the removal of lead paint. While these findings suggest that the local
housing stock promotes healthy living (especially for children in Salt Lake County), it is
important to highlight the comparatively large share of residents in need of mold/mildew

removal (17%).

Figure A-15.
What are the
improvements
you need to
have made?

Note:
n=127.

Source:

Root Policy Research from
the 2024 Salt Lake County
Resident Housing Survey.

Weatherization

Kitchen appliances

Broken or cracked windows
Leaking/bad roof

Water system (well or plumbing)
Interior walls or ceilings
Cooling system

Electrical wiring
Foundation or structure
Bathroom plumbing
Heating system improved
Get rid of mold/mildew

34%
31%

N

4%
23%
23%

20%

0%

17%

-

Water system (no source of clean water) 15%

Sidewalk and/or driveway 14%

14%
12%

Lacking flooring/have missing flooring

III% =1-
> c\g\QN
&l E

N

3

=

Bed bugs/rodent infestation

11

Kitchen plumbing

Sewer system (septic or plumbing)
Other improvements
Accessibility/handicapped improvements
Have no source of heat/need heating system
Sewer system (no source of waste removal)
Removal of lead paint

The costs associated with making home repairs is a barrier for many residents living in
housing units of fair or poor condition. One third (32%) residents in need of repairs
reported that they have not yet been made because they cannot afford to make them
while 23% said that they are saving up to make the repairs (Figure A-16).

Repairs have also been put off because landlords refuse to make the repairs, they tried to
get a loan to pay for the repairs but were denied, they have not had the time to make the
repairs themselves, and/or they are afraid that if they request repairs, they will be evicted
or their rent will be increased.
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Figure A-16.
What is the main reason the repairs haven’t been made yet?

canttaford ic - | -
Saving up for repairs _ 23%

Landlord refuses to make the repairs - 9%

Tried to get a loan to make repairs and was denied - 8%

Haven't had time to do it myself 7%

I'm afraid | will be evicted or rent will increase if | request repairs - 7%
Applied for assistance from Utah or the County and was denied - 5%
Can't find someone to hire to make the repairs . 3%
Other reason . 3%

Not sure who is responsible to make the repairs I 2%

Note: n=121.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.

Accessibility needs. One third (30%) of total residents who participated in Salt Lake
County's housing survey have some type of disability. The most common type of disability
among survey respondents were mental disabilities (27%) followed by medical disabilities
(22%) and physical disabilities (20%).

Of those with a disability or those living with a household member who has a disability,
14% currently live in a home or apartment that does not meet their accessibility needs. This
compares to 78% living in a home or apartment that meets their household’s accessibility
needs and 8% without accessibility needs (Figure A-17).
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Figure A-17.
Does your home or
apartment meet

N/A, my household
does not have
accessibility needs.

your accessibility _\/
2
needs? No, my current
e home or 8% Yes, my current
' apartment home or
n=453.
does not meet < apartment
' my or my meets my or my
source: household household
Root Policy Research from the member's ,
2024 Salt Lake County Resident L member's
Housing Survey. accessibility accessibility
needs. needs.

When asked what improvements or modifications they needed to better meet their
household needs, 35% said that they needed grab bars installed in the bathroom while
32% need stair lifts and/or ramps installed in their homes.

Other improvements that are needed by residents living in housing units that do not meet
their accessibility needs include reserved accessible parking spots (24%), other
improvements (21%), and wider doorways (19%) (Figure A-18).

Figure A-18.

What
improvements are
needed to better
meet your
household’s needs?

Grab bars in the bathroom 35%

Stair lifts 32%

Ramps 32%

Reserved accessible parking spot 24%

Other improvements 21%

Wider doorways 19%

Note:
n=63. Lower kitchen/bathroom counters

Accessible fire alarm/doorbell

Source: Affordable home care/health services

Root Policy Research from the
2024 Salt Lake County Resident
Housing Survey.

N N N
9 HE
=l B B

Service/emotional support animal 1%

Displacement. In the past five years, 14% of residents who participated in the survey
have had to move out of a home or apartment in Salt Lake County when they did not want
to. Experience with displacement varies by demographics and other socioeconomic
characteristics with minority residents (55%), residents with incomes below $25,000 (49%),
single parents (45%), and precariously housed persons (44%) reporting disproportionately
high levels of displacement (Figure A-19).
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Figure A-19.
Experience
With
Displacement
by Respondent
Characteristics

Note:
n=192.

Source:

Root Policy Research from
the 2024 Salt Lake County
Resident Housing Survey.

Race/Ethnicity

Income

Tenure

All Residents

Hispanic or Latino
Asian or Pacific Islander
Other Minority
Non-Hispanic White

Below $25,000

$25,000 up to $50,000
$50,000 up to $100,000
Above $100,000

Homeowner
Renter
Precariously Housed

Mobile Home

HH Characteristics

Single Parent
With a Disability
Renter <$25,000

Older Adult (55+)

14%

24%

31%

22%

109
3%

B 3%

B

55%

49%

32%

28

%

44%
72%

45%

43%

Around a quarter (24%) had to move when they did not want to because their rent
increased more than they could pay while 18% moved because the costs of
homeownership (e.g., property taxes) become affordable.

Other top reasons for displacement include eviction due to non-payment of rent (17%),
home foreclosure (16%), unsafe living conditions (15%), and/or evicted because apartment
rules violation (14%) (Figure A-20).
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Figure A-20.
What were the reasons you had to move?

Rent increased more than | could pay

24%
Homeownership became unaffordable 18%
Evicted because | was behind on rent 17%
Home went into foreclosure 16%
Was living in unsafe conditions 15%
Evicted because apartment rules violation
Evicted for other reason 13%
Personal reasons
Lack of accessible features in the unit 13
Utilities increased more than | could pay 12%
Landlord sold home/apartment complex
Lost job/hours reduced 10%
Landlord moved back in 9%
Poor condition of property 9%
Health/medical reasons 9%
No longer felt welcome in my apartment 7%
Other reason 7%

Landlord refused to allow my service animal 5%

Can no longer live on my own 5%

Landlord refused to renew my lease 5%

Natural disaster 5%

R
=
=
X
-

w -

SEX IS

X

Landlord didn't want to rent to me because of my kids

Note: n=192.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.

Figures A-21 through A-23 on the following pages show the top reasons residents were
displaced in the past five years by demographics and socioeconomic characteristics. Note
that only the top five reasons for displacement are shown for each resident group.
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Asian or Pacific Islander residents in Salt Lake County reported that they had to move from a home or apartment when they did not
want to because they were evicted for being behind on rent (26%), lack of accessible features in the unit (21%), and/or because they
were living in unsafe living conditions (32%) at a much higher rate than other racial and ethnic groups (Figure A-21).

Other minority groups who experienced displacement in the past five years indicated that they had to move because the costs of
homeownership become unaffordable (27%), they were evicted for violating apartment rules (22%), and/or their home went into
foreclosure (20%). Homeownership costs and home foreclosures were also common reasons for Hispanic or Latino residents
experiencing displacement in the county with 22% indicating that they had to move for these reasons.

Figure A-21.
Reasons for Displacement by Race and Ethnicity

W Hispanic or Latino M Asian or Pacific Islander | Other Minority Non-Hispanic White
32%
27% 26% 26% 26%
22% 22% 9
21% o 20% 19% 21% 22%
14% 15% 14%

11% 12% 12 °7 N 12% 120 7 o
l I . . . . |
Homeownership Home wentinto Evicted because | Lack of accessible Was living in Evicted because
became foreclosure was behind on rent features unsafe conditions apartment rules

unaffordable violation

Note: n=163.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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One quarter (25%) residents with the lowest incomes (<$25,000/year) had to move from their home in Salt Lake County because
their home went into foreclosure while 18% had to move because their rent increased more than they could pay, the costs of
homeownership became unaffordable, and/or because they were evicted for violating apartment rules. Residents earning $25,000
to $50,000 per year were more likely to be displaced because their rent increased more than they could pay (43%). Households in
this income group were also more likely to report having to move because they were living in unsafe conditions (23%) and/or
because their utilities increased more than they could pay (17%) (Figure A-22).

It is important to note the large share of residents with the highest incomes (>$100,000/year) that reported having to move from
their apartment in the past five years because they were evicted for being behind on their rent (28%). These findings suggest that
rising rents and housing costs in the county are a challenge for all residents, regardless of household income.

Figure A-22.
Reasons for Displacement by Income

H Below $25,000 W $25,000 to $50,000 $50,000 to $100,000 Above $100,000

43%

28%
24% 23% ’ 23%

17% 18% g 1 696 18% y 17%  19% 14% W 1 6% 17%

25%

18%

. 11% 11% 0% 0% 12%
7% 5% 6% I 6% .I 305 6%
Home went into Rentincreased Homeownership Evicted because Evicted becausel Was livingin Utilities
foreclosure more than | became apartment rules was behind on unsafe increased more
could pay unaffordable violation rent conditions than | could pay

Note: n=168.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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Renters with the lowest incomes (<$25,000) reported experiencing displacement because their rent increased more than they could
pay (45%), they were evicted for being behind on rent (42%), they were living in unsafe conditions (39%), and/or because they were
evicted for another reason (39%). These renters also reported moving in the past five years because the costs of homeownership
became unaffordable—a challenge also faced by single parents (34%) in Salt Lake County (Figure A-23).

Almost half (47%) adults over 55 years had to move from their apartment because their rent increased more than they could pay
and 41% were evicted because they were behind on rent. These findings could be indicative of the income in which these
respondents tend to rely on (e.g., Social Security) to cover their housing costs, which is often fixed and below monthly rents.

Figure A-23.
Reasons for Displacement by Household Characteristics

W Single Parent W With a Disability ~ m Renter <$25,000 Older Adult (55+)

45% 47%
39% 39% 42% 41%
349 36% 36%

29%
23% 23% 24% 24%
21% 19% 19% 18% 1604 18% 1796 | 18%  qe0r 21 2
16% 16% 16&
- I II I. h Il lI -

Homeownership Rentincreased Evicted because Was living in Evicted for other Evicted because | Utilities increased

became more than | could apartment rules unsafe conditions reason was behind on more than I could
unaffordable pay violation rent pay
Note: n=189.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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Employment impacts. Residents who had to move from a home or apartment in Salt
Lake County in the past five years indicated the way in which their employment situations
were impacted by their move. Thirty-six percent (36%) of which had to change their job
after moving from their home or apartment while 14% lost their job after moving. (9% were
not employed at the time of the survey).

Employment impacts vary dramatically by demographics and other socioeconomic
characteristics, as shown in Figure A-24. The primary findings illustrated on the following
page are highlighted and summarized below.

m  Other minorities in Salt Lake County were affected the most financially after moving
from their home or apartment. One quarter (25%) said that they lost their job
following the move while 47% had to change jobs after moving. Residents with the
lowest incomes (<$25,000/year), single parents, and extremely low income renters also
had their employment situations disrupted after moving to a greater extent than other
resident groups.

= Many residents reported that they had to change jobs after moving from their home
or apartment. Mobile home residents (52%) were most likely to change their job after
moving followed by Hispanic residents (48%), other minorities (47%), extremely low
income renters (47%), households with a disability (46%), and single parents (45%),

m  Residents that were most likely to be unemployed at the time of their move were
Asian or Pacific Islander residents (21%), precariously housed persons (17%), and
Hispanic or Latino residents (15%).
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Figure A-24.

Employment Impacts by Respondent Characteristics

Total
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<$25,000
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Owner
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Prec. Housed
Mobile Home
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With a Disability
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Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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Residents who kept their jobs after moving indicated the extent to which their commute to
work was impacted. Around one in five (22%) reported that their commute to work was
longer after moving while 19% reported that their commute to work was about the same
(Figure A-25). Impacts on commute patterns also varies by socioeconomic characteristics
which could suggest that certain populations in Salt Lake County face disproportionate
barriers accessing public transportation options.

As shown in Figure A-25 below, resident groups that were more likely to have a longer
commute after moving were mobile home residents (33%), non-Hispanic White residents
(29%), and precariously housed residents (26%), residents with incomes above $50,000
(25%), and residents earning between $25,000 and $50,000 per year (24%).

Conversely, homeowners were least likely to report that their commute was impacted by
the move with almost two in five (39%) saying that their commute is about the same as it
was before they had to move from their home or apartment.

Figure A-25.
Commute Impacts by Characteristics

My commute is longer

My commute is the same

Total Total
Hispanic Hispanic
Asian Asian
Minority Minority
NH White NH White
<$25,000 <$25,000
$25,000-$50,000 $25,000-$50,000
$50,000+ $50,000+
Owner Owner
Renter Renter
Prec. Housed Prec. Housed
Mobile Home Mobile Home [JJJ 3%
Single Parent Single Parent
With a Disability With a Disability
Renter <$25,000 Renter <$25,000

Note:

n=188; certain resident groups were excluded due to small sample sizes (n= <20).

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.

Education impacts. Displacement can negatively impact children and youth's
educational outcomes and school performance which has a direct effect on long-term
economic mobility and job opportunities. Of total residents who had to move from their
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home or apartment in Salt Lake County, over half (55%) have school-aged children that had
to change schools as a result of the move. This compares to 21% who moved but did not
change schools and 13% who do not have school-aged children.

Figure A-26 illustrates the way in which displaced children’s education was impacted by
demographics and other socioeconomic characteristics.

Compared to overall residents, the groups that were more likely to report that their
children had to change schools after moving were Hispanic or Latino residents (71%), other
minority groups (79%), residents with incomes below $25,000/year (71%), mobile home
residents (78%), households with a disability (65%), and single parents (76%).

Households with the highest incomes (>$100,000/year) were the least likely to group to
report that their children changed schools after moving from their home or apartment in
the county (Figure A-26).

Figure A-26.

Education Impacts by Characteristics

My children had to
change schools
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n=183; certain resident groups were excluded due to small sample sizes (n= <20).

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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Neighborhood Challenges

Over half (57%) residents in Salt Lake County said that they experience challenges in their
current neighborhood, city, or town compared to 43% who indicated that they do not
experience challenges in their neighborhood, city, or town (Figure A-27).

Figure A-27.

Respondents With B | face challenges in my
Neighborhood neighborhood, city, or
Challenges town in Salt Lake County
Note:

n=1,375.

m | do not face any
challenges in my
neighborhood, city, or
town in Salt Lake County

Source:

Root Policy Research from the 2024
Salt Lake County Resident Housing
Survey.

Most residents experience challenges related to public transportation and public transit in
their neighborhoods with 38% reporting that “public transportation does not go where |
need or operate during the times | need” and 33% reporting that “I can't get to public
transit easily or safely.” Almost a quarter (23%) reported challenges with neighborhood
infrastructure such as sidewalks, walking areas, and street lighting (Figure A-28).

Residents also cited challenges with limited afterschool activities (20%), schools being of
poor quality (16%), and limited options for child care (16%).

Residents identified other neighborhood challenges and/or explained their answers in
greater detail through open-end responses. Notable comments provided by survey
respondents are highlighted below.

m “We need more pediatric and mental health care providers in the Draper area—and
more providers that accept Medicaid.”

= “My children and family feel excluded from most neighborhood events because we are
not LDS.”

m  “Lack of safe crosswalks in my neighborhood (Highland Park) so | don’t send my kids
out to play independently. The neighborhood is safe and should be walkable but the
crosswalk on 2700 and Stratford are inadequate given the speed/volume of traffic.”

= “The playgrounds at parks in Cottonwood are gone and there is nothing that appeals
to people in these parks. We need playgrounds that appeal to children and younger
teens—make it a community destination.”
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m “When the time comes and | have to give up driving, | will have difficulties getting
public transportation to get to places like the grocery stores, library, post office,

medical and other appointments.”

Figure A-28.

Do you face any of the following challenges in your neighborhood, city, or

town?

Public transportation doesn't go where/operate when | need
I can't get to public transit easily or safely

My neighborhood does not have good sidewalks or lighting

There are not enough afterschool activities in my neighborhood

Schools in my neighborhood are poor quality

There is not enough child care in my neighborhood

I am too far from health care/medical facilities and services
There are not enough job opportunities in the area

There are no or few grocery stores in the area

I am too far from behavioral health care facilities and services
| face other challenges

I am far from parks

Libraries and commnity centers are poor quality

It takes a long time for emergency services to reach the area
There are no parks that are accessible for my disability

There are no providers for the services that my family needs

38%
33%
23%
20%
16%
16%

12%

10%

9%
9%

[} ] e
-
>
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Note: n=779; percentages show the share of respondents who indicated that they experience one or more neighborhood
challenges only—respondents who said they face no challenges were excluded from the analysis.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.

Figures A-29 and A-30 show the top five neighborhood challenges identified by residents by
race and ethnicity and by household income. (Note that only the top challenges are shown.
Percentages reflect the share of respondents who indicated that they experienced one or

more of the challenges listed on the survey).
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While the lack of child care in Salt Lake County is a challenge for all residents (regardless of race and ethnicity), there are key
differences in the challenges residents face in their neighborhoods. For example, Asian or Pacific Islander residents are more likely
to experience challenges related to public transportation—44% reported that public transportation does not go where they need or
operate during the times they need and 28% live near libraries or community centers that are in poor quality. (Less than 10% of all
other racial and ethnic groups identified poor libraries/community centers as their top neighborhood challenge). (Figure A-29).

Job opportunities are lacking in racial and ethnic minority communities, particularly Hispanic or Latino (27%) and other minority
(21%) communities. (This compares to non-Hispanic White residents at only 9%). Other minority groups indicated challenges related
to their child/children’s education—33% said that there are not enough afterschool activities and 24% said that schools are poor
quality in their neighborhoods.

Figure A-29.
Top Neighborhood Challenges by Race and Ethnicity

M Hispanic or Latino W Asian or Pacific Islander m Other Minority Non-Hispanic White
- At 38%
0 0
32% 33% 6%
27% 28% 28% 28%
25% 24% 24% 22
160 20% 18% 20%<<7°21%

o 14% 16%

8% 79 8%
Public There are not There are not | can't get to Librariesor  Schools are poor  There is not

transportation enough job enough public transit commnity centers quality enough child care

doesn't go opportunities afterschool easily or safely are poor quality
where/operate activities
when | need
Note: n=664.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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Residents with the lowest incomes (<$25,000/year) are more likely to be living in neighborhoods that do not have enough
afterschool activities for their children (28%) and/or neighborhoods without enough job opportunities (21%). Residents with incomes
between $25,000 and $50,000 per year are more likely to live in neighborhoods with poor quality schools at 35% compared to only
9% of households with the highest incomes (>$100,000/year) (Figure A-30).

Conversely, high income residents (above $100,000 per year) are more likely to experience neighborhood challenges like public
transportation barriers. Around half (51%) reported that public transportation in their neighborhood does not go where they
need/operate during the times they need and 42% cannot get to public transit easily or safely.

Figure A-30.
Top Neighborhood Challenges by Income

M Below $25,000 W $25,000 to $50,000 $50,000 to $100,000 Above $100,000

51%
42%
339%30% 35% 33%
28% 28% 27928%
21% 23%1% 22% 21% 21% 19% w 21%
I 17%18% 1 5%1 4% 13% 12<y 0 0
h '} "Iz
There are not  There is not Public Schoolsare  Therearenot |can'tgetto
enough enough child transportation poor quality enough job public transit nelghborhood
afterschool care doesn't go opportunities easily or safely doesn't have
activities where/operate good sidewalks/
when | need lighting

Note: n=678.
Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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Recent Experiences

This section explores recent housing experiences in Salt Lake County including experiences
looking for housing to rent or buy, being denied housing in the county, and residents’
experience with domestic violence and/or sexual assault.

Experience looking for housing to rent. In the past five years, 29% of
residents who participated in the survey looked seriously for housing to rent in Salt Lake
County. (Seriously looking for housing includes touring homes or apartments, submitting
applications, and/or applying for mortgage financing).

When residents looked for housing to rent in Salt Lake County, around a quarter (24%)
reported that the landlord did not return their calls or emails asking about a unit; 15% were
told by the landlord that it would cost them more to rent because they have a service
animal; and 15% were told over the phone/email that a unit was available, but when they
showed up in person, the landlord told them the unit was no longer available (Figure A-31).

Residents also reported experiencing discrimination based on familial status. Twelve
percent (12%) said that they were told by the landlord that they don't rent to families with
children and 11% said that the landlord told them it would cost them more to rent because
they have children.

Most residents who looked for rental housing in Salt Lake County indicated that they
experienced “none of the above” (39%).

Figure A-31.
When you looked for housing to rent in Salt Lake County, did you
experience any of the following?

None of the above
Landlord didn't return my calls or emails asking about a unit
Landlord told me it would cost more because of my service animal
When | showed up in person, the landlord told me the unit was no longer available
Landlord told me they don't rent to families with children
Landlord told me it would cost me more to rent because | have children

_.
S
8

Landlord told me they wouldn't rent to a large/extended family
Landlord told me they couldn't make changes for my disability

Landlord told me | can't have a service or emotional support animal

oo
SR

Landlord told me they do not accept Section 8 vouchers 8%

Landlord told me they do not rent to persons with a disability

2
P

Landlord wouldn't rent to someone who drinks alcohol

A
P

Note: n=351.
Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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Figures A-32 through A-34 on the following pages show residents’ experiences looking for
rental housing in Salt Lake County over the past five years by race and ethnicity, income,
and household characteristics. Note that the tables are calculated to show the difference
between respondent’s answers and that of the County overall.

Racial and ethnic minorities in Salt Lake County reported experiencing barriers in the rental
housing market while looking for housing in the past five years while non-Hispanic White
residents reported experiences at a rate less than other racial and ethnic groups as well as
the overall County (Figure A-33).

Hispanic or Latino residents and other minority residents are more likely to experience
housing discrimination based on familial status with 24% of other minority groups and 15%
of Hispanic residents reporting that they were told by a landlord that they do not rent to
families with children. Additionally, almost one in five (17%) Hispanic residents and 14% of
other minorities were told that it would cost them more to rent because they have
children.

Other minority groups in the county also experienced barriers accessing housing because
of their disability with 20% being told by a landlord that it would cost them more to rent
because they have a service animal and/or that the landlord could not make changes to the
unit for their disability.
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As shown in Figure A-32 below, non-Hispanic White residents were more likely to have their phone calls and/or emails asking about
a unit returned by a landlord than other racial and ethnic groups, as well as the County overall. Only 4% of non-Hispanic White
residents did not have their calls or emails returned by a landlord compared to around one quarter (24%) of overall residents
looking for rental housing during this time.

Other racial and ethnic groups reported experiencing this treatment at a higher rate than non-Hispanic White residents and total
residents—Asian residents (29%), Hispanic residents (28%), and other minority groups (24%).
Figure A-32. Experience Looking for Housing to Rent by Race and Ethnicity

25% Above County Average
25% Below County Average

Other NH

Experience Looking for Housing to Rent County Hispanic  Asian Minority White

Responses 351 47 21 49 221
None of the above 39% 36% 29% 8% 42%
Landlord didn't return my calls or emails asking about a unit 24% 28% 29% 24% 4%
Landlord told me it would cost me more because of my service animal 15% 9% 10% 20% 14%
| wastold a unit wasavailable over the phone/email but when |

) . . 15% 15% 24% 16% 13%
showed up in person, the landlord told me it wasno longer available
Landlord told me they don't rent to familieswith children 12% 15% 5% 24% 9%
Landlord told me it would cost me more because | have children 11% 17% 10% 14% 9%
Landlord told me they wouldn't rent to a large/extended family 10% 13% 43% 12% 6%
Landlord told me they couldn't make changesto

- 9% 9% 14% 20% 6%

the home or apartment for my disability
Landlord told me | can't have a service or emotional support animal 9% 9% 10% 8% 9%
Landlord told me they do not accept Section 8 vouchers 8% 4% 5% 16% 7%
Landlord told they don't rent to personswith a disability 5% 9% 19% 4% 3%
Landlord told they wouldn't rent to someone who drinks alcohol 5% 4% 10% 6% 4%

Note: n=338.
Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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There are fewer differences by household income though residents with the lowest incomes (<$25,000/year) were most likely of all
income groups to face barriers in the rental market (Figure A-33). The top experiences cited by these residents were not having their
calls or emails returned by the landlord (25%), being told it would cost them more to rent because they have a service animal (20%),
and/or being told a unit was available over the phone/email but when they showed up in person, the landlord told them it was no
longer available (19%). Residents with low incomes ($25,000 to $50,000/year) also reported not having their calls or emails asking
about a unit returned by the landlord (32%).

Figure A-33. Experience Looking for Housing to Rent by Income

25% Above County Average
25% Below County Average

$25,000 - $50,000 - $100,000

Experience Looking for Housing to Rent <$25,000 $50,000 $100,000 +
Responses 351 124 50 100 62
None of the above 39% 21% 42% 37% 56%
Landlord didn't return my callsor emails asking about a unit 24% 25% 32% 18% 24%
Landlord told me it would cost me more because of my service animal 15% 20% 6% 14% 6%
| wastold a unit was available over the phone/email but when |

showed up in person, the landlord told me it was no longer available 15% 19% 18% 8% 1%
Landlord told me they don't rent to families with children 12% 16% 8% 11% 6%
Landlord told me it would cost me more because | have children 11% 16% 6% 10% 3%
Landlord told me they wouldn't rent to a large/extended family 10% 16% 8% 9% 2%
Landlord told me they couldn't make changesto

the home or apartment for my disability 9% 14% 8% 9% 2%
Landlord told me | can't have a service or emotional support animal 9% 8% 10% 10% 5%
Landlord told me they do not accept Section 8 vouchers 8% 12% 2% 10% 2%
Landlord told they don't rent to personswith a disability 5% 6% 6% 6% 2%
Landlord told they wouldn't rent to someone who drinksalcohol 5% 6% 0% 7% 5%

Note: n=336.
Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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One in five (20%) single parents were told it would cost them more to rent because they have children and 16% were told by a
landlord that they do not accept Section 8 vouchers. Renters with the lowest incomes (<$25,000/year) reported similar challenges:
21% of these renters were told it would cost them more to rent because they have children (Figure A-34).

All households reported being told by a landlord that they would not rent to a large or extended family at a rate above the County
average. Only 10% of overall residents reported this experience in the rental market compared to older adults (24%), single parents
(18%), households with a disability (15%), and renters with extremely low incomes (14%).

Figure A-34. Experience Looking for Housing to Rent by Household Characteristics

25% Above County Average
25% Below County Average

Single With a Renter 55+

Experience Looking for Housing to Rent Parent Disability <$25,000 Years

Responses 351 56 160 63 25

None of the above 39% 18% 25% 27% 52%
Landlord didn't return my calls or emails asking about a unit 24% 29% 27% 29% 20%
Landlord told me it would cost me more because of my service animal 15% 14% 18% 27% 20%
| wastold a unit was available over the phone/email but when |

showed up in person, the landlord told me it was no longer available 15% 14% 16% 21% 2%
Landlord told me they don't rent to familieswith children 12% 14% 16% 21% 12%
Landlord told me it would cost me more because | have children 11% 20% 13% 21% 4%,
Landlord told me they wouldn't rent to a large/extended family 10% 18% 15% 14% 24%
Landlord told me they couldn't make changesto

the home or apartment for my disability 9% 14% 1% 14% 12%
Landlord told me | can't have a service or emotional support animal 9% 5% 9% 8% 8%
Landlord told me they do not accept Section 8 vouchers 8% 16% 8% 14% 8%
Landlord told they don't rent to personswith a disability 5% 11% 7% 6% 12%
Landlord told they wouldn't rent to someone who drinksalcohol 5% 9% 6% 5% 4%

Note: n=304.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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Denied housing to rent. Of those who looked for rental housing in Salt Lake County
during this time, 18% were denied because their income is too low while 12% were denied
because they work odd jobs that the landlord wouldn't count as employment and/or
because they have bad credit (Figure A-35). Other top reasons for being denied housing to
rent in the county included having pets (10%), history of home foreclosure (10%), lack of

employment to take care of kids/family (9%), and/or not having a steady job (9%).

Figure A-35.

Have you ever been denied housing to rent for the following reasons?

My income is too low

| work odd jobs

I have bad credit

I have pets

I had a home foreclosed in the past

I don't work because | care for my family
I don't have a steady job

I have a criminal record

I was evicted in the past

My health care needs

I have a service animal

Sexual orientation or gender identity
Other renter willing to pay more in rent
My ex violated lease terms

The language | speak

The landlord didn't accept my income
| am/we are immigrants

Unable to provide documentation

My race or ethnicity

I didn't get my rental application in
My disability

I have children

Size of my family/household

I am not a U.S. Citizen/undocumented
The religion | practice

I have a housing voucher

Because | am homeless

Other reason

Note: n=356.

18%
12%
12%
10%
10%
9%
9%
8%

3%

w
w i w
Ilgllbban
SHESH=S
BB BB NE A L
S B B B B R B B
SESE<HEoolo
S ol
SERS
=
(=)

3%

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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Figures A-36 through A-38 show the top reasons residents were denied housing to rent in
Salt Lake County by demographics and socioeconomic characteristics. Note that data are
shown for respondents who seriously looked for housing to rent and were denied housing.
The top five reasons for denial are shown for each respondent group.

Almost one third (29%) Hispanic or Latino residents reported that they were denied
housing to rent because their income is too law and 21% were denied because they do not
have a steady job. This compares to less than 10% of other racial and ethnic groups who
reported being denied rental housing because they do not have a steady job (Figure A-36).

Asian or Pacific Islander residents and other minority groups reported being denied rental
housing for similar reasons including working odd jobs that the landlord wouldn’t count as
employment; having a criminal record; previous home foreclosure; and/or having bad
credit.

Importantly, Hispanic or Latino residents (17%) and other minorities (18%) reported higher
rates of being denied housing because they take care of their kids/family and do not work.
These findings are particularly important as it highlights the high child care barriers many
households face in the county, as confirmed in focus groups with residents and
stakeholders.

Figure A-36.
Denied Housing to Rent by Race and Ethnicity

M Hispanic or Latino M Asian or Pacific Islander m Other Minority ' Non-Hispanic White

29%

260/124% 26927%
199 21% 21%09% 21982%
17% 17% 18%
1 1<y1 3% 11% 12% 10%
° 9% 9% 9%
5% 7% 7% 5% 5% 7%
My income is I don't havea |workodd |don'twork lhavea Ihadahome I|have bad
too low steady job jobs because | criminal  foreclosed in credit
care for my record the past
kids/ family

Note: n=316.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.

Households with the lowest incomes (<$25,000/year) were more likely to be denied
housing to rent in Salt Lake County because of their employment and/or financial
situations—for example, because they work odd jobs that the landlord wouldn't count as
employment (26%), because their income is too low (20%), because they don't work to take

RooT PoLicy RESEARCH SURVEY FINDINGS, PAGE 38



care of their kids/family (17%), and/or because they do not have a steady job (16%) (Figure
A-37).

Compared to other income groups, these households were also more likely to be denied
because they have a criminal record (16%), previous home foreclosure (16%), and/or bad
credit (16%). Histories of home foreclosures negatively impacted residents earning
between $25,000 and $50,000 per year as well with 15% being denied housing to rent in
the county for this reason.

Figure A-37.
Denied Housing to Rent by Income

M Below $25,000 m $25,000 to $50,000 $50,000 to $100,000 Above $100,000

26% 5%
18%18% 17% 16% 16% 16%1 5% 16%
7% 6% 6% 7% 6% 50 8%
Iworkodd Myincomeis Idon'twork Idon'thavea I have a I had a home | have bad
jobs toolow becauselcare steadyjob criminal foreclosed credit
for my family/ record
kids
Note: n=314.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.

Renters with the lowest incomes (<$25,000/year) are more likely to be denied housing to
rent because they work odd jobs that the landlord wouldn't count as employment (37%) or
because their income is too low (26%). Single parents identified housing financial barriers
like bad credit (25%) and low income (23%) (Figure A-38).

RooT PoLicy RESEARCH SURVEY FINDINGS, PAGE 39



Figure A-38.
Denied Housing to Rent by Household Characteristics

H Single Parent W With a Disability Renter <$25,000 Older Adult (55+)

37%
25% 23%  26%4% 23%

18% 19% 2.19% w  19% 19% 18%
155 74 15% 204 1291 3% 19, 13%

0, 0, 0,
N o ol ceee
. || |

I have bad Myincomeis Iworkodd Idon'twork |havepets The landlord I don't have a

credit too low jobs because | didn't accept steady job
care for my my income
kids/ family
Note: n=285.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.

Looking for housing to buy. In the past five years, almost half (49%) residents who
participated in the survey looked seriously for housing to buy in Salt Lake County. (Seriously
looking for housing includes touring homes or apartments, submitting applications, and/or
applying for mortgage financing).

Figure A-39 on the following page shows residents’ experiences while looking for housing
to buy in Salt Lake County in the last five years.

Figures A-40 through A-42 (on the pages that follow) show residents’ experiences looking
for housing to buy in Salt Lake County by race and ethnicity, income, and household
characteristics compared to the experiences reported by County residents overall.
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When residents were looking for housing to buy in Salt Lake County, 14% were only shown homes or neighborhoods where people
were of the same sexual orientation or gender identity and/or were told by a real estate agent that they would need to show they
were prequalified with a bank before they could see properties. A similar share (13%) reported that a real estate agent only showed
them homes or neighborhoods where people were of the same race or ethnicity (Figure A-39).

Residents who looked for housing to buy were less likely to report that their home appraisal didn't come in high enough for a loan
(6%) and/or that the real estate agent they worked with refused to make a disability accommodation when they asked (4%).

The majority of residents who looked for housing to buy in the county reported that they experienced “none of the above” (55%).

Figure A-39.
When you looked for housing to buy in Salt Lake County, did you experience any of the following?

The real estate agent only showed me homes where people were of the same sexual orientation/gender identity - 14%
The real estate agent told me | needed to show | was prequalified with a bank before | could see properties - 14%
The real estate agent only showed me homes where people were of the same race/ethnicity - 13%
A bank or other lender charged me a higher interest rate on my home loan - 10%
A bank or other lender would not give me a loan to buy a home - 9%
Appraisal didn't come in high enough for a loan - 6%

The real estate agent would not make a disability accommodation when | asked . 4%

Note: n=623.
Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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Around one quarter (26%) Hispanic or Latino residents were told by a real estate agent that they would need to show they were
prequalified with a bank before they could see properties and 18% were only shown homes and neighborhoods where people were
of the same race or ethnicity. Other minority groups in the county reported similar experiences with their real estate agents: 43%
said that they were only shown homes where people were of the same sexual orientation or gender identity and 35% were only
shown homes where people were of the same race or ethnicity (Figure A-40).

Racial and ethnic minorities were also more likely to experience barriers related to accessing credit. More than one in five (22%)
other minorities and 15% Asian or Pacific Islander residents were charged a higher interest rate on a home loan; while Hispanic
residents and Asian residents were more likely to be denied a loan to buy a home by a bank or lender at 13% and 15%, respectively.

Figure A-40.
Experience Looking for Housing to Buy by Race and Ethnicity

25% Above County Average
25% Below County Average

(0] {I-1¢ NH
Experience Looking for Housing to Buy Hispanic Asian Minority White
Responses 623 61 34 49 410
None of the above 55% 38% 41% 20% 58%
The real estate agent only showed me homeswhere people were
. . . . 14% 8% 29% 43% 11%

of the same sexual orientation or gender identity
The real estate agent told me | would need to show | was

. . . 14% 26% 18% 12% 12%
prequalified with a bank before | could see properties

h |

The real estate agent onl.y .showed me homeswhere people were 13% 18% 15% 359 10%
of the same race or ethnicity
A bank charged me a higher interest rate on my home loan 10% 10% 15% 22% 9%
A bank or other lender would not give me a loan to buy a home 9% 13% 15% 8% 8%
Appraisal didn't come in high enough for a loan 6% 3% 21% 6% 5%
The real estate agent would not make a disability accommodation 4% 3% 6% 6% 4%

Note: n=554.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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Residents with the lowest incomes (<$25,000/year) were more likely than other income groups and the County overall to only be
shown homes or neighborhoods where people were of the same sexual orientation or gender identity (37%). Similarly, almost one
third (28%) reported only being shown homes or neighborhoods where people were the same race or ethnicity and 20% were
charged a higher interest rate on a home loan (Figure A-41).

Residents with low incomes ($25,000 to $50,000/year) reported similar challenges, as well as not getting a loan from a bank or other
lender to buy a home (18%).

Figure A-41.
Experience Looking for Housing to Buy by Income

25% Above County Average
25% Below County Average

$25,000 - $50,000 - $100,000

Experience Looking for Housing to Buy <$25,000 $50,000 $100,000 +

Responses 623 106 51 173 238
None of the above 55% 11% 43% 45% 76%
The real estate agent only showed me homeswhere people were

g . Y . . . peop 14% 37% 14% 16% 3%
of the same sexual orientation or gender identity
The real estate agent told me | would need to show | was

. . . 14% 18% 18% 15% 11%

prequalified with a bank before | could see properties
The real estate agent only showed me homeswhere people were

g v peop 13% 28% 2%  11% 7%
of the same race or ethnicity
A bank charged me a higher interest rate on my home loan 10% 20% 16% 12% 5%
A bank or other lender would not give me a loan to buy a home 9% 13% 18% 10% 3%
Appraisal didn't come in high enough for a loan 6% 10% 8% 5% 4%
The real estate agent would not make a disability accommodation 4% 7% 8% 8% 1%

Note: n=568.
Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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Around one third (29%) households with a disability reported that they were only shown homes in the County’s for-sale market
where people were of the same sexual orientation or gender identity followed by single parents (25%) and extremely low income
renters (24%). This compares to only 14% for overall residents who were looking for housing to buy during this time. Similarly, single
parents (37%) reported only being shown homes or neighborhoods where people were of the same race or ethnicity at a
dramatically higher rate than the County overall (13%) (Figure A-42).

Single parents and households with a disability are also more likely to experience barriers including having to show that they are
prequalified with a bank before seeing properties; not receiving a loan from a bank to buy a home; and/or being denied a disability
accommodation by the real estate agent.

Figure A-42.
Experience Looking for Housing to Buy by Household Characteristics

25% Above County Average
25% Below County Average

Single With a Renter Older

Experience Looking for Housing to Buy Parent Disability <$25,000 Adult
Responses 623 59 210 72 47
None of the above 55% 19% 30% 7% 64%
The real estate agent only showed me homeswhere people were
. . . . 14% 25% 29% 24% 9%
of the same sexual orientation or gender identity
The real estate agent told me | would need to show | was
e . . 14% 25% 20% 17% 13%
prequalified with a bank before | could see properties
The real estate agent only showed me homeswhere people were
i 13% 37% 22% 15% 15%
of the same race or ethnicity
A bank charged me a higher interest rate on my home loan 10% 20% 12% 18% 4%
A bank or other lender would not give me aloan to buy a home 9% 17% 13% 10% 6%
Appraisal didn't come in high enough for a loan 6% 7% 6% 8% 9%
The real estate agent would not make a disability accommodation 4% 10% 8% 4% 4%

Note: n=388.
Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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Denied housing to buy. Residents who have looked for housing to buy in Salt Lake
County also indicated if they had ever been denied housing in the county—and if yes, the
reasons for which they were denied housing.

Residents who have looked for housing to buy in the past five years were more likely to be
denied housing because another buyer offered a higher price (16%), their income is too low
(13%), they have bad credit (13%), and/or because another buyer offered to pay in cash
(13%) (Figure A-43).

Figure A-43.

Other buyer offered a higher price 9

Have you ever 4 gnere —
been denied My income is too low 13%
housing to buy I have bad credit 13%
in Salt Lake Other buyer offered to pay cash 13%
County for I don't have a regular/steady job

2
these reasons? I work odd jobs
Note: I don't work because | care for my family 6%
n=e1s. I had a home foreclosed in the past 6%
Source: I have a criminal record 6%
Root Policy Research from Unable to provide documentation
the 2024 Salt Lake County
Resident Housing Survey. I was evicted in the past

Sexual orientation or gender identity
The language | speak

The religion | practice

Other reason

I'm not a U.S. Citizen/undocumented
My race or ethnicity

| am/we are immigrants

NENEWERWEW
ﬁ&&&&%”&wh
°°°\°\o\°°\°§
~
S
8

My disability

Racial and ethnic minorities were more likely to be denied housing to buy because their
income was too low. This is most notable among other minority groups who were denied
housing to buy in Salt Lake County at 69% compared to only 21% of non-Hispanic White
residents. Other minority groups were also more likely to be priced out of the ownership
market—63% said that they were denied housing because another buyer offered a higher
price (Figure A-44).

Hispanic or Latino residents (45%) reported being denied housing because they were
unable to provide the required documentation at a dramatically higher rate than other

RooT PoLicy RESEARCH SURVEY FINDINGS, PAGE 45



racial and ethnic groups. They were also more likely to report being denied housing
because they do not have a steady job (48%) and/or because they take care of their
kids/family and do not work (45%).

Lack of unemployment to take care of family also affects other minorities (47%) compared
to only 12% of non-Hispanic White residents.

Figure A-44.
Reasons Denied Housing to Buy by Race and Ethnicity

W Hispanic or Latino M Asian or Pacific Islander m Other Minority  Non-Hispanic White

69%

63%

48% as5%  47% 45% 43%

40%
36% 32% 3647 36% 7" 0 36%339
20% 21% 25% 23%
0, 0
12/0 12% 49 10% 9% 10%
e
Idon'thavea |don't work Unable to Myincomeis  Other buyer I had a home
regular/steady because | care provide too low offered a higher foreclosed
job for my kids/ documentation price
family
Note: n=523.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.

Residents with the lowest incomes (<$25,000/year) were far more likely to be denied
housing to buy because they do not have a regular job and/or because they take care of
their kids or family and do not work—half (50%) with extremely low incomes reporting
being denied housing in Salt Lake County for these reasons (Figure A-45).

It is important to note the comparatively large share of lower income households that do
not work because they take care of their kids and family as these findings could indicate
that costs associated with child care, afterschool activities, and/or senior services are too
high for households to accommodate in their monthly budgets.

Additionally, lower income households were more likely to be denied housing due to their
household income level, histories of eviction, and/or their credit score. Almost half (46%)
residents with incomes between $50,000 and $100,000 were denied housing in Salt Lake
County because another buyer offered a higher price—suggesting that the County’s
housing market has grown increasingly competitive for households of all incomes.
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Figure A-45.
Reasons Denied Housing to Buy by Income

W Below $25,000 m $25,000 to $50,000 $50,000 to $100,000 Above $100,000

50% 50%

. 46%
38%40%360,
26% 30%269% 30% 2%22%
0,

14%1 104 15% 19% 16%  19% 17%

_ = fim Wl
Idon'thavea Idon'twork My incomeis |wasevictedin Other buyer I have bad
regular/steady because | care too low the past offered a higher credit

job for my kids/ price

family

Note: n=559.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.

Single parents looking for housing to buy in Salt Lake County reported being denied
housing because their income is too low (48%), they were evicted in the past (41%), and/or
they have bad credit (38%). It is important to note that single parents reported being
denied for these reasons at a higher rate than other special needs households (Figure A-
46).

Persons with disabilities are also affected by poor credit with one third (33%) reporting that
they were denied housing because of their credit report. Low incomes are also a barrier for
this group (40%).

Figure A-46.
Reasons Denied Housing to Buy by Household Characteristics

W Single Parent  m With a Disability Renter <$25,000 Older Adult (55+)

58%

0,
48% 419 47% 53%
40%39% 0 38% 38%
35% 9
26 " 33% ) 34%3005 29%31%/
19% 22% ’
15%
6% 6%

My income is | was evicted in | have bad I don't have a I have a The language |

too low the past credit regular/steady criminal record speak

job
Note: n=377.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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Domestic violence or sexual assault. Ten percent (10%) of overall residents
who participated in Salt Lake County's survey reported that they or a household member
had experienced domestic violence or sexual assault in the past five years.

Of these households, nearly one in five (17%) reported that they were denied financial
assistance or services, evicted or told they could no longer stay in their unit, and/or wanted
to move but could not request a transfer from their housing provider as a result of the
incident (Figure A-47).

Residents in Salt Lake County also reported being denied admission to an affordable
housing unit or program (13%) and/or being unable to continue receiving assistance or
services (12%) after the domestic violence or assault took place. One third (29%) did not
report experiencing any of those listed on the survey.

Figure A-47.
Did you or someone in your household experience any of the following as a
result of the violence or assault?

| experienced none of these 29%
We were denied financial assistance or services 17%
I was evicted or told | could no longer stay in my unit 17%
We couldn't request a transfer from my housing provider 17%
We were denied admission to an affordable housing unit 13%

We were unable to continue receiving assistance/services 12%

I don't know 8%

Other experiences

1%

Note: n=139.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.

Economic Mobility and Financial Security

Economic mobility. To identify strategies to alleviate the conditions of poverty for
individuals and families in Salt Lake County, the survey gauged the extent to which
households feel secure in their financial situations and the tools they feel they need to
improve their financial security. These findings played a crucial role in the development of
the County’s anti-poverty strategy and helped shed light on barriers to economic
development opportunities.
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Overall, residents in Salt Lake County feel secure in their financial situations with over half
(57%) saying that they are “always able to pay the total amount of our bills on time” and
34% saying that they “save a certain amount of money each month for emergencies and
other goals” such as education, homeownership, vacation and gifts. Only 13% struggle to
pay their bills, sometimes paying late or less than the total amount due (Figure A-48).

One in five (20%) are worried that if they have an unexpected expense that they won't be
able to pay for it while less than 10% sometimes borrow money from family or friends
and/or non-conventional sources to pay for their housing costs or bills.

Figure A-48.
Which of the following is most true for you and your household?

We are always able to pay the total amount of our bills on
time
We save a certain amount of money each month for
emergencies or other goals
We are usually able to pay the total amount of our bills on
time
We worry that if we have an unexpected expense that we
won't be able to pay for it
We struggle to pay bils, sometimes paying late or less than
the total amount due
We sometimes borrow money from family or friends to pay
for housing costs
We sometimes borrow money from a payday lender/pawn
shop to pay for housing costs

57%

35%

32%

20%

13%

9%

(S

Note: n=1,329.
Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.

Figures A-49 through A-51 show the extent to which residents agree with the above
statements by race and ethnicity, income, and household characteristics (compared to the
County overall).
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Other minority groups in Salt Lake County are far less likely to always be able to pay the total amount of their bills on time and/or
save a certain amount of money each month for emergencies or other goals at only 33% and 21%, respectively (Figure A-49). These
findings are particularly notable as racial and ethnic minorities tend to have lower household incomes and lower homeownership
rates than non-Hispanic White residents (and Asian residents, 47% of which indicated that they save a certain amount of money for
emergencies or goals such as homeownership).

Additionally, Hispanic or Latino residents (17%) and other minorities (23%) were more likely to indicate that they struggle to pay their
bills, sometimes paying late or less than the total amount due. All racial and ethnic minorities reported that they sometimes have to
borrow money from family or friends and/or borrow money from a payday lender to pay for housing costs at a rate higher than the
County overall. Other minorities are particularly vulnerable to borrowing money from payday lenders (31%) which could indicate
that these residents face disproportionate barriers accessing credit and mainstream banking services in the county.

Figure A-49.
Economic Mobility by Race and Ethnicity

25% Above County Average
25% Below County Average

Other NH
Economic Mobility Hispanic Asian Minority White
Responses 1,329 103 59 70 964
We are always able to pay the total amount of our billson time 57% 43% 49% 33% 60%
We save a certain amount of money each month for emergenciesor goals 35% 34% 47% 21% 35%
We are usually able to pay the total amount of our billson time 32% 31% 37% 30% 31%
We worry that if we have an unexpected expense that we won't be able to pay for it 20% 24% 8% 23% 19%
We struggle to pay bills, sometimes paying late or lessthan the total amount due 13% 17% 15% 23% 12%
We sometimesborrow money from family or friendsto pay for housing costs 9% 17% 17% 13% 8%
We sometimesborrow money from a payday lender/pawn shop to pay for housing costs 6% 9% 8% 31% 5%

Note: n=1,196.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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Economic mobility and financial security is most prominent for households with the highest incomes (>$100,000/year) with three in
four (75%) saying that they are always able to pay the total amount of their bills on time. Conversely, residents with the lowest
incomes (<$25,000/year) struggle to keep up with their bills. Only around a quarter (28%) said that they are always able to pay the
total amount of their bills on time and 31% said that they struggle to pay their bills, sometimes paying late or less than the total
amount due (Figure A-50). These findings are particularly important as it suggests these households will likely stay in their financial
situations and be forced to “keep up” rather than “get ahead.”

Excluding residents with the highest incomes (>$100,000/year), all income groups reported that they sometimes borrow money from
family or friends to pay for housing costs at a higher rate than the County overall. Around one in four (26%) with the lowest incomes
(<$25,000/year) also said that they sometimes need to borrow money from a payday lender or pawnshop for their housing costs.

Figure A-50.
Economic Mobility by Income

25% Above County Average
25% Below County Average

$25,000 - $50,000 -

Economic Mobility <$25,000 $50,000 $100,000 $100,000+
Responses 1,329 160 135 366 567
We are alwaysable to pay the total amount of our billson time 57% 28% 40% 43% 75%
We save a certain amount of money each month for emergenciesor goals 35% 28% 26% 31% 42%
We are usually able to pay the total amount of our billson time 32% 23% 41% 43% 26%
We worry that if we have an unexpected expense that we won't be able to pay for it 20% 21% 33% 24% 14%
We struggle to pay bills, sometimespaying late or lessthan the total amount due 13% 31% 20% 15% 6%
We sometimesborrow money from family or friendsto pay for housing costs 9% 23% 16% 15% 1%
We sometimesborrow money from a payday lender/pawn shop to pay for housing costs 6% 26% 6% 8% 1%

Note: n=1,228.
Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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Single parents and renters with the lowest incomes (<$25,000/year) in Salt Lake County have limited economic mobility compared to
residents overall. These households are least likely to be able to “always” pay the total amount of their bills on time with large shares
of both households indicating that they struggle to pay their bills, sometimes paying late or less than the total amount due. As
shown in the figure below, only 32% of single parents and 24% of extremely low income renters always pay the total amount of their
bills on time.

Similarly, around one third (29%) single parents and 34% extremely low income renters said that they struggle to pay their bills. Both
groups are also more likely to resort to other methods to pay for their housing costs and bills such as borrowing money from family
or friends and/or borrowing short-term money from a payday lender or pawn shop. With rates dramatically higher than the County
overall and other households, these findings could suggest that single parents and renters with the lowest incomes (<$25,000/year)
face disproportionate barriers accessing credit and mainstream banking services in Salt Lake County (Figure A-51).

Figure A-51.
Economic Mobility by Household Characteristics

25% Above County Average
25% Below County Average

Single With a Renter Older

Economic Mobility Parent Disability <$25,000 Adult
Responses 1,329 93 435 76 238
We are alwaysable to pay the total amount of our billson time 57% 32% 45% 24% 65%
We save a certain amount of money each month for emergenciesor goals 35% 30% 31% 32% 34%
We are usually able to pay the total amount of our billson time 32% 33% 35% 22% 31%
We worry that if we have an unexpected expense that we won't be able to pay for it 20% 38% 25% 24% 14%
We struggle to pay bills, sometimes paying late or lessthan the total amount due 13% 29% 21% 34% 7%
We sometimesborrow money from family or friendsto pay for housing costs 9% 19% 13% 30% 3%
We sometimesborrow money from a payday lender/pawn shop to pay for housingcosts 6% 15% 8% 33% 3%
Note: n=841.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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Improving financial security. To be more financially secure, residents feel they
need to pay off or reduce their mortgage (34%), pay off or reduce their debt or loans (33%),
help building or improving their credit (15%), and they need free or subsidized child care
(13%). Residents were less likely to indicate that they needed access to mainstream
banking services (5%) and/or help creating a checking or savings account (3%) to be more
financially secure (Figure A-52).

Figure A-52.
What do you feel you need to be more financially secure?

Pay off/reduce my mortgage 34%
Pay off/reduce my debt or loans 33%
Help building or improving my credit 15%
Free or subsidized child care 13%
Help applying for public assistance/benefits 7%
Small business loans 7%

I need other programs or services 7%

Access to mainstream banking services 7

Help creating a checking or savings account . 3%

Note: n=1,280.
Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.

Figures A-53 through A-55 show the top financial tools that residents need to feel more
financially secure by demographics and socioeconomic characteristics. Note that only the
top economic development strategies are shown for each respondent group.

Regardless of race or ethnicity, residents feel they need to pay off or reduce their mortgage
and/or have greater access to free or subsidized child care to feel more financially secure.
However, key differences exist outside of these tools specifically for Asian or Pacific
Islander residents and other minority groups in the county.

As shown in Figure A-53 below, around two in five (43%) Asian or Pacific Islanders feel they
need to pay off or reduce their debt or loans to be more financially secure while other
minority groups need help applying for public benefits (21%) and/or helping creating a
savings or checking account (14%).

It is important to note that racial and ethnic minorities were far more likely to indicate that
they need help building or improving their credit compared to non-Hispanic White
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residents. One third (33%) other minority groups; 28% of Asian or Pacific Islander residents;
and 24% of Hispanic or Latino residents indicated that they need help improving their
credit to be more financially secure compared to only 14% of non-Hispanic White residents.

Figure A-53.
Improving Financial Security by Race and Ethnicity

W Hispanic or Latino M Asian or Pacific Islander m Other Minority ' Non-Hispanic White

43%

.33% 33%
29% 28%
24% S,
19% 0
14% 15% g 16%1 49, 1o 14%
III B m= >

36%37%

319433% 33%

Pay off/reduce Pay off/reduce Help building or Free or Help applying Help creating a
my mortgage my debt or improving my subsidized child  for public bank account
loans credit care benefits

Note: n=1,155.
Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.

Residents with the lowest incomes (<$25,000/year) need help building or improving their
credit to feel more secure in their financial situations with 43% prioritizing this type of
support followed by those who feel they need help applying for public benefits (27%)
and/or those who feel they need to pay off or reduce their debt or loans (27%) to be more
financially secure (Figure A-54).

Access to free or subsidized child care would make residents with incomes below $25,000
per year (21%) and residents with incomes between $50,000 and $100,000 (23%) feel more
financially secure. Residents with the highest incomes (>$100,000/year) would feel more
financially secure if they paid off or reduced their mortgage (44%).
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Figure A-54.
Improving Financial Security by Income

M Below $25,000 m $25,000 to $50,000 $50,000 to $100,000 Above $100,000

43% 44%

39%
27% 27%
17%

33% 3°%
27% 28%
21% 23% 18%
0
12%
1%

Help building or Help applying for  Pay off/reduce Free or subsidized Pay off/reduce my
improving my public benefits debt or loans child care mortgage
credit

21%

Note: n=1,189.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.

Almost half (47%) extremely low income renters would feel more financially secure if they
had help building or improving their credit. These renters would also feel more secure if
they paid off or reduce their debt or loans (27%), had help applying for public benefits
(27%), and/or had access to free or subsidized child care (23%) (Figure A-55). Single parents
identified similar supports to help them become more financially secure.

Figure A-55.

Improving Financial Security by Household Characteristics

M Single Parent W With a Disability Renter <$25,000 Older Adult (55+)

47%
41%

37% 34%34%  35% L.
27% 29% 27%
23% 19% 3% 19%
0 ()
15% 15%
’ ° 1 1%
5% . 4% 3%

Pay off/reduce my Pay off/reduce my Help building or Free or subsidized Help applying for
debt or loans mortgage improving my child care public benefits
credit

Note: n=791.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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Economic Development Needs

Access to opportunities. Survey respondents indicated the extent to which they
agree with statements focused on the availability of jobs (including barriers to accessing
jobs), opportunities for businesses, and transportation/commute patterns. As illustrated in

Figure A-56 below:

m  Almost half (45%) commute to work by car and 30% have to commute to another town
or county to work. One third (32%) feel that their commute is reasonable and only 10%
indicated that they struggle to afford car maintenance and/or gas.

= Around one third (32%) feel that their city or town in Salt Lake County does not have
enough well-paying job opportunities compared to 21% who feel their city or town has
good paying jobs. These challenges are likely exacerbated by a lack of awareness
concerning free or reduced cost job training programs in which only 9% indicated that
they are aware that the County and/or their city offers these programs.

= Only 4% of residents feel that it is easy to find child care in their city or town and 10%
are not able to work or have limited options for work because they do not have child

care.

Figure A-56.
Do you agree with the following statements?
| commute to work by car
My commute is reasonable
My city doesn't have well-paying jobs
| have to commute to another town/county to work
My city has good paying jobs
My city has done a good job retaining local businesses
Not enough opportunities for minority/women businesses
My city has lost many local businesses
My city has many vacant buildings/former businesses
I struggle to afford car maintenance and/or gas
I am not able to work because | do not have child care
I am aware of free or reduced cost job training programs
I am not able to work because | do not have transportation

It's easy to find child care in my city or town

Note: n=1,183.

45%

32%

32%

30%

21%

21%

18%

N

6%

15%

10%

6

B

!EH_‘
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Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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Figures A-57 through A-59 show the extent to which respondents agree with these
statements by demographics and households characteristics. The figures illustrate access
to economic development opportunities in Salt Lake County and how this varies by
population.

As shown in Figure A-58 below, Hispanic or Latino residents reported that they experience
barriers accessing economic development opportunities. Around one in five (42%) said that
their city or town does not have enough well-paying job opportunities and 22% said that
their city or town has lost many local businesses.

Additionally, Hispanic residents (9%) reported that they are not able to work or have limited
options to work because they do not have transportation at a higher rate than other racial
and ethnic groups—excluding other minority groups at 16%—and the County overall (6%)

Importantly, all racial and ethnic minority groups indicated that their city or town does not
have enough opportunities for minority or women-owned businesses to be successful. One
third (30%) other minority groups said that they agreed with this statement followed by
29% of Asian residents and 27% of Hispanic residents (Figure A-57).

Responses provided by non-Hispanic White residents were in line with Salt Lake County
residents overall.

Figure A-57.
Economic Development Opportunities by Race and Ethnicity

25% Above County Average

25% Below County Average

Other NH
Do you agree with the following statements? Hispanic Asian Minority White
Responses 1,183 93 55 67 874
| commute to work by car 45% 38% 42% 22% 47%
My commute is reasonable 32% 16% 25% 16% 35%
My city or town doesn't have enough well-paying job opportunities 32% 39% 33% 33% 31%
| have to commute to another town or county to work 30% 42% 27% 30% 29%
My city or town has good paying jobs 21% 11% 16% 18% 22%
My city or town has done a good job retaining local businesses 21% 13% 11% 16% 22%
My city or town do?sn't have enough opportunities for minority or 18% 27% 29% 30% 16%
women-owned businesses to be successful
My city or town has lost many local businesses 16% 22% 18% 27% 14%
My city or town has many vacant buildings and former businesses 15% 13% 22% 7% 16%
I'm not able to work because | don't have child care 10% 10% 15% 9% 9%
I struggle to afford car maintenance and/or gas 10% 9% 13% 16% 9%
| am aware of free or reduced job training programs in my city 9% 8% 1% 16% 8%
I'm not able to work because | don't have transportation 6% 9% 5% 16% 5%
It's easy to find child care in my city or town 4% 4% 7% 6% 4%

Note: n=1,089.
Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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Figure A-58 shows access to economic development opportunities in Salt Lake County by
household income. Residents with the lowest incomes (<$25,000/year) indicated that they
experience challenges getting to work—for example, 21% have to commute to another
town or county for work but only 8% feel that their commute is reasonable. These
challenges are exacerbated by the costs associated with having a vehicle with 18%
reporting that they struggle to afford car maintenance and/or gas.

Commute patterns vary by household income as well with over half (58%) with the highest
incomes (>$100,000/year) commuting to work by car compared to only 17% of those with
the lowest incomes (<$25,000/year). The way in which residents feel about their commute
to work also varies. Only 8% of residents with the lowest incomes indicated that their
commute to work is reasonable compared to 42% of those with the highest incomes
(Figure A-59).

Figure A-58.
Economic Development Opportunities by Income

25% Above County Average
25% Below County Average

$25,000 - $50,000 - $100,00

Do you agree with the following statements? <$25,000 $50,000 $100,000 0+

Responses 1,183 156 123 335 510
| commute to work by car 45% 17% 33% A1% 58%
My commute isreasonable 32% 8% 24% 32% 42%
My city or town doesn't have enough well-paying job opportunities 32% 33% 40% 32% 30%
| have to commute to another town or county to work 30% 21% 28% 28% 33%
My city or town has good paying jobs 21% 10% 10% 19% 28%
My city or town hasdone a good job retaining local businesses 21% 4% 11% 19% 29%
My city or town doesn't have enough opportunities for minority or

mezi-owned businesses to be sufces:f':xl ! 18% 26% 4% 19% 15%
My city or town has lost many local businesses 16% 26% 15% 16% 14%
My city or town has many vacant buildings and former businesses 15% 12% 20% 17% 15%
I'm not able to work because | don't have child care 10% 15% 20% 14% 5%

I struggle to afford car maintenance and/or gas 10% 18% 1% 10% 7%

| am aware of free or reduced job training programs in my city 9% 15% 11% 10% 5%

I'm not able to work because | don't have transportation 6% 17% 8% 7% 1%

It's easy to find child care in my city or town 4% 5% 3% 3% 5%

Note: n=1,124.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.

Excluding older adults (55+ years), all households indicated that their city/town does not
have enough opportunities for minority or women-owned businesses to be successful;
they are unable to work because they do not have child care and/or transportation; and
that they struggle to afford car maintenance and/or gas at a higher rate than the County
overall.
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These households (single parents, households with a disability, and renters with incomes
below $25,000/year) are also less likely to live in a city or town with good paying jobs
and/or a city or town that they feel has done a good job retaining local businesses (Figure
A-59).

Figure A-59.
Economic Development Opportunities by Household Characteristics

25% Above County Average
25% Below County Average

Single Witha  Renter Older

Do you agree with the following statements? Parent Disability <$25,000 Adult
Responses 1,183 91 394 72 210
| commute to work by car 45% 36% 32% 19% 41%
My commute isreasonable 32% 23% 24% 7% 31%
My city or town doesn't have enough well-paying job opportunities 32% 26% 39% 33% 34%
| have to commute to another town or county to work 30% 29% 30% 26% 26%
My city or town has good paying jobs 21% 8% 11% 13% 23%
My city or town has done a good job retaining local businesses 21% 9% 14% 4% 27%

My city or town doesn't have enough opportunities for minority or

women-owned businesses to be successful 18% 6% 2% 4% 7%
My city or town has lost many local businesses 16% 19% 22% 28% 15%
My city or town has many vacant buildings and former businesses  15% 14% 20% 17% 13%
I'm not able to work because | don't have child care 10% 19% 14% 18% 8%
I struggle to afford car maintenance and/or gas 10% 14% 16% 19% 5%
I am aware of free or reduced job training programs in my city 9% 8% 11% 19% 5%
I'm not able to work because | don't have transportation 6% 9% 10% 14% 3%
It's easy to find child care in my city or town 4% 2% 3% 8% 2%

Note: n=767.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.

Economic development needs. The top economic development needs in Salt
Lake County include job training programs (45%), workforce development programs (42%),
more employment opportunities (36%), low-cost loans for nonprofits (28%), and grants for
small businesses (25%) (Figure A-60).

Almost a quarter (23%) identified programs for women- and minority-owned businesses as
the top economic development need in the county.

RooT PoLicy RESEARCH SURVEY FINDINGS, PAGE 59



Figure A-60.
What are the
top economic
development
needs in Salt
Lake County?

Note:
n=1,097.

Source:

Root Policy Research from
the 2024 Salt Lake County
Resident Housing Survey.

Job training programs

Workforce development programs
More employment opportunities
Low-cost loans for nonprofits

Grants for small businesses
Women/minority business programs
One-on-one business counseling
Microenterprise programs

Other economic development needs

45%

42%

36%

8%

25%

23%

22%

22%

8%

Figures A-61 through A-63 show the top economic development needs identified by survey
respondents by demographics and other socioeconomic characteristics. Note that only the
top five needs are shown for each resident group.

Asian or Pacific Islander residents in Salt Lake County indicated a greater need for job
training programs (54%), workforce development programs (48%), and/or grants for small
businesses (37%) compared to other racial and ethnic groups. Hispanic or Latino residents
prioritized employment opportunities (43%) and programs for women and minority-owned
businesses (34%) in the county (Figure A-61).

All racial and ethnic groups emphasized the need for provide low-cost loans to nonprofits
providing services in Salt Lake County, especially non-Hispanic White residents (30%).

Figure A-61.

Economic Development Needs by Race and Ethnicity

W Hispanic or Latino M Asian or Pacific Islander

54%

m Other Minority Non-Hispanic White

48%
45% 45% 44%
42% 43% 42%42%
39%350, 39% 0 349%35% 37%
27% 29% 0 5o, 30%
°51% 24% 500, 26%24%
I I - .I I
Job training More Workforce Women/ Grants for small Low-cost loans
programs employment  development minority-owned businesses for nonprofits
opportunities programs business
programs

Note: n=1,013.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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Regardless of household income, residents indicated a need for job training programs,
workforce development projects, more employment opportunities, and/or programs for
microenterprise businesses in Salt Lake County. Residents with the lowest incomes
(<$25,000/year) were least likely to identify a need to provide grants to small businesses in
the county at only 13% compared to over 25% for all other income groups (Figure A-62).

Figure A-62.
Economic Development Needs by Income

M Below $25,000 m $25,000 to $50,000 $50,000 to $100,000 Above $100,000

50% 46% 50%
44% 44% o 42% 42%  40% 44%
38%
34% 34%
20% 20%
I 13%
Job training Workforce More employment Microenterprise  Grants for small
programs development opportunities programs businesses

programs

Note: n=1,041.
Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.

Renters with the lowest incomes (<$25,000/year) indicated a greater need for the County to
expand employment opportunities (54%) than other groups while single parents indicated
a need for the County to provide women/minority-owned business programs (30%). Low
cost loans for nonprofits and grants for small businesses were more likely to be prioritized
by households with a disability as well as older adults over the age of 55 (Figure A-63).
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Figure A-63.
Top Economic Development Needs by Household Characteristics

MW Single Parent M With a Disability m Renter <$25,000 Older Adult (55+)

54%

47% 47% 48&
°42%q0.42% 200"y
39% 36% 339
9 0 0
30% 25w 28% s5g  29%
) 19%
Workforce Job training More Women/ Low-cost loans Grants for small
development programs employment minority-owned for nonprofits businesses
programs opportunities business
programs
Note: n=730.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.

Access to Quality Schools

Figure A-64 (on the following page) illustrates access to quality schools and educational
opportunities in Salt Lake County by showing the extent to which residents agree with a
range of statements concerning the County’s education and school systems. (Note that
only survey respondents with children in elementary, middle, and/or high school were
shown this question).

Residents with school-aged children generally feel positive about educational opportunities
and school systems in Salt Lake County—almost half (45%) feel that schools in their
community have enough resources for basic instruction; 35% feel that there are many
quality school options for their children in their community; and 32% feel that schools have
enough school counselors and social workers (Figure A-64).

Residents did, however, note challenges within the County’s school and education systems
particularly challenges and concerns related to their children’s class sizes and the
distribution of quality school options across Salt Lake County.

As shown in Figure A-64 below, for example, 34% reported that their children’s school is
overcrowded with large classes and only 12% feel that there are similar school options for
children between “have” and “have not” districts.
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Figure A-64.
Do you agree with the following statements?

Schools have enough resources for basic instruction %

w
w
!
D
(%))

There are many quality school options in my community

Schools are overcrowded with large class sizes 34%
Schools have enough school counselors and social workers
Schools have enough resources for special programs 28%
There are affordable housing options near good schools 23%
Schools are equitable between "have" & "have not" districts 12%
I'm worried that my child's school will close due to low enroliment 11%
My children have missed school due to my housing situation 10%
I would change to another school if transportation was provided 10%

My children's school closed and now attend a school further away

I would transfer to another school if any had space

Note: n=631. Only residents with children in elementary, middle, and/or high school were asked to indicate their level of agreement
with the above statements.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.

Figures A-65 through A-67 show the extent to which residents agree with the above
statements concerning access to quality schools in Salt Lake County by race and ethnicity,
income, and household characteristics.

Racial and ethnic minorities with school-aged children are more likely to be living in
communities with schools that do not have enough resources for basic instruction; do not
have enough school counselors and social workers; and/or schools without enough
resources for special programs like English Learner classes, special education, and 504
plans (Figure A-65).
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Other minority groups and Hispanic residents are also less likely to live in communities with many quality school options for their
children. Around one in five (22%) other minorities and 16% of Hispanic residents feel that there are quality school options in their
community. This is much higher for both Asian residents (41%) and non-Hispanic White residents (39%).

Importantly, all racial and ethnic groups reported that their children missed school and/or transferred schools due to their housing
situation or that their children’s school closed and now they attend a school further away at a higher rate than the County overall.
Children in other minority households were most likely to miss or transfer schools (24%) while children in Asian households were
more likely to attend a school further away after their school closed (21%) (Figure A-65).

Figure A-65. Access to Quality Schools by Race and Ethnicity

25% Above County Average

25% Below County Average

Other NH
Do you agree with the following statements? County |Hispanic Asian Minority White
Responses 631 51 34 45 466
Schools have enough resourcesfor basic instruction 45% 31% 21% 18% 51%
There are many quality school optionsin my community 35% 16% 41% 22% 39%
Schoolsare overcrowded with large class sizes 34% 24% 35% 18% 36%
Schools have enough school counselorsand social workers 32% 16% 32% 9% 36%
Schools have enough resourcesfor special programs 28% 14% 24% 13% 32%
There are affordable housing options near good public schools 23% 25% 18% 31% 22%
Schools are equitable between "have" & "have not" districts 12% 12% 12% 1% 1%
I'm worried my children's school will close due to low enroliment 11% 14% 21% 18% 9%
My children have missed school or transferred due to my housing 10% 14% 15% 24% 9%
| would change to another school if transportation was provided 10% 10% 9% 9% 10%
My children's school closed and now attend a school further away 9% 12% 21% 16% 8%
| would transfer to another school if any had space 6% 4% 12% 2% 6%

Note: n=596.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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Residents with extremely low incomes (<$25,000/year) and residents with low incomes ($25,000 to $50,000/year) reported living in
communities with schools that have enough resources for basic instruction; enough school counselors and social workers; and
enough resources for special programs at a much lower rate than the County and other incomes groups, most notably residents
with the highest incomes (>$100,000/year) (Figure A-66).

Residents with lower incomes indicated a greater desire to change schools than other income groups. One in five (20%) residents
with low incomes ($25,000 to $50,000/year) said that they would “change to another school if transportation was provided” and 8%
of those with the lowest incomes (<$25,000/year) would transfer to another school if any had space.

Figure A-66. Access to Quality Schools by Income

25% Above County Average
25% Below County Average

<$25,00 $25,000- $50,000 -

Do you agree with the following statements? 0 $50,000 $100,000 $100,000+
Responses 631 97 56 184 267
Schools have enough resourcesfor basic instruction 45% 26% 27% 38% 59%
There are many quality school optionsin my community 35% 21% 23% 23% 52%
Schoolsare overcrowded with large class sizes 34% 28% 39% 29% 38%
Schoolshave enough school counselorsand social workers 32% 19% 20% 29% 43%
Schoolshave enough resourcesfor special programs 28% 19% 20% 32% 31%
There are affordable housing options near good public schools 23% 29% 30% 22% 20%
Schools are equitable between "have" & "have not" districts 12% 10% 5% 9% 16%
I'm worried my children's school will close due to low enroliment 1% 15% 25% 14% 5%
My children have missed school or transferred due to my housing 10% 28% 23% 10% 2%
| would change to another school if transportation wasprovided 10% 12% 20% 13% 7%
My children's school closed and now attend a school further away 9% 21% 9% 14% 1%
| would transfer to another school if any had space 6% 8% 5% 9% 4%
Note: n=604.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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Less than one quarter (23%) single parents feel that there are many quality school options in their community and only 15% feel that
their children’s school has enough school counselors and social workers. Additionally, compared to the County overall (45%), only
31% of single parent households feel schools have enough resources for basic instruction. School children in households with a
disability also lack access to school counselors and social workers—only 21% feel their children’s school has enough counselors
compared to 34% of overall residents with children (Figure A-67).

All households indicated that their housing situations have caused their children to miss school or transfer schools at a higher rate
than the County (10%), especially households with a disability at 22% and renters with extremely low incomes at 18%.

Figure A-67. Access to Quality Schools by Household Characteristics

25% Above County Average
25% Below County Average

Single With a Renter Older

Do you agree with the following statements? Parent Disability <$25,000 Adult
Responses 631 78 227 40 40

Schoolshave enough resourcesfor basic instruction 45% 31% 34% 40% 43%
There are many quality school optionsin my community 35% 23% 28% 28% 40%
Schoolsare overcrowded with large class sizes 34% 26% 38% 33% 45%
Schools have enough school counselorsand social workers 32% 15% 21% 35% 35%
Schoolshave enough resourcesfor special programs 28% 23% 22% 30% 25%
There are affordable housing options near good public schools 23% 26% 22% 30% 28%
Schoolsare equitable between "have" & "have not" districts 12% 10% 7% 20% 15%
I'm worried my children's school will close due to low enroliment 11% 15% 16% 18% 10%
My children have missed school or transferred due to my housing 10% 14% 22% 18% 15%
| would change to another school if transportation was provided 10% 13% 17% 15% 13%
My children's school closed and now attend a school further away 9% 15% 17% 20% 20%
| would transfer to another school if any had space 6% 6% 9% 13% 10%

Note: n=385.

Source: Root Policy Research from the 2024 Salt Lake County Resident Housing Survey.
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APPENDIX.
Resident and Stakeholder Focus Groups

Resident and stakeholder consultation was conducted through focus groups. Stakeholder
focus groups were virtual and occurred in August 2024; resident focus groups were in-
person and took place in February 2025.

Resident Focus Group Findings

Altogether, 24 residents from targeted groups gathered in community settings to discuss
housing and economic stability challenges. These residents included people currently
homeless, people who had lost jobs and were seeking paid work, families with children,
single mothers, newcomers (some sponsored by faith-based organizations), and
homeowners. They provided information on what they needed to better make ends meet
and become housing and economically stable. These conversations informed the priorities
for the Consolidated Plan.

Spanish speaking community. Thirteen Salt Lake County residents and
stakeholders who spoke English and Spanish participated in a Spanish focus group to
discuss housing needs and strategies to improve housing stability. These residents had
varying lengths of residency and housing situations in Salt Lake County and household
characteristics:

m  Five residents had lived in Salt Lake County for about 20 years and were well informed
about and connected to the needs of the Spanish speaking community. These
residents also worked for nonprofits as community health workers.

m  Two residents—a mother and her teenage son—were new to Salt Lake County and
moved because they were sponsored by their church. Upon arriving, however, they
became homeless because of the length of time it took to get work permits and the
refusal of landlords to rent to them without 4 months of documented employment.
They had no money because they had been overcharged for a rental unit in Texas and
then forced out. They had lived on the street for nearly 2 weeks in Salt Lake County
before finding beds in a shelter.

m  One man works in construction for $8/hour—a job he found through an employment
agency. He cannot afford rent and lives in a shelter.

= Two elderly men who could not work because of health issues lived in a shelter. One
used to own a home—and is still on the title—but left because of family complications.
He needs legal assistance to help him regain access to the home.

m  Three were single renters who had lived in Salt Lake County for more than a decade.



Housing stability. Two of the attendees nearly lost their homes during the Great
Recession, in 2007 and 2008. They had very different experiences in resolving challenges
paying their mortgages.

= One was told that they could avoid foreclosure if they applied for a special federal
“Obama” program—but it cost $3,000 for them to hire someone to complete the
paperwork. They were able to stay in the home but it was quite costly for them. “The
program was good, and worked—but | didn’t know how to fill out the application.” Their
real estate agent connected them to the person who completed and filed the
paperwork on their behalf.

= Another attendee also benefitted from the program, but was not charged. She found
out about the program through the West Side Leadership group, and received
assistance from the Community Development Corporation in Salt Lake County. “They
really went the extra mile and saved my house.”

One resident lost his house due to a family dispute in 2002; it was completely paid off. He
is now homeless and is unsure how to get the home back.

Finding a rental. One resident paid $5,000 to someone in Texas they believed to be
working for state or local government to assist them in applying for housing and work.
They had housing for two months and applied for work permits but then were told they
had to leave their housing. Their church sponsored them to relocate to Salt Lake County
where they became homeless. They have been told they need to have four months of
demonstrated work to apply for housing in Salt Lake County and that they may be able to
get assistance with their security deposits—but they don't know where to start.

Community health workers experienced in securing housing for residents said that success
is found with flexible landlords who trust community navigators and are willing to rent to a
variety of tenants, including while some are awaiting work permits and documentation.
These landlords are limited, however.

Some programs prioritize domestic violence survivors, and many stakeholders support this
prioritization.

Many families are living in overcrowded situations because of the limited supply of housing
and once landlords realize this, they evict family members.

Safety concerns. Participants living in shelters do not feel safe. Drug use and overdoses
are common. One man was attacked. A woman had a shower curtain intentionally moved
when she was in the shower, exposing her to staff.

Supportive services. Participants do not know where to start when seeking services.
Many felt that shelters should do a better job of connecting residents to needed services;
instead, residents are on their own. Language can be a large barrier to accessing services,



as is differences in eligibility. Residents get mixed messages about applying for help—for
example, receiving food stamps may compromise the ability to get housing assistance.
Faith-based assistance can be sporadic—some find it helpful, others do not.

Recommendations and Solutions

m  The County and jurisdictions should foster relationships with and incentivize landlords
who are willing to be flexible with tenants and families who are in transition and need
safe and stable housing as they seek work.

m  Priorities should be on developing transitional housing communities for families and
single person households who are at-risk of or have been homeless. These housing
environments should connect residents to needed services and skill development and
employment searches.

m  Resources need to be easier to find, apply for, and receive. Nonprofits, schools, and
shelters should be better connected, and shelters should prioritize getting residents
help so they can move into stable housing and become self sufficient.

Single parents. Five single female heads of household, two of whom were Spanish
speakers, gathered at a Head Start facility to discuss their and challenges with housing and
economic stability. Altogether, they had 8 young children and 2 pre-teenagers.

Living situation. All of the single mother participants were renters. Their living situations
were varied:

m  One had a Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) and lived in Salt Lake City; they wanted to
live in @ more family friendly suburb but were denied from landlords because of their
voucher.

m  One had been lucky to find a detached single family home to rent which worked well
for her and her daughters.

m  One family lived in a basement apartment with a family from her church.

= One lived in a hostile environment with extended family in exchange for cooking and
watching their children and had little privacy.

m  One woman lived with her parents, who helped her with housing, childcare, and
transportation.

Housing instability. Two participants and their children had become homeless:

m  One family became homeless when a family member died and they ended up in
severely substandard housing—the landlord failed to provide proper electricity and
they had an open ceiling in their bathroom. They sought shelter in Utah County but
the shelters were full, so they were transported to Salt Lake County.



= One family became homeless after fleeing domestic violence. They sought shelter with
a family member and then moved into a shelter after that relationship didn’t work out.
Their husband was evicted from their rental unit; they had failed to remove their name
from the lease and are now facing high garnishment of wages for back rent and
accumulated fees and interest. They were unaware that they could get assistance from
legal services.

Participants agreed that finding housing outside of Salt Lake City with a housing voucher is
extremely difficult. Most desire to live in the suburbs for their family-friendly amenities and
agree that it is very hard to find affordable housing, especially rentals that accept vouchers,
outside of Salt Lake City or in South Salt Lake. One resident had called many apartment
complexes in West Valley City and West Jordan and were told none take vouchers.

Participants said while they had not been personally told by landlords they would not rent
to families with children, it is common to find ads—especially on Facebook—that say
properties will not take children or single mothers.

Help with “making ends meet”. When asked what they do—or need—to help make
ends meet when they face economic challenges, participants said:

m  Utilize food stamps and go to food banks;
m  Rely on schools sending home food;
= Donate plasma;

m  Rely on faith-based assistance.

Accessing services. Similar to the first focus group, participants in this group expressed
confusion and uncertainty about accessing needed services. Two expressed surprise that
local shelters do not do more to connect residents with services—they provide only shelter.
Others expressed uncertainly about “how much to share” about their needs.

Transportation. All participants mentioned challenges with transportation, especially
being able to get their children to and from school and enable them to shop for groceries
and needed goods. The school buses can be unreliable, leaving their children stranded,
and do not accommodate afterschool programming—which compromises the academic
progress of children. Two had children lived within walking distance from elementary
school and parents are grateful for that, but the routes were not safe due to busy streets
and crime.

Some participants said that more bus stops are needed and the reduction in routes and
stops has been difficult for her family—especially in accessing daycare and schools.



Educational challenges. The Spanish speaking attendees both described—in tears—
how their young children had been bullied and mistreated in elementary school because
they spoke Spanish and were “different.” Some of the children had been poked with tacks
by other children. They were afraid to confront the school administration.

Those who spoke Spanish expressed a need for easier paths to learn English—for example,
classes at the Head Start facility where their children are enrolled, and online courses that
they can take when they are not working or when they have put their children to bed.

Housing and community development hopes and dreams. When asked what
type of housing would be their ideal, participants agreed on a family-friendly affordable
condominium or apartment community with activities for youth—Ilike movie nights—and
safe playground space.

One resident mentioned that her current landlord was very understanding and critical in
helping her make ends meet. That landlord had been flexible in allowing her to defer rent
when she had surgeries and was working part time.

Recommendations and Solutions

m  The County should work closely with schools, shelters, housing authorities, community
health centers, preschools/Head Start centers, recreation centers, and local
governments to strengthen communication about resources. Front line staff at these
facilities should be well educated on how to connect residents with resources—e.g.,
where to conduct searches, which nonprofits have caseworkers to provide services—
and be proactive in identifying families in need and providing outreach.

m  Similar to the recommend from the first group, the County should explore incentives
with landlords to reward those being flexible with tenants.

m  The County or contractors should provide training to landlords to ensure that they
have a strong understanding of fair housing laws, including state source of income
protections and families with children protections.

Black and African American residents. Six residents from Africa and the U.S.
spoke about their experiences living in Salt Lake County and finding housing;:

m  Three moved to Utah for school and formed families after graduating; two separated
and formed new families and all chose to make the Salt Lake Valley their home. All had
become homeowners—two, as a result of divorce settlements and one through family
support.

m  One had moved recently from Wyoming after working in Jackson Hole and chose Salt
Lake for its proximity to the mountains and urban setting.

m  One came to Salt Lake County as a child as part of a resettlement program. She was
raised in the county, formed her own family and stayed in the county, and eventually



becoming a homeowner through a special “grant program” that helped her buy a
home in a specific part of Salt Lake City with only $1,000 down. She had worked
independently to build her credit over time.

m  Onewas living in a shelter because he was unemployed and looking for a stable job.

Housing and community development hopes and dreams. Participants were
quick to differentiate between a first owned home that is a “need” home and one that is a
“dream” home. Two had purchased homes that they could afford but were not ideal, yet
were grateful for those homes. One felt very lucky to have found an affordable home in
Daybreak because of the rich amenities in the community—pools, lake, free sailing lessons,
farmer’'s markets.

Housing challenges. When asked about their housing challenges and the challenges in
their communities, participants said:

m  HOA fees that are “hefty” or don’t seem to be a good return on investment;

m  Difficulty finding a rental unit without a job even with a strong rental history;

m  Requirements for 2.5x (for affordable units) and 3x income in rent to qualify for rental
units;

m  Rentincreases—$200/month in one year!

m  Barriers to entry for low income renters in what is required for 1%t and last month's
rent;

m  Poor property management;

m  “Affordable” rent is not affordable for most people. Linking rent to AMI reflects higher
income homeowners, not what renters are experiencing;

Lack of affordable homeownership products.

Help with “making ends meet”. When asked what they do—or need—to help make

ends meet when they face economic challenges, participants said:

m  Get another job—although one resident said working 60-70 hours per week still didn't
help them make ends meet due to the low wages in Utah;

m  Go to the State Workforce Services—although this hasn't been successful;

m  Turn to friends or family you can trust, if you have them; and

m  Fall back on your credit card. Two residents had lost their jobs and had to rely on
credit cards after they had “exhausted every option.”

Some residents said they “had no clue where to go” when they were in difficult financial
situations. They Googled, and found no resources, and were worried about the stigma of
asking for help.



Recommendations and Solutions
In this case, participants were asked what would make the greatest impact on their families
or communities in economic stability:

m  |deally, some type of organization—a nonprofit or community organization—to
provide short term help for residents with economic needs. This would be guaranteed
for 6 months, or for one year, to help people work through economic challenges. That
would be much better than piecemeal help here and there.

m  Financial literacy training for families and high school students, including investment
strategies;

m  Assistance finding jobs; and

m  Affordable day care including publicly subsidized early childhood education (more
frequently than 9-noon a few days a week).

Stakeholder Focus Group Findings

Stakeholder focus groups took place virtually on August 6, 2024; August 8, 2024; and
August 9, 2024. A total of 34 individuals representing 30 organizations and agencies
participated in the August focus groups.

Participants represented a range of expertise including but not limited to affordable
housing, legal services, fair housing, planning, economic development, supportive services,
housing development, local government, and public housing needs; and serve diverse
households with special needs such as persons with disabilities, seniors, domestic violence
survivors, unhoused persons, youth populations, and persons with a mental illness (among
others).



Figure A-1.
Organizations and
Agencies
Represented in
Focus Groups

Note:

A total of 34 individuals from 30
organizations working with special
needs populations in Salt Lake
County participated in the focus
groups conducted for the
Consolidated Plan and Al.

Source:
Root Policy Research.

Ability Inclusion Services
American Planning Association
Assist Utah
Community Development Corporation of UT
English Skills Learning Center
First Step House
Health Choice Utah
Housing Authority of Salt Lake City
Housing Connect
Housing of Hope
Huntsman Mental Health Institute
INN Between
Legal Aid Society of Salt Lake City
Mujeres Unidasde Utah
Neighborhood House
Project Connection
Project Read Utah
Rape Recovery Center
Road Home
Ruff Haven
Salt Lake Valley Habitat for Humanity
Shelter the Homeless
South Valley Services
Suzy Senior Services
Turn Community Services
Utah Community Action
Utah Housing Coalition
Utah Legal Services
Utah Peer Network

Youth Resource Center

The word cloud below illustrates the main words used by stakeholders to describe barriers
to employment, childcare, and poverty reduction in Salt Lake County. These themes are

discussed in detail in the following sections.
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Barriers to employment and economic mobility. Stakeholders were asked
to describe the challenges community members face when seeking job training, skills
development, and employment opportunities in which stakeholders cited barriers
including transportation, limited English proficiency (LEP), criminal and substance use
history, difficulties accessing services due to the complexity of the current resource
structure, and access to technology and broadband services.

Transportation. Stakeholders emphasized that reliable public and/or personal
transportation is crucial to economic mobility. For example, a client may have secured a
place in a job training or English class, but without a way to get there, they cannot utilize
the service.

For low income families who rely on public transit, stakeholders described the Utah Transit
Authority (UTA) buses as unreliable and infrequent. They also noted that there are few
essential services along bus routes. Unreliable transportation makes it difficult to
consistently show up to childcare and work on time. The infrequency of the routes forces
tight changes between bus lines and risky maneuvers to catch the next bus. Missing one
bus could mean being an hour late for work, doctor’'s appointments, and other essential
destinations. One stakeholder reported that UTA had taken away bus stops, exacerbating
challenges in access and infrequency.



Several stakeholders pointed out that employment opportunities were often far from
housing that is affordable for their clients. Specifically, the west side of the county tends to
have more affordable housing but lacks the same employment opportunities as the east
side of the county. This means that households living in the western portion of Salt Lake
County without reliable transportation are isolated from economic opportunities.
Stakeholders explained that transportation barriers impact populations differently—for
example, securing personal transportation or figuring out public transit routes is especially
difficult for immigrants to navigate.

“Being eligible for a job and being able to get there is hard to do. Transportation is a
primary barrier to job training.”

One stakeholder mentioned that the over-reliance on personal vehicles in Salt Lake County
has defined the physical distance between resources. Someone trying to access job
training, English classes, and rental assistance would have to travel to multiple locations by
car or attempt to triangulate between resources with existing bus routes instead of
traveling to one, centralized resource destination.

Importantly, barriers to employment are interrelated and compounded with other
challenges. For example, English language learners need transportation to attend English
classes to prepare them for employment opportunities but have the concurrent need of
employment to afford reliable personal and public transportation.

Limited English proficiency. Several stakeholders attested that learning English is the
first step in accessing skills training and employment. Stakeholders that work with refugees
and immigrants with limited English proficiency (LEP) underscored that the demand for
English classes far exceed the number of seats available. In fact, one provider noted they
have a five-month waiting list for their English class in West Valley City and cited challenges
related to transportation. To address these challenges, the agency is working to centralize
resources for families learning English. (As part of this effort, they run a charter school for
English language learners that parents can also attend to learn English, support their child,
and receive assistance navigating resources.)

“Lots of people without English skills have extreme difficulty navigating systems. People
need English classes but can’t get to them to start their careers.”

Stakeholders noted that high demand for programming and services reflects the need for
English skills before entering the workforce or training programs. As such, stakeholders
emphasized the need to coordinate resources, noting that the County has overlooked
many barriers immigrants and refugees face in accessing resources by focusing only on
English classes or job training. (For example, parents must secure childcare and
transportation to attend English learning and job training classes).



Criminal and substance use history. Stakeholders who work with justice-involved
individuals and/or individuals with histories of substance use challenges reported barriers
including background checks, required documentation, and social stigma.

For those with a criminal history, participation in job training and skills development
classes is often overshadowed by background checks. Additionally, those exiting the justice
system or homelessness often lack the required documentation and/or identification to
apply for jobs and the processes to obtain birth certificates, social security cards, and
driver's licenses can delay or prevent people from applying to jobs or classes.

Stakeholders expressed frustration with the impact that stigma can have on this
population’s long-term stability—even after someone completes a sentence, treatment
program, or job training. For example, an individual's appearance (e.g., dental issues) can
cause employers to reject applications despite any job training experience or ambition.
(Advocates noted that training and ambition are not enough to outweigh social stigma and
recommended that service providers and employers forge stronger partnerships to waive
background check results and negotiate job placement for clients.

“People who have completed their sentence or treatment programs are ready to take on
new opportunities, but they can’t access them.”

Stakeholders also emphasized the importance of personal empowerment in seeking
services. For example, one stakeholder emphasized the importance of empowering people
with criminal and/or substance use history to seek support. They acknowledged that many
individuals who need support often feel shame, but that organizations are there to connect
them with resources and assist them with navigating potential job leads that materialize
from social networks.

Coordinating resources. Housing, mental health services, legal assistance, and long-
term health management are needed for many clients before undertaking workforce
training classes or entering the job market—however, service providers face challenges
coordinating resources within the County’s structure.

Stakeholders expressed their desire to place their clients directly in housing but explained
that they can only refer them to large waiting lists for housing vouchers. This is largely due
to a lack of emergency shelter and transitional housing in the county which often spurs
cycles of homelessness, particularly for domestic/sexual violence survivors and formerly
incarcerated persons. Without housing placement, providers reported their clients often
re-enter homelessness and/or incarceration and “fall through the cracks without support.”

Other participants explained that emergency housing units (and financial assistance) are
also needed for low income families and households affected by protective orders and
family separations.



When asked how the County can improve resource and service delivery, providers
recommended that the County allocate funds to improve coordination between service
points-of-entry; provide legal assistance to low income households; and funds to expand
access to housing resources.

“We get excited about resources for people but [we] don’t take a step back and think
about how people will access them.”

Stakeholders also recommended the County support and/or fund case management
services to support households. As noted by participants, long-term case management
ensures clients are receiving consistent resources that adapt to positive or negative
changes within their clients’ lives. These services are especially important for youth
experiencing homelessness and formerly incarcerated persons—among other populations
that struggle to maintain housing, employment, and/or achieve goals after exiting
transitional housing and/or jail/prison.

This is a priority for service providers— many of which see case management services as a
key component to the County’s resource structure—because it promotes long-term
stability and upper economic mobility by providing support and services through clients’
path to self-sufficiency and stability.

Technology and broadband access. Stakeholders explained that access to
technology and broadband services are imperative to economic mobility especially with
most job search and job application tools being online. This is often a barrier for low
income families and households in Salt Lake County as these households often prioritize
their incomes to afford essential expenses (housing, food, transportation, etc.) before
internet services.

While discussing programs to improve access to the internet, stakeholders spoke highly of
the County’s previous program that provided free smartphones to low income families. Th
program allowed families to connect their phones to public Wi-Fi with limited data access
and calling services.

Stakeholders also spoke highly of the County’s efforts to reduce barriers by leveraging
technology and internet. During the pandemic, for example, Salt Lake County established a
policy to make the eviction docket hybrid and to allow participants to attend hearings
online or in-person. (One individual who provides legal services in the county said this has
been beneficial for tenants with limited mobility and/or tenants who cannot go to the
courthouse due to their work schedules).

While stakeholders generally agree these programs have been effective, participants would
like to see the County expand on these efforts to improve access to technology and
broadband services. Stakeholders specifically recommend that the County provide digital
literacy classes for residents.



Improving economic mobility. Solutions, recommendations, and ideas for Salt Lake
County that were offered by stakeholders to improve economic mobility included:

m  |nvestin public transportation (that is more frequent and affordable) to connect the
eastern and western sides of Salt Lake County.

m  Encourage using alternative methods for identification as a requirement for applying
for a job or assistance. (For example, require that formerly homeless persons provide
their fingerprint as proof of their identity versus social security cards or birth
certificates).

m  Create a resource hub that provide English classes, job training programs, and housing
resources, preferably in a location accessible by public transit.

m  Integrate peer support specialists in housing, criminal justice, and behavioral health
systems to help individuals navigate job search engines, applications, and job training
programs before they exit their program/institution.

m  Consider re-introducing the County’s smartphone program—in addition to providing
funds for digital literacy classes.

m  Expand English language classes to meet demand.

Barriers to childcare. Stakeholders discussed the availability and affordability of
childcare in Salt Lake County in which they explained that there is a severe lack of
affordable childcare options for all families, especially given the high cost of housing in Salt
Lake County. This section summarizes the main themes from these discussions including
childcare options in the county (licensed and unlicensed), affordability of childcare, barriers
for special needs groups, and recommendations to reduce barriers.

Limited space and availability. Stakeholders reported extreme difficulty in finding
childcare options for their clients. Waitlists are long, even for high-price facilities for clients
with childcare subsidies. For example, one childcare provider who participated in the focus
group explained that they have a waitlist of 400 kids and space for only 330 kids.

“The lack of childcare impacts people and families across the income spectrum.”

Long waitlists are exacerbated by long wait times where families do not move off the
waitlist quickly and often end up resorting to informal childcare at unlicensed facilities
and/or family or friends. Participants explained that higher household incomes would allow
families to afford nannies or other unlicensed childcare providers to operate out of their
home—increasing options when facilities do not have space.

Stakeholders emphasized the importance of providing quality childcare options to
families—however, providers noted a decline in the quality of childcare due to labor
shortages in childcare and identified low wages for childcare staff are the primary reason



for the shortage (and lack of availability). Staff shortages have depleted facilities’ resources
and existing staff, lowering the quality and viability of the overall business.

Affordability challenges. Families cannot afford childcare in Salt Lake County, even
with subsidies and assistance. Childcare providers explained that the cost of quality
childcare is out of reach for families and subsidies do not provide enough money for
facilities to sustainably run their businesses—which means they must price childcare spots
above what most families are able to afford.

Childcare providers spoke highly of the subsidies they received during the COVID-19
pandemic which allowed them to assist families in making their payments. Providers would
like to see more funds and assistance for both facilities and families.

“Childcare subsidies don’t even scratch the surface when it comes to the cost of running a
childcare facility.”

The process of applying for childcare assistance is also complex—even providers struggle
to navigate applications. (One stakeholder said that even though they help many clients fill
out application forms, they still find it confusing.)

Stakeholders emphasized that access to childcare is dependent on access to employment
and job opportunities. For example, economic mobility is impossible without affordable
childcare—and people cannot afford childcare without steady employment. As noted by
one participant, childcare “is vital and should be considered a part of infrastructure.”

Participants explained that childcare licenses to own and operate a business is often an
attractive option for their clients as it provides a source of income and childcare for their
children. While many of their clients have initiated this process, securing a license can be
time consuming and expensive.

Disproportionate barriers. Stakeholders discussed barriers to childcare for the specific
populations they work with including families who have children with disabilities; working
parents; survivors of domestic violence; and undocumented families.

There is a need for more affordable childcare services for children with disabilities.
Stakeholders noted that there are long waitlists for these services Salt Lake County and a
lack of staff with training in this area.

Working parents face barriers related to the rigidity of timing of current childcare options.
Parents who work abnormal hours (early morning, late evening shifts, etc.) often struggle
to find childcare that accommodates their schedules unless they change jobs. This is not
always an option for those with limited work experience or an option for immigrants.
Parents may also have to leave work early to pick their child up, sacrificing wages and work
hours.



Survivors of domestic violence also need greater access to childcare. Providers explained
that individuals who have experienced domestic violence face greater barriers after being
cut off from their social networks when they leave their partners. These populations need
additional assistance from the County and/or organizations to secure childcare.

Importantly, stakeholders identified that undocumented persons may face greater barriers
to childcare and noted that they have noticed a pattern in which this population will stay in
shelters because the community co-babysits while parents go to work. Once they transition
to permanent housing, they lose their informal childcare.

Reducing barriers to childcare. Solutions, recommendations, and ideas offered by
stakeholders to reduce barriers to childcare included:

m Increase funds for childcare providers to subsidize the cost of childcare for low income
families—including direct subsidies for childcare facilities to provide employees higher
wages and to increase childcare slots at an affordable price.

m  Increase options for infant care, including tax breaks or credits for families during the
first year with additional funding to support childcare facilities that provide specialized
care for infants.

m  Encourage affordable housing developers to include space for childcare centers in new
developments.

Housing Stability

Limited assistance to afford housing costs. Stakeholders explained that the
demand for rental assistance has not subsided, with one stakeholder noting that they have
1,000 rental assistance applications and can only serve 120 people due to funding
constraints.

Several stakeholders pointed to rental assistance as key to preventing housing instability,
displacement, and homelessness. Assistance with rental payments can help tenants avoid
evictions which set tenants back financially and creates barriers accessing future housing.

One stakeholder explained that rental assistance works best for people who are cost
burdened (spending 40% to 50% of their income on housing)—any higher likely means they
are too far behind on their rent for landlords to keep them as tenants and/or they will
quickly become behind in rent again.

“Rental assistance is a godsend for clients. Helping someone [with rent] for a month or
two can be life changing.”

Existing rental assistance programs are strained and most people who need immediate
assistance are put on waitlists. As a result, people are in limbo. Stakeholders would like to
see the County encourage service providers who do not have adequate funding to provide



people rental assistance to refer them to other providers who do. Stakeholders would also
like to see more rental and mortgage assistance programs available for residents—similar
to Salt Lake City which offers a wide range of programming.

Additionally, stakeholders reported an increase in the number of residents applying for
housing vouchers—another indicator that County residents are struggling to afford their
housing costs. Waitlists for vouchers are years long, including waitlists for supportive
housing units provided by the Division of Services for People with Disabilities (DSPD). One
stakeholder noted that they used to be able to keep waitlists for vouchers open, but it
became so unmanageable that they now have to close it periodically.

The per unit cost has also increased to the point where they cannot serve as many people.
Stakeholders explained that the recent increase in demand most likely stems from COVID-
era rental and emergency assistance programs fading. They would like to see emergency
housing assistance and assistance for deposits and application fees expanded again.

Stakeholders discussed the need to preserve and develop more affordable housing to help
families remain stably housed and suggested that the County provide grants or low-
interest loans to families to help maintain housing and neighborhood conditions. Others
added that there are available funds and areas to develop affordable, accessible housing in
the county, but that it is hard to compete with developers of market-rate housing.

Low wages and incomes. Several stakeholders pointed out that while housing costs
escalate, wages have stayed stagnant. As one stakeholder succinctly put it, “people need
more income.” However, many clients are discouraged from participating in job training
programs when they see that existing employment opportunities do not provide adequate
wages to afford housing in the county.

When people receiving housing support do ascend economically, they reach a benefits cliff.
Stakeholders are concerned that the possibility of losing benefits complicates upward
mobility. Public housing and voucher providers said that their clients must weigh the
financial benefits of increased wages with the loss of housing assistance and other
resources. Stakeholders would like to see programs that taper assistance based on Area
Median Income (AMI) levels so people can improve wages without immediately losing
supports.

Household characteristics. Steep housing costs, limited rental assistance, and low
wages threaten poverty and housing stability for all households—particularly households
with special needs in Salt Lake County. When asked which populations in the county are
most likely to be in poverty (and most vulnerable to housing instability), stakeholders
identified persons with disabilities, single parents, formerly incarcerated persons, survivors
of domestic violence, and low income families.



Housing stability strategies. Solutions, recommendations, and ideas offered by
stakeholders for Salt Lake County to improve housing stability among individuals and
households include:

m  Increase funding for rental assistance and for housing vouchers. Stakeholders
emphasized the need to ensure that funding for these programs is sustained and set
at a level to meet the rise in housing costs.

m  Increase access to supportive services (including long-term case management
services) for persons with disabilities, homeless youth, individuals with criminal
histories, and persons with mental health and/or substance use challenges.

m  Consider strategies that prevent or delay displacement due to evictions. (For example,
the County could increase funds for legal aid organizations to provide attorney
services in courthouses and to provide legal representation in landlord-tenant cases).

m  Provide incentives for landlords to accept tenants who face additional barriers
accessing housing including domestic violence survivors with low credit scores; people
with a criminal record; and individuals seeking treatment for substance use
challenges. Stakeholders also emphasized the need to improve coordination between
landlords and service providers to increase access to housing for these populations.

m  Increase permanent supportive housing options for individuals who need behavioral
health supports and ongoing case management. Stakeholders would also like to see
more housing options that are pet-inclusive for displaced persons with pets.

m  Consider programs to provide mediation services for tenants who are afraid to report
substandard housing issues and/or to discuss payment plans with landlords.



HOUSING MARKET ANALYSIS APPENDIX.

SUPPLEMENT TO NEEDS ASSESSMENT AND MARKET
ANALYSIS SECTIONS OF CONSOLIDATED PLAN



APPENDIX.
Housing Market Analysis Supplement

This component of the Consolidated Plan supplements the HUD-required Needs Assessment (NA)
and Market Analysis (MA) sections. It provides additional detail on housing market conditions for
Salt Lake County and the jurisdictions that comprise the Urban County and HOME Consortiums for
HUD block grants.

Geographic areas. This report uses HUD-defined geographic groupings that determine
eligibility to receive HUD block grant funds. “Urban County” jurisdictions can receive the
Community Development Block Grant, or CDBG, from the county. The distribution of CDBG to
Urban County jurisdictions is based on the priority needs identified in the Consolidated Plan.
Jurisdictions that are not part of the Urban County receive CDBG funding directly from HUD.

The “"HOME Consortium” is the group of jurisdictions eligible to receive the HOME Investment
Partnership Program funding through Salt Lake County. The distribution of these funds is
determined by housing needs and priorities identified in the Consolidated Plan.

Urban County. Unincorporated Salt Lake County and Alta, Brighton, Bluffdale, Copperton,
Cottonwood Heights, Draper, Emigration Canyon, Herriman, Holladay, Kearns, Magna, Midvale,
Millcreek, Murray, Riverton, South Salt Lake, White City.

HOME Consortium. Urban County (defined above) plus Sandy, South Jordan, Taylorsville, West
Jordan, West Valley City.*

*Cities not in the Urban County have reporting requirements independent of the County
Consolidated Plan to receive the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
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A note on methodology. The data used for the market analysis come from a variety of
sources. In all cases, the data represent the latest, most readily available data to describe the
housing market. Primary data sources include:

m  American Community Survey (ACS) estimates from the United States Census Bureau;
m  The Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute Utah Housing Affordability Dashboard;

m  The Ivory-Boyer Construction Database from the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute and the
Ivory-Boyer Real Estate Center; and

m  Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data from HUD.

It is important to note that data contain a margin of error—meaning the actual market data could
be larger or smaller than the estimate. Margin of error risk is greater in small geographies. Given

this, the data in this section should be interpreted as suggesting a likely number or magnitude of

change rather than a definitive number or percentage, especially in smaller jurisdictions.

Data labeled as “CHAS” are from a proprietary dataset maintained by the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and, at the time this section was prepared, newer data
were not available. Use of these data for part of the analysis is required for the HUD Consolidated
Plan.
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Defining affordability. The most common measure of affordability assesses the “burden”
housing costs put on a household. If a household pays more than 30% of their gross income in
rent or mortgage payment (including taxes and basic utilities), they are considered to be cost
burdened. The higher the cost burden, the higher the risk of eviction, foreclosure, and
homelessness due to the challenges of households managing housing costs.

Households spending 50% or more of their income on housing are considered at risk of
homelessness. These households have limited capacity to adjust to rising home prices and are
vulnerable to even minor shifts in rents, property taxes, and/or incomes.

Cost burden is important because it also indicates how well a household can manage other
expenses—e.g., childcare, transportation, health care—and how much disposable income they
have to contribute to the economy. Families with persistent cost burden can struggle to attain
upward economic mobility, which can have trickle down effects for their children.

Federal definition of affordability

1) Housing costs are “affordable” if they do not exceed 30% of household’s
gross monthlyincome

2) “Costs” include basic utilities, mortgage insurance, HOA fees, and
property taxes

AT - .
. Households payin
‘// 0\\ Households paying / \ >50% for hoESiqug
. >30 Y0 >30% for housing 1

f 0 / «“
are “cost burdened” | >50 A) are “severely cost

burdened”

Source: Root Policy Research.

It is important to note that cost burden exists in nearly every community because demand
exceeds the supply of housing at various price points. Some residents—e.g., persons with
disabilities living on fixed incomes—cannot avoid cost burden unless they occupy publicly
subsidized housing or receive Housing Choice Vouchers. Unless an adequate supply of affordable
housing is available, being cost burdened may be the only option for certain residents.

HUD income categories. Eligibility for housing programs is generally based on how a
resident’s income falls within HUD-determined AMI categories, or Area Median Income. Figure A-1
outlines the AMI thresholds for households in Salt Lake County. Salt Lake County is part of the Salt
Lake City, UT HUD Metro Area, where the overall AMI is $115,500.

The figure also explains what a household at each AMI level can afford and the housing products
that typically accommodate their needs. For example, a household earning between 31% and 50%
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of the AMI—a very low income household—is most likely to find affordable housing in publicly
supported housing or through innovative ownership solutions such as land trusts.

Figure A-1.
HUD Income Thresholds and Target Housing, Salt Lake County, 2024

“extremely” low income

=< $34,650 per year, poverty level Public housing, Section 8, tenant-based

(o) i rental assistance, transitional housing,
< 3 0 /O A MI m other deeply subsidized rentals.

“very” low income

$34,650-$57,749 per year Public housing, Section 8, rental tax
credit developments, other rental
3 0 5 0 O/ A MI Hi products. Shared equity and land trust
- (o) for homeownership.
“low” income Generally live in privately provided rental
$57,750-$92,399 per year housing. Ownership with shared equity,

— land trust, other deed-re;tricted products,
5 0 - 80 % A MI m r : — :gzcsl?ed homes, homes in affordable

“middle” income

$92,400-$138,600 per year Privately provided rental housing.
General target for homeownership

80-120% AMI el st

Note: AMI Levels are for a household size of four, which is HUD convention.

Source: HUDuser.gov Income Limits FY24 database and Root Policy Research.

Primary Findings

m  Salt Lake County’s population grew modestly with an overall increase of 7% between 2017 and
2022. The county’s households increased by 12%, outpacing population growth and resulting
in a slightly smaller average household size. Growth in the county’s housing stock matched
household growth at 12% between 2017 and 2022, contributing to a relatively stable vacancy
rate of 5.3% in 2022 (compared to 5.5% in 2017). The county's vacancy rate indicates a
competitive equilibrium overall, though this varies widely by jurisdiction.

m  Thirty-seven percent of the county’s 430,705 housing units in 2022 were in the HOME
Consortium jurisdictions of Sandy, South Jordan, Taylorsville, West Jordan, and West Valley
City. Another 42% of the county’s housing units were located in Urban County jurisdictions.
There were 18,039 deed restricted units in Salt Lake County in 2022, 15% of which were set to
expire by 2027.
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m  The homeownership rate for the entire county is 67% with higher rates in each HOME
Consortium jurisdiction. At least 90% of households in the unincorporated county, Emigration
Canyon, and White City own their homes, while homeownership falls below 40% in Alta and
South Salt Lake. The homeownership rate is highest among White households at 72%,
followed by Asian households at 60%. Hispanic households and households identifying as
other races or ethnicities have homeownership rates of 54%, while 49% of Native Hawaiian or
Pacific Islander households own their homes. Homeownership is very low for Black/African
American households at just 23%.

m  Median gross rent rose in the county by 37% from $1,015 per month in 2017 to $1,394 in
2022. Median home values grew faster than median gross rent, increasing by 69% from
$260,700 in 2017 to $440,400 in 2022. Median home values grew faster than median rents in
almost all jurisdictions studied. Median household income increased by 33% between 2017
and 2022, failing to keep up with median gross rent and median home values.

= Nearly 99,900 households experience cost burden or severe cost burden in Salt Lake County.
Renter households are more than twice as likely as owner households to be cost burdened:
41% of renters are cost burdened, compared to 19% of owners. Hispanic and African
American households experience cost burden at disproportionately high rates.

m  The largest mismatch in the rental market is for households earning less than 30% of Area
Median Income (AMI). The gaps analysis conducted for this study found a shortage of
approximately 21,000 rental units priced below $875/month—and mostly priced below
$625/month—including utilities to serve households earning less than $35,000 per year: there
are 37,752 renter households earning less than $35,000 per year, yet only 16,765 units to
serve them. Renter households earning $35,000 or less who cannot find units affordable to
them “rent up” into more expensive units, leading to cumulative shortages in rental units that
affect households earning up to $50,000. These estimates account for the use of rental
subsidies and income-restricted rental units. If all renter households had to pay market rate
rents, affordability gaps would affect renter households earning as much as $82,000. Based
on 5-year projections included in this report, rental affordability gaps are expected to widen.

m  Home purchase gaps—which occur when demand from potential first-time homebuyers
outweighs the supply of affordable homes for sale—are concentrated among households
earning $75,000 or less but are present for households earning up to $100,000. Cumulatively,
these gaps limit the supply of homes for sale at prices affordable to households earning up to
$150,000.
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Demographic Context

Population. Between 2017 and 2022, Salt Lake County’s population increased by 7%, or 73,943
people.! The figure below presents population change in entitlement areas including Salt Lake
County between 2017 and 2022. Among entitlement cities, population growth was greatest in
South Jordan at 19% or 12,595 residents and second greatest in West Jordan at 4% or 4,446
residents. Growth was modest in West Valley City (2%) and Sandy (1%), while Taylorsville’s
population decreased by 648 residents or 1%.

Figure A-2.

X —e—Salt Lake County == Sandy
Population Change, —eo—South Jordan —e—Taylorsville
2017-2022, ,

. =e-=\\est Jordan —o=—\Vest Valley City
Entitlements

/‘ 1,180,643 ,+7%
1,106,700

Source:

2017 and 2022 5-year American
Community Survey (ACS).

135,546 138,868 ,+2%
111,93 116,383 ,+4%
94,556 @ 95,635,+1%

65523 oﬁ 78,118,+19%
60,377 59,729 ,-1%
2017 2022

The table below shows population change for Salt Lake County, the Urban County, the HOME
Consortium, and all constituent jurisdictions. The population of the Urban County grew by 46,068
residents or 10% while the Consortium area added a total of 66,862 residents—a growth of 7%. Of
the Urban County’s jurisdictions, Herriman added the largest number of residents (+23,331
residents, a 73% growth), followed by Bluffdale (+6,591 residents, a 61% growth). Emigration

" The ACS county level population number are considered “controlled” estimates (defined as fixed) and are not subject to
sampling error.
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Canyon lost the greatest share of its residents (-22% or -428 residents), though this estimate
should be interpreted with caution due to large margins of error, while Cottonwood Heights lost
the greatest number of residents (-957 residents).
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Figure A-3.
Population Change by Geography, 2017-2022, Urban County and HOME
Consortium

Numerical

Change % Change

Salt Lake County 1,106,700 1,180,643 73,943 7%
Urban County 444 573 490,641 46,068 10%
Unincorp. Salt Lake County 10,289 10,417 128 1%
Alta 351 376 25 7%
Brighton - 299 N/A N/A
Bluffdale 10,869 17,460 6,591 61%
Copperton 579 1,017 438 76%
Cottonwood Heights 34,214 33,257 -957 -3%
Draper 47,043 50,635 3,592 8%
Emigration Canyon 1,931 1,503 -428 -22%
Herriman 31,970 55,301 23,331 73%
Holladay 30,793 31,563 770 3%
Kearns 37,194 36,862 -332 -1%
Magna 28,257 29,275 1,018 4%
Midvale 32,249 35,609 3,360 10%
Millcreek 60,297 63,520 3,223 5%
Murray 49,038 50,041 1,003 2%
Riverton 41,997 44,864 2,867 7%
South Salt Lake 24,722 26,315 1,593 6%
White City 5,270 5,562 292 6%
Home Consortium 912,512 979,374 66,862 7%
Urban County 444,573 490,641 46,068 10%
Sandy 94,556 95,635 1,079 1%
South Jbrdan 65,523 78,118 12,595 19%
Taylorsville 60,377 59,729 -648 1%
West Jbrdan 111,937 116,383 4,446 4%
West Valley City 135,546 138,868 3,322 2%

Note: 2017 estimates are not available for Brighton. Margins of error are large in Alta, Emigration Canyon, Brighton, and Copperton.
Source: 2017 and 2022 5-year ACS.
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Households. Figure A-4 below presents the changes in the distribution of households by
household type in HOME Consortium jurisdictions. Family households have decreased as shares of
total households since 2017 in Salt Lake County overall, Sandy, and South Jordan. These decreases
were driven by decreases in married couple households as shares of total households. Family
households remained stable as a share of total households in Taylorsville, West Jordan, and West
Valley City. Note that married couple households with children decreased as shares of total
households in all entitlement areas except for West Valley City, where they remained stable.

Figure A-4.
Distribution of Households by Type, Entitlements, 2017 and 2022

[l Married couple with children [ Married couple without children
B single parent Il Other family
[ Householder living alone [l Householder not living alone
g > 2017 27% 28% 8% | 8% 23% 7%
35
f_mﬂ 8 2022 24% 29% 7% 8% 24% 8%
> 2017 28% 38% 7% | 6% 17% 4%
E
v 2022 27% 35% 7% | 7% 18% 6%
- c 2017 38% 35% 5% 5% 15% 3%
58
V2 2022 34% ELL) 5% 5% 17% 4%
2
= 2017 24% 29% 10% 10% 22% 5%
(%]
S
& 2022 22% 31 11% 9 21 7
|—

R
S
=
=
B3
IS
s =

- c 2017 34% 29 10% 8% 15
v @©
g3
2 2022 32% 32% 8% 8% 15% 5%
2017 29% 26% 13% 11% 15% 6%

West Valley
City

2022 29% 27% 9% 13% 14%

~
S

Source: 2017 and 2022 5-year ACS.

The tables on the following pages provide the distribution of households by household type in
2017 (Figure A-5) and 2022 (Figure A-6) for Salt Lake County, the Urban County, the HOME
Consortium, and all constituent jurisdictions.

Of the jurisdictions studied, Herriman had the greatest growth in total households: it added 7,900
households between 2017 and 2022, nearly doubling its number of households in five years.
Bluffdale also increased its number of households by 90% or more, adding 2,500 households since
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2017. Growth in households did not exceed 26% in any other jurisdiction studied. Household
growth was negative only in unincorporated Salt Lake County, Alta, Cottonwood Heights, and
Emigration Canyon.

Family households decreased or remained stable as a share of total households in most
jurisdictions between 2017 and 2022. Bluffdale saw the greatest decrease in family households as
a share of total households, down 13 percentage points from 94% in 2017 to 81% in 2022.
Copperton saw the greatest increase in family households as a share of total households at +31
percentage points, though there were large margins of error on these estimates. Family
households additionally grew as a share of total households in Alta and the unincorporated
county. In 2022, Alta is the only jurisdiction in which more than half of households are nonfamily
households, though estimates for Alta have large margins of error and should be interpreted
cautiously.
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Figure A-5.
Households and by Type by Geography, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2017

Family Households Nonfamily Households
Married Married Householder
Total couple with couple with  Single Other Householder not living

Households children no children parent family living alone alone

Salt Lake County 363,058 70% 27% 28% 8% 8% 30% 23% 7%
Urban County 146,889 72% 29% 28% 7% 8% 28% 22% 6%
Unincorp. Salt Lake County 3,510 76% 29% 36% 5% 6% 24% 21% 4%
Alta 72 33% 15% 15% 0% 3% 67% 51% 15%
Brighton - N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Bluffdale 2,716 94% 47% 32% 9% 7% 6% 6% 0%
Copperton 266 60% 16% 26% 2% 17% 40% 34% 6%
Cottonwood Heights 12,661 1% 23% 36% 6% 6% 29% 24%, 5%
Draper 13,278 85% 42% 32% 7% 4% 15% 10% 5%
Emigration Canyon 682 80% 31% 41% 1% 7% 20% 14% 6%
Herriman 8,180 87% 54% 21% 7% 5% 13% 10% 3%
Holladay 11,297 71% 26% 35% 5% 6% 29% 24% 4%
Kearns 9,892 84% 35% 27% 1% 12% 16% 12% 3%
Magna 8,105 80% 32% 25% 1% 12% 20% 16% 4%

Note: Margins of error are large in Alta and Copperton due to small sample size.

Source: 2017 5-year American Community Survey (ACS).
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Figure A-5.

Households and by Type by Geography, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2017 Continued

Family Households

Married Married

Total couple with couple with  Single Other

Households children no children parent family

Urban County (Continued)

Midvale 12,474 59% 21% 21% 10% 8%
Millcreek 23,686 61% 21% 26% 6% 8%
Murray 19,002 64% 16% 31% 8% 9%
Riverton 11,212 89% 47% 30% 7% 6%
South Salt Lake 8,844 57% 21% 17% 8% 10%
White City 1,751 79% 31% 35% 2% 10%
Home Consortium 286,182 75% 30% 30% 8% 8%
Urban County 146,889 72% 29% 28% 7% 8%
Sandy 30,382 79% 28% 38% 7% 6%
South Jbordan 19,350 82% 38% 35% 5% 5%
Taylorsville 19,959 72% 24% 29% 10% 10%
West Jordan 32,551 80% 34% 29% 10% 8%
West Valley City 37,051 79% 29% 26% 13% 1%

Nonfamily Households

Householder
Householder not living
living alone alone

41% 31% 10%
39% 31% 8%
36% 28% 8%
11% 10% 1%
43% 32% 1%
21% 19% 2%
25% 19% 5%
28% 22% 6%
21% 17% 4%
18% 15% 3%
28% 22% 5%
20% 15% 4%
21% 15% 6%

Note:  Margins of error are large in Alta and Copperton due to small sample size.

Source: 2017 5-year American Community Survey (ACS).
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Figure A-6.
Households and by Type by Geography, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2022

Family Households Nonfamily Households
Married Married Householder
Total couple with couple with  Single Other Householder not living

Households children no children parent family living alone alone

Salt Lake County 407,673 68% 24% 29% 7% 8% 32% 24% 8%
Urban County 170,245 1% 26% 29% 7% 8% 30% 23% 7%
Unincorp. Salt Lake County 3,305 80% 26% 37% 7% 10% 20% 14% 5%
Alta 70 47% 4% 37% 6% 0% 53% 44% 9%
Brighton 133 68% 14% 50% 0% 5% 32% 0% 32%
Bluffdale 5,167 81% 42% 27% 8% 5% 19% 12% 7%
Copperton 325 91% 31% 38% 15% 7% 9% 6% 2%
Cottonwood Heights 12,361 1% 22% 37% 5% 7% 29% 21% 8%
Draper 15,861 77% 34% 32% 5% 6% 23% 18% 5%
Emigration Canyon 571 76% 22% 46% 2% 6% 24% 18% 6%
Herriman 16,075 83% 45% 25% 6% 7% 17% 13% 4%
Holladay 11,727 70% 23% 31% 7% 9% 30% 23% 6%
Kearns 10,531 82% 29% 29% 15% 8% 18% 13% 5%
Magna 8,738 79% 25% 29% 12% 13% 21% 16% 6%

Note:  Margins of error are large in Alta, Brighton, and Copperton due to small sample size.

Source: 2022 5-year American Community Survey (ACS).
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Figure A-6.

Households and by Type by Geography, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2022 Continued

Family Households

Married Married

Total couple with couple with  Single Other

Households children no children parent family

Urban County (Continued)

Midvale 14,871 59% 17% 22% 13% 8%
Millcreek 25,500 61% 19% 29% 6% 7%
Murray 20,135 60% 17% 30% 5% 8%
Riverton 13,185 84% 38% 35% 5% 7%
South Salt Lake 10,600 51% 14% 17% 7% 13%
White City 1,915 77% 25% 35% 8% 9%
Home Consortium 322,238 74% 27% 31% 8% 8%
Urban County 170,245 1% 26% 29% 7% 8%
Sandy 32,747 76% 27% 35% 7% 7%
South Jordan 24,429 79% 34% 35% 5% 5%
Taylorsville 20,003 72% 22% 31% 1% 9%
West Jordan 35,976 80% 32% 32% 8% 8%
West Valley City 38,838 79% 29% 27% 9% 13%

Nonfamily Households

Householder
Householder not living
living alone alone

41% 32% 9%
39% 31% 8%
40% 32% 9%
16% 13% 3%
49% 37% 12%
23% 17% 6%
26% 20% 6%
30% 23% 7%
24% 18% 6%
21% 17% 4%
28% 21% 7%
20% 15% 5%
21% 14% 7%

Note:  Margins of error are large in Alta, Brighton, and Copperton due to small sample size.

Source: 2022 5-year American Community Survey (ACS).
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Race and ethnicity. Figure A-7 presents distributions of population by race and ethnicity for
entitlement areas in 2017 and 2022 to highlight racial and ethnic population shifts. In 2022, 69% of
Salt Lake County residents are Non-Hispanic White, 19% are Hispanic, 4% are Asian, and 2% or less
of the population identifies as each of Black/African American, Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander,
American Indian, and other/two or more races. This represents a 3 percentage point decrease in
the share of Salt Lake County's population identifying as Non-Hispanic White since 2017. Non-
Hispanic White residents decreased as shares of all entitlement areas’ populations between 2017
and 2022 by 3 to 5 percentage points. Simultaneously, Hispanic residents have increased as shares
of total population in all entitlement areas. Change was minimal in other racial and ethnic groups
over the time studied.

Figure A-7.
Race and Ethnicity, 2017 and 2022, Entitlements

[l Non-Hispanic White B Hispanic/Latino
B Asian [l Black/African American
B Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander B American Indian

[l Other/Two or more

2017 72% 18%
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3
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2022 69% 19%

N
=
I
R

- 2017 85% 9% 3%
©
5
Y2022 80% 10% 4% |4%
o c 2017 87% 5% 3%
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=
>
2 2017 47% 38% 506 | 4%
T >
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§ 2022 43% 41% 5% 4% [3%

Note:  Hispanic/Latino includes Hispanic/Latino of any race, while all other races include Non-Hispanic individuals only. Values of 0%, 1%, and
2% have been omitted but are presented in the table on the following page.

Source: 2017 and 2022 5-year American Community Survey (ACS).
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Figures A-8 and A-9 on the following pages show population distributions by race and ethnicity for
Salt Lake County, the Urban County, and the HOME Consortium and all constituent jurisdictions in
2017 and 2022. In general, populations became more diverse as Non-Hispanic White residents
decreased as shares of population in the Urban County, the HOME Consortium, and in all
jurisdictions except for the unincorporated county, Midvale, and Emigration Canyon (where the
share of residents identifying as Non-Hispanic White remained stable). The most substantial shift
occurred in Alta where Non-Hispanic white residents decreased as a share of total population by
25 percentage points as Hispanic/Latino residents increased by 16 percentage points and
Black/African American residents increased by 27 percentage points as shares of total
population—though it should be noted that Alta’s population consists of fewer than 400 residents.
Other large shifts occurred in Kearns and Copperton where decreases in Non-Hispanic White
shares of population were offset by increases in the shares of Hispanic/Latino residents and
residents identifying as other/two or more races, respectively.
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Figure A-8.
Race and Ethnicity, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2017

Native Other/

Non- Black/ Hawaiian Two or

Hispanic Hispanic/ African / Pacific American more

White Latino Asian American Islander Indian races

Salt Lake County 72% 18% 4% 2% 1% 1% 2%
Urban County 78% 13% 3% 2% 1% 1% 2%
Unincorp. Salt Lake County  82% 13% 2% 1% 0% 0% 2%
Alta 81% 0% 1% 0% 0% 18% 0%
Brighton N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Bluffdale 90% 3% 0% 4% 0% 0% 3%
Copperton 86% 14% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Cottonwood Heights 87% 5% 4% 0% 0% 0% 2%
Draper 85% 8% 4% 1% 0% 0% 2%
Emigration Canyon 85% 11% 1% 2% 0% 0% 1%
Herriman 85% 7% 1% 2% 2% 0% 3%
Holladay 89% 6% 2% 1% 0% 0% 1%
Kearns 56% 33% 3% 1% 2% 1% 3%
Magna 64% 31% 1% 0% 1% 0% 3%
Midvale 66% 23% 4% 3% 1% 0% 3%
Millcreek 83% 9% 3% 2% 1% 1% 2%
Murray 80% 12% 2% 2% 1% 0% 3%
Riverton 89% 7% 2% 0% 1% 0% 1%
South Salt Lake 52% 21% 11% 8% 2% 2% 3%
White City 85% 10% 1% 1% 0% 0% 3%
Home Consortium 73% 17% 4% 2% 1% 1% 2%
Urban County 78% 13% 3% 2% 1% 1% 2%
Sandy 85% 9% 3% 1% 1% 0% 2%
South Jbrdan 87% 5% 3% 1% 1% 0% 2%
Taylorsville 67% 21% 5% 2% 1% 1% 3%
West Jbrdan 72% 20% 3% 1% 2% 1% 2%
West Valley City 47% 38% 5% 2% 4% 1% 2%

Note:  Hispanic/Latino includes Hispanic/Latino of any race, while all other races include Non-Hispanic individuals only. 2017 estimates are not
available for Brighton. Margins of error are largest for estimates in Alta and Copperton due to small sample sizes.

Source: 2017 5-year ACS.
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Figure A-9.
Race and Ethnicity, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2022

Native Other/

Non- Black/ Hawaiian Two or

Hispanic Hispanic/ African / Pacific American more

White Latino Asian American Islander Indian races

Salt Lake County 69% 19% 4% 2% 2% 0% 4%
Urban County 75% 14% 3% 2% 1% 0% 4%
Unincorp. Salt Lake County  82% 12% 2% 3% 0% 0% 2%
Alta 57% 16% 0% 27% 0% 0% 0%
Brighton 88% 12% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Bluffdale 88% 6% 1% 0% 0% 0% 4%
Copperton 7% 14% 0% 0% 1% 0% 7%
Cottonwood Heights 86% 5% 3% 1% 0% 0% 4%
Draper 81% 7% 4% 2% 1% 0% 5%
Emigration Canyon 86% 7% 5% 0% 0% 0% 2%
Herriman 83% 9% 2% 1% 1% 0% 4%
Holladay 86% 6% 3% 2% 0% 0% 3%
Kearns 46% 42% 2% 2% 4% 0% 2%
Magna 58% 33% 1% 1% 2% 0% 5%
Midvale 67% 17% 4% 3% 3% 0% 6%
Millcreek 78% 9% 4% 2% 0% 0% 6%
Murray 78% 12% 4% 1% 1% 0% 4%
Riverton 83% 11% 3% 0% 0% 1% 2%
South Salt Lake 51% 29% 9% 4% 1% 2% 4%
White City 78% 11% 4% 1% 0% 0% 6%
Home Consortium 70% 19% 4% 1% 2% 0% 4%
Urban County 75% 14% 3% 2% 1% 0% 4%
Sandy 80% 10% 4% 1% 1% 0% 4%
South Jbrdan 83% 8% 4% 0% 0% 0% 4%
Taylorsville 62% 25% 7% 1% 2% 1% 3%
West brdan 68% 23% 3% 1% 2% 0% 3%
West Valley City 43% 41% 5% 2% 4% 0% 3%

Note:  Hispanic/Latino includes Hispanic/Latino of any race, while all other races include Non-Hispanic individuals only. Margins of error are
largest for estimates in Alta, Brighton, and Copperton due to small sample sizes.

Source: 2022 5-year ACS.
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Income. Figures A-11 and A-12 on the following pages display income distributions for renter
households in Salt Lake County, the Urban County, the HOME Consortium, and all constituent
jurisdictions in 2017 and 2022. In 2022, 28% of Salt Lake County renter households have incomes
below $35,000 (down 13 percentage points from 2017) and 21% of the county’s renter households
have incomes over $100,000 (up 10 percentage points from 2017). The share of renter households
earning less than $35,000 has decreased as the share of renter households earning more than
$100,000 has increased since 2017 in almost all jurisdictions. Exceptions are present in Alta, where
the jurisdiction’s roughly 70 renter households shifted into lower income brackets overall, and in
South Jordan, where change was minimal.

Excepting Brighton, where there were only 17 renter households in 2022, the jurisdictions with the
greatest shares of renter households earning more than $100,000 (around 32-33% of renter
households) in 2022 were Copperton, Cottonwood Heights, and Draper. Of the entitlement
jurisdictions—presented in Figure A-10 below—Sandy had the greatest share of renter households
earning over $100,000 (30%) and, along with South Jordan, the lowest share of renter households
earning less than $35,000 (20%). West Valley City had the lowest share of renter households
earning more than $100,000 (17%) and the greatest share of residents earning less than $35,000
(31%).

Figure A-10. B Less than $24,999 [l $25,000to $34,999 [l $35,000 to $49,999
Renter Household

Income Distribution Il $50,000 to $74,999 [l $75,000 to $99,999 [l $100,000 to $149,999
’

Entitlements, 2022 B $150,000 or more
Source:
2022 5-year ACS. Salt Lake County 18% 10% 15% 22% 14% 14% 8%
Sandy 12% 8% 11% 23% 16% 18% 13%
SelViB[eleEIolN 14% 6% 8%  18% 29% 18% 8%
Taylorsville 15% 9% 16% 27% 15% 14% 5%
West Jordan 16% 8% 23% 18% 14% 16% 6%
West Valley City 19% 12% 16% 25% 12% 12% 5%
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Figure A-T1.
Renter Household Income Distribution by Geography, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2017

Less $5,000 $10,000 $15,000 $20,000 $25,000 $35,000 $50,000 $75,000 $100,000

2017 Renter Income than to to to to to to to to to  $150,000
Distribution $5,000 $9,999 $14,999 $19,999 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 or more
Salt Lake County 4% 4% 6% 6% 7% 13% 17% 21% 10% 8% 4%
Urban County 3% 3% 6% 5% % 13% 17% 23% 11% 8% 3%
Unincorp. Salt Lake County 0% 0% 6% 4% 10% 26% 4% 19% 20% 7% 4%
Alta 0% 0% 0% 8% 0% 0% 18% 34% 5% 29% 5%
Brighton N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Bluffdale 0% 0% 5% 8% 7% 8% 11% 26% 22% 14% 0%
Copperton 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 20% 0% 0% 80% 0% 0%
Cottonwood Heights 5% 1% 2% 4% 5% 10% 11% 25% 16% 15% 5%
Draper 3% 2% 2% 1% 4% 6% 14% 27% 16% 16% 8%
Emigration Canyon 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 15% 11% 29% 9% 23% 13%
Herriman 0% 4% 0% 2% 5% 17% 10% 33% 8% 15% 7%
Holladay 4% 2% 4% 3% 8% 10% 23% 26% 7% 10% 4%
Kearns 1% 1% 5% 2% 16% 16% 18% 21% 7% 8% 5%
Magna 3% 5% 6% 7% 5% 16% 18% 22% 8% 7% 2%
Midvale 4% 3% 9% 6% 5% 12% 17% 26% 10% 6% 2%
Millcreek 4% 4% 5% 6% 5% 10% 20% 22% 12% 7% 4%
Murray 3% 4% 6% 4% 1% 13% 19% 21% 13% 5% 1%
Riverton 2% 1% 2% 3% 16% 11% 8% 14% 4% 30% 10%
South Salt Lake 3% 6% 13% 5% 8% 22% 19% 15% 5% 3% 1%
White City 6% 4% 23% 0% 0% 13% 20% 22% 13% 0% 0%
Home Consortium 3% 3% 6% 5% 7% 13% 17% 22% 12% 9% 4%
Urban County 3% 3% 6% 5% 7% 13% 17% 23% 11% 8% 3%
Sandy 4% 2% 3% 8% 5% 8% 15% 19% 17% 13% 5%
South Jbrdan 2% 2% 6% 2% 2% 6% 9% 25% 20% 12% 14%
Taylorsville 4% 2% 6% 6% 9% 15% 22% 21% 10% 4% 2%
West Jbrdan 2% 2% 4% 4% 7% 14% 17% 27% 13% 8% 1%
West Valley City 4% 4% 6% 6% 7% 15% 19% 20% 9% 9% 2%

Note:  Margins of error are large for estimates in Alta and Copperton.
Source: 2017 5-year ACS.
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Figure A-12.
Renter Household Income Distribution by Geography, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2022

Less $5,000 $10,000 $15,000 $20,000 $25,000 $35,000 $50,000 $75,000 $100,000

2022 Renter Income than to to to to to to to to to $150,000
Distribution $5,000 $9,999 $14,999 $19,999 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 or more
Salt Lake County 4% 2% 5% 4% 4% 10% 15% 22% 14% 14% 8%
Urban County 4% 2% 4% 4% 3% 10% 16% 23% 15% 13% 9%
Unincorp. Salt Lake County 0% 0% 10% 0% 10% 4% 3% 15% 18% 20% 21%
Alta 35% 15% 0% 0% 0% 0% 17% 4% 15% 13% 0%
Brighton 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 0%
Bluffdale 5% 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% 6% 33% 25% 19% 1%
Copperton 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 47% 17% 31% 2%
Cottonwood Heights 4% 0% 3% 5% 2% 8% 12% 20% 13% 18% 14%
Draper 3% 1% 3% 3% 2% 5% 14% 17% 21% 19% 13%
Emigration Canyon 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 24% 0% 47% 16% 13%
Herriman 1% 7% 0% 1% 0% 15% 15% 24% 7% 25% 6%
Holladay 6% 1% 1% 6% 4% 9% 1% 20% 15% 12% 14%
Kearns 5% 1% 2% 8% 3% 7% 17% 18% 10% 22% 7%
Magna 2% 2% 1% 3% 4% 20% 16% 23% 17% 7% 4%
Midvale 3% 2% 4% 3% 3% 11% 16% 27% 14% 10% 6%
Millcreek 4% 1% 6% 4% 2% 13% 13% 22% 16% 10% 10%
Murray 2% 1% 3% 3% 3% 9% 17% 25% 16% 14% 7%
Riverton 1% 0% 1% 1% 3% 3% 21% 22% 18% 10% 19%
South Salt Lake 7% 2% 4% 5% 3% 10% 20% 24% 12% 7% 5%
White City 7% 0% 0% 0% 0% 15% 28% 12% 12% 21% 5%
Home Consortium 3% 2% 4% 3% 3% 10% 16% 23% 15% 14% 8%
Urban County 4% 2% 4% 4% 3% 10% 16% 23% 15% 13% 9%
Sandy 3% 1% 2% 3% 3% 8% 1% 23% 16% 18% 13%
South Jbrdan 5% 1% 1% 1% 6% 6% 8% 18% 29% 18% 8%
Taylorsville 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 9% 16% 27% 15% 14% 5%
West Jbrdan 3% 2% 4% 3% 3% 8% 23% 18% 14% 16% 6%
West Valley City 2% 2% 5% 4% 5% 12% 16% 25% 12% 12% 5%

Note:  Margins of error are large for estimates in Alta, Brighton, and Copperton.

Source: 2022 5-year ACS.
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The tables in Figures A-14 and A15 present income distributions for owner households in all
jurisdictions in 2017 and 2022. In 2022, 16% of owner households have incomes of less than
$50,000 (down 8 percentage points from 24% in 2017) and 56% of owner households have
incomes over $100,000 (up 17 percentage points from 39% in 2017). The share of owner
households earning more than $100,000 has increased as the share of owner households
earning less than $50,000 has decreased since 2017 in nearly all jurisdictions. Exceptions are
found in Alta where there are only 24 owner households, in Emigration Canyon where the
share of owner households earning more than $100,000 decreased by 14 percentage points,
and in Bluffdale where change was minimal.

In 2022, Brighton and Draper had the greatest shares of owner households earning more than
$100,000 at over 70%. Excepting Alta due to small sample size, the jurisdictions with the
greatest share of owner households earning less than $50,000 were White City (30%),
Copperton (27%), and South Salt Lake (24%). Of the entitlement jurisdictions—presented in
Figure A-13 below—South Jordan had the greatest share of owner households earning over
$100,000 and the smallest share of owner households earning less than $50,000. Taylorsville
had the greatest share of owner households earning less than $50,000 and the smallest share
earning more than $100,000.

Figure A-13.

Owner Household
Income Distribution,
Entitlements, 2022

Note:

Data labels are omitted for values of
3% or less. All values are presented
in tables on following pages.
Margins of error are large for
estimates in Alta, Brighton, and
Copperton.

Source:
2022 5-year ACS.

Il Less than $24,999 I $25,000 to $34,999 Il $35,000 to $49,999
Il $50,000 to $74,999 I $75,000 to $99,999 [l $100,000 to $149,999

W $150,000 or more

Salt Lake County [S73 WL/ RPL7aM 1) 24% 31%
SEIale)AS% 5% 10% [S15% 23% 38%
South Jordan 8% 1 15% 27% 42%
IEUCSVIISIN 6% 5% 10% 16% 18% 24% 21%
West Jordan  ZL7EL7 N ELT) 18% 30% 27%
West Valley City  BRELTREL) 17% 17% 28% 19%
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Figure A-14.
Owner Household Income Distribution by Geography, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2017

Less $5,000 $10,000 $15,000 $20,000 $25,000 $35,000 $50,000 $75,000 $100,000

2017 Owner Income than to to to to to to to to to  $150,000
Distribution $5,000 $9,999 $14,999 $19,999 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 or more
Salt Lake County 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 6% 10% 20% 17% 21% 18%
Urban County 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 5% 10% 19% 16% 21% 19%
Unincorp. Salt Lake County 2% 0% 0% 4% 2% 3% 10% 20% 19% 26% 12%
Alta 0% 0% 3% 3% 6% 0% 6% 32% 0% 12% 38%
Brighton N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Bluffdale 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 5% 16% 13% 28% 35%
Copperton 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 1% 25% 20% 24% 6% 5%
Cottonwood Heights 1% 1% 0% 2% 2% 4% 10% 17% 13% 22% 29%
Draper 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 6% 12% 11% 23% 40%
Emigration Canyon 4% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 7% 3% 22% 57%
Herriman 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 2% 5% 21% 19% 34% 17%
Holladay 1% 1% 3% 2% 1% 5% 8% 16% 13% 22% 27%
Kearns 1% 0% 2% 2% 3% 9% 16% 27% 22% 13% 4%
Magna 1% 2% 3% 3% 3% 6% 16% 28% 19% 15% 6%
Midvale 1% 1% 2% 3% 3% 6% 13% 23% 20% 21% 8%
Millcreek 2% 1% 2% 2% 3% 8% 10% 19% 16% 18% 19%
Murray 1% 1% 3% 3% 5% 6% 12% 21% 15% 20% 13%
Riverton 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 6% 8% 16% 21% 27% 19%
South Salt Lake 2% 1% 4% 3% 3% 6% 19% 22% 18% 16% 6%
White City 1% 0% 1% 0% 5% 10% 15% 35% 15% 13% 4%
Home Consortium 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 6% 10% 20% 17% 22% 17%
Urban County 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 5% 10% 19% 16% 21% 19%
Sandy 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 4% % 18% 16% 25% 24%
South Jbrdan 1% 0% 1% 1% 2% 3% 5% 14% 18% 26% 30%
Taylorsville 1% 2% 2% 4% 3% 7% 12% 22% 17% 20% 10%
West Jbrdan 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 6% 11% 22% 21% 23% 12%
West Valley City 1% 1% 2% 2% 3% 8% 14% 25% 19% 19% 6%

Note:  Margins of error are large for estimates in Alta and Copperton.
Source: 2017 5-year ACS.
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Figure A-15.
Owner Household Income Distribution by Geography, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2022

Less $5,000 $10,000 $15,000 $20,000 $25,000 $35,000 $50,000 $75,000 $100,000

2022 Owner Income than to to to to to to to to to  $150,000
Distribution $5,000 $9,999 $14,999 $19,999 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 or more
Salt Lake County 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 3% 7% 14% 15% 24% 31%
Urban County 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 3% 7% 14% 14% 24% 33%
Unincorp. Salt Lake County 2% 1% 0% 5% 1% 4% 6% 13% 14% 29% 23%
Alta 0% 0% 4% 0% 8% 4% 21% 4% 0% 4% 54%
Brighton 0% 0% 8% 0% 0% 2% 7% 8% 6% 41% 28%
Bluffdale 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 7% 9% 17% 23% 42%
Copperton 2% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 24% 19% 8% 36% 9%
Cottonwood Heights 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 3% 4% 13% 12% 20% 44%
Draper 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 2% 3% 1% % 23% 50%
Emigration Canyon 1% 1% 2% 0% 0% 1% 1% 7% 13% 13% 52%
Herriman 1% 0% 0% 2% 0% 2% 3% 13% 12% 30% 36%
Holladay 2% 0% 1% 2% 1% 3% 8% 12% 12% 18% 42%
Kearns 0% 0% 1% 2% 1% 4% 10% 20% 24% 22% 16%
Magna 0% 1% 0% 2% 1% 5% 8% 21% 21% 28% 14%
Midvale 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 7% 15% 20% 24% 21%
Millcreek 3% 1% 1% 2% 2% 4% 5% 12% 1% 23% 36%
Murray 2% 1% 2% 2% 2% 4% 9% 14% 13% 24% 27%
Riverton 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 2% 9% 12% 13% 23% 38%
South Salt Lake 0% 0% 1% 1% 2% 5% 14% 18% 19% 17% 21%
White City 0% 3% 3% 3% 4% 8% 9% 13% 17% 23% 18%
Home Consortium 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 3% 7% 13% 15% 25% 31%
Urban County 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 3% 7% 14% 14% 24% 33%
Sandy 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 3% 5% 10% 15% 23% 38%
South Jbrdan 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 2% 3% 8% 15% 27% 42%
Taylorsville 1% 0% 1% 1% 2% 5% 10% 16% 18% 24% 21%
West Jbrdan 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 3% 5% 13% 18% 30% 27%
West Valley City 1% 0% 2% 1% 1% 4% 9% 17% 17% 28% 19%

Note:  Margins of error are large for estimates in Alta, Brighton, and Copperton.
Source: 2022 5-year ACS.
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Deed restricted units. Deed restricted units and their expiration timelines are presented
in Figure A-16. In 2022, there were 18,039 deed restricted units in Salt Lake County. Midvale,
Millcreek, South Salt Lake, and West Jordan had the greatest numbers of deed restricted units
at over 1,000 units each. Seventy-eight percent of deed restricted units in Draper and over half
of deed restricted units in Taylorsville had deed restrictions expiring within five years. For all
other jurisdictions with data available, over half of deed restricted units expire in 10 or more

years.
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Figure A-16.
Deed Restricted Units and by Expiration Date, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2022

Total Deed Number Expiring in % Expiring in
Restricted 6to10 11to020 0Oto5 6to10 11to20
Units VEELE years 20+ years Unknown| years years years 20+ years Unknown
Salt Lake County 18,039 2,636 834 2,298 11,550 721 15% 5% 13% 64% 4%
Urban County
Bluffdale 168 0 0 0 168 0 0% 0% 0% 100% 0%
Cottonwood Heights 0 0 0 0 0 0 - - - - -
Draper 194 152 0 0 42 0 78% 0% 0% 22% 0%
Herriman 0 0 0 0 0 0 - - - - -
Holladay 228 0 0 95 133 0 0% 0% 42% 58% 0%
Kearns 9 0 0 0 0 9 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Magna 260 10 80 52 118 0 4% 31% 20% 45% 0%
Midvale 1,074 24 0 88 854 108 2% 0% 8% 80% 10%
Millcreek 1,011 214 0 0 711 86 21% 0% 0% 70% 9%
Murray 918 104 31 0 783 0 11% 3% 0% 85% 0%
Riverton 472 16 0 0 456 0 3% 0% 0% 97% 0%
South Salt Lake 1,044 92 140 375 437 0 9% 13% 36% 42% 0%
White City 0 0 0 0 0 0 - - - - -
Home Consortium
Sandy 871 35 144 212 376 104 4% 17% 24% 43% 12%
South Jordan 120 0 0 60 60 0 0% 0% 50% 50% 0%
Taylorsville 571 300 0 0 271 0 53% 0% 0% 47% 0%
West Jbrdan 1,006 61 116 0 733 96 6% 12% 0% 73% 10%
West Valley City 1,947 528 160 30 1,006 223 27% 8% 2% 52% 1%

Note: Data not available for Alta, Brighton, Copperton, and Emigration Canyon.

Source: Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute Utah Housing Affordability Dashboard.
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Housing Market

Housing unit vacancies and growth. In general, housing units are increasingly
scarce where growth in households outpaces growth in housing units. Figure A-18 on the
following pages presents counts of housing units and households in Salt Lake County, the
Urban County, the HOME Consortium, and all constituent jurisdictions to determine whether
growth in housing units kept pace with growth in households between 2017 and 2022. Overall,
growth in housing units matched the pace of household growth in Salt Lake County at 12%.

Growth in housing units was greatest in Herriman (+7,586 units), which also experienced the
greatest growth in households over the time studied (+7,895 households). Household growth
and housing unit growth were negative only in unincorporated Salt Lake County, Alta,
Cottonwood Heights, and Emigration Canyon.

Figure A-17 below presents this information for entitlement areas only. Growth in housing units
lagged behind growth in households only in South Jordan. Growth in housing units matched the
rate of growth in households in Salt Lake County, West Jordan, West Valley City, and Taylorsville,
which experienced the lowest growth in households and housing units between 2017 and 2022.
Sandy is the only entitlement jurisdiction to have added housing units at a greater rate than
households.

Figure A-17.
Growth in 30%
Households and 25%

Housing Units,
. 20%
Entitlements, 2017-
2022 15%
Source: .
2017 and 2022 5-year ACS. 5% l .
O% T

Salt Lake  Sandy South  Taylorsville  West  West Valley
County Jordan Jordan City

[l Growth in Housing Units = Household Growth
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Figure A-18.

Growth in Households and Housing Units, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2017-2022

Salt Lake County

Urban County

Alta

Brighton

Bluffdale

Copperton
Cottonwood Heights
Draper

Emigration Canyon
Herriman

Holladay

Kearns

Magna

Unincorp. Salt Lake County

384,127

55889

4,509
306
2,822
266
13,446
14,011
774
8,775
12,021
10,190

8,430

Housing Units

2022

430,705
179,857
3,981
244

565
5,167
333
13,208
16,250
604
16,361
12,574
10,673

8,953

# Change

46,578
24,118
-528
-62
N/A
2,345
67
-238
2,239
-170
7,586
5563
483

523

%
Change

12%
15%
-12%
-20%
N/A
83%
25%
2%
16%
-22%
86%
5%
5%

6%

363,058
146,889
3,510
72
2,716
266
12,661
13,278
682
8,180
11,297
9,892

8,105

Households

2022

407,673
170,245
3,305
70

133
5,167
325
12,361
15,861
571
16,075
11,727
10,531

8,738

# Change

44,615
23,356
-205

-2

N/A
2,451
59
-300
2,583
-111
7,895
430
639

633

%
Change

12%
16%
-6%
-3%
N/A
90%
22%
-2%
19%
-16%
97%
4%
6%

8%

Change in Units -
Change in
Households

1,963
762
-323
-60
N/A

-106

62

-344

-309
123
-156

-110

0%
0%
-6%
-17%
N/A
7%
3%
1%
-3%
-6%
-10%
1%
-2%

-2%

Note:  Margins of error are large for estimates in Alta, Brighton, and Copperton.

Source: 2017 and 2022 5-year ACS.
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Figure A-18.
Growth in Households and Housing Units, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2017-2022 Continued

Change in Units -
Change in
Housing Units Households Households

% %
2022 # Change Change 2022 # Change Change

Urban County (Continued)
Midvale 13,456 15,809 2,353 17% 12,474 14,871 2,397 19% -44 2%
Millcreek 24,981 27,520 2,539 10% 23,686 25,500 1,814 8% 725 3%
Murray 19,867 21,301 1,434 7% 19,002 20,135 1,133 6% 301 1%
Riverton 11,528 13,637 2,109 18% 11,212 13,185 1,973 18% 136 1%
South Salt Lake 9,394 11,598 2,204 23% 8,844 10,600 1,756 20% 448 4%
White City 1,751 1,915 164 9% 1,751 1,915 164 9% 0 0%

Home Consortium 300,451 337,600 37,149 12% 286,182 322,238 36,056 13% 1093 0%
Urban County 155,739 179,857 24,118 15% 146,889 170,245 23,356 16% 762 0%
Sandy 31,567 34,356 2,789 9% 30,382 32,747 2,365 8% 424 1%
South brdan 20,214 25,140 4,926 24% 19,350 24,429 5,079 26% -153 2%
Taylorsville 20,684 20,791 107 1% 19,959 20,003 44 0% 63 0%
West Jbrdan 33,631 37,058 3,427 10% 32,551 35,976 3,425 11% 2 0%
West Valley City 38,616 40,398 1,782 5% 37,051 38,838 1,787 5% -5 0%

Note:  Margins of error are large for estimates in Alta, Brighton, and Copperton.

Source: 2017 and 2022 5-year ACS.
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Vacancy rates provide additional context for housing supply: vacancy rates around 5% typically
indicate a competitive equilibrium in the housing market, while rates below 5% indicate a very
tight market. Vacancy rates for total housing units in entitlement areas are presented in Figure
A-19.1n 2022, Sandy and Salt Lake County have vacancy rates around the competitive
equilibrium level of 5%. All other jurisdictions, and especially West Jordan and South Jordan,
have low vacancy rates and tight housing markets.

Figure A-19.

=e=—Salt Lake County =e=Sandy =e=>South Jordan
Vacal:\cy Raf'e of Total —o—Taylorsville =eo-—\Vest Jordan —o—West Valley City
Housing Units,
Entitlements, 2017 and 6.0%
2022 5.5%
5.0%
Source:
4.3%
2017 and 2022 5-year ACS. 4.0% 41%
3.8%
3.5%
0,
3.0% 3.2%
2.0%
1.0%
0.0%
2017 2022

This information is provided alongside counts of total units, occupied units, and vacant units for
all jurisdictions studied in Figure A-20 on the following two pages. In 2022, two Urban County
Jurisdictions—White City and Bluffdale—have vacancy rates of 0%. Vacancy rates are also
extremely low in Kearns (1%), Copperton (2%), Herriman (2%), and Magna (2%). The loosest
housing markets, as indicated by high vacancy rates, are found in Brighton and Alta with
vacancy rates over 70%.

Overall, vacancy rates in Salt Lake County, the Urban County, and the HOME Consortium have
remained relatively stable since 2017. Vacancy decreased, indicating tightening housing
markets, in 10 jurisdictions. Emigration Canyon saw the greatest decrease in vacancy at -6
percentage points, followed by the unincorporated county, Alta, and Herriman at -5 percentage
points each. Vacancy rates increased by more than 1 percentage point only in South Salt Lake
(+3 percentage points), Copperton (+2 percentage points) and Millcreek (+2 percentage points).
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Figure A-20.
Occupancy of Total Housing Units, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2017 and 2022

Occupied Occupied
Total Units Units Vacant Units % Vacant | Total Units Units Vacant Units % Vacant | % Vacant
Salt Lake County 384,127 363,058 21,069 5% 430,705 407,673 23,032 5% 0%
Urban County 155,739 146,889 8,850 6% 179,857 170,245 9,612 5% 0%
Unincorp. Salt Lake County 4,509 3,510 999 22% 3,981 3,305 676 17% -5%
Alta 306 72 234 76% 244 70 174 71% -5%
Brighton - - - N/A 565 133 432 76% N/A
Bluffdale 2,822 2,716 106 4% 5167 5,167 0 0% -4%
Copperton 266 266 0 0% 333 325 8 2% 2%
Cottonwood Heights 13,446 12,661 785 6% 13,208 12,361 847 6% 1%
Draper 14,011 13,278 733 5% 16,250 15,861 389 2% -3%
Emigration Canyon 774 682 92 12% 604 571 33 5% 6%
Herriman 8,775 8,180 595 7% 16,361 16,075 286 2% -5%
Holladay 12,021 11,297 724 6% 12,574 11,727 847 7% 1%
Kearns 10,190 9,892 298 3% 10,673 10,531 142 1% 2%
Magna 8,430 8,105 325 4% 8,953 8,738 215 2% 1%

Note:  Margins of error are large for estimates in Alta, Brighton, and Copperton.

Source: 2017 and 2022 5-year ACS.
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Figure A-20.
Occupancy of Total Housing Units, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2017 and 2022 Continued

Occupied Occupied
Total Units Units Vacant Units % Vacant | Total Units Units Vacant Units % Vacant | % Vacant

Urban County (Continued)
Midvale 13,456 12,474 982 7% 15,809 14,871 938 6% -1%
Millcreek 24,981 23,686 1,295 5% 27,520 25,500 2,020 7% 2%
Murray 19,867 19,002 865 4% 21,301 20,135 1,166 5% 1%
Riverton 11,528 11,212 316 3% 13,637 13,185 452 3% 1%
South Salt Lake 9,394 8,844 550 6% 11,598 10,600 998 9% 3%
White City 1,751 1,751 0 0% 1,915 1,915 0 0% 0%

Home Consortium 300,451 286,182 14,269 5% 337,600 322,238 15,362 5% 0%
Urban County 155,739 146,889 8,850 6% 179,857 170,245 9,612 5% 0%
Sandy 31,567 30,382 1,185 4% 34,356 32,747 1,609 5% 1%
South Jbrdan 20,214 19,350 864 4% 25,140 24,429 711 3% -1%
Taylorsville 20,684 19,959 725 4% 20,791 20,003 788 4% 0%
West Jbrdan 33,631 32,551 1,080 3% 37,058 35,976 1,082 3% 0%
West Valley City 38,616 37,051 1,565 4% 40,398 38,838 1,560 4% 0%

Note:  Margins of error are large for estimates in Alta, Brighton, and Copperton.

Source: 2017 and 2022 5-year ACS.
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Vacancy reasons by jurisdiction in 2017 and 2022 are presented in Figures A-21 and A-22 on the
following pages. Vacant rental units are split between units for rent and units that are rented,
but not currently occupied. The remaining vacant units were for sale, sold not occupied, and for
seasonal/recreational/occasional use.

Since 2017, “for rent” has surpassed “other vacant” as the leading vacancy reason in Salt Lake
County overall. “Rented, not occupied” and “for seasonal use” also explain a growing share of
the county's total vacancies. “For sale only,” “sold, not occupied,” and “other vacant” explain
smaller shares of total vacancies in the county in 2022 than they did in 2017.

Overall in Salt Lake County, the Urban County, the HOME Consortium, and most constituent
jurisdictions, “vacant for rent” is the leading vacancy reason in 2022. In the unincorporated
county, Alta, Brighton, Draper, Emigration Canyon, and Magna, the greatest share of vacant
units are vacant for seasonal/recreational/occasional use. The greatest share of vacant units
are rented but not occupied in Herriman and Riverton.
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Figure A-21.
Reason for Vacancy of Total Housing Units, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2017

Vacant Units

Rented, Not For Sale Sold, Not For Seasonal For Migrant (014,1-1¢

For Rent Occupied Only Occupied (VTS Workers Vacant Total Vacant
Salt Lake County 5,941 1,361 2,832 1,199 2,559 0 7477 21,069
Urban County 2,878 533 910 467 1,521 0 2,442 8,850
Unincorp. Salt Lake County 254 0 0 0 578 0 68 999
Alta 31 2 5 0 191 0 234
Brighton 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bluffdale 25 0 44 0 5 0 32 106
Copperton 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cottonwood Heights 144 65 129 67 128 0 252 785
Draper 253 24 215 21 127 0 93 733
Emigration Canyon 25 0 0 0 21 0 46 92
Herriman 213 43 125 37 0 0 177 595
Holladay 76 0 166 20 77 0 385 724
Kearns 107 0 0 23 0 0 168 298
Magna 34 0 20 0 32 0 239 325
Midvale 453 130 0 28 183 0 188 982
Millcreek 502 136 89 84 114 0 370 1,295
Murray 420 87 79 47 60 0 172 865
Riverton 166 0 0 19 0 0 131 316
South Salt Lake 189 46 73 121 5 0 116 550
White City 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Home Consortium 4,369 674 1,884 892 1,884 0 4,467 14,269
Urban County 2,878 533 910 467 1,521 0 2,442 8,850
Sandy 355 81 164 115 94 0 376 1,185
South Jordan 238 8 323 41 106 0 148 864
Taylorsville 283 0 110 0 28 0 304 725
West Jordan 249 0 122 203 52 0 454 1,080
West Valley City 366 52 255 66 83 0 743 1,565

Note:  Margins of error are large for estimates in Alta and Copperton.
Source: 2017 5-year ACS.
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Figure A-22.
Reason for Vacancy of Total Housing Units, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2022

Vacant Units

Rented, Not For Sale Sold, Not For Seasonal For Migrant (014,1-1¢

For Rent Occupied Only Occupied (VTS Workers Vacant Total Vacant
Salt Lake County 8,568 2,071 1,361 1,144 3,921 29 5,938 23,032
Urban County 3,714 1,003 774 275 1,858 0 1,988 9,612
Unincorp. Salt Lake County 127 22 0 0 462 0 65 676
Alta 26 1 0 147 0 174
Brighton 0 0 420 0 432
Bluffdale 0 0 0 0 0
Copperton 0 0 0 0 0 8
Cottonwood Heights 369 26 22 31 175 0 224 847
Draper 45 89 78 28 141 0 389
Emigration Canyon 0 0 0 0 33 0 33
Herriman 75 111 46 30 24 0 286
Holladay 196 61 0 40 151 0 399 847
Kearns 35 0 41 0 0 0 66 142
Magna 34 0 25 0 120 0 36 215
Midvale 490 252 0 65 24 0 107 938
Millcreek 914 23 357 34 33 0 659 2,020
Murray 731 142 78 40 49 0 126 1,166
Riverton 160 175 63 7 0 0 47 452
South Salt Lake 503 102 74 0 79 0 240 998
White City 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Home Consortium 6,107 1,202 1,176 721 2,433 29 3,694 15,362
Urban County 3,714 1,003 774 275 1,858 0 1,988 9,612
Sandy 616 62 91 89 363 0 388 1,609
South Jordan 264 0 41 133 80 0 193 711
Taylorsville 304 19 86 24 29 0 326 788
West Jordan 664 56 51 85 43 29 154 1,082
West Valley City 545 62 133 115 60 0 645 1,560

Note:  Margins of error are largest for estimates in Alta, Brighton, and Copperton.
Source: 2022 5-year ACS.
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Unit type. Figure A-23 below presents trends in units permitted by building type for
entitlement jurisdictions each year 2010 to 2023 according to data from the Ivory-Boyer
Construction Database.?

Salt Lake County's permitting volumes were relatively low in 2010 and 2011 and rose steadily,
peaking in 2021, decreasing in 2022, and remaining stable in 2023. Ninety-seven percent of
units permitted in the county since 2010 are single family detached homes, condominiums, or
units in apartment buildings of 3 or more units. Single family detached homes received the
greatest share of permits from 2010 to 2013 and in 2017. Units in apartment buildings of five or
more units have received the greatest share of building permits in all other years studied.

This information is presented for Salt Lake County and all jurisdictions for which data are
available in the “Additional Tables” section (Figure A-50).

2 Building types are those presented in the Ivory-Boyer Construction Database. For more information, see data dictionary
here: https://d36oiwf74r1rap.cloudfront.net/wp-content/uploads/Ivory-Boyer-Construction-Database-Reference.pdf.
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Figure A-23.
Residential Units Permitted by Type, Entitlements, 2010-2023

[l Single-Family Detached [l Duplex/Twin Home [l Condominium/Townhome
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Note:  Scale differs by jurisdiction due to varying permitting levels.

Source: Ivory-Boyer Construction Database from the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute and the Ivory-Boyer Real Estate Center, 2024.
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Figure A-24 below shows the distribution of housing units in entitlement jurisdictions by units in
structure. In Salt Lake County and in all entitlement jurisdictions, single family detached homes
constitute over 60% of total housing units. Housing types are less diverse in Sandy, South
Jordan, West Jordan, and West Valley City than they are in Salt Lake County overall: single family
detached homes make up at least 65% of total housing units in each of these jurisdictions.
Taylorsville’s housing stock is roughly as diverse as that of Salt Lake County.

Figure A-24.
Distribution of Housing Units by Units in Structure, Entitlements, 2022

[l 1 unit, detached B 1 unit, attached B 2-4units
P 5-19 units [ 20 or more units [ VMobile home, boat, RV, van, etc.
Sandy 72% 6% 2% 5% 1M1% 2%
South Jordan 72% 14% 5% 8%
Taylorsville 62% 7% 5% 12% 9% 4%

West Jordan 72% 9% 2% 6% 8% 2

West Valley City 65% 8% 7% 7% 6% 7%

Note: Labels for values of 0% and 1% have been omitted.

Source: 2022 5-year ACS.

This information is presented for all jurisdictions in the tables on the following pages. Figure A-
25 provides the percentage distribution of housing units by units in structure, while Figure A-26
presents the number of housing units by units in structure. Single family detached units
constitute less than half of total housing units only in Midvale and South Salt Lake. Units in
structures of 5 or more units make up at least 40% of total housing units in these jurisdictions.
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Figure A-25.
Percent Distribution of Housing Units by Units in Structure, Urban County and
HOME Consortium, 2022

Share of Total Units by Unitsin Structure

1-Unit, 1-Unit, Home,

Detached Attached Bus, RV,

Structure Structure 2-4 Units 5-19 Units 20+ Units Van, etc.

Salt Lake County 61% 8% 6% 10% 13% 2%
Urban County 63% 11% 5% 11% 10% 1%
Unincorp. Salt Lake County 78% 2% 3% 2% 9% 7%
Alta 55% 9% 8% 7% 18% 2%
Brighton 74% 2% 0% 3% 12% 8%
Bluffdale 71% 16% 3% 9% 2% 0%
Copperton 67% 20% 13% 1% 0% 0%
Cottonwood Heights 70% 5% 5% 13% 7% 1%
Draper 65% 15% 4% 6% 10% 1%
Emigration Canyon 94% 2% 2% 0% 0% 2%
Herriman 66% 20% 1% 8% 6% 1%
Holladay 67% 13% 4% 13% 4% 0%
Kearns 93% 1% 0% 2% 1% 2%
Magna 81% 4% 5% 2% 7% 2%
Midvale 38% 12% 9% 23% 18% 1%
Millcreek 55% 9% 6% 14% 14% 1%
Murray 51% 11% 7% 18% 12% 1%
Riverton 80% 12% 2% 2% 4% 0%
South Salt Lake 38% 9% 12% 19% 21% 1%
White City 97% 1% 0% 1% 0% 1%
Home Consortium 66% 10% 4% 9% 9% 2%
Urban County 63% 11% 5% 1% 10% 1%
Sandy 72% 6% 2% 5% 11% 2%
South Jordan 72% 14% 1% 5% 8% 0%
Taylorsville 62% 7% 5% 12% 9% 4%
West Jbrdan 72% 9% 2% 6% 8% 2%
West Valley City 65% 8% 7% 7% 6% 7%

Note:  Margins of error are large in estimates for Alta, Brighton, and Copperton.
Source: 2022 5-year ACS.
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Figure A-26.
Distribution of Housing Units by Units in Structure, Urban County and HOME
Consortium, 2022

Units by Unitsin Structure

1-Unit, 1-Unit, Home,
Detached Attached Bus, RV, Total
Structure Structure 2-4 Units 5-19 Units 20+ Units Van, etc. Units

Salt Lake County 263,717 36,425 24,921 41,330 56,417 7,895 430,705
Urban County 112,702 18,895 8,728 20,181 17,470 1,881 179,857
Unincorp. Salt Lake County 3,105 76 101 63 355 281 3,981
Alta 135 23 19 18 45 4 244
Brighton 418 14 0 19 66 48 565
Bluffdale 3,664 806 148 466 83 0 5,167
Copperton 222 67 42 2 0 0 333
Cottonwood Heights 9,221 720 649 1,662 879 77 13,208
Draper 10,516 2,471 588 982 1,590 103 16,250
Emigration Canyon 568 14 12 0 0 10 604
Herriman 10,718 3,206 156 1,235 923 123 16,361
Holladay 8,368 1,594 447 1,613 500 52 12,574
Kearns 9,936 120 38 177 150 252 10,673
Magna 7,232 337 421 187 638 138 8,953
Midvale 6,009 1,831 1,385 3,580 2,874 130 15,809
Millcreek 15,272 2,611 1,681 3,914 3,832 210 27,520
Murray 10,920 2,358 1,439 3,759 2,546 279 21,301
Riverton 10,843 1,685 252 247 577 33 13,637
South Salt Lake 4,424 1,047 1,350 2,247 2,403 127 11,598
White City 1,862 20 0 10 9 14 1,915
Home Consortium 221,536 32,999 14,660 30,506 30,839 7,060 337,600
Urban County 112,702 18,895 8,728 20,181 17,470 1,881 179,857
Sandy 24,869 2,213 838 1,726 3,944 766 34,356
South Jbrdan 18,107 3,560 221 1,249 1,924 79 25,140
Taylorsville 12,953 1,469 1,124 2,536 1,950 759 20,791
West Jordan 26,556 3,461 907 2,184 3,117 833 37,058
West Valley City 26,349 3,401 2,842 2,630 2,434 2,742 40,398

Note:  Margins of error are large in estimates for Alta, Brighton, and Copperton.
Source: 2022 5-year ACS.
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Housing condition. Figure A-27 shows the age of Salt Lake County’s housing units and the
risk of lead-based paint contamination. Because lead-based paint was banned for consumer
use in 1978, homes built before 1980 are most likely to have lead-based paint. Overall, 45% of
Salt Lake County's housing units—46% of owner occupied units and 43% of renter occupied
units—were constructed before 1980.

Figure A-27.

Year Built for
Occupied Housing
Units by Tenure and
Lead-Based Paint Risk,
Salt Lake County, 2022

Note:

Units built prior to 1980 have a higher
risk of lead-based paint contamination.

Source:
2022 5-year ACS.

Units at Higher Risk of Lead
Paint Contamination

[ Renter Occupied

v

A

[ Owner Occupied

1980-1999

Before 1950 1950-1979 2000 or later

Figure A-28 below presents the age of total occupied housing units and corresponding risk for
lead-based paint contamination in all jurisdictions studied. This information is available by
tenure in the “Additional Tables” section at the end of this report.
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Figure A-28.

Year Built for Occupied Housing Units and Lead-Based Paint Risk, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2022

Occupied Housing Units

Total
Occupied
Units

Higher Risk for Lead-Based Paint
Before 1950

1950-1979

Low Risk for Lead-Based Paint

1980-1999 2000 or Later

Salt Lake County
Urban County
Unincorp. Salt Lake County
Alta
Brighton
Bluffdale
Copperton
Cottonwood Heights
Draper
Emigration Canyon
Herriman
Holladay
Kearns

Magna

407,673
170,245
3,305
70

133
5,167
325
12,361
15,861
571
16,075
11,727
10,531

8,738

42,929
9,734
97

0

2

198
235
163
264
77
44
713
144

924

11%
6%
3%
0%
2%
4%

72%
1%
2%

13%
0%
6%
1%

1%

140,456
63,634
1,451
1

39
412
30
7,331
594
171
442
7.419
5,972

3,252

34%
37%
44%
16%
29%
8%
9%
59%
4%
30%
3%
63%
57%

37%

106,669 26% 117,619 29%
41,243 24% 55,634 33%
640 19% 1,117 34%

44 63% 15 21%

24 18% 68 51%
832 16% 3,725 72%

19 6% 41 13%
3,368 27% 1,499 12%
5,667 36% 9,336 59%
194 34% 129 23%
839 5% 14,750 92%
2,224 19% 1,371 12%
3,394 32% 1,021 10%
2,508 29% 2,054 24%

Note: This information is available by tenure in an appendix at the end of this section. Margins of error are large for Alta, Brighton, and Copperton.

Source: 2022 5-year ACS.
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Figure A-28.
Year Built for Occupied Housing Units and Lead-Based Paint Risk, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2022
Continued

Higher Risk for Lead-Based Paint Low Risk for Lead-Based Paint
o;zt:i'ed Before 1950 1950-1979 1980-1999 2000 or Later

Occupied Housing Units Units

Urban County (Continued)
Midvale 14,871 976 7% 5,645 38% 3,653 25% 4,597 31%
Millcreek 25,500 2,867 11% 13,313 52% 5,439 21% 3,881 15%
Murray 20,135 909 5% 10,273 51% 5,531 27% 3,422 17%
Riverton 13,185 197 1% 1,664 13% 4,932 37% 6,392 48%
South Salt Lake 10,600 1,838 17% 3,919 37% 1,863 18% 2,980 28%
White City 1,915 86 4% 1,696 89% 86 4% 47 2%

Home Consortium 322,238 12,088 4% 112,110 35% 95,198 30% 102,842 32%
Urban County 170,245 9,734 6% 63,634 37% 41,243 24% 55,634 33%
Sandy 32,747 635 2% 13,001 40% 12,750 39% 6,361 19%
South Jbrdan 24,429 192 1% 2,115 9% 5,878 24% 16,244 66%
Taylorsville 20,003 416 2% 9,093 45% 7,881 39% 2,613 13%
West Jbrdan 35,976 326 1% 7,186 20% 15,323 43% 13,141 37%
West Valley City 38,838 785 2% 17,081 44% 12,123 31% 8,849 23%

Note:  This information is available by tenure in an appendix at the end of this section. Margins of error are large for Alta, Brighton, and Copperton.

Source: 2022 5-year ACS.
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According to HUD CHAS data, 1,292 low to moderate income households (making 100% of AMI
or below) live in substandard housing, defined as housing lacking complete plumbing and/or
kitchen facilities in Salt Lake County. The majority, 72%, of these households are renters.
Extremely low income renter households (those earning 0-30% AMI) and very low income
renter households (those earning 31-50% AMI) are most likely to live in substandard housing. It
is important to note that this definition of substandard is fairly extreme and is suggestive of
nearly unlivable conditions. This should be viewed as a low-level estimate.

Ownership. Figure A-29 below presents homeownership rates for Salt Lake County, the
Urban County, the HOME Consortium, and all constituent jurisdictions in 2017 and 2022.
Homeownership increased modestly in Salt Lake County and in the Urban County and HOME
Consortium overall since 2017. Homeownership increased by the greatest margin (+8
percentage points) since 2017 in the unincorporated county, followed by Magna, White City,
and South Jordan where homeownership increased by five percentage points. The greatest
decreases in homeownership since 2017 occurred in Copperton and Alta, though these
estimates should be interpreted with caution due to large margins of error.

As of 2022, Emigration Canyon and unincorporated Salt Lake County have the highest
homeownership rates at 93%, followed by White City at 90%. Alta and South Salt Lake have the
lowest homeownership rates at 34% and 39% respectively.
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Figure A-29.

Homeownership Rates, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2017 and 2022

Salt Lake County

B 2017 Bl 2022

66%
67%

Urban County
Unincorp. Salt Lake County
Alta

Brighton

Bluffdale

Copperton
Cottonwood Heights
Draper

Emigration Canyon
Herriman

Holladay

Kearns

Magna

Midvale

Millcreek

Murray

Riverton

South Salt Lake
White City

R T T T | 69%
T T T R R R Y 70%

93%
34%
- _____________________________________________yU
80%
62%
71%
73%
93%
81%

78%
78%

81%

75%80%
45%
62%
65%

41%
39%

90%

90%
86%

Home Consortium
Urban County
Sandy

South Jordan
Taylorsville

West Jordan

West Valley City

Note:
Source: 2017 and 2022 5-year ACS.

69%
70%

i IR
i i i i iz 12%

77%
76%

84%

Margins of error are large (greater than +14 percentage points) in Alta, Brighton, and Copperton.
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Figure A-30 shows homeownership rates by race and ethnicity for entitlement jurisdictions.
Overall, Salt Lake County’s households are 69% non-Hispanic White; 19% Hispanic; 4% Asian;
2% Black or African American; 2% Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander; and 4% other or two or
more races.

Non-Hispanic White and Asian households had the highest homeownership rates in Salt Lake
County at 72% and 60% respectively. These groups also had the highest homeownership rates
in Sandy, Taylorsville, West Jordan, and West Valley City. Non-Hispanic White residents had the
highest homeownership rate of any racial or ethnic group in in South Jordan, followed by
Hispanic residents.

Black or African American households have the lowest homeownership rate of any racial or
ethnic group in Salt Lake County overall and in all entitlement jurisdictions. In Salt Lake County,
the homeownership rate of Black or African American households is 49 percentage points
lower than that of white households (72%) at 23%. Racial homeownership gaps are most
significant in West Jordan and West Valley City: in each of these jurisdictions, Non-Hispanic
White households have homeownership rates more than 50 percentage points higher than
Black or African American Households.

Figure A-30.
Homeownership Rates by Race and Ethnicity, Entitliement Jurisdictions, 2022

[l \H White B Asian
[l other/Two or more [l Hispanic or Latino
[l Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander [ Black or African American

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%
10%

0%

Salt Lake Sandy South Jordan Taylorsville West Jordan West Valley City
County

Source: 2022 5-year ACS.
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Occupied units by tenure. Figure A-31 presents the types of units occupied by renter
and owner households in entitlement jurisdictions. In Salt Lake County, 84% of owner
households occupy single family homes, compared to 21% of renter households. Renter
households are far more likely to occupy units in buildings of two or more units than owner
households: 70% of renter households live in these units, compared to 5% of owner
households. Owner and renter households occupy townhomes and other types of units (e.g.
buses, vans, or RVs) at similar rates.

Of the entitlement jurisdictions, owner households occupy single family homes at the greatest
rates in Sandy (90%) and West Jordan (88%). Renter households occupy single family homes at
the lowest rate (10%) in South Jordan.

Figure A-31.

Unit Type Occupied
by Tenure,
Entitlements, 2021

Note:

Labels are omitted for values of less
than 5%. Data are from the Kem C.
Gardner Policy Institute Utah
Housing Affordability Dashboard
where possible. Unit types are those
used in the Kem C. Gardner Policy
Institute Utah Housing Affordability
Dashboard.

Source:

Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute
Utah Housing Affordability
Dashboard and 2021 5-year ACS.

Salt Lake
County

West Valley

Sandy

West Jordan Taylorsville South Jordan

City

B single family [Jj Townhome [ 2-4 Units B 5-19 Units

B 20-49 Units

Owner

Renter

Owner

Renter

Owner

Renter

Owner

Renter

Owner

Renter

Owner

Renter

21%

23%

10% | 12%

19%

B 50+ Units il Other

84% 8%
9% 15% 24% 14% 17%
90% 6%
7% 5% 20% 16% 26%
85% 13%
84% 8%
13% 39% 12% 11%
88% 8%
13% 6% 22% 23% 8%

26%

w
I

28%

85% 7%

13% 21% 19% 1% 7%

The tables in Figure A-32 present this information for Salt Lake County, Urban County
jurisdictions, and HOME Consortium Jurisdictions. At least 69% of owner households live in
single family homes in all Urban County jurisdictions except for Alta where 59% of owner
households live in single family home, though it should be noted that estimates for Alta have
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large margins of error due to small sample size. As in Salt Lake County, renter households are
less likely to occupy single family homes and more likely to occupy attached units (townhomes
or units in buildings of two or more units) than owner households in all Urban County
jurisdictions (excepting Alta and Brighton due to large margins of error).
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Figure A-32.
Unit Type Occupied by Tenure, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2021

Ow ner-Occupied Renter-Occupied

Single Town- 2-4 5-19 2049 50+ Single Town- 2-4 5-19 20-49 50+
family home Units Units Units Units Other | family home Units Units Units Units Other
Salt Lake County 84% 8% 1% 2% 1% 1% 2%  21% 9% 15% 24% 14%  17% 1%
Urban County 83%  10% 1% 3% 1% 0% 1%  21% 1% 14% 27% 13%  13% 0%
Unincorp. Salt Lake County 83% 2% 3% 2% 1% 1% 9%  61% 19%  21% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Alta 59% 0%  18% 5%  18% 0% 0%  82% 4% 5% 4% 5% 0% 0%
Brighton 92% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 0%  100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Bluffdale 87% 1% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 1% 18%  15%  47% 3% 6% 0%
Copperton 94% 5% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 6% 53% 30%  10% 0% 0% 0%
Cottonwood Heights 91% 4% 1% 2% 0% 0% 1%  28% 10% 1%  37% 5% 9% 0%
Draper 82%  15% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1%  21%  18%  12%  18% 7%  24% 0%
Emigration Canyon 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%  75%  10%  15% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Herriman 80%  17% 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% 9%  19% 7%  28%  27% 8% 2%
Holladay 78%  12% 2% 6% 1% 1% 0% 27%  19%  12%  29% 5% 6% 0%
Kearns 97% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2%  79% 4% 0%  10% 2% 4% 2%
Magna 92% 4% 0% 1% 0% 0% 2%  33% 7% 2%  10%  27% 1% 0%

Note: Data are from the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute Utah Housing Affordability Dashboard where possible. Unit types are those used in the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute Utah Housing
Affordability Dashboard. Note that there are fewer than 150 total households in each of Alta and Brighton and estimates for these jurisdictions should be interpreted with caution due to
large margins of error.

Source: Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute Utah Housing Affordability Dashboard and 2021 5-year ACS.
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Figure A-32.
Unit Type Occupied by Tenure, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2021 Continued

Ow ner-Occupied Renter-Occupied
Single Town- 2-4 5-19  20-49 50+ Single Town- 2-4 5-19  20-49 50+
family home Units Units Units Units Other | family home Units Units Units Units Other
Urban County (Continued)
Midvale 69%  21% 2% 6% 2% 0% 1% 1% 6% 18%  35% 19%  10% 0%
Millcreek 82% 8% 2% 4% 2% 0% 1% 16%  12% 12% 30% 11%  18% 0%
Murray 71%  14% 3% 8% 1% 0% 3% 16% 7%  14%  34%  14%  15% 0%
Riverton 89%  10% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 35% 25% 1% 5%  15% 7% 2%
South Salt Lake 74%  12% 3% 9% 1% 1% 0% 17% 7% 19%  22%  15%  19% 1%
White City 99% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 86%  11% 0% 0% 3% 0% 0%
Home Consortium 85% 9% 1% 2% 0% 0% 2% 22% 11% 13% 26% 14% 13% 1%
Urban County 83%  10% 1% 3% 1% 0% 1% 21% 1%  14%  27%  13%  13% 0%
Sandy 90% 6% 1% 1% 0% 0% 2% 23% 7% 5% 20%  16%  26% 3%
South Jordan 85%  13% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 10%  12% 5% 21%  20%  30% 1%
Taylorsville 84% 8% 3% 1% 0% 0% 4% 19% 3% 13% 39% 12%  11% 3%
West Jbrdan 88% 8% 1% 1% 0% 0% 2% 26%  13% 6% 22%  23% 8% 2%
West Valley City 85% 5% 2% 1% 0% 0% 7%  28% 13%  21%  19%  11% 7% 3%

Note: Data are from the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute Utah Housing Affordability Dashboard where possible. Unit types are those used in the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute Utah Housing
Affordability Dashboard. Note that there are fewer than 150 total households in each of Alta and Brighton and estimates for these jurisdictions should be interpreted with caution due to
large margins of error.

Source: Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute Utah Housing Affordability Dashboard and 2021 5-year ACS.
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Units occupied by race and ethnicity. Figure A-33 presents the types of units occupied
by households of different races and ethnicities for Salt Lake County and entitlement
jurisdictions. In Salt Lake County, most American Indian, Asian, Hispanic/Latino, Native
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic White, and Other households live in single family

homes.

Black/African American households are most likely to live in attached homes (townhomes or
units in buildings of two or more units).

Occupancy patterns by race vary by jurisdiction, however. In South Jordan, for example, it is
estimated that Black/African American households occupy single family homes at greater rates
than households of all other races and ethnicities. In Sandy, American Indian, Black/African
American, Hispanic/Latino, and Other households are most likely to live in attached homes.
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Figure A-33.
Unit Type Occupied by Race and Ethnicity, Entitlements, 2021

Single Town- 5-19 20-49
Family home 2-4 Units Units Units 50+ Units Other
Salt Lake County
American Indian 55% 4% 9% 14% 8% 5% 4%
Asian 54% 12% 6% 10% 7% 11% 0%
Black/African American 30% 10% 9% 20% 13% 19% 0%
Hispanic/Latino 52% 9% 8% 12% 8% 6% 5%
Native Hawiian/Pacific Islander 53% 9% 11% 12% 5% 8% 1%
Non-Hispanic White 66% 8% 5% 8% 5% 6% 1%
Other/Two or more races 52% 9% 7% 12% 8% 7% 5%
Sandy
American Indian 37% 0% 0% 44% 0% 0% 20%
Asian 65% 20% 3% 2% 3% 7% 1%
Black/African American 48% 0% 0% 0% 0% 52% 0%
Hispanic/Latino 43% 17% 5% 6% 8% 12% 9%
Native Hawiian/Pacific Islander 82% 0% 0% 0% 0% 18% 0%
Non-Hispanic White 78% 5% 1% 5% 3% 6% 1%
Other/Two or more races 41% 19% 6% 4% 10% 13% 7%
South Jbrdan
American Indian 82% 0% 0% 18% 0% 0% 0%
Asian 71% 11% 1% 15% 0% 2% 0%
Black/African American 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Hispanic/Latino 59% 24% 2% 4% 0% 11% 0%
Native Hawiian/Pacific Islander 45% 32% 0% 0% 0% 0% 24%
Non-Hispanic White 74% 13% 1% 4% 3% 4% 0%
Other/Two or more races 65% 25% 1% 0% 0% 8% 0%

Note:  Data are from the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute Utah Housing Affordability Dashboard where possible. Unit types are those used
in the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute Utah Housing Affordability Dashboard.

Source: Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute Utah Housing Affordability Dashboard and 2021 5-year ACS.
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Figure A-33.
Unit Type Occupied by Race and Ethnicity, Entitlements, 2021 Continued

Single Town- 5-19 20-49

Family home 2-4 Units Units Units 50+ Units Other

Taylorsville
American Indian 32% 12% 8% 19% 30% 0% 0%
Asian 65% 1% 0% 22% 7% 2% 2%
Black/African American 54% 6% 0% 36% 0% 3% 0%
Hispanic/Latino 51% 8% 7% 20% 6% 3% 5%
Native Hawiian/Pacific Islander 56% 15% 27% 2% 0% 0% 0%
Non-Hispanic White 67% 8% 5% 9% 4% 4% 3%
Other/Two or more races 50% 9% 6% 17% 10% 4% 4%

West Jbrdan
American Indian 77% 0% 9% 9% 0% 0% 5%
Asian 78% 1% 6% 3% 1% 11% 0%
Black/African American 24%, 35% 0% 2% 29% 9% 0%
Hispanic/Latino 53% 9% 3% 13% 12% 3% 6%
Native Hawiian/Pacific Islander 72% 22% 6% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Non-Hispanic White 80% 10% 2% 4% 2% 2% 1%
Other/Two or more races 55% 5% 4% 14% 13% 2% 6%

West Valley City
American Indian 56% 3% 3% 18% 4% 0% 16%
Asian 64% 17% 8% 4% 5% 1% 1%
Black/African American 44% 12% 34% 4% 7% 0% 0%
Hispanic/Latino 59% 8% 9% 7% 4% 1% 12%
Native Hawiian/Pacific Islander 62% 1% 16% 4% 15% 0% 2%
Non-Hispanic White 72% 7% 5% 6% 2% 3% 5%
Other/Two or more races 60% 9% 9% 6% 5% 2% 10%

Note:  Data are from the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute Utah Housing Affordability Dashboard where possible. Unit types are those used
in the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute Utah Housing Affordability Dashboard.

Source: Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute Utah Housing Affordability Dashboard and 2021 5-year ACS.
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Housing Prices and Affordability

This section discusses changes in housing prices and affordability for owners and renters in Salt
Lake County overall and by jurisdiction.

Median rent. Figure A-34 below presents changes in median gross rent for Salt Lake County
and entitlement jurisdictions between 2017 and 2022. In Salt Lake County, growth in median
rent (+37%) slightly outpaced growth in median household income (+33%)* between 2017 and
2022. The county’'s median gross rent in 2022 was $1,394. Of the entitlement jurisdictions, only
West Valley City and Taylorsville had lower median gross rents than the county overall in 2022.
South Jordan had the highest median gross rent at $1,679 in 2022, followed by Sandy and West
Jordan—all of which had higher median gross rents than the county.

Figure A-34.
Median Gross Rent,
Entitlements, 2017 and

== Salt Lake County =e==Sandy =e=—>South Jordan

—e=—Taylorsville =eo-—\\est Jordan —e—\\est Valley City

2022 $1,679, +20%
$1,640, +36%
Source: $1,489, +27%

$1,405 $1,394, +37%
P $1,360, +33%
$1,345, +38%

2017 and 2022 5-year ACS.

$1,202
$1,168

$1,020
$1.015
$975

2017 2022

This information is presented for all jurisdictions studied in Figure A-35. Of all Urban County
and HOME Consortium jurisdictions, Draper and Herriman have the highest median gross rents
in 2022 at $1,735 and $1,702 respectively. South Salt Lake has the lowest median gross rent at
$1,190, followed by White City at $1,328. Between 2017 and 2022, South Salt Lake experienced
the greatest growth in median gross rent (+45%), followed by Holladay (+44%). White City

3 Source: 2017 and 2022 5-year ACS estimates.
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experienced the smallest growth in median gross rent (+2%). Median gross rent grew by at least
20% in all other jurisdictions for which data are available except for Riverton.
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Figure A-35.
Median Gross
Rent, Urban
County and
HOME
Consortium,
2017 and 2022

Note:

Margins of error are greatest
in Alta and Copperton.

Source:
2017 and 2022 5-year ACS.

2017-2022 Change

# %
Salt Lake County $1,015 $1,394 $379 37%
Urban County
Alta $423 - N/A N/A
Brighton - - N/A N/A
Bluffdale $1,173 $1,663 $490 42%
Copperton - $1,366 N/A N/A
Cottonwood Heights $1,175 $1,547 $372 32%
Draper $1,364 $1,735 $371 27%
Emigration Canyon $1,234 $1,500 $266 22%
Herriman $1,197 $1,702 $505 42%
Holladay $1,048 $1,505 $457 44%
Kearns $1,187 $1,680 $493 42%
Magna $1,047 $1,463 $416 40%
Midvale $1,009 $1,379 $370 37%
Millcreek $989 $1,351 $362 37%
Murray $1,040 $1,376 $336 32%
Riverton $1,511 $1,665 $154 10%
South Salt Lake $819 $1,190 $371 45%
White City $1,301 $1,328 $27 2%
Home Consortium
Sandy $1,202 $1,640 $438 36%
South Jordan $1,405 $1,679 $274 20%
Taylorsville $975 $1,345 $370 38%
West Jbrdan $1,168 $1,489 $321 27%
West Valley City $1,020 $1,360 $340 33%
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Home values. Figure A-36 below presents changes in median owner-occupied home values
for Salt Lake County and entitlement jurisdictions between 2017 and 2022. In Salt Lake County,
growth in median owner-occupied home values (+69%) greatly outpaced growth in median
household income (+33%).* In 2022, median home values were greater in South Jordan
($559,500) and Sandy ($492,300) than in the county overall ($440,400). West Jordan, Taylorsville,
and West Valley City had median owner-occupied home values lower than that of the county
overall. Relative to 2017 levels, West Valley City saw the greatest growth in median home values
at 83%, followed by Taylorsville at 74%.

Figure A-36.

Median Owner
Occupied Home Value,
Entitlements, 2017 and
2022

== Salt Lake County =e==Sandy =e=—>South Jordan

—e—Taylorsville —o—\West Jordan —o—\Vest Valley City

$559,500, +54%

$492,300, +59%

Source:
2017 and 2022 5-year ACS.

$440,400, +69%
$412,100, +69%
$358,900, +74%
$333,600, +83%

$363,300

\

$309,800

$260,700
$244,500

$206,800
$182,100

2017 2022

This information is presented for all jurisdictions studied in Figure A-37. Of all Urban County
and HOME Consortium jurisdictions, Emigration Canyon has the highest median owner-
occupied home value at $887,600 in 2022, followed by Draper at $663,400. Median home
values fell below $300,000 only in Kearns and Magna in 2022. Median home value growth
between 2017 and 2022 was greatest in Copperton and South Salt Lake at +93% and +92%
respectively. Growth in median home values was lowest in Emigration Canyon at +26% and
Bluffdale at +38%.

#Source: 2017 and 2022 5-year ACS estimates.
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Figure A-37. 2017-2022 Change
Median Owner # %

Occupied Home
P Salt Lake County $260,700 $440,400 $179,700 69%
Value, Urban
County and Urban County
HOME Alta $875,000 - N/A N/A
Consortium, Brighton - $656,300 N/A N/A
2017 and 2022
Bluffdale $427,200 $589,800 $162,600 38%
" Copperton $166,700 $322,400 $155,700 93%
ote:
Margins of error are greatest Cottonwood Heights $349,000 $561,600 $212,600 61%
in Alta, Brighton, and
Copperton due to small Draper $408,800 $663,400 $254,600 62%
sample size.
Emigration Canyon $702,900 $887,600 $184,700 26%
Source: Herriman $332,400 $486,200 $153,800 46%
2017 and 2022 5-year ACS.
Holladay $380,500 $637,500 $257,000 68%
Kearns $164,900 $295,500 $130,600 79%
Magna $160,500 $298,400 $137,900 86%
Midvale $216,600 $357,200 $140,600 65%
Millcreek $315,300 $507,900 $192,600 61%
Murray $245,300 $415,700 $170,400 69%
Riverton $301,600 $478,200 $176,600 59%
South Salt Lake $184,200 $353,600 $169,400 92%
White City $216,900 $364,900 $148,000 68%
Home Consortium
Sandy $309,800 $492,300 $182,500 59%
South Jbrdan $363,300 $559,500 $196,200 54%
Taylorsville $206,800 $358,900 $152,100 74%
West Jbordan $244,500 $412,100 $167,600 69%
West Valley City $182,100 $333,600 $151,500 83%
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Ability to buy. Figure A-38 below presents the shares of homes sold at price points affordable
to households earning extremely low, very low, and low incomes according to Area Median
Income (AMI) thresholds where data are available.> Sales volumes are presented in Figure A-39.
In Salt Lake County, 6% of homes sold in 2022 were affordable to low income households
(those earning 80% AMI or less). Affordability varies widely by jurisdiction: no home sales were
affordable at 80% AMI in the Urban County jurisdictions of Bluffdale, Herriman, Riverton, and
White City (where there was only one home sale in 2022), while greater than 12% of home sales
were affordable at the Urban County jurisdictions of Murray and Magna and the entitlement
jurisdiction of Taylorsville.

Figure A-38. 0-30% AMI  31-50% AMI  51%-80% AMI  80% AM I+
Distribution of Max Income $30,700 $51,200 $81,900 $81,901+
Home Sales St Lake Count
e Coun 1% 1% 4% 94%
Affordable by AMI ! ° ° ’ ’
Level, Salt Lake Urban County
County, Urban Bluffdale 0% 0% 0% 100%
County, Home Cottonwood Heights 0% 0% 1% 99%
County, and
e ge e Draper 9 9 9 9
Jurisdictions, 2022 ? 0% 0% 0% 9%
Herriman 0% 0% 0% 100%
Note:
Sales volumes presented on Holladay 0% 0% 4% 96%
following page. Data not available o o o o
for Alta, Brighton, Copperton, and Kearns 1% 1% 2% 96%
Emigration Canyon.
Magna 1% 0% 11% 87%
Source: Midvale 1% 0% 6% 93%
Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute .
Utah Housing Affordability Millcreek 1% 0% 6% 93%
Dashboard, 2022.
Murray 2% 3% 1% 85%
Riverton 0% 0% 0% 100%
South Salt Lake 0% 0% 9% 91%
White City 0% 0% 0% 100%
Home Consortium
Sandy 2% 1% 1% 96%
South Jbrdan 0% 0% 1% 99%
Taylorsville 7% 3% 6% 84%
West Jordan 1% 0% 1% 98%
West Valley City 4% 1% 4% 91%

> 0-30% AMI = Extremely Low Income; 31-50% AMI = Very Low Income; 51-80% AMI = Low Income
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Figure A-39. 0-30% AMI  31-50% AMI  51%-80% AMI  80% AM |+

Volume of Home Max Income $30,700 $51,200 $81,900 $81,901+
Sales Affordable by

Salt Lake Count 162 73 537 12,921
AMI Level, Salt Lake !
County, Urban LD
County, Home Bluffdale 0 0 0 250
COL.Inty, ?nd Cottonwood Heights 0 0 2 218
Jurisdictions, 2022
Draper 2 2 0 446
Herriman 0 0 3 1,163
Note:
Data not available for Alta, Brighton, Holladay 1 1 9 234
Copperton, and Emigration Canyon.
Kearns 1 1 2 102
Source: Magna 5 1 62 475
Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute
Utah Housing Affordability Midvale 4 0 24 358
Dashboard, 2022.
Millcreek 1 0 8 121
Murray 6 11 39 307
Riverton 0 0 1 436
South Salt Lake 0 0 14 148
White City 0 0 0 1
Home Consortium
Sandy 17 7 16 1,034
South Jbrdan 0 0 8 1,277
Taylorsville 36 16 30 438
West Jordan 7 4 18 1,239
West Valley City 49 15 46 1,057

Rent changes v. changes in values. Figure A-40 compares change in median gross
rent to change in median owner-occupied home value from 2017 to 2022. During this period,
Salt Lake County's median home value increased at a greater rate (+69%) than median gross
rent (+37%). Median home value grew faster than median gross rent in all jurisdictions for
which data are available except for Bluffdale.
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Figure A-40.
Comparison of
Change in Gross Salt Lake County 37% o
Rent and Home

[ changein Home Value [} Change in Gross Rent

Value, Urban County Alte

and HOME Bluffdale | /05

Consortium, 2017 and Brighton

2022 Copperton T 93%
Cottonwood Heights m 61%

Note: Draper 62%

Bars are omitted where data are

unavailable. Margins of error are Emigration Canyon

NI
N
K

greatest i.n Copperton due to small Herriman _ 46%
sample size. 42%
68%
Source: Kearns 79%
2017 and 2022 5-year ACS.
Magna
Midvale
Millcreek 61%
Murray 69%
Riverton
Sandy
54%
South Jordan 20%
92%
) 74%
Taylorsville 38%
West Jordan 69%

N
<
=S

West Valley City

w

=S
0
W
=S

68%

White City

1

In the county, the median rent rose by 37%, or by $379 per month. This means that renters
need to earn around $15,700 more per year in 2022 to have the same rental purchasing power
as they did in 2017. Median renter household income increased by 35% or $14,900 across this
time, indicating that the median earning renter household'’s purchasing power decreased
slightly in the rental market since 2017. Note that this increase in renter income may owe itself
to lower income renters leaving the county for more affordable areas or increasing difficulty
converting to homeownership.

Increasing home values benefits existing owners but makes it more difficult for would-be-
owners to buy. Increases in rental and home prices benefits owners far more than renters—
owners benefit from higher prices when they sell their homes, while renters are faced with
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managing higher monthly rental costs and possibly trying to save for a home to buy, the
prospect of which diminishes as home prices rise.

Cost burden. The most common housing problem in the county, according to HUD's data
on housing problems, is cost burden; many more households face cost burden than live in
housing in severely substandard housing conditions or in overcrowded conditions. Cost burden
is defined as a household spending more than 30% of income on housing costs and severe cost
burden is defined a household spending more than 50% of income on housing costs.

Overall in the county, 27,670 renter households and 32,035 owner households are cost
burdened—a total of 59,705 households. An additional 23,515 renter households and 16,635
owner households are severely cost burdened- a total of 40,150 households. Altogether, at
least 99,855 households in the county, including 41% of renter households and 19% of owner
households, pay more than 30% of their income on housing.

Figure A-41 shows cost burden by tenure for Salt Lake County and Figure A-42 shows severe
cost burden by tenure. The largest number of cost burdened renter households are in the 31%
to 50% AMI income cohort, while the largest number of cost burdened owner households are in
the 51% to 80% AMI cohort. At AMI levels below 50% AMI, most cost burdened households are
renter households, while most cost burdened households earning 51% to 80% AMI, 81% to
100% AMI, or greater than 100% AMI are owner households.
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Figure A-41.

Cost Burden:

Households Paying 30%  ,c oo
to 50% of Income in '
Housing Costs by

Tenure, Salt Lake

[l owners [l Renters

20,000
County, 2016-2020
Note:
Cost burden is defined as a household
spending more than 30% of their 15,000
household income on housing costs.
This figure shows cost burden
excluding severe cost burden (wherein
households spend more than 50% of
their income on housing costs). 10,000
Source:
CHAS 2016-2020.
5,000
0

0-30% AMI  31-50% AMI 51-80% AMI 81-100% AMI 100%+ AMI

In comparison, the largest group of severely cost-burdened households earn between 0% and
30% AMI, and the majority of these households are renters. Extremely low income renters have
such trouble finding affordable units that they are almost all severely cost burdened, rather
than cost burdened. Severely cost burdened owners generally represent owners who cannot
afford to keep up with property taxes and home insurance costs and are usually elderly
owners.
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Figure A-42.

Cost Burden:

Households Paying 25,000
more than 50% of

Income in Housing

Costs by Tenure, Salt

[l owners B Renters

20,000
Lake County, 2016-
2020
Note: 15,000
Severe cost burden is defined as a
household spending more than
50% of their household income on
housing costs.

10,000
Source:
CHAS 2016-2020.

5,000
900
2,135 115 25
0 | 620 | — e

0-30% AMI  31-50% AMI 51-80% AMI 81-100% AMI 100%+ AMI

Figure A-43 below presents cost burden and severe cost burden for households in Salt Lake
County and in Urban County and HOME Consortium jurisdictions. This information is available
by tenure in an appendix at the end of this section. Of the entitlement jurisdictions, cost burden
is greatest in West Jordan and West Valley City (where 18% of households pay 30% to 50% of
their income in housing costs) and lowest in Sandy (where 13% of households pay 30% to 50%
of their income in housing costs). Severe cost burden is highest in West Valley City at 11% and
lowest in South Jordan at 7%.

In the Urban County, South Salt Lake has the highest rate of cost burden at 23%. Excepting Alta
and Brighton due to wide margins of error, cost burden is lowest in Emigration Canyon at 10%.
Again excepting Alta, severe cost burden is highest in Midvale at 16% and lowest in Copperton
at 3%.
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Figure A-43.
Cost Burden, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2022

Cost Burden +

Cost Burden Severe Cost Burden Severe Cost Burden
30-50% of Incom e >50% ofIncome >30% ofIncome
Total Households % # %
Salt Lake County 69,600 17% 46,028 11% 115,628 29%
Urban County 29,266 17% 18,949 11% 48,215 29%
Unincorp. Salt Lake County 673 21% 290 9% 963 29%
Alta 1 3% 11 37% 12 40%
Brighton 0 0% 9 7% 9 7%
Bluffdale 1,050 21% 221 4% 1,271 25%
Copperton 61 19% 10 3% 71 22%
Cottonwood Heights 1,446 12% 1,303 11% 2,749 23%
Draper 1,908 12% 2142 14% 4,050 26%
Emigration Canyon 58 10% 40 7% 98 17%
Herriman 3,154 20% 1,210 8% 4,364 28%
Holladay 1,739 15% 1,293 11% 3,032 26%
Kearns 1,968 19% 1,149 11% 3,117 30%
Magna 1,596 18% 764 9% 2,360 27%
Midvale 3,170 22% 2,342 16% 5,612 38%
Millcreek 4,168 17% 3,177 13% 7,345 29%
Murray 3,487 18% 2,272 1% 5,759 29%
Riverton 2,212 17% 1,100 8% 3,312 25%
South Salt Lake 2,265 23% 1,430 14% 3,695 37%
White City 361 19% 233 12% 594 32%
Home Consortium 53,871 17% 33,134 10% 87,005 27%
Urban County 29,266 17% 18,949 11% 48,215 29%
Sandy 4,143 13% 3,055 9% 7,198 22%
South Jbordan 3,766 16% 1,785 7% 5,551 23%
Taylorsville 3,429 17% 1,809 9% 5,238 27%
West brdan 6,395 18% 3,169 9% 9,564 27%
West Valley City 6,872 18% 4,367 11% 11,239 29%

Source: 2022 5-year ACS.
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Figure A-44 shows cost burden by race and ethnicity for Salt Lake County. Overall, according to
HUD CHAS data, approximately 26% of households in the county pay more than 30% of their
income for housing and are cost burdened or severely cost burdened. Rates of cost burden
(including cost burden and severe cost burden) are slightly lower for Asian (24%), White (24%),
and American Indian, Alaska Native (25%)° households. Pacific Islander households have a
higher rate of overall cost burden at 32%.’

Cost burden is disproportionately high for racial and ethnic groups whose rate of cost burden is
more than ten percentage points higher than the rate of cost burden for the population overall.
In Salt Lake County, Hispanic households have a disproportionately high rate of cost burden at
38% (12 percentage points higher than the county rate of 26%). Cost burden is highest—and
disproportionately high—for Black/African American households in Salt Lake County: 51% of
Black/African American households are cost burdened overall, with 26% of Black/African
American households paying more than 50% of their income for housing.? As severely cost
burdened households are considered to be at risk of homelessness, Black/African American
households are at risk of homelessness at a disproportionately high rate (26% vs. 10% for the
county overall).

Figure A-44.
Cost Burden by Race and Ethnicity, Salt Lake County, 2016-2020

% Not Cost % Cost % Severely Cost
Burdened Burdened Burdened
(<=30%) (30-50%) (>50%)
Salt Lake County
All households 74% 16% 10%
American Indian 75% 16% 9%
Asian 76% 13% 10%
Black/African American 49% 25% 26%
Hispanic/Latino 62% 21% 17%
Native Hawiian/Pacific Islander 68% 14% 18%
Non-Hispanic White 76% 15% 9%

Source: CHAS 2016-2020.

© American Indian, Alaska Native households comprise less than 1% of households in the county. This estimate should be
interpreted with caution.

7 pacific Islander households comprise approximately 1% of households in the county. This estimate should be interpreted
with caution.

8 Black/African American households comprise approximately 1% of households in the county. While this estimate should be
interpreted with caution, it nonetheless indicates a meaningful disparity in the rate of cost burden for African American
households.
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Housing Gaps

To examine how well Salt Lake County’s current housing market meets the needs of its
residents—and to determine how likely it is to accommodate demand of future residents and
workers—this study uses a modeling effort called a “gaps analysis.” The analysis compares the
supply of housing at various price points to the number of households who can afford such
housing.’ If there are more housing units than households, the market is “oversupplying”
housing at that price range. Conversely, if there are too few units, the market is
“undersupplying” housing. The gaps analysis conducted for renters in Salt Lake County
addresses both rental affordability and ownership opportunities for renters who want to buy.

It is important to note that the gaps analysis does not account for persons without housing,
who are doubling up, living in motels/hotels, living in their cars or camping, and in shelters. As
such, the need is larger than what is identified in the rental gaps. The gaps analyses are based
on Census data and reflects what households pay for rent and the estimated value of their
homes. As such, supply should reflect the existing supply of regulated rent-restricted units and
the use of housing vouchers, as well as existing owner-occupied homes made affordable
through nonprofit sweat equity and land trust programs.

The rental and homeownership gaps presented in this section reflect rental and purchase gaps
for Salt Lake County overall. Rental and purchase gaps for Urban County and HOME
Consortium jurisdictions are presented in an appendix at the end of this report where available.

Rental gap. Figure A-45 compares the number of renter households in Salt Lake County in
2022, their income levels, and the number of units in the market that were affordable to
them.™

The “Rental Gap” column in the table shows the difference between the number of renter
households earning within each income range and the number of rental units affordable to
them. Negative numbers indicate a shortage of units at the specific income level; positive units
indicate an excess of units. The “Cumulative Rental Gap” column shows the difference between
the number of renter households earning less than the upper limit specified in the income
range column and the number of rental units affordable to them.

It is important to note that the distribution of rental units in the “Rental Units Affordable”
column of Figure A-45—the distribution of rental units underlying the rental gaps and
cumulative rental gaps calculations—is based on Salt Lake County residents’ reporting of what
they pay for monthly rental costs in Census surveys. Residents who receive subsidies such as

? Affordability estimates assume that households spend no more than 30% of their gross income on housing costs.

Oltis important to note that renters who cannot find affordable rents are not homeless. Those renters who cannot find
affordability priced rentals are living in units that cost more than they can afford. These households are “cost burdened.”
These households consist of students, working residents earning low wages, residents who are unemployed, and residents
who are disabled and cannot work. These data do not capture persons experiencing homelessness.
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Housing Choice Vouchers report what they pay after the subsidy is applied, not the market rent
of the unit. Further, renter households who have occupied their units for a long time often pay
less than market rate for their units. Relative to the distribution of rental units currently
available for rent at market rate, the distribution of rental units used in this analysis overstates
the number of units affordable to low income households.

The results of the rental gaps analysis shows:

m  Salt Lake County has 24,577 renter households who earn less than $25,000 annually and
can afford units that rent for up to $625/month. Including Housing Choice Vouchers and
other forms of rental subsidies, there are only 7,282 rental units affordable to these
households—Ileaving a gap of 17,295 units priced at or below $625.

m  There are 13,175 renter households earning between $25,000 and $34,999, and only 9,483
units priced between $626 and $875/month (their affordability range), resulting in a rental
gap of 3,692 units priced between $626 and $875/month. Cumulatively, there are 37,752
renter households earning less than $35,000 and 16,765 units priced at or below these
households’ maximum affordable gross rent of $875/month, leaving a cumulative gap of
20,987 units for renter households earning up to $34,999.

m  There are more rental units affordable (37,098) than renter households (19,858) at incomes
between $35,000 and $49,999, but due to shortages of units priced affordably to
households earning less than $35,000, there remains a cumulative gap of 3,747 units for
renter households earning up to $50,000.

m  The market oversupplies rental units priced affordably for households earning $50,000 or
more.

Figure A-45.
Rental Gaps and Cumulative Rental Gaps, Salt Lake County, 2022

Affordable Gross Renter Rental Units Cumulative
Income Range Rent Households Affordable Rental Gap Rental Gap
Less than $25,000 $0 - $625 24,577 7,282 -17,295 -17,295
$25,000 to $34,999 $626 - $875 13,175 9,483 -3,692 -20,987
$35,000 to $49,999 $876 - $1,250 19,858 37,098 17,240 -3,747
$50,000 to $74,999 $1,251 - $1,875 29,222 58,860 29,638 25,891
$75,000 to $99,999 $1,876 - $2,500 18,501 24,520 6,019 31,910

Note: Affordability assumes that households spend no more than 30% of their gross income on housing costs.

Source: 2022 5-year ACS estimates and Root Policy Research.
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Because the rental supply distribution used in the gaps analysis above reflects the use of
subsidies, income-restricted rental units, and lower rents for long-term tenants, it can be
understood as a lower bound estimate of need.

To estimate an upper bound of rental affordability needs—one that reflects a rental supply
distribution closer to what households shopping for market rate rental units today might find—
commercial data reflecting rents for market rate units form the rental supply distribution. This
commercial rental supply distribution is compared to the distribution of renter households by
income level. These gaps approximate rental affordability needs in the case that all rents
increased to market rates.

The results of this analysis, conducted by the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute, are presented as
cumulative rental gaps in Figure A-46 below. The figure shows:

m  There is a shortage of 34,935 units priced affordably for households earning up to 30% AMI
($30,700). This is considerably larger than the cumulative shortage estimated for
households earning less than $35,000 (a shortage of 20,987 units) in the lower bound
estimates presented in Figure A-45 because this estimate does not account for additional
affordability achieved by the use of subsidies, income-restricted rental units, or lower rents
paid by long-time tenants.

m  There are cumulative shortages of 45,745 units for households earning up to 40% AMI
($41,000) and 47,737 units for households earning up to 50% AMI ($51,200).

m  Without accounting for lower rents for long-term tenants or the use of housing subsidies
and income-restricted rental inventory, Salt Lake County’s rental market under-supplies
rental units affordable to households earning incomes up to and including 80% AMI
($81,900). Accounting for these additional sources of affordability, cumulative rental
shortages begin to dissipate at income levels approaching $50,000 (nearly 50% AMI) and
resolve at income levels between $50,000 and $74,999. Rental vouchers, other subsidies,
and income-restricted rental units currently in use in Salt Lake County partially alleviate but
do not completely address affordability needs at lower income levels.
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Figure A-46.
Cumulative Rental Gaps, Salt Lake County, 2022

Salt Lake Co. Cumulative Surplus/Deficit for Renter Households by AMI
# of Housing Units - # of Households by AMI

0
-4,780
210,000
-20,000
-21,480
-30,000
-34,935
-40,000 -37.219
-45,745

-50,000 -47,737

Unit (+)Surplus/(-) Deficit

30% AMI 40% AMI 50% AMI 60% AMI 70% AMI 80% AMI
($30.7K ) (S41K) ($51.2K) (561.4K) (371.7K) ($81.9K )

Source: Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute Utah Housing Affordability Dashboard; dashboard data and calculations from 5-year ACS estimates,
RentRange-AltiSource, and Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute.
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Home purchase gaps. A similar gaps analysis was conducted to evaluate the market
options affordable to renters who may wish to purchase a home in Salt Lake County. The home
purchase gaps model compares the distribution of renter households at various incomes—
roughly, the income distribution of the area’s first-time home buyers—with the shares of
owner-occupied homes that are affordable to renter households at various income levels."
Results are presented in Figure A-47.

The “Purchase Gap” column in the table shows the difference between the share of total renter
households that fall within a given income range and the share of total owner-occupied homes
that are priced affordably for their income range. Negative numbers in red text indicate a
shortage of units affordable at a given income level; positive numbers in dark text indicate an
excess of units. The “Cumulative Purchase Gap” column presents the difference between the
share of total renter households earning less than the upper limit specified in the income range
column and the share of total owner-occupied homes affordable to them. Households earning
less than $35,000 are excluded from the calculation of cumulative purchase gaps because they
are the least likely to transition to ownership.

The results of the ownership gaps analysis show that home purchase gaps are concentrated
among households earning $75,000 or less but are present for households earning up to
$100,000. Cumulatively, these gaps limit the supply of homes for sale at prices affordable to
households earning up to $150,000. Specifically,

m  Approximately 43% of renter households earn less than $50,000 and would require homes
priced at or below $150,237 to afford to purchase a home, yet only 5% of owner occupied
homes are affordable to them. Approximately 28% of renter households earn less than
$35,000 and are unlikely to purchase homes. Because 15% of renter households earn
between $35,000 and $50,000 and 5% of owner occupied homes are priced at or below
$150,237, the cumulative gap at $50,000 is 10%.

m  The cumulative homeownership gap continues to grow at incomes up to $99,999:
» 22% of renter households have incomes between $50,000 and $74,999, and only

5% of homes are affordable within this income range;

» 14% of renter households earn between $75,000 and $99,999 annually, and 11%
of homes are affordable within this income range; and

» resultantly, the cumulative homeownership gap for households earning less
than $100,000 is 30%.

m  The home purchase market oversupplies homes units affordable to households earning
$100,000 to $149,999: 14% of renter households fall within this income range, while 31% of

" Home size, condition, and housing preferences are not considered in this affordability model. The purchase gap modeled
also assumes an inventory of units for sale that represent the distribution of home values captured in the Census.
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homes are valued within their purchase affordability range. Due to substantial
homeownership gaps at every lower income level, a cumulative purchase gap of 12%
remains for households earning less than $150,000.

Figure A-47.
Home Purchase Gaps and Cumulative Home Purchase Gaps, Salt Lake County,
2022-2024

% of Renter % of Owner-
Households Occupied

Affordable Home Price in Income Units Purchase Cumulative
Income Range Range Range Affordable Gap Purchase Gap
Less than $25,000 $0 - $75,117 18% 3% -15% Excluded
$25,000 to $34,999 $75,118 - $105,165 10% 0% -9% Excluded
$35,000 to $49,999 $105,166 - $150,237 15% 1% -14% -10%
$50,000 to $74,999 $150,238 - $225,357 22% 5% -17% -27%
$75,000 to $99,999 $225,358 - $300,477 14% 11% -3% -30%
$100,000 to $149,999 $300,478 - $450,717 14% 31% 18% -12%

Note:  Purchase affordability estimates assume a 10% downpayment, a 30-year mortgage with a 6.63% interest rate, and 30% of the
monthly payment to property taxes, utilities, insurance, and other expenses. Renter households earning less than $35,000 are
excluded from cumulative purchase gap calculations because they are unlikely to transition to homeownership.

Source: 2022 5-year ACS estimates, Federal Reserve of St. Louis (FRED), and Root Policy Research.
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Projections of Future Needs

Figure A-48 shows low to moderate income populations for Salt Lake County, their current
housing needs, and future housing need in the next five years. Current households and
households with need by income range are based on HUD's housing problem data, while the
projected needs are based on recent household growth trends in Salt Lake County. The model
predicts that an additional 5,741 low to moderate income households will have housing needs
in five years, with households earning extremely low incomes, very low incomes, and low
incomes seeing the greatest increase in housing needs.

Needs will increase for both low income renter households and low income owner households.
By household type, an additional 2,334 households with disabilities, 1,756 low income small
family households, and an additional 1,268 elderly low income households are expected to
have housing needs.

Figure A-48.
Housing Needs of Low Income Households, Salt Lake County, 2022 and 2027
(Projected)

Current Needs Future Needs (5 Yr)

% of HHs | Housing Change in
HHs with with Needin5 Housing

Total HHs Needs Needs Years Need
All Low Income Households (<80% AMI) 115,272 69,381 60% 74,593 + 5212
By Income
Extremely low income HHs (<30% AMI) 26,064 22,862 88% 24,579 + 1,717
Very low income HHs (30-50% AMI) 30,494 22,077 72% 23,735 + 1,658
Low income HHs (50-80% AMI) 58,714 24,442 42% 26,278 + 1,836
Low-moderate inc. HHs (80%-100% AMI) 38,829 7,049 18% 7,579 + 530
By Tenure
Low Income Renters (<80% AMI) 50,507 34,638 69% 37,240 + 2,602
Low Income Owners (<80% AMI) 64,773 32,869 51% 35,338 + 2,469

By Household Type

Low Income Small Family HHs 40,612 23,382 58% 25,138 + 1,756
Single Householders 97,842 7,512 8% 8,076 + 564
Households with a Disability 86,480 31,065 36% 33,399 + 2,334
Low Income Large Family HHs 18,224 9,139 50% 9,826 + 687
Elderly Low Income HHs 39,131 16,877 43% 18,145 + 1,268
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Note: Housing need defined as a household having one or more of four housing problems, which includes: 1. Lacks complete kitchen
facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person per room, 4. Cost burden greater than 30%. Small family
households are defined as families with 2-4 members, while large family households are families with 5 or more members.

Source: 2022 5-year ACS, 2016-2020 CHAS, 2010 Decennial Census, and Root Policy Research.

The Utah Housing Affordability Dashboard by the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute presents
projected increases in renter households by AMI level based on existing tenure and AMI ratios.
In order to project future demand for renter occupied housing units by AMI level, these
estimates are shown in Figure A-49.

According to the dashboard, the County was expected to gain 8,177 renter households earning
0-80% AMI, including 3,022 extremely low income renter households, 2,414 very low income
renter households, and 2,741 low income renter household between 2022 and 2027. Rental
affordability gaps identified earlier in this report are expected to widen as a result of increased
demand from renter households in the next five years.

Of the jurisdictions studied, West Valley City is expected to see the greatest growth in demand
from low income renter households (+722 renter households earning 0-80% AMI), followed by
West Jordan (+497 renter households earning 0-80% AMI). Sandy, South Salt Lake, and South
Jordan are also expected to gain at least 400 renter households earning 0-80% AMI.
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Figure A-49.
Projected Increase In Renter Households by AMI Level, Salt Lake County,
Urban County, and Home Consortium, 2022-2027

Projected Increase in Renter Households, 2022-2027

Extremely Low
Income Very Low Income Low Income All Low Income
(0-30% AMI) (30-50% AMI) (50-80% AMI) (0-80% AMI)

Salt Lake County 3,022 2,414 2,741 8,177
Urban County

Bluffdale 14 43 48 105
Cottonwood Heights 20 17 26 63
Draper 63 101 123 287
Herriman 84 92 85 261
Holladay 31 22 25 78
Kearns 31 22 25 78
Magna 82 80 71 233
Midvale 82 80 71 233
Millcreek 100 79 93 272
Murray 108 124 118 350
Riverton 108 124 118 350
South Salt Lake 167 158 126 451
White City 1 0 1 2

Home Consortium

Sandy 167 158 126 451
South Jbrdan 126 82 197 405
Taylorsville 21 23 25 69
West brdan 145 197 155 497
West Valley City 257 214 251 722

Note:  Projections are not available for jurisdictions not listed.

Source: Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute Utah Housing Affordability Dashboard, 2022
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Additional Tables

Units permitted by type. The tables in Figure A-50 present trends in units permitted
by building type for entitlement jurisdictions each year 2010 to 2023 according to data from

the Ivory-Boyer Construction Database. Building types are those presented in the Ivory-Boyer
Construction Database.
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Figure A-50.

Residential Units Permitted by Type, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2010-2023, Part 1

Units Permitted by Type

Total Units | single Family  Duplex/ Condo/ Apts/ Apts/ Manuf./
Permitted Detached Twin Home Townhome 3or 4 Family 5+ Families Mobile

Group Other Res.

Salt Lake County
2010 2,206 1,277 56 306 4 537 26
2011 2,416 1,242 46 612 0 488 28
2012 3,485 2,102 20 283 7 1,058 15
2013 5,193 2,486 70 995 23 1,600 18
2014 6,551 1,953 58 1,191 11 3,315 23
2015 5,680 2,063 42 1,059 12 2,484 19
2016 8,363 2,387 58 1,336 18 4,443 5
2017 6,602 2,456 76 1,732 40 2,025 8
2018 8,150 2,627 106 2,453 54 2,897 8
2019 9,798 1,934 72 2,101 12 5,637 29
2020 10,660 2,518 221 2,369 842 4,523 22
2021 11,037 2,235 107 1,989 1,416 5,256 26
2022 8,864 1,517 128 1,673 672 4,863 6
2023 8,824 1,512 168 2,206 1,646 2,877 2
Alta
2010 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
2011 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2012 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2013 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2014 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2015 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Quarters Units
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
1 0 0
0 0 0
1 0 0
0 116 0
0 265 0
1 0 4
1 0 12
0 161 4
0 0 8
2 0 3
2 399 12
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

Source: Ivory-Boyer Construction Database from the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute and the Ivory-Boyer Real Estate Center, 2024.
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Figure A-50.

Residential Units Permitted by Type, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2010-2023, Part 2

Units Permitted by Type

Group Other Res.
Quarters Units

Total Units | single Family  Duplex/ Condo/ Apts/ Apts/ Manuf./
Permitted Detached Twin Home Townhome 3or 4 Family 5+ Families Mobile
Alta
2016 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2017 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2019 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2020 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2021 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2022 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2023 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bluffdale

2010 27 27 0 0 0 0 0
2011 37 37 0 0 0 0 0
2012 97 97 0 0 0 0 0
2013 410 218 0 36 0 156 0
2014 278 217 0 61 0 0 0
2015 235 159 0 74 0 0 2
2016 514 213 0 301 0 0 0
2017 159 94 0 65 0 0 0
2018 564 158 0 69 0 337 0
2019 65 17 0 48 0 0 0
2020 583 95 0 488 0 0 0
2021 440 36 0 404 0 0 0

o O O o o o o o
O O O o o o o o
o O O o o o o o

o O O O O O o o o o o o
O O O O O O o o o o o o
o O O O O O o o o o o o

Source: Ivory-Boyer Construction Database from the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute and the Ivory-Boyer Real Estate Center, 2024.
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Figure A-50.

Residential Units Permitted by Type, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2010-2023, Part 3

Units Permitted by Type

Group Other Res.

Total Units | single Family  Duplex/ Condo/ Apts/ Apts/ Manuf./
Permitted Detached Twin Home Townhome 3or 4 Family 5+ Families Mobile

Bluffdale
2022 65 30 2 33 0 0 0
2023 46 45 0 0 0 0 0

Cottonwood Heights

2010 13 11 2 0 0 0 0
2011 17 17 0 0 0 0 0
2012 24 24 0 0 0 0 0
2013 22 20 2 0 0 0 0
2014 22 22 0 0 0 0 0
2015 25 25 0 0 0 0 0
2016 35 33 2 0 0 0 0
2017 36 34 2 0 0 0 0
2018 90 89 0 0 0 0 0
2019 62 62 0 0 0 0 0
2020 38 26 0 12 0 0 0
2021 117 43 2 0 0 72 0
2022 144 12 0 0 0 132 0
2023 4 4 0 0 0 0 0
Draper
2010 95 76 0 19 0 0 0
2011 86 86 0 0 0 0 0
2012 273 201 0 0 0 72 0

Cabins Quarters Units
0 0 0
1 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 1
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

Source: Ivory-Boyer Construction Database from the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute and the Ivory-Boyer Real Estate Center, 2024.
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Figure A-50.
Residential Units Permitted by Type, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2010-2023, Part 4

Units Permitted by Type

Total Units | single Family  Duplex/ Condo/ Apts/ Apts/ Manuf./ Group Other Res.
Permitted Detached Twin Home Townhome 3or 4 Family 5+ Families Mobile Cabins Quarters Units
Draper
2013 287 279 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0
2014 319 132 0 33 0 154 0 0 0 0
2015 63 33 2 28 0 0 0 0 0 0
2016 44 24 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0
2017 460 192 2 25 0 0 0 0 241 0
2018 898 215 0 79 0 604 0 0 0 0
2019 606 134 0 76 0 386 1 0 0 9
2020 779 243 0 102 0 434 0 0 0 0
2021 226 149 0 75 0 0 0 0 0 2
2022 719 81 0 66 0 571 0 0 0 1
2023 79 74 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 1
Herriman

2010 180 180 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2011 211 180 0 31 0 0 0 0 0 0
2012 480 422 0 46 0 12 0 0 0 0
2013 636 462 32 142 0 0 0 0 0 0
2014 889 378 0 223 0 287 1 0 0 0
2015 786 429 0 357 0 0 0 0 0 0
2016 1,237 564 6 487 12 168 0 0 0 0
2017 1,677 610 0 917 18 132 0 0 0 0
2018 2,053 627 0 1,084 0 342 0 0 0 0

Source: Ivory-Boyer Construction Database from the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute and the Ivory-Boyer Real Estate Center, 2024.
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Figure A-50.
Residential Units Permitted by Type, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2010-2023, Part 5

Herriman
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023

Holladay
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023

Units Permitted by Type

Total Units | single Family  Duplex/ Condo/ Apts/ Apts/ Manuf./
Permitted Detached Twin Home Townhome 3or 4 Family 5+ Families Mobile

1,532 635 0 454 0 443 0
967 476 0 334 0 157 0
858 408 0 309 0 141 0
696 438 0 180 0 78 0
638 317 0 104 0 215 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14 14 0 0 0 0 0
19 19 0 0 0 0 0
36 36 0 0 0 0 0
72 33 6 33 0 0 0
33 31 0 2 0 0 0
43 26 0 7 0 10 0
23 14 0 9 0 0 0

7 6 0 0 0 0 0

4 3 0 0 0 0 0

1 1 0 0 0 0 0

4 4 0 0 0 0 0
22 8 2 11 0 0 0
71 20 4 40 0 5 0

Group Other Res.
Cabins Quarters Units

o O o o o
o O o o o
N ©O O O o

o O O o o o o o

-

o O O O O O o o o o o o o o
o O

O O O O O O O o o o o o o o

Source: Ivory-Boyer Construction Database from the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute and the Ivory-Boyer Real Estate Center, 2024.
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Figure A-50.
Residential Units Permitted by Type, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2010-2023, Part 6

Units Permitted by Type

Total Units | single Family  Duplex/ Condo/ Apts/ Apts/ Manuf./ Group Other Res.
Permitted Detached Twin Home Townhome 3or 4 Family 5+ Families Mobile Cabins Quarters Units
Midvale
2010 64 18 6 40 0 0 0 0 0 0
2011 341 21 4 234 0 82 0 0 0 0
2012 144 43 4 97 0 0 0 0 0 0
2013 546 103 0 425 0 16 1 1 0 0
2014 365 40 12 97 0 216 0 0 0 0
2015 229 39 10 83 0 97 0 0 0 0
2016 207 17 4 0 0 186 0 0 0 0
2017 67 52 2 8 0 5 0 0 0 0
2018 521 46 8 467 0 0 0 0 0 0
2019 427 1 0 218 0 206 2 0 0 0
2020 286 3 10 33 16 224 0 0 0 0
2021 221 10 6 93 0 112 0 0 0 0
2022 236 6 2 18 0 210 0 0 0 0
2023 156 5 2 22 0 126 0 0 0 1
Millcreek

2017 8 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2018 398 20 0 0 0 378 0 0 0 0
2019 50 13 14 15 0 8 0 0 0 0
2020 856 27 6 53 0 770 0 0 0 0
2021 145 32 34 29 0 50 0 0 0 0
2022 179 26 2 142 0 9 0 0 0 0

Source: Ivory-Boyer Construction Database from the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute and the Ivory-Boyer Real Estate Center, 2024.
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Figure A-50.
Residential Units Permitted by Type, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2010-2023, Part 7

Millcreek
2023

Murray
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023

Riverton
2010
2011
2012
2013

Units Permitted by Type

Total Units | single Family  Duplex/ Condo/ Apts/ Apts/ Manuf./
Permitted Detached Twin Home Townhome 3or 4 Family 5+ Families Mobile

731 11 18 29 0 671 0
31 29 0 0 0 0 2
40 24 0 0 0 15 1
67 14 0 4 0 46 3

263 37 0 24 0 202 0

331 22 2 60 0 246 1
48 35 0 13 0 0 0

224 27 0 22 0 175 0

308 19 0 48 0 239 2

240 55 2 11 0 165 5

228 57 0 71 0 93 6

238 115 93 21 0 0 9

1,000 85 0 0 0 895 20

795 7 68 4 40 676 0

606 31 68 16 0 491 0
93 64 2 27 0 0 0

155 74 10 71 0 0 0
83 81 2 0 0 0 0

164 105 2 57 0 0 0

Group Other Res.

Quarters Units
0 0 2
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 2
0 0 1
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

Source: Ivory-Boyer Construction Database from the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute and the Ivory-Boyer Real Estate Center, 2024.
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Figure A-50.
Residential Units Permitted by Type, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2010-2023, Part 8

Units Permitted by Type

Total Units | single Family  Duplex/ Condo/ Apts/ Apts/ Manuf./ Group Other Res.
Permitted Detached Twin Home Townhome 3or 4 Family 5+ Families Mobile Cabins Quarters Units
Riverton
2014 122 76 6 35 0 0 5 0 0 0
2015 290 121 2 95 0 72 0 0 0 0
2016 228 166 0 62 0 0 0 0 0 0
2017 403 209 18 136 15 25 0 0 0 0
2018 137 101 0 36 0 0 0 0 0 0
2019 119 44 0 75 0 0 0 0 0 0
2020 150 48 0 50 0 52 0 0 0 0
2021 59 17 0 13 0 29 0 0 0 0
2022 126 46 0 30 0 49 0 0 0 1
2023 627 234 6 263 6 114 0 0 0 4
Sandy

2010 81 66 8 6 0 0 1 0 0 0
2011 93 82 4 6 0 0 1 0 0 0
2012 113 111 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0
2013 818 104 6 10 0 698 0 0 0 0
2014 526 64 12 8 0 440 2 0 0 0
2015 831 71 0 8 0 747 5 0 0 0
2016 771 55 0 0 0 597 3 0 116 0
2017 466 47 0 85 0 331 3 0 0 0
2018 243 51 6 185 0 0 1 0 0 0
2019 296 32 0 84 0 177 2 0 0 1

Source: Ivory-Boyer Construction Database from the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute and the Ivory-Boyer Real Estate Center, 2024.
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Figure A-50.
Residential Units Permitted by Type, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2010-2023, Part 9

Units Permitted by Type

Total Units | single Family  Duplex/ Condo/ Apts/ Apts/ Manuf./ Group Other Res.
Permitted Detached Twin Home Townhome 3or 4 Family 5+ Families Mobile Cabins Quarters Units
Sandy
2020 396 46 0 38 0 305 5 0 0 2
2021 95 45 2 18 24 0 3 0 0 3
2022 140 32 0 102 0 6 0 0 0 0
2023 67 24 0 43 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Jbrdan
2010 501 351 0 150 0 0 0 0 0 0
2011 623 380 0 243 0 0 0 0 0 0
2012 906 518 4 126 0 258 0 0 0 0
2013 1,067 591 0 211 19 246 0 0 0 0
2014 1,130 493 6 329 0 302 0 0 0 0
2015 766 544 14 208 0 0 0 0 0 0
2016 921 637 22 262 0 0 0 0 0 0
2017 1,002 578 36 160 3 201 0 0 24 0
2018 1,092 659 66 312 3 52 0 0 0 0
2019 1,044 462 52 287 0 243 0 0 0 0
2020 1,272 659 50 433 0 130 0 0 0 0
2021 1,796 699 30 428 36 603 0 0 0 0
2022 924 439 34 275 0 176 0 0 0 0
2023 372 241 20 111 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Salt Lake
2010 32 10 2 20 0 0 0 0 0 0

Source: Ivory-Boyer Construction Database from the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute and the Ivory-Boyer Real Estate Center, 2024.
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Figure A-50.
Residential Units Permitted by Type, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2010-2023, Part 10

Units Permitted by Type

Total Units | single Family  Duplex/ Condo/ Apts/ Apts/ Manuf./ Group Other Res.
Permitted Detached Twin Home Townhome 3or 4 Family 5+ Families Mobile Cabins Quarters Units

South Salt Lake
2011 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2012 25 21 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0
2013 8 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2014 20 2 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 0
2015 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2016 89 1 0 0 0 88 0 0 0 0
2017 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2019 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2020 335 53 0 0 0 282 0 0 0 0
2021 250 9 0 0 1 240 0 0 0 0
2022 15 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2023 199 12 0 0 0 187 0 0 0 0
Taylorsville
2010 218 15 0 15 0 186 2 0 0 0
2011 44 10 0 13 0 0 21 0 0 0
2012 36 22 0 6 0 0 8 0 0 0
2013 55 35 4 0 0 16 0 0 0
2014 43 32 0 0 0 0 11 0 0 0
2015 59 46 2 0 0 0 11 0 0 0
2016 35 31 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0

Source: Ivory-Boyer Construction Database from the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute and the Ivory-Boyer Real Estate Center, 2024.
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Figure A-50.

Residential Units Permitted by Type, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2010-2023, Part 11

Units Permitted by Type

Group Other Res.

Total Units | single Family  Duplex/ Condo/ Apts/ Apts/ Manuf./
Permitted Detached Twin Home Townhome 3or 4 Family 5+ Families Mobile
Taylorsville
2017 168 18 0 33 0 115 2
2018 158 2 0 48 0 108 0
2019 273 15 0 51 0 204 3
2020 225 17 0 45 0 0 1
2021 11 10 0 0 0 0 0
2022 5 1 0 4 0 0 0
2023 230 16 0 0 0 0 0
West Jordan

2010 458 170 2 4 4 278 0
2011 230 146 12 0 0 72 0
2012 234 224 0 0 4 6 0
2013 201 201 0 0 0 0 0
2014 230 182 0 48 0 0 0
2015 637 271 0 96 0 270 0
2016 391 335 0 56 0 0 0
2017 945 373 0 107 0 464 1
2018 601 373 0 45 24 158 1
2019 643 298 0 66 0 279 0
2020 650 276 0 190 103 78 3
2021 1,034 371 0 51 366 243 2
2022 165 143 0 17 0 0 5

Cabins Quarters Units
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 161 1
0 0 1
0 0 0
0 214 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 1
0 0 0

Source: Ivory-Boyer Construction Database from the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute and the Ivory-Boyer Real Estate Center, 2024.
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Figure A-50.
Residential Units Permitted by Type, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2010-2023, Part 12

Units Permitted by Type

Total Units | single Family  Duplex/ Condo/ Apts/ Apts/ Manuf./ Group Other Res.
Permitted Detached Twin Home Townhome 3 or 4 Family 5+ Families Mobile Quarters Units
West Jordan
2023 327 86 0 79 64 96 2 0 0 0
West Valley City
2010 145 133 6 6 0 0 0 0 0 0
2011 99 87 2 9 0 0 1 0 0 0
2012 191 191 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2013 382 205 0 48 0 128 1 0 0 0
2014 527 130 0 26 4 366 1 0 0 0
2015 274 187 4 53 8 21 1 0 0 0
2016 174 113 4 57 0 0 0 0 0 0
2017 224 141 4 79 0 0 0 0 0 0
2018 211 113 12 54 16 15 1 0 0 0
2019 398 61 2 115 4 201 15 0 0 0
2020 1,212 108 6 80 4 1,010 4 0 0 0
2021 330 164 0 73 92 0 0 0 0 1
2022 1,183 72 8 55 0 1,048 0 0 0 0
2023 492 44 4 199 96 149 0 0 0 0

Source: Ivory-Boyer Construction Database from the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute and the Ivory-Boyer Real Estate Center, 2022
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Lead paint contamination by tenure. Figures A-51 and A-52 below present year
built for owner occupied and renter occupied housing units to estimate the associated risk
of lead-based paint exposure.
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Figure A-51.
Year Built for Owner Occupied Housing Units and Lead-Based Paint Risk, 2022

Total Higher Risk for Lead-Based Paint Low Risk for Lead-Based Paint
ng:?;d Before 1950 1950-1979 1980-1999 2000 or Later

Owner Occupied Units

Salt Lake County 273,739 27,704 10% 97,600 36% 72,885 27% 75,550 28%

Urban County 118,463 6,784 6% 46,667 39% 27,289 23% 37,723 32%
Unincorp. Salt Lake County 3,075 89 3% 1,349 44% 541 18% 1,096 36%
Alta 24 0 0% 3 13% 20 83% 1 4%
Brighton 116 2 2% 39 34% 24 21% 51 44%
Bluffdale 4,141 0 0% 392 9% 570 14% 3,179 7%
Copperton 202 148 73% 28 14% 19 9% 7 3%
Cottonwood Heights 8,797 103 1% 5,856 67% 1,954 22% 884 10%
Draper 11,586 154 1% 398 3% 4,395 38% 6,639 57%
Emigration Canyon 533 63 12% 157 29% 188 35% 125 23%
Herriman 13,080 44 0% 421 3% 803 6% 11,812 90%
Holladay 9,163 601 7% 5,979 65% 1,497 16% 1,086 12%
Kearns 8,553 114 1% 5,054 59% 2,571 30% 814 10%
Magna 7,016 768 11% 2,840 40% 2,056 29% 1,352 19%

Source: 2022 5-year ACS.
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Figure A-51.
Year Built for Owner Occupied Housing Units and Lead-Based Paint Risk, 2022 Cont.

Total Higher Risk for Lead-Based Paint Low Risk for Lead-Based Paint
Before 1950 1950-1979 1980-1999 2000 or Later

Owner
Occupied
Owner Occupied Units

Urban County (Continued)
Midvale 6,724 707 11% 3,057 45% 1,521 23% 1,439 21%
Millcreek 15,855 2,252 14% 9,148 58% 2,513 16% 1,942 12%
Murray 13,094 517 4% 7,369 56% 3,436 26% 1,772 14%
Riverton 11,377 119 1% 1,399 12% 4,647 41% 5,212 46%
South Salt Lake 4,161 1,017 24% 1,608 39% 524 13% 1,012 24%
White City 1,727 86 5% 1,570 91% 24 1% 47 3%

Home Consortium 233,607 8,169 3% 85,032 36% 68,992 30% 71,414 31%
Urban County 118,463 6,784 6% 46,667 39% 27,289 23% 37,723 32%
Sandy 25,038 289 1% 11,366 45% 10,536 42% 2,847 11%
South Jbrdan 20,574 159 1% 1,853 9% 5,345 26% 13,217 64%
Taylorsville 14,089 251 2% 7,222 51% 4,931 35% 1,685 12%
West Jbordan 27,836 214 1% 5,137 18% 12,687 46% 9,798 35%
West Valley City 27,607 472 2% 12,787 46% 8,204 30% 6,144 22%

Source: 2022 5-year ACS.
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Figure A-52.
Year Built for Renter Occupied Housing Units and Lead-Based Paint Risk, 2022

Total Higher Risk for Lead-Based Paint Low Risk for Lead-Based Paint
oz::;?;d Before 1950 1950-1979 1980-1999 2000 or Later

Renter Occupied Units

Salt Lake County 133,934 15,225 11% 42,856 32% 33,784 25% 42,069 31%

Urban County 51,782 2,950 6% 16,967 33% 13,954 27% 17,911 35%
Unincorp. Salt Lake County 230 8 3% 102 44% 99 43% 21 9%
Alta 46 0 0% 8 17% 24 52% 14 30%
Brighton 17 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 17 100%
Bluffdale 1,026 198 19% 20 2% 262 26% 546 53%
Copperton 123 87 1% 2 2% 0 0% 34 28%
Cottonwood Heights 3,564 60 2% 1,475 41% 1,414 40% 615 17%
Draper 4,275 110 3% 196 5% 1,272 30% 2,697 63%
Emigration Canyon 38 14 37% 14 37% 6 16% 4 11%
Herriman 2,995 0 0% 21 1% 36 1% 2,938 98%
Holladay 2,564 112 4% 1,440 56% 727 28% 285 1%
Kearns 1,978 30 2% 918 46% 823 42% 207 10%
Magna 1,722 156 9% 412 24% 452 26% 702 41%

Source: 2022 5-year ACS.
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Figure A-52.
Year Built for Renter Occupied Housing Units and Lead-Based Paint Risk, 2022 Cont.

Total Higher Risk for Lead-Based Paint Low Risk for Lead-Based Paint
Before 1950 1950-1979 1980-1999 2000 or Later

Renter
Occupied
Renter Occupied Units

Urban County (Continued)
Midvale 8,147 269 3% 2,588 32% 2,132 26% 3,158 39%
Millcreek 9,645 615 6% 4,165 43% 2,926 30% 1,939 20%
Murray 7,041 392 6% 2,904 41% 2,095 30% 1,650 23%
Riverton 1,808 78 4% 265 15% 285 16% 1,180 65%
South Salt Lake 6,439 821 13% 2,311 36% 1,339 21% 1,968 31%
White City 188 0 0% 126 67% 62 33% 0 0%

Home Consortium 88,631 3,919 4% 27,078 31% 26,206 30% 31,428 35%
Urban County 51,782 2,950 6% 16,967 33% 13,954 27% 17,911 35%
Sandy 7,709 346 4% 1,635 21% 2,214 29% 3,514 46%
South Jordan 3,855 33 1% 262 7% 533 14% 3,027 79%
Taylorsville 5914 165 3% 1,871 32% 2,950 50% 928 16%
West Jbordan 8,140 112 1% 2,049 25% 2,636 32% 3,343 41%
West Valley City 11,231 313 3% 4,294 38% 3,919 35% 2,705 24%

Source: 2022 5-year ACS.
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Cost burden by tenure. Figures A-53 and A-54 present cost burden and severe cost
burden for renter and owner households, respectively.
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Figure A-53.
Renter Cost Burden, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2022

Cost Burden +

Cost Burden Severe Cost Burden Severe Cost Burden
30-50% of Incom e >50% ofIncome >30%ofIncome
Renter Households % #
Salt Lake County 33,669 26% 27,002 21% 60,671 47%
Urban County 13,163 27% 9,890 20% 23,053 47%
Unincorp. Salt Lake County 63 29% 45 21% 108 50%
Alta 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Brighton 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Bluffdale 456 47% 26 3% 482 49%
Copperton 47 39% 0 0% 47 39%
Cottonwood Heights 683 20% 668 19% 1,351 39%
Draper 832 20% 934 23% 1,766 43%
Emigration Canyon 17 45% 0 0% 17 45%
Herriman 817 30% 550 20% 1,367 50%
Holladay 504 21% 555 23% 1,059 44%
Kearns 428 23% 570 31% 998 54%
Magna 739 44% 271 16% 1,010 61%
Midvale 2,221 28% 1,615 20% 3,836 48%
Millcreek 2,303 25% 1,948 21% 4,251 46%
Murray 1,941 28% 1,283 19% 3,224 47%
Riverton 515 30% 259 15% 774 46%
South Salt Lake 1,560 26% 1,137 19% 2,697 46%
White City 37 25% 29 19% 66 44%
Home Consortium 22,880 27% 17,230 20% 40,110 47%
Urban County 13,163 27% 9,890 20% 23,053 47%
Sandy 1,794 24% 1,427 19% 3,221 43%
South brdan 891 24% 727 20% 1,618 44%
Taylorsville 1,668 30% 884 16% 2,552 45%
West Jordan 2,475 32% 1,702 22% 4177 53%
West Valley City 2,889 27% 2,600 24% 5,489 51%

Source: 2022 5-year ACS estimates.
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Figure A-54.
Owner Cost Burden, Urban County and HOME Consortium, 2022

Cost Burden +

Cost Burden Severe Cost Burden Severe Cost Burden
30-50% ofIncom e >50%ofIncom e >30% ofIncom e
Owner Households % #
Salt Lake County 35,931 13% 19,026 7% 54,957 20%
Urban County 16,103 14% 9,059 8% 25,162 21%
Unincorp. Salt Lake County 610 20% 245 8% 855 28%
Alta 1 4% 11 46% 12 50%
Brighton 0 0% 9 8% 9 8%
Bluffdale 594 14% 195 5% 789 19%
Copperton 14 7% 10 5% 24 12%
Cottonwood Heights 763 9% 635 7% 1,398 16%
Draper 1,076 9% 1,208 10% 2,284 20%
Emigration Canyon 41 8% 40 8% 81 15%
Herriman 2,337 18% 660 5% 2,997 23%
Holladay 1,235 14% 738 8% 1,973 22%
Kearns 1,540 18% 579 7% 2,119 25%
Magna 857 12% 493 7% 1,350 19%
Midvale 949 14% 727 1% 1,676 25%
Millcreek 1,865 12% 1,229 8% 3,094 20%
Murray 1,546 12% 989 8% 2,535 20%
Riverton 1,697 15% 841 7% 2,538 22%
South Salt Lake 705 17% 293 7% 998 24%
White City 324 19% 204 12% 528 31%
Home Consortium 30,991 13% 15,904 7% 46,895 20%
Urban County 16,103 14% 9,059 8% 25,162 21%
Sandy 2,349 9% 1,628 7% 3,977 16%
South Jbrdan 2,875 14% 1,058 5% 3,933 19%
Taylorsville 1,761 13% 925 7% 2,686 19%
West Jordan 3,920 14% 1,467 5% 5,387 19%
West Valley City 3,983 14% 1,767 6% 5,750 21%

Source: 2022 5-year ACS estimates.
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Gaps analysis. Figures A-55 through A-93 present rental and ownership gaps for Urban
County and HOME Consortium jurisdictions where available. Gaps are additionally
presented for Salt Lake City.

Rental and ownership gaps are presented for Salt Lake City, Draper, Herriman, Millcreek,
Murray, Sandy, South Jordan, Taylorsville, West Jordan, and West Valley City. Rental gaps
are presented on the following pages for the remaining jurisdictions where data are
available. For a sample interpretation of the gaps presented below, refer to the narrative
around Figures A-45 to A-47 on pages 67-72.
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Rental and Ownership Gaps: Salt Lake City

Figure A-55.

Rental Gaps: Lower Bound, Salt Lake City, 2022

Figure A-56.
Cumulative Rental Gaps: Upper Bound, Salt Lake City, 2022

Rental Cumulative 0
Income Range Gap Gap
Less than $5,000 (1,995) (1,995) = 5000
$5,000 to $9,999 (507) (2,502) 2 ’
$10,000 to $14,999 (2,135) (4,637) %
$15,000 to $19,999 (1,073) (5,710) E
$20,000 to $24,999 (1,279) (6,988) (% -10,000
$25,000 to $34,999 291 (6,697) *
$35,000 to $49,999 8,494 1,797 g
$50,000 to $74,999 6,865 8,662 15,000
$75,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $149,999 1,201 9,863
$150,000 or more

Source: 5-year ACS estimates and Root Policy Research.

Figure A-57.
Ownership Gaps, Salt Lake City,
2022-24

Note:

Purchase affordability estimates assume a 10%
downpayment, a 30-year mortgage with a 6.63% interest

rate, and 30% of the monthly payment to property taxes,

utilities, insurance, and other expenses.

Source:

5-year ACS estimates and Root Policy Research.

I —

6,971
11,612
14,416
-15,568
-16,708
30%AMI  40%AMI  50%AMI  60%AMI  70%AMI  80% AMI
($30.7K ) (841K ) ($51.2K)  ($61.4K)  ($71.7K)  ($81.9K)

Source: Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute Utah Housing Affordability Dashboard.

Renter
Purchase Cumulative

Income Range Gap Gap

Less than $5,000 -4% -4%
$5,000 to $9,999 -1% -5%
$10,000 to $14,999 -1% -12%
$15,000 to $19,999 -5% -17%
$20,000 to $24,999 -5% -21%
$25,000 to $34,999 -10% -31%
$35,000 to $49,999 -11% -43%
$50,000 to $74,999 -14% -56%
$75,000 to $99,999 0% -57%
$100,000 to $149,999 13% -44%
$150,000 or more 44% 0%
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Rental and Ownership Gaps: Draper

Figure A-58.

Rental Gaps: Lower Bound, Draper, 2022

Figure A-59.

Rental Cumulative
Income Range Gap Gap
Less than $5,000 (114) (114) 5
$5,000 to $9,999 ©) (114) 8
$10,000 to $14,999 (123) (237) <
$15,000 to $19,999 (117) (354) %
$20,000 to $24,999 (104) @58) =
$25,000 to $34,999 (155) 614) §
$35,000 to $49,999 (167) (780) 5
$50,000 to $74,999 1,465 685
$75,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $149,999 462 1,146
$150,000 or more

Source: 5-year ACS estimates and Root Policy Research.

Figure A-60.
Ownership Gaps, Draper, 2022-24

Note:

Purchase affordability estimates assume a 10%
downpayment, a 30-year mortgage with a 6.63% interest
rate, and 30% of the monthly payment to property taxes,
utilities, insurance, and other expenses.

Source:

5-year ACS estimates and Root Policy Research.

Cumulative Rental Gaps: Upper Bound, Draper, 2022

107

0 ]

-342
-500 -446
-693
-738

-1,000 4

30% AMI  40%AMI  50%AMI  60%AMI  70%AMI  80% AMI
($30.7K ) ($41K ) ($51.2K)  ($61.4K)  ($71.7K)  ($81.9K)

Source: Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute Utah Housing Affordability Dashboard.

Renter
Purchase Cumulative

Income Range Gap Gap

Less than $5,000 -2% -2%
$5,000 to $9,999 0% -3%
$10,000 to $14,999 -3% -6%
$15,000 to $19,999 -2% -8%
$20,000 to $24,999 2% -10%
$25,000 to $34,999 -5% -15%
$35,000 to $49,999 -14% -28%
$50,000 to $74,999 -17% -45%
$75,000 to $99,999 -17% -62%
$100,000 to $149,999 -4% -66%
$150,000 or more 66% 0%
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Rental and Ownership Gaps: Herriman

Figure A-61.

Rental Gaps: Lower Bound, Herriman, 2022

Figure A-62.
Cumulative Rental Gaps: Upper Bound, Herriman, 2022

Rental Cumulative
Income Range Gap Gap N
Tess than $5,000 35) 35) 'la
$5,000 to $9,999 (200) (235) §
$10,000 to $14,999 - (235) <
$15,000 to $19,999 9 (244) %
$20,000 to $24,999 E (244) 3
$25,000 to $34,999 (444) (688) <t
$35,000 to $49,999 10 (678) 5
$50,000 to $74,999 800 121
$75,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $149,999 777 899
$150,000 or more

Source: 5-year ACS estimates and Root Policy Research.

Figure A-63.
Ownership Gaps, Herriman, 2022-
24

Note:

Purchase affordability estimates assume a 10% downpayment,

a 30-year mortgage with a 6.63% interest rate, and 30% of the
monthly payment to property taxes, utilities, insurance, and
other expenses.

Source:

5-year ACS estimates and Root Policy Research.

0

-200

-400

-600

-800

-1,000

I I -279

-551
-693
-959
1,032
30% AMI  40% AMI  50% AMI  60% AMI  70%AMI  80% AMI
($30.7K) ($41K ) ($51.2K)  ($61.4K)  ($71.7K)  ($81.9K)

Source: Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute Utah Housing Affordability Dashboard.

Renter
Purchase Cumulative

Income Range Gap Gap

Less than $5,000 0% 0%
$5,000 to $9,999 -T% -7%
$10,000 to $14,999 0% -7%
$15,000 to $19,999 0% -7%
$20,000 to $24,999 0% -%
$25,000 to $34,999 -15% -21%
$35,000 to $49,999 -15% -37%
$50,000 to $74,999 -23% -60%
$75,000 to $99,999 2% -61%
$100,000 to $149,999 7% -54%
$150,000 or more 54% 0%
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Rental and Ownership Gaps: Millcreek

Figure A-64.
Rental Gaps: Lower Bound, Millcreek, 2022

Rental Cumulative
Income Range Gap Gap
Less than $5,000 (350) (350)
$5,000 to $9,999 (133) (483)
$10,000 to $14,999 (376) (859)
$15,000 to $19,999 (333) (1,192)
$20,000 to $24,999 (13) (1,206)
$25,000 to $34,999 (634) (1,839)
$35,000 to $49,999 1,900 61
$50,000 to $74,999 2,289 2,350
$75,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $149,999 (11) 2,339
$150,000 or more

Source: 5-year ACS estimates and Root Policy Research.

Figure A-65.
Cumulative Rental Gaps: Upper Bound, Millcreek, 2022

- I _783
-2,000
-2,073
-2,545
-3,000
-3,196
-3,434

o

Unit (+)Surplus/(-)Deficit

4,000 -3,750
30% AMI  40%AMI  50%AMI  60%AMI  70%AMI  80% AMI
($30.7K) ($41K ) ($51.2K)  ($61.4K)  ($7T1.7K)  ($81.9K)

Source: Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute Utah Housing Affordability Dashboard.

Figure A-66. Femter .
Ownership Gaps, Millcreek, 2022-24 RUEIEED | A RO
Income Range Gap Gap
Note: Cess than $5,000 3% 3%
Purchase affordability estimates assume a 10% downpayment,
a 30-year mortgage with a 6.63% interest rate, and 30% of the 5,000 to $9,999 -1% 4%
monthly payment to property taxes, utilities, insurance, and $10,000 to $14,999 -5% -9%
other expenses. $15,000 to $19,999 -3% -13%
. . $20,000 to $24,999 -1% -14%
e _ $25,000 to $34,999 2% 26%
5-year ACS estimates and Root Policy Research.
$35,000 to $49,999 -12% -38%
$50,000 to $74,999 -18% -56%
$75,000 to $99,999 -8% -65%
$100,000 to $149,999 14% -51%
$150,000 or more 51% 0%

RooT PoLicy RESEARCH

HOUSING MARKET ANALYSIS SUPPLEMENT, PAGE 101



Rental and Ownership Gaps: Murray

Figure A-67. Figure A-68.
Rental Gaps: Lower Bound, Murray, 2022 Cumulative Rental Gaps: Upper Bound, Murray, 2022
0
Rental Cumulative -168
Income Range Gap Gap -500
TCess than $5,000 (116) (116) 5
$5,000 to $9,999 (18) (134) & 1,000
$10,000 to $14,999 (162) (296) < -1,048
$15,000 to $19,999 (167) (463) ffL 1500
$20,000 to $24,999 (198) (661) a -1,564
$25,000 to $34,999 (263) (924) :t_“
$35,000 to $49,999 1,085 161 5 -2,000 -1,931
$50,000 to $74,999 1,815 1,976 2235
$75,000 to $99,999 -2,500
$700,000 to $149,999 (123) 1,853 254
$150,000 or more 30% AMI  40%AMI  50%AMI  60% AMI  70%AMI  80% AMI
($30.7K) ($41K) ($51.2K) ($61.4K) ($71.7K) ($81.9K)
Source: 5-year ACS estimates and Root Policy Research. Source: Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute Utah Housing Affordability Dashboard.
Figure A-69. Renter _
Ownership Gaps, Murray, 2022-24 FLEEEE I e
Income Range Gap Gap
Note: - 0 Cess than $5,000 % 1%
e o e e SR (8500010 $9.999 0% 1%
monthly payment to property taxes, utilities, insurance, and $10,000 to $14,999 -3% -4%)
other expenses. $15,000 to $19,999 -2% -6%
S $20,000 to $24,999 -3% -9%
, _ $25,000 to $34,999 -8% 7%
5-year ACS estimates and Root Policy Research.
$35,000 to $49,999 -15% -32%
$50,000 to $74,999 -18% -50%
$75,000 to $99,999 -4% -54%
$100,000 to $149,999 18% -36%
$150,000 or more 36% 0%
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Rental and Ownership Gaps: Sandy

Figure A-70.

Rental Gaps: Lower Bound, Sandy, 2022

Figure A-71.

Source: 5-year ACS estimates and Root Policy Research.

Figure A-72.
Ownership Gaps, Sandy, 2022-24

Note:

Purchase affordability estimates assume a 10% downpayment,

a 30-year mortgage with a 6.63% interest rate, and 30% of the
monthly payment to property taxes, utilities, insurance, and
other expenses.

Source:

5-year ACS estimates and Root Policy Research.

Source: Kem C.

Cumulative Rental Gaps: Upper Bound, Sandy, 2022

0
Rental Cumulative
Income Range Gap Gap 500
Tess than $5,000 239) (239) 5
$5,000 to $9,999 (@0) 279) 2
$10,000 to $14,999 (68) (347) < 1,000
$15,000 to $19,999 (222) (569) 2 -1.018
$20,000 to $24,999 257) (820) @
$25,000 to $34,999 @53) (,273) = 15500
$35,000 to $49,999 389 (885) = -1,541
$50,000 to $74,999 2,332 1,447 -1.719
$75,000 to $99,999 2,000 -1,989 2047
$100,000 to $149,999 890 2,336 -
$150,000 or more 30% AMI 40% AMI 50% AMI 60% AMI 70% AMI
($30.7K ) ($41K) (351.2K)  ($61.4K)  ($71.7K)

Gardner Policy Institute Utah Housing Affordability Dashboard.

Renter
Purchase Cumulative

Income Range Gap Gap

Less than $5,000 -2% -2%
$5,000 to $9,999 0% 2%
$10,000 to $14,999 -1% -3%
$15,000 to $19,999 -3% -6%
$20,000 to $24,999 -3% -9%
$25,000 to $34,999 -8% -17%
$35,000 to $49,999 -10% -27%
$50,000 to $74,999 -21% -48%
$75,000 to $99,999 -10% -59%
$100,000 to $149,999 11% -48%
$150,000 or more 48% 0%

-53

80% AMI
($81.9K)
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Rental and Ownership Gaps: South Jordan

Figure A-73.

Rental Gaps: Lower Bound, South Jordan, 2022

Figure A-74.

0

Rental Cumulative
Income Range Gap Gap 200
TCess than $5,000 202) (202) x5
$5,000 to $9,999 27) (229) 3 .
$10,000 to $14,999 (20) (249) =
$15,000 to $19,999 (10) (259) ;—3
$20,000 to $24,999 (189) (448) @ -600
$25,000 to $34,999 (75) (523) i
$35,000 to $49,999 11 (612) 5 00
$50,000 to $74,999 1,499 987
$75,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $149,999 8 995 -1,000
$150,000 or more

Source: 5-year ACS estimates and Root Policy Research.

Figure A-75.
Ownership Gaps, South Jordan,
2022-24

Note:

Purchase affordability estimates assume a 10% downpayment,

a 30-year mortgage with a 6.63% interest rate, and 30% of the
monthly payment to property taxes, utilities, insurance, and
other expenses.

Source:

5-year ACS estimates and Root Policy Research.

Cumulative Rental Gaps: Upper Bound, South Jordan, 2022

24
-456
742
-823
-905
951

30%AMI  40%AMI  50%AMI  60%AMI  70%AMI  80% AMI
($30.7K ) ($41K ) ($51.2K)  ($61.4K)  ($71.7K)  ($81.9K)

Source: Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute Utah Housing Affordability Dashboard.

Renter
Purchase Cumulative

Income Range Gap Gap

Less than $5,000 -9% -0%
$5,000 to $9,999 -1% -5%
$10,000 to $14,999 -1% -6%
$15,000 to $19,999 -1% 7%
$20,000 to $24,999 -6% -13%
$25,000 to $34,999 -5% -18%
$35,000 to $49,999 -8% -26%
$50,000 to $74,999 -A7% -43%
$75,000 to $99,999 -26% -69%
$100,000 to $149,999 6% -63%
$150,000 or more 63% 0%
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Rental and Ownership Gaps: Taylorsville

Figure A-76.

Rental Gaps: Lower Bound, Taylorsville, 2022

Figure A-77.
Cumulative Rental Gaps: Upper Bound, Taylorsville, 2022

0

Rental Cumulative
Income Range Gap Gap 500
Tess than $5,000 173) (173) =
$5,000 to $9,099 (154) (327) 2
$10,000 to $14,999 (53) (380) < 1,000
$15,000 to $19,999 (182) (562) 2
$20,000 to $24,999 (146) (709) 3
$25,000 to $34,999 (328) (1,036) < -1,500
$35,000 to $49,999 1,142 106 5
$50,000 to $74,999 1,236 1,342
$75,000 to $99,999 -2,000
$100,000 to $149,999 (52) 1,290
$150,000 or more

Source: 5-year ACS estimates and Root Policy Research.

Figure A-78.
Ownership Gaps, Taylorsville, 2022-
24

Note:

Purchase affordability estimates assume a 10% downpayment,

a 30-year mortgage with a 6.63% interest rate, and 30% of the
monthly payment to property taxes, utilities, insurance, and
other expenses.

Source:

5-year ACS estimates and Root Policy Research.

-1,089
-1,361
-1,738
-1,930
-2,148
30% AMI 40% AMI 50% AMI 60% AMI 70% AMI 80% AMI
($30.7K) ($41K) ($51.2K) ($61.4K) ($71.7K) ($81.9K)

I :

Source: Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute Utah Housing Affordability Dashboard.

Renter
Purchase Cumulative

Income Range Gap Gap

Less than $5,000 -2% -2%
$5,000 to $9,999 -1% -3%
$10,000 to $14,999 -2% -4%
$15,000 to $19,999 -3% -1%
$20,000 to $24,999 -3% -10%
$25,000 to $34,999 -8% -18%
$35,000 to $49,999 -14% -33%
$50,000 to $74,999 -20% -52%
$75,000 to $99,999 2% -51%
$100,000 to $149,999 30% -20%
$150,000 or more 20% 0%
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Rental and Ownership Gaps: West Jordan

Figure A-79.
Rental Gaps: Lower Bound, West Jordan, 2022

Figure A-80.
Cumulative Rental Gaps: Upper Bound, West Jordan, 2022

0
Rental Cumulative
Income Range Gap Gap 572
Tess than $5,000 ) 1)) g -1.000
$5,000 to $9,999 (123) (395) g
$70,000 to $14,999 (299) 694) <
$15,000 to $19,999 (200) (893) 3 PPEERES -1,645
$20,000 to $24,999 214) ({,107) 3
$25,000 to $34,999 (196) (1,303) <
$35,000 to $49,999 76 ({,227) 5
$50,000 to $74,999 2,906 1,679 -3,000
$75,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $149,999 616 2,294 -3,386
$150,000 or more 30%AMI  40%AMI  50%AMI  60%AMI  70%AMI  80% AMI
($30.7K ) ($41K ) ($512K)  ($61.4K)  ($7T1.7K)  ($81.9K)

Source: 5-year ACS estimates and Root Policy Research. Source: Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute Utah Housing Affordability Dashboard.

Figure A-81. e
Ownership Gaps, West Jordan, Purchase | Cumulative
2022-24 Income Range Gap Gap
Less than $5,000 -3% -3%
Note: $5,000 to $9,999 -1% -4%
ey s s 0 evg[ST0,00010 514999 % %
monthly payment to property taxes, utilities, insurance, and $15,000 to $19,999 -2% -10%
other expenses. $20,000 to $24,999 -3% -14%
$25,000 to $34,999 -% -21%
source: $35,000 to $49,999 -23% -43%
5-year ACS estimates and Root Policy Research. $50,000 i $74’999 A4 57%
$75,000 to $99,999 -3% -60%
$100,000 to $149,999 26% -34%
$150,000 or more 34% 0%
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Rental and Ownership Gaps: West Valley City

Figure A-82.
Rental Gaps: Lower Bound, W. Valley City, 2022

Figure A-83.
Cumulative Rental Gaps: Upper Bound, West Valley City, 2022

0
Rental Cumulative
Income Range Gap Gap 4,000 -666
Cess than $5,000 (292) (292) S
$5,000 to $9,999 (143) (395) 3
$10,000 to $14,999 @oT) (796) = -2.000
$15,000 to $19,999 ©04) (1,000) 8 2143
$20,000 to $24,999 519) (1,519) § o0
$25,000 to $34,999 614) (2,133) = 3145
$35,000 to $49,999 1,781 (352) = 3,491
$50,000 to $74,999 1,086 1,634 4,000
$75,000 to $99,999 -4,262 4375
$700,000 to $149,999 617 2,251 :
$150,000 or more 30% AMI 40% AMI 50% AMI 60% AMI 70% AMI 80% AMI
($30.7K ) ($41K) ($51.2K)  ($61.4K)  ($71.7K)  ($81.9K)

Source: 5-year ACS estimates and Root Policy Research. Source: Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute Utah Housing Affordability Dashboard.

Figure A-84. i
Ownership Gaps, West Valley City, Purchase | Cumulative
2022-24 Income Range Gap Gap
Less than $5,000 0% 0%
Note: $5,000 to $9,999 0% 0%
e e s e [§0.000 10 14,999 % %
monthly payment to property taxes, utilities, insurance, and $15,000 to $19,999 -1% -5%
other expenses. $20,000 to $24,999 -5% -10%
$25,000 to $34,999 -11% -21%
source: $35,000 to $49,999 -14% -36%
5-year ACS estimates and Root Policy Research. $50,000 i $74’999 7% 53%
$75,000 to $99,999 9% -43%
$100,000 to $149,999 29% -15%
$150,000 or more 15% 0%
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Cumulative Rental Gaps: Remaining Jurisdictions

Source:

Figure A-85. 0
Cumulative

Rental Gaps:

Upper Bound, I 100 -77
Bluffdale, 2022

Kem C. Gardner Policy -159

Institute Utah Housing
Affordability Dashboard.

-166
-200

Unit (+)Surplus/(-)Deficit

-246
-265

30% AMI 40% AMI 50% AMI 60% AMI 70% AMI 80% AMI
($30.7K) ($41K) ($51.2K) ($61.4K) ($71.7K) ($81.9K)

Figure A-86.
Cumulative
Rental Gaps:
Upper Bound,
Cottonwood
Heights, 2022

-710
Institute Utah Housing
Affordability Dashboard.

-500
Source:
Kem C. Gardner Policy
-1,000 -953

-418

Unit (+)Surplus/(-)Deficit

-818

-1,009

30% AMI 40% AMI 50% AMI 60% AMI 70% AMI 80% AMI
($30.7K) ($41K) ($51.2K) ($61.4K) ($71.7K) ($81.9K)
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Figure A-87.
Cumulative
Rental Gaps:
Upper Bound,
Holladay, 2022

Source:

Kem C. Gardner Policy
Institute Utah Housing
Affordability Dashboard.

Figure A-88.
Cumulative
Rental Gaps:
Upper Bound,
Kearns, 2022

Source:

Kem C. Gardner Policy
Institute Utah Housing
Affordability Dashboard.

Figure A-89.
Cumulative
Rental Gaps:
Upper Bound,
Magna, 2022

Source:

Kem C. Gardner Policy
Institute Utah Housing
Affordability Dashboard.
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Figure A-90.
Cumulative
Rental Gaps:
Upper Bound,
Midvale, 2022

Source:

Kem C. Gardner Policy
Institute Utah Housing
Affordability Dashboard.

Figure A-91.
Cumulative
Rental Gaps:
Upper Bound,
Riverton, 2022

Source:

Kem C. Gardner Policy
Institute Utah Housing
Affordability Dashboard.

Figure A-92.
Cumulative
Rental Gaps:
Upper Bound,
South Salt
Lake, 2022

Source:

Kem C. Gardner Policy
Institute Utah Housing
Affordability Dashboard.
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Kem C. Gardner Policy
Institute Utah Housing
Affordability Dashboard.

Figure A-93. 0
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