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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Phase I: The first chapter of the report consists of current and future populations, 

housing gaps, a review of the city-wide budget, and Salem’s current zoning. We     

estimate Salem’s population will increase to 14,594 making up approximately 4,170 

households by 2040. We identify two key housing market gaps in Salem: (1) unmet 

demand for housing costing less than $175,000 and housing priced between 

$450,000—$750,000; and (2) unmet demand for 2-bedroom homes. Coupling these 

two analyses and employing geographical information systems, we find Salem’s            

current housing market does not adequately meet housing demand through 2040. 

Phase II: We developed five land use scenarios 

for PRI’s 101.44 acres. Two scenarios (Scenarios 1-

2) represent possible outcomes if PRI’s land was 

developed according to Salem’s present zoning 

patterns. Other scenarios (3-5) are designed to 

more effectively remedy the identified gaps. 

As a stakeholder in Salem City, PRI is conscientious of how the development of their 

101.44 acre lot can play a role in the city’s development. PRI has asked the  Universi-

ty of Utah’s Metropolitan Research Center to evaluate Salem’s current                 

housing market, estimate population and households projections, and develop al-

ternative land use scenarios to meet the city’s needs. Each scenario is evaluated by 

its potential impacts (housing, costs, VMT, etc.). This report expresses these analyses 

and results in order to start a dialogue between PRI and Salem City about meeting 

mutual goals. This project was conducted in three phases: 

Phase III: The final phase includes  impact anal-

yses comparing the different scenarios devel-

oped in Phase II. The analyses consist of water 

use, vehicle miles traveled (VMT), developer 

costs, and overall fiscal impact of the different 

development scenarios on Salem City.  

Our analyses show that scenarios 3-5 out-perform scenarios 1 and 2, not only for ac-

commodating the identified housing gaps, but in other areas as well. With density in-

creasing across scenarios, impact fees and net revenue increase for the city, while 

vehicle miles travelled and per household water use decline. We also present esti-

mates of absorption rates and related information to facilitate decision-making.  
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PHASE I: CURRENT CONDITIONS 
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PHASE I INTRODUCTION 

The State of Utah is growing quickly, and within it, Utah County is expected to enjoy a                   

disproportionate share of growth. As PRI is a land owner within Salem City located in 

Utah County, PRI has asked us to evaluate Salem’s current housing market, identify 

market gaps, estimate the growth in population and households, and evaluate the 

city’s future housing market if the city develops according to current zoning. These 

analyses form the first phase of our three-phase analyses. The findings of Phase I will 

form the foundation for Phase II in which we create various land use scenarios for 

PRI’s land. This chapter of the report includes the following analyses: 

Current and Future Population: A demographic analysis 

helps city leaders better understand the city’s current                      

population composition, and a population and household 

projection to 2040 predicts the city’s future composition. To 

sum, Salem is projected to reach 14,594 which makes up                     

approximately 4,170 households. 

 
 

Housing Gap Analysis: This snapshot of Salem’s current           

housing market identifies two key housing market gaps:                     

(1) unmet demand for housing costing less than $175,000 and 

housing priced between $450,000—$750,000; and (2) unmet 

demand for 2-bedroom homes. 

 

 

City-Wide Budget Analysis: A tax revenues and expenditures 

analysis evaluates Salem’s current budgetary trends and                

highlights opportunities to ensure economic growth and                   

improve quality of life. 

 

 

Current Zoning and Housing Supply Analysis: Using                       

geographical information systems, we analyze if Salem’s                

current zoning adequately meets 2040 housing demand. 

Finally, we conclude this chapter by discussing the results and the following Phase II 

chapter, which builds directly on the findings here.  

www.mycariboonow.com  

terravitahomes4sale.co  

www.aquafinancialplanning.com 

ftp.pondco.com  

http://www.mycariboonow.com/10118/10118/
http://terravitahomes4sale.com/category/housing-analysis/
http://www.aquafinancialplanning.com/services.php
http://ftp.pondco.com/portfolios/community-planning-and-design-projects/planning-zoning/
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SALEM’S CURRENT POPULATION 
AND PROJECTIONS 

Demographic analyses can help city leaders better understand the age, gender, 

and racial composition of their city’s population and how it could change over time 

via basic demographic processes (e.g., birth, death, and migration). When coupled 

with housing trends, these analyses can help city leaders effectively plan for city               

services and programs that benefit residents and businesses alike. This analysis                  

provides an overview of Salem’s current population characteristics and forecasts 

both population and households to 2040. The projection serves as a key input for the 

Phase II analyses. 

As of the 2010 Census, the population of Salem City was 6,423 which made up 1,737 

households. Salem households are typically larger than households in Utah County, 

and as a result of Salem’s higher fertility rate, the median age in Salem is slightly            

lower than in its county. The city is predominantly white and non-Hispanic, though 

Salem has become slightly more diverse in recent years. Nearly all residents of Salem 

who participate in the labor force commute. This section provides further detail re-

garding these and related characteristics of the city’s population.  

Salem is nearly evenly-distributed 

at 50.3% male and 49.7% female 

(3,231 and 3,192, respectively). 

Figure 1 is a population pyramid 

based on the city’s demographic 

data which hints at a unique             

local story. Typically, in places 

where the population grows 

quickly due to natural increases 

(births minus deaths), a triangular 

population pyramid occurs. In   

Gender & Age Population Pyramid for Salem City 

Figure 1. Population Pyramid,                    

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010, SF1, Table P12 

SALEM CITY DEMOGRAPHICS: CURRENT CONDITIONS  

Salem, this shape appears for the population from birth through age 20. After age 

20, many young residents appear to out-migrate. These young adults likely migrate 

for religious, educational, or job purposes. In-migration beginning at age 30 occurs 

at a lower rate than does out-migration of younger adults.  
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In 2010, children ages 10-14 made up 11.6% of the city’s population while the                

population ages 30-34 only accounted for 6.7% of the population—a decline of 

4.9%. Only a marginal percentage of this discrepancy is explained by the city’s                

relatively high fertility rate. From ages 30-59, Salem’s population pyramid is more             

columnar than triangular. This suggests that either there is both a high fertility rate 

and a high rate of out-migration (which the figure suggests), or a historically lower 

fertility rate (not supported by data). Salem might consider opportunities to attract 

young professionals to the community (further discussion in housing). 

Dependency Ratio 

A dependency ratio is the ratio of dependents—people younger than 15 or older 

than 64 years—to the working-age population, those between 15 and 64 years old. 

As in Figure 2, the dependency ratio of Salem City is 67.8%, which is considerably 

higher than Utah’s statewide dependency ratio (55.9%). The difference is in Salem’s 

high child dependency ratio (53.7%), as the older population dependency ratio 

matches the statewide ratio (both 14.1%). As one would expect from these data, 

Salem’s median age (28.0 years) is slightly younger than the state’s (29.2 years). 

Figure 2. Dependency Ratio, Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000, 2010 Census, SF1. Analysis by Author 

 Labor force: people ages 16+ who are either employed or seeking employment 

 Labor force participation rate: # in labor force/population age 16+ 

 Percent Employed: # employed/population age 16+ 

 Unemployment rate: unemployed in labor force/total labor force  

Aged Dependency Ratios for Utah and Salem City 

Employment  

One form of support for dependents is income earned by those participating in the           

labor force. Employment status, the kinds of jobs residents engage in, and                      

commuting patterns make up the dynamics of a community’s economic base. We 

present various terms and statistics to describe the labor force in Salem City:  
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Salem City has a slightly lower labor force participation rate (65.6%) and percent 

employed (61.5%) than the state (68% and 63.2%, respectively; Figure 3). Given 

Salem’s higher fertility rate, the increased household responsibilities that accompany 

growing families comes to mind immediately as an explanation for the relatively  

lower labor force participation rate. Those engaged in the labor force appear to be 

relatively successful in finding work. Salem has an unemployment rate of 6.1%, which 

is 0.8% lower than the state (ACS data; more recent BLS data shows a lower               

unemployment rate for the state). 

Figure 3 Labor Force, Employment, and Unemployment, 2014, Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community 

Survey 5-Year Estimates, Table S2301. 

While some amount of out-commuting is standard, out-commuting essentially defines 

Salem’s labor force. Nearly 95% of Salem’s resident labor force works elsewhere, 

while nearly everyone (88%) working in Salem lives elsewhere. In 2013, according to 

U.S. Census Bureau data1, only 145 people both lived and worked in Salem City. The 

high in-commute rate provides an opportunity for the city to capture those                            

in-commuting workers as residents. Another unusual finding is that all of Salem’s out-

commuters commute in the same direction: north (Table 1). 

  Count Share 

Total Primary Jobs 2,732 100% 

Less than 10 miles 930 34.0% 

10 to 24 miles 901 33.0% 

25 to 50 miles 560 20.5% 

Greater than 50 miles 341 12.5% 

Data Source: U.S. Census Bureau, OnTheMap, 2013 

Table 1. Commutes by Distance  

Labor Force, Employment, and Unemployment  for Salem and Utah 
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Among residents of Salem, the most common employment industry is Health Care 

and Social Assistance (13.3%), followed closely by Educational Services (13.0%). The 

fact that these workers commute is unsurprising considering the nearest hospital and 

many healthcare services are located in Payson, and Brigham Young University and 

Utah Valley University are large employers. Manufacturing (11.5%) and Retail Trade 

(11.2%) are also strongly represented. As Salem grows, the potential for developing 

more local employment for residents may also grow. 

Among Salem’s resident work force, only 22.6% hold at least a bachelor’s degree. 

This is surprising, considering approximately 33.5% of the population of Salem ages 

25+ holds at least a bachelor’s degree. Potentially, this difference reflects the fact 

that the labor force includes people younger than 25 who may be working toward 

a degree.  

Race and Ethnicity 
Salem City did not experience significant change in its racial composition between 

2000 and 2010, as shown in Figure 4. Salem’s population is predominantly white non-

Hispanic (96.5%). Though the numbers are small, the city did become more diverse 

between 2000 and 2010, with the Hispanic or Latino population increasing from 1.9% 

to 3.6%. This trend mirrors the state, which was 9% Hispanic or Latino in 2000 and 13% 

in 2010. Demographers expect Utah to become more diverse in the coming                   

decades.  

Figure 4. Race, 2000 & 2010, Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000, 2010 Census, SF1 

Racial Change of Salem, 2000-2010  
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POPULATION AND HOUSEHOLD PROJECTIONS 
For a population projection of Salem, we 

use peer-reviewed projection methods 

and utilize 100% survey data2 from the 

U.S. Census for the years 1990, 2000, and 

2010. Since population projections can 

be done many ways, which vary in terms 

of bias and precision, some detailed               

information is warranted regarding our 

selection. First, research comparing  

population projection methods found 

that a 20-year base period (the period of 

historic data used) produces higher-

precision projections than projections 

based on shorter base periods. Further, 

engineering plans for Salem have used a 

20-year base period; aligning our          

assumptions with other local efforts may 

assist in integrating various planning                

activities. However, the 1990-2000 period 

in Salem brought the annexation of a             

significant portion of the city’s land area, 

somewhat artificially inflating the city’s  

Population Projection, 1990-2040 

Figure 5. Population Projection, 1990-2040, Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000, 2010 Census, SF1 

growth trend. For this reason, we           

approach projections relying on the 20-

year base period with an understanding 

a potential bias of upward projections. 

For projection horizons of 20-30 years, 

such as here, composite projection 

methods out-perform any individual 

method of estimating future population. 

Composite measures take the average 

of other individual projection methods 

for more precise and less biased results.  

Given our 30-year horizon and a strong-

growth local context, our composite          

averages four methods: shift-share,             

constant-share, linear extrapolation, and 

share-of-growth. Figure 5 shows our                

population projection which relies on a 

base period of 1990-2010, knowing that                 

inclusion of the 1990s may bias the               

projections upward.  
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Assuming no annexation3, we project Salem’s population will grow to 14,594 by 

2040—more than doubling the 2010 population count (a 127% increase). Notably, our 

projection is significantly lower than the projection developed by the state: 33,6494. 

We find the state’s projection difficult to accept. Both our projections and the state’s 

begin with a 2010 population count of 6,423. Our chosen method projects a 2020 

population of 8,716; the state’s anticipates 11,363. The Census Bureau’s 2014                    

population estimate stands at 7,2375, with annual growth range of140-300 people 

over the past few years.  

For our analyses, we convert our population projections to projections of the future 

number of households. The conversion of people to households depends on a range 

of demographic and cultural characteristics (e.g., age and fertility—both of which 

affect household size). For example, a town of 1,000 people with an average house-

hold size of 2.0 will have 500 household. 

In consideration, we evaluate changes in Salem’s household size over time. Salem’s 

average household size has declined significantly, dropping from 3.99 in 1990 to 3.7  

(2010). The data suggests this trend will slow over the coming decades. Salem City 

appears to be shifting to more closely resemble Utah County (Table 2). If Salem’s                

average household size continues to decline according to its 20-year trend, it would 

be approximately 3.26 by 2040. However, there is no evidence that Utah County will 

reach that number, and it is unlikely Salem will approach the U.S. average faster than 

the county or the state. Based on these trends, we estimate the average household 

size of Salem in 2040 will roughly equal the County, which we conservatively estimate 

at 3.5 and suspect will be lower. 

  1990 2000 2010 

U.S. 2.61 2.59 2.58 

State of Utah 3.21 3.13 3.1 

Utah County 3.76 3.59 3.57 

Salem City 3.99 3.86 3.7 

Table 2. Average Household Size by Decade  

Data sources: 2000 and 2010: U.S. Census Bureau, 100% Decennial Census data1990: U.S. Census Bureau,    

100% Decennial Census data, acquired from the Minnesota Population Center. National Historical Geographic    

Information System: Version 2.0. Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota 2011. 

Note: The 1990 figures slightly under-estimate average household size due to limitations of the data. 

In 2010, the Census Bureau counted 1,737 households in Salem. Based on our projec-

tions and estimates, we anticipate Salem will have approximately 4,170 households 

by 2040. This is an additional 2,433 households above the 2010 count. While the pop-

ulation is expected to increase by 127%, the number of households is expected to 

increase by 140%, reflecting the trend toward smaller households.  
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HOUSING GAP ANALYSIS 

Housing is the backbone of cities as housing provides the physical arrangement of                  

family life as well as provides a substantial portion of a city’s tax revenue. Therefore, 

this chapter presents a snapshot Salem’s current housing market, as well as an over-

view of housing gaps within the market. We identify two key housing market gaps:  

1. Salem has unmet demand for housing costing less than $175,000 and between 

$450,000—$750,000. 

2. Salem likely has unmet demand for 2-bedroom homes. 

COMPARATIVE GEOGRAPHY APPROACH 

Though city-level data is ideal, Salem’s small population size causes excessive                

margins of error in the most recent U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey 

(ACS) estimates. To provide city-contextualization, we considered using county sub-

division-level data as a proxy. 

Salem City is located within the Spanish Fork-Payson County Subdivision of Utah 

County (Figure 6). Salem City makes up approximately 9% of the population of the 

county subdivision, and resembles the larger subdivision in many ways. For instance, 

family households make up a larger share of all households in Salem (89%) and in the 

county subdivision (86%) than in Utah (75%). Among all households, the average 

household size in both Salem and the county subdivision is 3.7, compared to 3.14 

statewide. Relative to the state, residents of Salem and the subdivision are (1) more 

likely to speak English at home, (2) are more likely to have been born in the U.S. (97% 

and 94% in the city and subdivision, respectively), and (3) are more likely to have 

been born in Utah (74% in Salem, 72% in the subdivision, and 62% in Utah). 

 

 
Figure 6. Salem City in Spanish Fork-Payson County                    

Subdivision, Utah County 
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While this county subdivision contextualization is helpful, there are key distinctions  

between Salem and the county subdivision that prevent us from using the latter as a 

proxy for the former in our analyses. For example, Salem’s households earn signifi-

cantly more and live in substantially more expensive homes in comparison to the 

Spanish Fork-Payson County Subdivision. As a result, we cannot use county subdivi-

sion data to suitably or reliably identify strengths or areas of outstanding need in 

Salem’s local real estate market. 

Therefore, we employ alternate datasets that allow reliable, community-level analy-

sis. However, these alternate datasets preclude some analyses that would provide 

important insights. We use the county subdivision and state as comparative geogra-

phies rather than proxies. 

CURRENT HOUSING CONDITIONS: SUMMARY 

As of the 2014 ACS 5-year estimate, there are 1,831 households in Salem.                                

Homeownership is a popular choice in Salem, representing 84% of households, versus 

72% across the state. The following paragraphs delve into various financial and physi-

cal characteristics of Salem’s housing market.  

As mentioned, the median household income in Salem exceeds that of its surround-

ing county subdivision and the state. Citywide, the median household income 

stands at $74,495, compared to $63,772 (county subdivision) and $59,846 

(statewide; Figure 7). 

Median Household Income, 2010-2014 

Figure 7. Median household income, 2010-2014, Source: 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates  
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Both across the country and across the state, the median income among renter                       

households is 49% of the median income of homeowner households. In Salem this 

gap is much wider. Citywide, the median owner occupied households earn $80,387 

(1,532 households), versus $24,081 among renter households (299 households)—

meaning that renter households earn just 30% of what their homeowner neighbors 

earn (Figure 8 shows the estimates and the margins of error). Even when considering 

the margins of error, household incomes for renter households in Salem fall below the 

median for either the county subdivision or the state.  

Median Household Income, Owners and Renters, 2010-2014 

Figure 8. Median household income, owners and renters, American Community Survey, 2010-2014 

One peculiarity of the Salem’s housing market is the frequency of no-cash-rent rental 

units. In both the state and nation, these units make up approximately 5% of all rental 

units. In Salem, no cash rent units comprise approximately 26% of the rental market 

(79/299 units; with a margin of error placing the rate at a minimum of 13%). Units with-

out cash rent can represent caretaker homes, pastoral homes, rental units provided 

for some other service-as-rent arrangement (nannies, etc.), or by familial provision. 

No doubt, the prevalence of these units helps to improve affordability conditions 

among renter households.  

According to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the                   

maximum a household can pay for housing before it becomes unaffordable is 30% 

of monthly income. Salem’s median contract rent6 falls below the county subdivision 

and the state, at $694 (+/- $61). For the 220 households paying cash rent, the income                     

necessary to affordably pay this rent is $27,732. Though this figure is above the medi-

an renter household income presented above ($24,081) it does fall within the margin 

of error of the median renter household income. Furthermore, the median income 

figure includes the households paying zero cash rent. Thus, there is little evidence 

that, at the median, renter households face significant affordability challenges.  
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Without data to assess affordability challenges for lower income renters, we cannot                  

comment on the prevalence of unaffordable costs. As a rule, however, across the 

country lower income households face steeper affordability challenges; it would be                

unwise to write this off as a non-issue.  

While the rental market in Salem offers lower prices than are found in surrounding ar-

eas, the owner occupied housing market, by contrast, has higher prices. According 

to the ACS, the median value of Salem’s owner-occupied houses is $255,600 (Figure 

9).  

Figure 9. Median Value of Owner-Occupied Housing Units, 2010-2014. Source: American Community Survey, 2010-2014 

Multiple Listings Service (MLS) data confirm the ACS’ estimate of the value of                        

owner-occupied housing in Salem. Compared to the ACS data, the MLS data pro-

vide a more detailed view of price structures within the market (Figure 10). Accord-

ing to MLS data, when sales prices from 2000-2015 are adjusted to represent con-

stant 2015 dollars, the average sales price was $266,925.  

Using MLS data, we analyze the supply and demand of housing for each income 

range. To do this, we calculate the maximum affordable home purchase cost (see 

the horizontal axis of Figure 11) by assuming a potential home buyer has a 5% down 

payment, no other debts, will pay Salem property taxes, local home insurance costs, 

and current mortgage interest rates. Home sales in the MLS data are adjusted so 

that all sale prices are represented in constant 2015 dollars. Additionally, while the 

data are incomplete in this regard, duplicate sales of the same home (according to 

the Tax ID) are removed to keep the most recent record of sale.  

Median Value of Owner-Occupied Housing Units, 2010-2014 
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Home Sales by Price in Constant 2015 Dollars, 2000-2015, Salem City 

From this analysis, we can see that a household in the income range of the median              

owner-occupied household (the $75,000-$99,999 range) can readily find affordable 

homes for sale in Salem. In fact, for households earning upwards of $50,000 annually, 

the data suggest that households can affordably purchase homes.  

However, we see a supply gap for households earning less than $35,000. At a maxi-

mum, these households could purchase a home valuing $174,534. Nearly 20% of 

households are in this income bracket, yet only 12% of home sales have occurred at 

this price point. Notably, the margins of error in ACS data for individual income 

groups below $35,000 prevent a more disaggregated analysis of supply and de-

mand in Salem.  

Additionally, we see a supply gap for households earning upwards of $75,000. As is                  

observable nationally, higher income households tend to consume housing at a cost 

below their maximum affordable price. Since the data is bracketed, we cannot tell                  

precisely where this gap occurs, but it is likely around the $450,000 price point, and                

continues up to about $750,000. Therefore, we conclude that more housing supply in 

this price range could be a consideration for developers.  

Figure 10. Home Sales by Price in Constant 2015 Dollars, 2000-2015, MLS data. 

The percent of households is calculated using total households (both owner and 

renter) as the denominator. This is done because mortgage lending rules (particularly 

after the recession) dictate that homeowner income and purchase price align to 

ensure affordability. Therefore, analyzing demand based solely on this population 

blinds us to some extent from seeing the demand that was not met due to afforda-

bility concerns. As these households are likely to divert to the rental market, we in-

clude them in the demand analysis, although of course, some households would 

continue to rent even if affordable homes were available.  
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Physical Characteristics 

Age 

While approximately 15% of homes in Salem are more than 50 years old, on the 

whole, Salem residents live in homes newer than those across the state and nation 

(Figure 12). The average home in Salem was built in 1994. This age is ten years 

younger than Utah’s median home age, and 18 years younger than the average 

American home. 

Some communities face challenges of an aging housing stock. This does not ap-

pear to be a widespread issue in Salem City. Instead, the city might consider ex-

panding its historic preservation codes (14-1-060 Accessory Buildings II) in the city’s 

comprehensive plan in order to sustain its mix of housing ages well into the future. 

In fact, many cities are creating historic preservation plans within their comprehen-

sive plan to help establish priorities for the designation and protection of historic 

landmarks and districts. Such priorities can be examined in relation to new devel-

opment and emerging issues. 

  

In conclusion, Salem’s local housing market has two areas where additional demand 

could be met: (1) housing that costs less than about $175,000; and (2) housing that is 

priced between $450,000 and $750,000. The data matching household income and 

home sales suggests that inadequate supply exists for both income/price ranges.  

Figure 11: Demand and Supply for Housing by Maximum Home Value 
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Year Housing Units Built, U.S., Utah, and Salem 

Figure 12. Year Housing Built. Source: American Community Survey, Table B25034, 2014 5-year data 

Figure 13 is presented in response to a                  

request from PRI to further investigate the 

homes that have sold for less than 

$175,000. Through this, we discovered that 

these modestly priced homes are unlike 

the majority of homes sold in Salem be-

cause of a key characteristic: age. When 

home sales are grouped by the year the 

home was built, only one home vintage 

(1985) newer than 1956 has sold, on  

average, for less than $175,000 since 

1995 (in constant January 2016 dollars8). 

A simple trend line of the data shows 

that on average, every year reduces a 

home’s value by $1,398 in Salem, alt-

hough there is a lot of variation in the  

data. The figure shows the average 

sales price by year built in constant Jan-

uary 2016 dollars.  

Figure 13. Inflation-Adjusted Sale Price. Data  Source: MLS, provided by PRI. Analysis by MRC  
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Size 

An analysis of the number of bedrooms in homes sold reveals that home builders are               

targeting the family demographic (Figure 14). On average, homes have 3.9 bed-

rooms and two-thirds of homes sold had 3-4 bedrooms.  

Figure 14. Number of Bedrooms in Homes Sold 2000-2015, Salem. Data Source: MLS. Analysis by authors. 

Number of Bedrooms in Homes Sold 2000-2015, Salem 

Evaluating the number of sales by con-

struction year reveals additional insights.  

Roughly equivalent numbers of homes 

selling for less than $175,000 were built in 

any given 5-year period up until 2010. 

What has changed is that over time these 

modestly priced units make up a much 

smaller percentage of homes built. Few 

homes (167) built prior to 1970 have sold 

since 1995, but of those more than one-

third (58) have sold for less than $175,000 

in 2016 dollars. There have been 1,031 

home sales since 1995 of homes built in 

1970 or later, but only 34 of these sales 

have occurred below $175,000. The result 

is that the median year built for a home 

transaction less than $175,000 (in 2016 dol-

lars) is about 1942. 

Year < $175,000 > $175,000 Total Sales 

<1890 2 2 4 

1890-1894 4 5 9 

1895-1899 2 3 5 

1900-1904 5 10 15 

1905-1909 3 2 5 

1910-1914 4 10 14 

1915-1919 3 6 9 

1920-1924 5 7 12 

1925-1929 4 6 10 

1930-1934 3 5 8 

1935-1939 4 6 10 

1940-1944 4 8 12 

1945-1949 6 4 10 

1950-1954 3 14 17 

1955-1959 2 5 7 

1960-1964 4 11 15 

1965-1969 0 5 5 

1970-1974 8 46 54 

1975-1979 5 91 96 

1980-1984 0 32 32 

1985-1989 3 10 13 

1990-1994 6 117 123 

1995-1999 4 185 189 

2000-2004 1 158 159 

2005-2009 7 203 210 

2010-2015 0 155 155 

Table 3. Data source: MLS, provided by PRI. Analysis by MRC 
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While Salem’s average household size (3.7) exceeds Utah’s average household size 

(3.1), many of Salem’s households do not fit this mold. The growth in 2-person house-

holds was especially strong between 2000 and 2010 (Figure 15), with growth continu-

ing. In ACS data covering the 2010-2014 5-year period, one- and two-person house-

holds make up 40% of the city. Three-person households make up an additional 11% 

(ACS, Table B11016). Virtually all two-person households are family households. This 

suggests that up to half of Salem households could be accommodated in 2-

bedroom homes. Very few homes with fewer than 3-bedrooms have sold in Salem in 

the past fifteen years, suggesting that very few have been built. Salem is an inter-

generational community, and some young professionals and seniors may not desire 

three, four, or eight bedroom homes. This indicates a potential market gap in an ar-

ea where Salem City has previously signaled a desire to have an inclusive market: 

“Encourage developments that target special groups like the elderly, disabled per-

sons, and other people with special needs” (Salem General Plan, 38). 

That said, the inverse of this analysis is not true. The number of homes with 4+ bed-

rooms corresponds appropriately to household sizes.  

Household Size, 2000-2010 

Figure 15. Household Size, 2000-2010. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census, SF1  
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CITY-WIDE BUDGET ANALYSIS 

A tax revenues and expenditures analysis evaluates current budgetary trends based 

on land use and governance decisions. Budget analyses provide the public and city                

leaders with the means to evaluate the fiscal impacts of potential projects and poli-

cies. This analysis presents a synthesis of Salem City’s revenues and expenditures for 

fiscal year 2015, defined by Salem as July 1, 2014-June 30, 2015. This analysis provides 

us a view of the city’s financial details, which provides support for analyses in Phase 

II.  

Current Conditions: Revenues 

Overview 
Salem City’s General Fund is fed primarily by three sources: taxes (37%), charges for                 

services (22%), and intergovernmental revenue (11%; Figure 16). The percentages of     

revenue Salem receives from the first two sources—taxes and service charges—are 

comparable to percentages received by local governments nationwide for similar              

categories. Salem’s share of intergovernmental revenue, however, appears to be 

much lower than that of the average U.S. municipality (38%; Tax Policy Center, 2010) 

and lower than other Utah local governments (37%; ACS, 2013). This aspect of 

Salem’s revenue structure suggests opportunity for the city to increase the flow of 

state and federal funds, which can be applied to projects that assist Salem in reach-

ing its goals for public health, safety, and welfare. 

Figure 16. Salem City General Fund Revenues for Fiscal Year 2015.                  

Source: Salem City Corporation June 2015 Budget Report. 

Salem City’s General Fund 
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Figure 17. U.S. Local General Revenue, 2010. 

Source: Tax Policy Center 

Taxation 

Salem’s higher dependence on such business-related taxes is counterbalanced by 

its relatively low dependence on property taxes. Returns from property taxes, includ-

ing prior year redemptions, made up only 37.3% percent of Salem’s total tax reve-

nue. Other local governments in Utah reap 71.5% of their total tax revenue from 

property. This might suggest that property taxes are lower in Salem City than else-

where, but this does not appear to be the case. Compared to Utah County, Salem 

City’s property tax rates are slightly higher than the  average city. Utah County’s ef-

fective property tax rate is not significantly different from the state’s average county.  

Local Governments Nationwide Average               

Revenue As seen in Figure 17, Salem City           

appears to be more reliant on sales,             

use, and gross receipt taxes than                 

other municipalities in Utah. Taxes in 

this category contribute more than 

46% of Salem City’s total tax revenue, 

but less than 22% in the average Utah 

municipality. This relatively large share 

of Salem’s tax revenue suggests that 

the vitality of Salem’s business com-

munity is directly linked to the city’s fu-

ture fiscal health and stability.  

Salem is certainly aware of this, as the city General Plan aims, "To promote and has             

encouraged commercial, industrial, and other economic endeavors to strengthen 

and improve the city’s tax base and quality of life” (Salem General Plan, 52).  

Figure 18. Tax Revenues by Type. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013 American Community Survey, Table 

SLF003; Salem City Corporation June 2015 Budget Report. 

Salem’s and Utah Local Government’s Revenues by Type 



 24 

Current Conditions: Expenditures 

Overview 
Salem City allocated nearly half of its 2015 General Fund to public health, safety, 

and welfare projects (Figure 18). Public safety-related expenses comprise nearly 30% 

of total spending ($1.6 million), of which Salem’s police department received more 

than $1.3 million. This spending reflects the high value Salem places on ensuring visi-

tors and residents experience and perceive the city to be a secure, tranquil environ-

ment for recreation, business, and family life.  

Figure 19. Salem City General Fund Expenditures FY 2015. Source: Salem City Corporation June 2015 Budget Report. 

Recreation and special services comprise the second largest piece of Salem’s                        

expenses, with the city spending just over $1 million. These expenditures cover 

Salem’s extensive public programming, much of which occurs in and around Salem 

Lake. The lake serves as a scenic backdrop for important city-wide celebrations such 

as Salem Days and Pond Town Christmas. Both Salem Lake and these public events 

are unique assets that assist in civic branding and marketing, and contribute to 

Salem’s civic pride, identity, and community vitality. 

Infrastructure improvements make up 11% of Salem’s expenditures. The city wisely us-

es Utah Department of Transportation’s Class B & C Road Funds to cover the costs of 

local road construction, repairs, maintenance, salting, and signage, which collec-

tively make up more than half of total infrastructure improvement expenses. The city 

also uses some B & C Road Funds for sidewalk repair, but could employ more to fur-

ther the creation of a safe, vibrant public realm with additional pedestrian and cy-

clist infrastructure. A well-designed network of cycling and walking paths could pro-

vide an inexpensive way to navigate the city, as well as contribute to Salem’s 

identity as a safe, healthy, and family-friendly community.  

Salem City Expenditures, FY2015 
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FUTURE HOUSING SUPPLY  
BY CURRENT ZONING 

Our analysis of future housing supply will help determine if Salem’s current land use               

coding scheme provides enough housing for Salem’s future population. The popula-

tion projections in this report forecast Salem to have 8,171 additional people living in 

2,433 new households by 20408. We expect Salem’s average household size to de-

crease to about 3.5, with at least the same proportion of 1-3 people households as 

currently reside in Salem. While 3-4 bedroom single family homes will remain a domi-

nant feature of Salem’s housing market, smaller, more affordable homes will be im-

portant in accommodating demand from seniors, young professionals, childless cou-

ples, and those with low-income.  

For this analysis, we use geographical information systems to analyze Salem City par-

cel data and the City’s zoning ordinance relative to our population and household                           

projections. In total, we estimate an additional 2,201 homes can be built given 

Salem’s current zoning codes. As  given, we project 2,433 new households by 2040. 

Combined with an expected 3% housing vacancy rate (considered healthy and nec-

essary to accommodate housing turnover), a total of 2,506 units are needed by 2040. 

Thus, we estimate that without a change in the data underlying our analyses, de-

mand will out-strip supply by approximately 300 units by 2040. We should note again, 

however, that both our use of 1990 population figures and our conservative down-

grading of the average household size to 3.5 likely causes our population and house-

hold projections to trend high (we do not assume future annexation). Consequently, 

the 300 housing unit gap identified is quite likely to be within a reasonable margin of 

error. 

In this section, we present considerations relating to the distribution of units across zon-

ing classes, related issues, and details of the analysis summarized above.  

Source: American Planning Association.                       

Photographer: James Van Hemert, 2003 
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Estimated Future Housing Supply 
Methods 
Estimating future housing supply requires multiple steps and assumptions, outlined                   

below. In short, for residentially zoned, vacant, platted parcels, we counted the 

number of available lots. For residentially zoned, vacant, unplatted parcels, we esti-

mated gross density based on existing subdivisions and applied that density to the 

vacant land to estimate the number of future homes that could be built in those 

zones. In more detail: 

1. We use vacant land in residential zones to categorize the vacant parcels into 

platted (not  developed), unplatted, and unqualified. We categorize areas as un-

qualified if they are rights of way, waterways, or inadequately sized areas be-

tween two developments. 

2. To find the densities for all the residential zones, we selected three built-out                            

subdivisions per zone for R-10, R-15, and R-5. Per each subdivision, we divided the 

number of housing units by the subdivision acreage, then averaged those three         

densities to create a zoning density average for each zoning type. R-8 and R-30 

were calculated by averaging parcels, due to an absence of subdivisions in that 

zone. 

3. To calculate the number of housing units that could be built on unplatted land 

with current zoning, we multiplied the zoning-specific densities estimated in step 2 

with the unplatted acreage in each zone. For platted land we counted the num-

ber of parcels per zone that were platted but vacant. The summed results 

are given in Table 4. 

 

This section provides an overview of Salem City’s current zoning schemes. Salem’s                

comprehensive plan has six residential zoning codes, but only five are in use: 

(1) Townhome Development Zone (R-5): This code encourages a flexible, efficient and                 

creative development pattern with a focus on residential townhomes. Additional permitted 

uses include twin homes, single family residences, and accessory buildings (e.g., garages 

and sheds). 

(2) Single Family Residential Zone (R-8): This code creates a medium density residential              

environment of single family residences, twin homes, and accessory buildings  

(3) Single Family Residential Zone (R-10): R-10 is for single family residences with                             

medium-sized lots, but allows conditional uses for twin homes, churches, and other uses. 

(4) Single Family Residential Zone (R-15): This code creates a low-density residential              

environment characterized by larger, well-manicured lots for single family residences.  

(5) Single Family Residential Zone (R-30): R-30 is a residential-rural zone characterized by 

large lots with open space for agriculture. 

Overview of Current Zoning 
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Findings 

Salem City’s current zoning and land use allow for all but approximately 300 project-

ed housing units (with the caveats given in the introduction to this section). The                                  

already-platted land can accommodate 302 housing units, split between R-10 and                

R-15 zoning. The remaining 1,899 units can be built across the remaining zones 

(Table 4). These figures do not consider potential annexations nor Salem’s general 

plan, which may have different land use strategies than the current zoning plan. To 

ensure feasibility of our estimates, we compare the observed densities for each zon-

ing classification to the allowable densities given in Salem’s zoning ordinance. In 

each case, the observed densities fall within the allowable range. 

Table 4. Total Housing Estimates for Current Zoning   

  

Unplatted Land Platted Land 

Total Housing 

Unit Estimate 

Acre-

age Density 

Number of Housing 

Units Accommodat-

ed Number of Parcels 

R-10 148.14 2.36 349 72 421 

R-15 715.22 1.77 1,262 230 1,492 

R-30 117.61 0.44 51 0 51 

R-5 36.47 6.43 234 0 234 

R-8 0.69 5.12 3 0 3 

Total 1,899 302 2,201 

Notably, the majority of new units from unplatted land are expected to be built at a 

density below two units per acre, and only 12.5% of new units will likely be built at a    

density exceeding three units per acre. Part of Salem’s vision includes the continua-

tion of an agricultural heritage, which low densities can help to achieve. However, 

Salem’s vision of being an inclusive, multi-generational, family-oriented community 

also necessitates the construction of homes for a variety of residents. For the elderly,                      

low-income, young professionals, and small families, affordability and housing size 

pose challenges for living in Salem. Meanwhile, the out-migration of young adults 

and growth in small households are distinguishing characteristics of Salem’s demog-

raphy. Salem residents also earn relatively high wages, yet little housing exists above 

$450,000. As our scenario analyses in Phase II will quantify, there may be scenarios in 

which these residents can find local, creative solutions, while the city can simultane-

ously reduce the average cost of municipal services, raise per acre tax revenues, 

and enhance local assets to build the residential base of the city . 

Geographical Information Systems analysis conducted by authors 
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PHASE I CONCLUSIONS 

Our Phase I analysis depicts Salem City as a prosperous, rapidly growing community 

with ample opportunity for development. In broad strokes, Salem’s residents are               

wealthier than residents of both Utah County and the state. The population itself is              

projected to more than double by 2040. Population growth, however, appears to be 

hampered by migration trends. Many Salem residents move away from the city in 

their twenties and a large percent of those migrants do not return. This suggests an                            

opportunity to attract young professionals. Another, related opportunity lies in poten-

tially attracting commuters to become residents. Eighty-eight percent of those em-

ployed within the city live elsewhere.  

Salem can leverage its developing housing market to plan for the needs of its fami-

lies from  infancy to old age. Our findings suggest that Salem could use both smaller 

and more affordable residences. Our analyses revealed an unmet demand for hous-

ing costing less than $175,000 and a broad market that could benefit from an in-

crease in supply. Nearly half of Salem’s households could be accommodated in 2-

bedroom homes (not necessarily less than $175,000). This is because smaller homes 

meet demand not only for new families and young professionals, but also for seniors, 

childless couples, and others. There is also a demand for homes costing less than 

$175,000, which may be small as well. At the other end of the spectrum, we identify a 

housing gap for homes costing between $450,000—$750,000. Given the relatively 

high median household income in Salem, more households are likely able to afford 

higher-end homes than are provided through the existing market. 

Virtually all of Salem’s resident labor force commutes. With continued population 

growth in Salem, there may be future opportunities to develop more jobs locally. 

According to our population and household projections, if Salem is built out accord-

ing to current zoning, supply and demand for housing will approximately balance by 

2040. We estimate a housing shortfall of approximately 300 units, but stress that this is 

within a reasonable margin of error for our estimates. Within this analysis, we identify 

that only 12.5% of future housing units will be built at a density exceeding three units 

per acre. This misaligns with two of the three housing gaps we identify: the need for 

smaller housing, and the need for less expensive housing. Both, but especially the lat-

ter, are difficult to accommodate given large parcel sizes. 

Building from this report, our Phase II analyses evaluates the potential outcomes                          

associated with a series of scenarios of land development. These outcomes include 

tax revenue implications, costs, and other outcomes. These analyses can assist PRI 

and Salem City in accomplishing Salem’s vision of being an inclusive, multi-

generational, family-oriented community. 
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PHASE II: POTENTIAL SCENARIOS 
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PHASE II INTRODUCTION 

Property Reserve, Inc. (PRI) owns 101.44 acres of land in Salem. As such, PRI is a                   

stakeholder in Salem City’s future growth. In Phase I, we analyzed Salem’s current 

housing market, identified market gaps, estimated the growth in population and 

households, and evaluated its future housing market if the city develops according 

to its current zoning ordinance. Using the findings from the Phase I report, we have 

developed five different land use scenarios for PRI’s 101.44 acres. Some of these 

scenarios (Scenarios 1-2) represent possible outcomes if it was developed accord-

ing to Salem’s present zoning patterns. Other scenarios (3-5) are designed to more 

effectively remedy the gaps identified in Phase I. 

Scenario 1—Proportional Zoning: This zoning scenario uses the 

land use ratios already in existence in Salem City. Thus, this sce-

nario provides a potential snapshot of what PRI’s land might 

look like if  developed at a status quo. 

Scenario 2—Residential Status Quo: This land use scenario is 

strictly residential. The residential zones used for this scenario                 

replicate the percentage of each residential zoning type             

currently present in Salem City.  

Scenario 3—Medium Density Housing: Scenario 3 provides  a 

simple mix of housing and other land uses that concentrate in 

density at the Main Street intersection and then have a density

-gradient that opens up to larger single-family lots.  

Scenario 5—Park Place: The final scenario creates a 

“government campus” with a large, multi-use park in the               

center. The park connects different residential zones to                     

governmental facilities and Park Place Main Street for shop-

ping and dining experiences.  

Scenario 4—New Village: Scenario 4 introduces the use of 

Salem’s mixed use zoning code and the City’s densest residen-

tial code (R-5) to attempt to get to 300 housing units. This sce-

nario has small, scattered parks throughout the residential de-

velopments.  
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Figure 20. PRI’s 101.44 Acre lot inside Salem City. 

PRI owns 101.44 acres of land located in 

the northern half of Salem City. In Phase I, 

we projected Salem’s population and 

number of households for the year 2040. 

These analyses revealed that if Salem de-

velops its housing market according to 

current zoning, supply and demand for 

housing will approximately balance by 

2040. Under the assumption that Salem 

builds out according to current zoning and 

maintains its current amount of land use, 

we estimated a housing shortfall of ap-

proximately 300 units. We stress that this es-

timate is within a reasonable margin of er-

ror.  

Within that analysis, we identify that only 

12.5% of future housing units will be built at 

a density exceeding three units per acre. 

This misaligns with mitigating two of the 

three housing gaps we identify: (1) the 

need for smaller housing, and (2) the need 

for less expensive housing. Both, but espe-

cially the latter, are difficult to accommo-

date in large parcels. At the other end of 

the spectrum, we identify a housing gap 

for homes costing more than $400,000. 

Given the relatively high median house-

hold income in Salem, more households   

are likely able to afford higher-end 

homes than are provided through the 

existing market. Therefore, both high-

end and affordable housing will need 

to be considered in land use scenarios 

to meet Salem’s needs. 

To help Salem leaders visualize the                

potential of PRI’s land in solving the 

aforementioned housing gaps, we               

present five different land use scenari-

os. The first two are different “status 

quo” scenarios: (1) the status quo if 

Salem’s proportion of different land us-

es was converted to PRI’s 101.44 acres, 

and (2) the status quo if Salem’s typical 

housing density continued. The other 

three scenarios are more diverse in their 

land uses to fulfill a range of Salem’s 

present and future needs. For each 

scenario we present the various zoning 

possibilities. All scenarios are created 

with the corner of N. Main Street next to 

Salem Junior High School as the gate-

way to the development on PRI’s land.  
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For example, residential land (44.39 acres) is adjacent to a low-density, single-family 

residential zone (R-15). However, this scenario does not address the housing gaps 

found in Phase I as it provides only 82 dwelling units (DUs) and is low density which 

fights affordable and small homes. Industrial zoning areas (7.15 acres) are in the 

northwestern corner to match surrounding industrial zoning (I-1). To separate the in-

dustrial zone from the residential zone for quality of life purposes, the agricultural 

land (38.52 acres) acts as a buffer between industrial and residential zones. This also 

allows agricultural land to blend into its surrounding westward lands. Commercial use 

(7.59 acres) is located in the southeastern corner, closest to the connecting road 

and to the commercially zoned area. Public land use (3.79 acres) is adjacent 

to Salem Junior High School. 

Zone 
Percent of 

Land Acres 
A-1 38.0% 38.52 
C-1 4.4% 4.49 
C-2 0.2% 0.24 
C-3 2.8% 2.86 
I-1 3.5% 3.52 
I-5 3.6% 3.64 
R-5 1.6% 1.64 
R-8 0.0% 0.02 
R-10 14.7% 14.91 
R-15 24.7% 25.04 

R-30 2.7% 2.77 
Public 3.7% 3.79 

Table 5. Scenario 1 Land Uses 
The first scenario is referred to as the Pro-

portional Zoning Status Quo because it 

includes each of Salem’s existing land us-

es proportionate to how they are present 

throughout the city. For example, agricul-

tural land use is 38% of all of Salem’s 

land, and therefore takes up 38%—or 

roughly 38 acres—of PRI’s land (Table 5). 

All land uses are strategically located by 

surrounding current zoning.  

SCENARIO 1—PROPORTIONAL ZONING 

Summary 

Total Area: 101.44 acres 

Residential Area: 44.39 acres 

Total Residential Density: 1.865 

Total Dwelling Units: 82  

RESIDENTIAL

COMMERCIAL

INDUSTRIAL

PUBLIC FACILITIES

AGRICULTURAL

RESIDENTIAL

COMMERCIAL

INDUSTRIAL

PUBLIC FACILITIES

AGRICULTURAL
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The Residential Status Quo scenario  

reflects what would happen if this 

land was developed solely for resi-

dential use. Scenario 2 provides an 

array of housing options for Salem as 

the percentage of each residential 

zoning type throughout the city is 

represented as the same percentage 

within the 101.44 acre lot.  

Salem’s densest residential zoning type (R-5) encourages flexible and efficient devel-

opment patterns by allowing use of townhouses. As such, we located this housing 

zone on the main intersection to be closer to the adjacently-zoned commercial ar-

ea. The other zoning types are located in PRI’s land as a gradient—the further into 

the property, the less dense the housing. The largest portion of land (70.26 acres), 

which has the most DUs (125), is designated as R-15 which consists of large, low den-

sity lots.  

While this scenario may address some of the housing gaps identified in Phase I, such 

as high-end housing, other scenarios may address multiple gaps. Furthermore, as this 

scenario is low density, only 187 DUs can be fit onto the plot which does not provide 

enough housing to meet the number of households expected to live in Salem by 

2040.  

Zone 

% of 

Land Acres Density Dwelling Units 

R-5 3.6% 3.63 6.43 23 

R-10 14.6% 14.76 2.36 34 

R-15 70.2% 70.26 1.77 125 

R-30 11.6% 11.72 0.44 5 

Table 6. Scenario 2 Land Uses 

SCENARIO 2—RESIDENTIAL STATUS QUO 

Summary 

Total Area: 101.44 acres 

Total Residential Density: 1.865 

Total Dwelling Units: 187 

R-30

R-15

R-10

R-5
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Scenario 3, though mostly residential,         

integrates public facil i ties and              

commercial uses. This scenario provides 

a similar housing market to Salem’s               

current market, but also outfits                 

residents with nearby shopping and               

other services. Importantly, the range 

of housing types in this scenario ad-

dresses some of Salem’s housing gaps. 

Scenario 3 strategically locates commercial land (5.13 acres) to the closest point to 

the pre-designated commercially zoned area directly east of the PRI parcels. The 

public facilities zone (6.42 acres) is diagonal to Salem Junior High School, a type of 

public facility. Salem’s public facility zoning includes structures and uses that are 

owned, leased, or operated by a governmental entity for the purpose of providing 

services to enrich the community’s culture or education. The land area designed for 

residential use is broken up so each has approximately an equal number of DUs (See 

Table 7). 

Compared to Scenario 1, this scenario comes much closer to accommodating 

Salem’s estimated future housing gap of 300 units. Additionally, the types of residen-

tial zoning in this scenario may help address some of the gaps identified in Phase I. 

For example, the R-12 and R-15 zones provide low-density, large lot development 

which would help meet the high-end residential demand. The R-8 zone has smaller 

lot sizes which opens the possibility for Salem’s housing market to have more 

two-bedroom DUs—another identified gap. 

Table 7. Scenario 3 Land Uses 

Zone Acres Density 
Dwelling 

Units 

Public 6.42 - - 

Commercial 5.13 - - 

R-8 9.67 5.12 49 

R-10 19.35 2.36 45 

R-12 28.82 2.07 59 

R-15 32.06 1.77 56 

 

SCENARIO 3—MIXED LOW DENSITY 

Summary 

Total Area: 101.44 acres 

Average Residential Density: 2.83 

Total Dwelling Units: 209 

R-15

R-12

R-10

R-8

COMMERCIAL

PUBLIC FACILITIES

R-15

R-12

R-10

R-8

COMMERCIAL

PUBLIC FACILITIES
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Scenario 4 mimics Salem’s existing style of 

development and attempts to accom-

modate more small housing units. To esti-

mate this scenario’s impact, in terms of 

housing units and business development, 

we employ a conceptual sketch of the 

envisioned mixed used parcel. It is                         

important to emphasize that this sketch is 

not intended to replace architectural                

renderings. Rather, this is a first draft              

effort to estimate the style and density of 

what development on such a site might 

look like (Appendix A1). 

Table 8. Scenario 4 Land Uses 

In this scenario, we employ Salem’s mixed use zoning category. This code requires 

each  residential unit to have 2.5 parking spaces, with one space completely en-

closed in a garage. Additionally, we model the open space at 30%. Salem has set-

back guidelines for the front, interior, side and corner of the land which equates to 

0.429 acres. Per Salem’s code, 70% of this building is residential and 30% is commer-

cial. Each residential unit must be a minimum of 900 sq. ft.—much larger than the na-

tional average for a one bedroom unit. We input Salem’s guidelines into land use 

development software. To not surpass Salem’s density standards, we assume this 

mixed use building will be limited to 2-stories in our model. 

TYPE Acres Density 

Dwelling 

Units 

MIXED USE 3.08 9.57 16 

PUBLIC FACILITIES 8.25 - - 

COMMERCIAL 3.6 - - 

COMMERCIAL 3.64 -   

R-12 4.44 2.07 9 

R-10 14.33 2.36 33 

R-10 12.22 2.36 28 

R-10 22.16 2.36 52 

R-5 25.12 6.43 161 

PARK 1.38 - - 

PARK 1.53 - - 

PARK 3.36 - - 

SCENARIO 4—NEW VILLAGE 

Summary 

Total Area: 101.44 acres 

Average Single Family— 

Residential Density: 3.82 

Total Dwelling Units: 299 

R-12

R-10

R-5

MIXED USE

COMMERCIAL

PUBLIC FACILITIES

PARK

R-12

R-10

R-5

MIXED USE

COMMERCIAL

PUBLIC FACILITIES

PARK
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SCENARIO 4—NEW VILLAGE 

Bed Rooms Gross Dwelling 

Area 

Percent of   

Development 

1 900 10% 

2 1,100 35% 

3 1,500 40% 

4 1,700 15% 

Floors 

Total  
Bldg  

Cover 
Area (ft2) 

Non-
Res 

Floors 

Total 
DUs 

Total 
Parking 
Spaces 

Density per 
Buildable 

Acres 

1 32,449 0.2 10 51 6.11 

2 24,417 0.3 16 73 9.57 

The New Village Mixed Use Conceptual Sketch—based on Salem’s Code 

The conceptual sketch of the mixed use parcel includes the following features: 

 A public plaza/marquee welcome space on the southeast corner of the 3.08 

acre parcel. This “welcome mat” will serve as the point of pedestrian entry from 

the adjacent school. We have estimated this at 9% of the parcel, or 12,343 ft2. 

 The building will assume an “L” shape with the vertex pointing northwest.  

 An attractive, wide walkway connecting the building and the northwest corner of 

the parcel, to provide pedestrian access from the mixed use development to the          

adjacent park. This walkway will occupy less than 1% of the site.  

 Project open space is modeled at 30%. Open spaces are encouraged to create                

synergy with the adjacent government complex and on-site shopping and                               

residential areas. These places will work toward creating a sense of community.  

 As per Salem’s code, there are 2.5 parking spaces per residential dwelling unit, 

one of which is in an enclosed garage. Additionally, there is 1 space per 250 ft2 of                           

non-residential space and 1 loading space, at 1000 ft2 to service the non-

residential area on the site. 

 We use Hosack’s (2010) 60% residential building efficiency as a percentage of the 

gross building area.  

 Finally, the square footage of units (by number of bedrooms) accommodates lo-

cal norms at 900sqft. However, we have simultaneously emphasized strong devel-

opment among 1- and 2-bedroom units, to align with our Phase I findings. 

Table 9. Size and percent of apartment types Table 10. Number of floors and dwelling units 

We must emphasize that the assumptions given above provide estimates.  

Table 10 provides the model output of the number of dwelling units and the amount 

of non-residential space possible given the design assumptions above. These units 

could be built to be rented or sold; the calculations are the same. Note that with 

more floors also comes more parking, so as the total building cover  area decreases, 

open space does not increase. 
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The idea behind Park Place is to continue 

N. Main Street/S800 West to be the back-

bone of this new corridor. The park is the 

heart of this development, providing Sa-

lem a larger park than Knoll Park to contin-

ue community traditions as the population 

grows. This scenario hosts the largest num-

ber and most diverse types of residential 

units. In designing this Scenario, we devel-

oped two new zoning codes to address 

gaps in Salem’s comprehensive plan: (1) R

-Missing, and (2) Park Place Main Street. 

SCENARIO 5—PARK PLACE 

Summary 

Total Area: 101.44 acres 

Average Single Family— 

Residential Density: 1.9 

Total Dwelling Units: 381 

Table 11. Scenario 5 land use distributions 

R-Missing was conceptualized to address a missing zoning code in Salem City’s                     

comprehensive plan that can accommodate Salem’s future housing market gaps 

and acts as a gradient between the more dense Park Place Main Street and low-

density single family housing. We imagine this code would have standards similar to 

what Daniel Parolek (2010) calls “missing middle housing.” This model is described as 

a range of “multi-unit or clustered housing types compatible in scale with single-

family homes.” The range of middle housing types include duplexes, bungalow/

cottage courts, and fourplexes, to name a few. For our middle house-inspired zone, 

we select housing types and densities that fit Salem’s culture and character (Table 

12). With this R-missing middle-housing, Salem can fill each of the housing gaps from 

Phase I in addition to its traditional and cultural goals.  

Zone ACRE Density DUs 

R-15 54.34 1.77 96 

R-10 13.43 2.36 31 

R-MISSING 5.03 12* 62 

R-MISSING 3.64 12* 43 

Park Place Main St. 5.17 23.5 83 

Park Place Main St 2.55 23.4 41 

Park Place Main St 1.59 23.3 25 

PUBLIC FACILITIES 1.74 - - 

PUBLIC FACILITIES 1.74 - - 

PUBLIC FACILITIES 1.86 - - 

PUBLIC FACILITIES 1.83 - - 

PARK 8.51 - - 

*The average density of the different styles of middle housing selected for R-missing zones.  

R-15

R-10

R-MISSING

PARK PLACE MAIN ST

PUBLIC FACILITIES

PARK

R-15

R-10

R-MISSING

PARK PLACE MAIN ST

PUBLIC FACILITIES

PARK
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SCENARIO 5—PARK PLACE 

Source: Ted Hanks via https://www.flickr.com/photos/

salemutahhistory/23148575814/in/photostream/ 

We imagine the “Park Place Main 

Street” code, to have a classic Utah 

main street feel with a mix of building 

heights up to 3 stories. To the right is a 

photo of such a main street in Spanish-

Fork, Utah, a neighboring community 

of Salem. This “Park Place Main Street” 

code will use smart design to create an 

authentically Salem center.  

Middle Housing Type % of R-Missing Acres Density DUs 

Detached House: Compact 15% 12 15 

Bungalow/Cottage Court 20% 12 20 

Duplex 25% 10 21 

Rowhouse/Townhouse 20% 14 23 

Four-Plex/Multi-Plex: Small 20% 15 25 

Missing middle housing has historically been integrated into neighborhoods along-

side single-family homes, but is not currently as widely used unless cities adopt                  

form-based coding. Currently, none of Salem’s codes provide such density blending 

or housing diversity. The middle housing types are supported by AARP and millennials 

as such developments are walkable and community-oriented. The typical density of 

middle housing is 16-35 (du/acre). However, design experts de-emphasize the densi-

ty number because the perceived density is usually lower. Regardless, we use a sig-

nificantly lower density and only select housing styles for the Salem context (Table 8). 

8 Characteristics of Missing Middle 
Housing 

1. Walkable Context 
2. Small-Footprint Buildings 
3. Lower Perceived Density 
4. Smaller, Well-Designed Units: 
5. Fewer Off-Street Parking Spaces 
6. Simple Construction 
7. Creates Community 
8. Marketable 

Table 12. Middle housing types and densities for the Salem context 
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Table 14. Scenario 5 building measurements 

SCENARIO 5—PARK PLACE 

The Park Place Main Street — Conceptual Sketch 

The conceptual sketch of the three Park Place Main Street parcels includes: 

 Each parcel is modeled with 15% open space. 

 Each accommodates an average of 1.5 parking spaces per DU and 1 per 250 ft2 

of non-residential space on a surface parking lot. Additionally, each includes 1 

loading space at 1000 ft2 to service the non-residential areas on the sites.  

 The buildings’ efficiency modeled at 70%, close to national standards. 

 Each is 3-stories to complement the height of surrounding buildings: the 21/2 

Lifehouse Performing Arts Academy and the 21/2 story commercial uses on UT-198 

and 640 N. Nationally recognized gross dwelling area sizes are used in our model 

(Table 13).  

Floors 
Total Building 

Cover Area (ft2) 

Non-Res 

Floors 

Total 

DUs 

Total Parking 

Spaces 

Density per Buildable  

Acres 

1 31,649 0.4 13 20 12.0 

2 27,399 0.8 20 31 18.8 

3 24,636 1.4 25 38 23.3 
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Floors 
Total Building 

Cover Area (ft2) 

Non-Res 

Floors 
Total DUs  

Total Parking 

Spaces 

Density per Buildable 

Acres 

1 51,089 0.4 21 32 12.0 

2 44,241 0.8 33 50 18.9 

3 39,788 1.4 41 62 23.4 
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Floors 
Total Building 

Cover Area (ft2) 

Non-Res 

Floors 
Total DUs 

Total Parking 

Spaces 

Density per Buildable 

Acre 

1 104,142 0.4 43 65 12.1 

2 90,204 0.9 67 102 19.0 

3 81,142 1.4 83 126 23.5 
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Table 15. Scenario 5 building measurements 

Table 16. Scenario 5 building measurements 

Bed Rooms Gross Dwelling Area Percent of Development 

1 750 10% 

2 950 35% 

3 1,150 40% 

4 1,350 15% 

Table 13. Size & percent of apartment types 

The “Park Place Main Street” code develops a corridor leading to the new govern-

ment campus. This code ensures the community has residential diversity as well as 

boutiques, restaurants, and community areas. This zone could be more flexible than 

our model suggests. Like Scenario 4, this code uses a conceptual sketch (Appendix 

A2, B1, and B2) to estimate the impact of development designed with national site 

planning standards/averages and put into a land use development software. 
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PHASE II CONCLUSIONS 

We have created and presented five different land use scenarios for  PRI’s 101.44 
acre lot located in Salem City. The scenarios are presented from least dense to most 
dense as far as residential capacity is concerned. The first two scenarios present dif-
ferent versions of Salem’s status quo: (1) the proportional land use types per the cur-
rent city zoning scheme, and (2) the proportional residential-only land use as per the 
city’s current zoning scheme. Neither of these scenarios provides the 300 units Salem 
needs by 2040, nor do they help the existing under-supply of small units. 

The last three scenarios take different routes to incorporate land uses that will poten-
tially address Salem’s housing issues, as identified in Phase I, while also strategically 
placing other land uses. These other land uses provide residents and workers alike a 
sense of community, third places, and basic needs.  

Scenario 3 is a small leap from Salem’s current norms, but does provide third places 
and meets other community needs. However, like the first two scenarios, it does not 
meet the 300 needed DUs. This shortfall occurs because the zones and their respec-
tive densities are too similar to Salem’s current codes. If the residential zones were all 
substantially denser, more DUs could be available. 

Scenarios 4 and 5 meet both of Salem’s residential gaps by providing close to or 
over 300 DUs. Additionally, both scenarios meet the high-end housing gap identified 
in Phase I. Of course, high-end housing is subject to design choices. The major differ-
ences between the two scenarios are in the community-oriented details: 

 New Village provides a mixed use welcoming entrance from the east when peo-
ple come off the highway. We use Salem’s comprehensive plan standards to esti-
mate the outcomes of this scenario. This scenario has denser single-family zoning 
(3.82) than Park Place due to the large percentage of townhouses (R-5) occupy-
ing a good portion of the land. This R-5 zone is the primary reason this scenario 
can come close to Salem’s city-wide gap of 300 DUs by 2040 under current zon-
ing and land boundaries. This scenario holds more purely commercial land than 
Park Place. New Village has three small parks spread out around multiple neigh-
borhoods in the study site which can potentially be connected by greenways for 
family recreational purposes.  

 Park Place includes a large, centrally located park that anchors the newly                            
developed government campus (city hall, library, etc.) and community events. 
The single-family units are less dense (1.9) in Scenario 5, but we created two 
codes to diversify housing  options that fill Salem’s housing gaps identified in the 
Phase I report: (1) Park Place Main Street and (2) R-Missing. Park Place Main Street 
is a more community-oriented mixed use code with open space for a human-
scale presence. The R-Missing code offers missing middle housing of high-quality 
design that gradually integrates single-family housing. 

In the Phase III analyses we estimate and compare the economic aspects of 
these scenarios.  
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PHASE III: SCENARIO IMPACT ANALYSES 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Property Reserve, Inc. (PRI) owns 101.44 acres of Salem City land. As such, PRI is a 

stakeholder in Salem City’s future growth. In Phase II, we developed five different 

land use scenarios for PRI’s land. Some of these scenarios (Scenarios 1-2) represent 

possible outcomes if the parcel was developed according to Salem’s present zon-

ing patterns. Other scenarios (Scenarios 3-5) are designed to more effectively reme-

dy the gaps identified in Phase I. For each of the five scenarios, we analyzed how 

each scenario’s built environment would impact Salem City. Below are descriptions 

of each of the analyses conducted: 

Water Use Impact: Water use affects not only the 

city’s costs but also the budgets of those who live, 

work, and play in the area. Additionally, this analysis 

provides information regarding the use of a limited  

natural resource. This analysis estimates parcel-level 

water use for each scenario.  

Salem City’s Fiscal Impact: In order to estimate the 

fiscal impact of each proposed scenario on Salem 

City, we calculate revenues and expenditures per 

scenario for 2016—2040. We find that each of the five 

scenarios produces net revenue for the city over 

time, and the net revenue increases with each 

scenario.  

Developer’s Cost and Impact Fee Assessment: 

This section provides an overview of the factors that  

influence developer’s costs by scenario. Additionally, 

this section uses Salem’s Fee Schedule (2015) to esti-

mate a baseline for developer’s impact fees for 

each proposed scenario.  

Vehicle Miles Traveled: VMT measures how many 

miles an average household travels in a car each 

day. Land use planning can influence whether or not              

someone chooses an active mode of transit or car, 

and how far they must travel for daily needs. The VMT 

analysis uses peer-reviewed methods and variables 

to estimate each proposed scenario’s annual VMT.  

Source: liquidstudios360.com  
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WATER USE IMPACT 

Introduction 

Different land use configurations can 

produce vastly different impacts on 

water use. A development that helps 

to reduce city-wide water use not 

only reduces costs for those who live, 

work, and play in the area, but also 

mitigates pressure on a limited natu-

ral resource. This analysis highlights 

water use according to each scenar-

io’s land use configuration. 

We estimate water consumption use for two broad categories of land use types:                        

residential and non-residential. The residential use estimate is based on a                         

fixed-effects, log-linear regression model of residential water use at the census block 

scale in Salt Lake City in 2011 as per Stoker and Rothfeder (2014). As Salem does not 

have any such data available, the Salt Lake data is the most comparable in a Utah 

context. Additionally, we selected data in census blocks with comparable densities 

to development patterns in Salem, to improve reliability. However, local contextual 

factors beyond our control or observation could exist that would bias the results.  

This model estimates the average annual water use per parcel in each block using 

variables including total block size (in acres), mixed use area (in acres), average 

home value, average lot size, housing unit density, and different zoning designations. 

The non-residential use estimates are less sophisticated because we do not have a 

detailed statistical model available. Instead, non-residential estimates are based on 

the average water use per acre for four non-residential land use categories in Salt 

Lake City in 2011: (1) commercial, (2) industrial, (3) municipal public buildings, and 

(4) parks. These are rough estimates, as they do not account for every contextual 

factor such as the type of commercial use or industrial production taking place. The 

actual non-residential water use could vary substantially, depending on the               

specific non-residential activities that occur on any given parcel. For these reasons, 

the findings section will primarily focus on interpreting the residential estimates. 

Methods 

Source: www.heraldextra.com  
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Table 17 shows an overview of these analyses, which are presented in greater detail 

on the factsheets in Appendix C. Residents in Scenario 4 consume the least water 

per household, using an average of 0.35 acre feet annually. This is 0.17 acre feet less 

than a household in Scenario 2 (0.52 acre feet, 55,394 gallons).  

Residential and Non-Residential Water Use by Scenario 

 

Scenario 

1 

Scenario 

2 

Scenario 

3 

Scenario 

4 

Scenario 

5 

Residential           

Number of Residential Units 82 187 209 299 381 

Average Annual Water Use per Unit 0.42 0.52 0.47 0.35 0.36 

Total Residential Water Use AF 39.17 111.84 98.65 106.60 119.56 

Non-Residential           

Acres of Non-Residential Uses 18.53 NA 11.55 21.76 15.68 

Average Annual Water Use per Acre 7.06 NA 6.6 6.24 5.52 

Total Annual Water Use 175.39 111.84 173.47 242.35 206.18 
* Calculations use 2015 average home values                  Created by: R. Rothfeder, University of Utah 

** Non-residential use is based on 2011 Salt Lake City averages    

*** Water quantities are reported in acre feet     

Total water use is lowest in Scenario 2, which requires only 111.84 acre feet annually. 

It would be incorrect, however, to assume that this scenario uses water most                   

efficiently. The remarkably low consumption is due to the scenario’s lack of                          

non-residential space. Residential per-unit consumption is actually the highest 

among all the scenarios, averaging 0.52 acre feet annually, whereas Scenario 4 has 

the lower per-household water use.  

Findings 

Table 17. Residential and Non-Residential Water Use by Scenario 

Source: utahvalley360.com  
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VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED 

Source: TheFatManWhoNeverCameBack 

Introduction 

Developers and planners wisely consider the impact of vehicle miles travelled (VMT) 

when designing a new development. VMT measures how many miles an average 

household travels in a car each day. The decision to drive, bike, walk, or take public 

transit is largely dependent upon two factors: socioeconomic status and the built   

environment (Ewing & Cervero, 2010). This means that how developments are                 

designed can influence whether or not someone chooses an active mode of transit, 

and therefore has the potential to impact their health (Ewing et al., 2014) and                 

transportation costs. The design of developments also influences the proximity of dai-

ly needs, impacting the distance households must travel when electing to use a pri-

vate vehicle. Understanding VMT is therefore an important metric for anticipating 

and improving upon various community outcomes. 

https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?title=User:TheFatManWhoNeverCameBack&redirect=no
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1The remaining eight variables are: job density, 

jobs-housing balance, intersection/street density, 

percent of four-way intersections, job                          

accessibility by auto, job accessibility by transit, 

distance to downtown, and distance to the 

nearest transit stop. These are broadly                       

categorized under five D-variables: density,                

diversity, design, destination accessibility, and 

distance to transit. (Ewing & Cervero, 2010)  

Methods 

Recent research (Tian, Ewing, & Greene, 2015) estimates that Salem’s average VMT 

was 51 miles per household per day in 2012. We adopted this number as the                  

baseline for our analysis, as it is the result of the best available methods and data. It 

should be noted, however, that this study also estimates Salem’s average household 

size as 3.8, which is slightly higher than the 2010 household size of 3.7 we reported in 

Phase I. Salem can therefore expect household VMT averages to be slightly lower 

than projected here, given the continuing decline in average household size                        

reported and projected in Phase I.  

The baseline was adjusted for each scenario using the weighted average elasticities 

of two built environment variables shown to impact VMT: density and land use                   

balance. These are just two of 10 built environment variables that influence VMT 

(Ewing & Cervero, 2010). We chose these two because they are the only variables 

that Scenarios 1 through 5 influence. The remaining variables are influenced by 

choices made at other geographic scales and by a different group of                                    

decision-makers1. 

Density is measured as the number of households per acre of residential zone. The 

balance of land uses in a given area is described by an entropy index. The entropy 

index ranges from zero, in which one land use predominates, to one, where land is 

evenly divided among uses (Ewing et al., 2014). Our analysis measures the relative 

balance of three land use categories: (1) residential, (2) public, and (3) commercial. 

The residential category includes all residential zones; public land includes both                              

administrative buildings and park space, and; commercial land includes industrial 

and agricultural uses. Scenario 2 serves as our baseline for the entropy index as it  

represents conventional                     

residential development with 

a single land use and                   

therefore has a score of 0. 

Source: www.hcn.org  
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Findings 

As seen in Table 18, our results indicate that VMT declines as household density and 

land use diversity increase. Average household VMT was lowest in Scenario 5,                     

reducing travel by 0.15 miles per day. During the course of one year, an average 

household in Scenario 5 would travel 56 miles less than the household in Scenario 2.  

These reductions in VMT are modest, certainly, though it bears repeating that our 

analysis represents the potential reductions in VMT when only two of 10 possible built 

environment variables are considered. The implementation of the remaining eight 

variables is left to the discretion of PRI, Inc. and Salem City. The combined effect of 

these additional variables could be quite large.  

High destination accessibility appears to be the most important factor in VMT                        

reduction, particularly the variables of job accessibility by car and distance to down-

town (Ewing & Cervero, 2010, 2001). Unsurprisingly, when trips to work and downtown 

shorten, VMT decreases. When choosing a scenario, addressing job accessibility is 

particularly important given the commuting patterns of Salem’s resident workforce. 

The Phase I Report points out that nearly 95% of the city’s resident workforce works 

elsewhere, and that 33% of workers commute more than 25 miles every day. 

Two other powerful variables fall under the umbrella of street design. As both the 

density of streets and intersections and the total percentage of four-way                                

intersections increase, VMT declines (Ewing & Cervero, 2010). PRI, Inc. and Salem 

City have the opportunity to reduce VMT by implementing these strategies in any             

future development project.  

Table 18. VMT Estimations by Scenario 

Comparison of Vehicle Miles Traveled, by Scenario 

  Scenario 1 

Baseline: 

Scenario 

2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5 

Number of Units 82 187 209 299 381 

Density 1.89 1.86 2.32 3.72 4.59 

Entropy Index 0.6 0 0.38 0.68 0.5 

Daily VMT per Household 50.94 51 50.95 50.86 50.85 

Annual VMT per Household 18,595  18,615  18,596  18,565  18,559  
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DEVELOPERS COST & IMPACT FEES                    
ASSESSMENT 

The two most important factors are construction and development costs, which 

counterbalance each other to a certain degree. Construction costs increase with 

density because a parcel’s price-per-square-foot rises as buildings get larger and 

taller. Development costs, however, can decrease as density rises. Denser                             

developments can require fewer miles of road and other amenities, thereby           

decreasing the amount a developer spends building public infrastructure.  

Time is the third most important factor when considering development costs,                     

because timing impacts return on investment. If the market cannot readily absorb 

new units, it will take longer for the developer to recoup their costs. Diversity of real 

estate products can help maximize returns. For example, a developer may choose 

to build as many residential units as the market can absorb, and simultaneously                   

develop commercial units that will be available once the residential market is                 

saturated. The same can be said when a developer has diversity in housing choices. 

The following analysis assumes an absorption rate of 4.8 units per month for single-

family homes, which is the 2013 rate reported by the Multiple Listing Service for               

Salem. Absorption rates for other types of residential and commercial properties 

were not available. The next page describes the time and absorption rate of each 

proposed scenario, however, it is important to note that if more investment is made 

in certain proposed scenario developments, the scenarios provide more residential 

units for the developer to sell.  

Although real estate develop-

ment firms may take varying 

approaches to estimating 

costs, the components of every 

estimate are influenced by five 

broad factors. These factors 

are: (1) site preparation and 

construction costs, (2) develop-

ment costs, which encompass 

impact fees and the creation 

of roads, (3) time, (4) the cost  

Developer Costs 

of land, and (5) the costs associated with the particulars of the real estate product, 

such as finishes, commercial density and height, etc. The following narrative analysis 

focuses on the first three factors.  

Source: Wilimax.wordpress.com 
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Scenario 1—Proportional:  

More than one third of the land in Scenario 1 is zoned as agricultural which                

significantly reduces the return on investment for the parcel. Single-family, low-

density residential zones (R-15 & R10) comprise another 39.4% of the land for a total 

of 82 units. Construction costs are likely to be lower due to the low density and low 

number of units. Road costs, however, could be higher. The 82 housing units could 

be absorbed by 2018—the shortest timeline of all scenarios—if the 2013 rate persists. 
 

Scenario 2—Status Quo Residential 

This is a unique scenario because it is exclusively residential—primarily single-family—

with a total of 187 units. With a residential absorption rate of 4.8 units per month, this 

residential development could not be completed until around 2020. One developer 

would probably have difficulty extending a project for so long, but could split the 

land and sell it to multiple developers.  

Scenario 3—Mixed Low Density 

As nearly all of this scenario is designated as single family residential units, developers 

will need to invest extensively in roads and public infrastructure. Building construction 

costs are dependent on the type and quality of housing selected. If these units are 

luxury estates, they will be much more expensive than standard single family homes. 

The 209 housing units in this scenario could be completed as early as 2020 due to the 

small mix of other types of zoning, which would make this a relatively quick project to 

allow the developer to recoup costs promptly.  

Scenario 4—New Village 

The estimated build out for the New Village scenario would be sometime in 2022. This 

is the longest construction time of the scenarios due its high number of single-family 

residential units (283/299 are single-family) compared to the other scenarios. This ex-

tended time frame might increase costs, but the number of different zoning codes in 

this  scenario presents an opportunity to invest in multiple projects simultaneously 

(e.g., complete the commercial areas quickly to start generating revenue while 

building residential units) to help absorption. Due to the higher density areas within 

New Village, building construction costs will likely be relatively more than the first two              

scenarios, but the compactness ensures reasonable infrastructure costs. Of course, 

the cost per unit decreases as density increases.  

Scenario 5—Park Place 

Though this scenario proposes the most housing (381 units), this scenario could be 

completed by 2021 due to the variety of housing sizes and choices that would               

increase the absorption rate of units per month. Specifically, there are fewer single-

family houses than in Scenario 4. Though the higher absorption rate will decrease  

developer costs, the development and construction costs will still be considerable. 

Since more than half of this scenario comprises large single family lots, these units will 

require investment in infrastructure such as roads and utilities. With these factors in 

mind, we project Park Place to have high initial costs compared to other sce-

narios for a developer, but could also provide a favorable return.  
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Impact Fees 

U.S. municipalities charge impact fees for new developments to offset the cost of  

providing adequate public facilities to accommodate city growth. Common impact 

fees include water, sewer, electricity, public safety, and street impact fees. Local 

governments may charge impact fees as long as they follow the terms of the Impact 

Fees Act in Chapter 11-36a of the Utah Code. Impact fees are determined by a 

complex analysis of local government’s existing level of public services, future needs 

due to growth, and the anticipated cost to maintain the existing level of service.  

Using Salem City’s Impact Fee Schedule (2015, see Table 20 on page 51), we                       

calculated a baseline cost of impact fees for each of the five scenarios from Phase 

II. It should be noted that these impact fees are estimates, and do not                      

include some of Salem’s impact fees into the calculations. The excluded impact fees 

consist of “Electrical Lot Hookup Fees,” “Variance Request”, and “Plus per Square 

Foot Fee” for excavation fees (right of ways, putting in pipes, and electricity wires, 

etc.) among others. These exclusions depend on the “actual construction cost” and 

cannot be predetermined.  

Table 19 displays the impact fee estimates for the five different scenarios outlined in 

Phase II. As seen, when density increases, so do the total impact fee costs. The low-

est cost scenario in terms of impact fees is Scenario 1 ($1,257,705), and at the other 

end of the spectrum, Scenario 5 will cost $5,596,978. Of course, the cost of impact 

fees increases with the number of dwelling units, and Scenario 5 offers the most 

dwelling units.  

Scenario Impact Fee Estimate 

Scenario 1—Proportional $1,257,705 

Scenario 2—Status Quo $2,696,160 

Scenario 3—Mixed Low Density $3,067,314 

Scenario 4—New Village $4,368,130 

Scenario 5—Park Place $5,596,978 

Table 19. Scenario Impact Fees 
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Fee Type Cost 

Building 

Sewer Hookup Fee 155 

Sewer Impact Fee 1792 

Water - Hookup Fee 225 

Water - Impact Fee 275 

Water - used during construction 1738 

Pressurized Irrigation - Impact Fee 1590 

Pressurized Irrigation - 1"PI Meter 275 

Parks and Recreation Impact Fee 4758 

Electricity Subdivision Lot Hookup Fee 200 

Electricity Individual Lot Hook up Fee* actual cost 

Electricity Impact fee -100 amp 427 

Electricity Impact fee - 125 amp 640 

Electricity Impact fee -150 amp 853 

Electricity Impact fee -200 amp 1067 

Electricity Impact fee -225 amp 1493 

Electricity Impact fee -400 amp 2133 

Public Safety Impact Fee 2315 

Temporary Occupancy Bond 1500 

Plan Check Fee - new dwelling (min) 235 

Plan Check Fee - commercial (min) 810 

Plan Check Fee – Other* $50 an hour 

Development   

Preliminary Plat Fee ($112 per lot) 544 

Final Plat Fee ($51 per lot) 434 

Development Review Fee 75 

Planning & Zoning Fee ($75 from DRC is applied) 200 

Variance Request* 200 

Excavation Permits (Right of ways, putting in pipes, electricity, etc.) 

Minimum Permit Fee 50 

Years since Road Resurfaced 0-1 Summer* 50 

Years since Road Resurfaced 0-1 Winter (Nov-Mar)* 75 

Plus per square foot fee* 0.6 

Table 20. Salem's Relevant Impact Fees 
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FISCAL IMPACT 

Introduction  

In order to estimate the fiscal impact of each land use scenario on the City of Salem, 

we calculated revenues and expenditures per scenario from 2016 to 2040. As seen in 

Figure 21, our analyses show that each of the five scenarios produces net revenue 

for the city over time, and the revenue increases with each scenario. 

Expenses 

Our expense calculations look at Salem’s per capita expenses, road operations and 

maintenance expenses, projected population, and city expenses for commercial 

space. To calculate expenses we multiply yearly per capita expenses by the                      

projected population in the development. We also multiply city expenses per                   

commercial square foot by the estimated amount of industrial and retail space. 

These two values are then added to projected road operations and maintenance 

expenses to get the total value of expenses per scenario, per year. Because we do 

not have detailed site plans for each of the scenarios, our road length estimates are 

rough. The model assumes five miles of road per scenario. If built road miles go up, so 

will city expenses.  

As seen in Table 21 (pg. 54), Scenario 1 produces the lowest expenses for the city 

while Scenario 5 produces the highest over time. This is not surprising, considering the 

increase in dwelling units and in commercial spaces. As the number of units and the 

population increases, so do Salem’s capital outlays and yearly expenses. 

Figure 21. Total Net Revenue  by Scenario, not inflation-adjusted 
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Revenue 

The increase in expenses is tied to an increase in revenues, both annually and over 

time. As one might expect, as Salem’s population, number of dwelling units, and mix 

of land uses increases, so do revenues. To calculate total revenues for the city, we 

combine the Salem’s projected: 

 Sales Tax Revenue: Sales tax revenue is calculated by multiplying the sales tax 

per square foot by the commercial build-out area and multiplying Salem’s             

calculated per capita sales tax by the projected population. 

 Property Tax Revenue: To calculate property tax revenue, we multiply the               

estimated taxable property value of each scenario by Salem’s property tax 

rate. We drew from historic MLS data to determine property values. When data 

were unavailable for specific zones, we used interpolated values.  

 Energy Tax Revenue: In order to calculate energy tax revenues, we multiply 

commercial square feet by the calculated energy tax per square foot and 

add this to the value of the per capita energy tax multiplied by the projected 

population.  

 Other Revenues: Other revenues are a combination of Salem’s additional               

revenue sources such as recreation programs, licenses and permits, and 

charges for services. A complete list of revenue sources can be found in                 

Appendix D. Not surprisingly, each of these sources of revenues increases as 

the number of residents and number of dwelling units increases.  

The results of these analyses show that 

Scenario 1 exhibits the lowest revenue val-

ues, while Scenario 5 exhibits the highest. 

This is expected considering that the num-

ber of households increases dramatically, 

which boosts property tax revenues and 

other tax revenues. Likewise, commercial 

space increases from zero in Scenario 2 to 

eight in Scenario 5. Increases in retail and 

industrial square footage correspond with                   

increases in property tax, energy tax, and 

sales tax revenues for the city.  
Source: Flickr.com 
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Net Fiscal Impact 

As presented in Figure 21, our analyses show that each of the scenarios will produce 

net revenue for Salem for every year from project start date to 2040. However, the 

gains for the city vary widely and are dependent on each scenario’s unique mix of 

land uses and density. As residential density increases, so do revenues, expenditures, 

and the net fiscal impact. Overall, the Park Place Scenario is financially the most                 

favorable for Salem. By 2040, the annual net revenue for this scenario is estimated to 

reach $948,295. This is more than two and a half times the net revenue projection for 

the Proportional Zoning Scenario (Scenario 1) of $360,401. The total net revenue from 

2016-2040 for Park Place (Scenario 5) is $18,853,297, roughly $5,000,000 more than 

the next best option, New Village (Scenario 4). All fiscal impact analyses are given in 

2016 dollars without inflation adjustment.  

Choosing a scenario will depend heavily on Salem’s goals for its future. However, 

from a purely financial standpoint, implementing the Park Place Scenario would 

clearly be optimal (among the given scenarios) for Salem’s fiscal future. Maximizing 

Salem’s net revenue will allow the city to invest in community infrastructure and                

provide a buffer for long-range financial demands. This will help ensure that the city 

is able to achieve its goals of providing a “well-planned, clean, safe, livable                       

community” (Salem City General Plan, 2010).  

Table 21. Fiscal Impact by Year by Scenario 

Fiscal Impact by Year 

Scenario   2020 2030 2040 
Total          

2016-2040 

1 

Revenues $682,951 $743,952 $811,203 $17,301,310 

Expenditures $396,678 $413,609 $450,801 $9,702,244 

Net Impact $286,273 $330,344 $360,401 $7,599,067 

2 

Revenues $617,786 $1,057,193 $1,159,516 $22,453,929 

Expenditures $395,891 $645,215 $705,043 $13,861,837 

Net Impact $221,896 $411,978 $454,473 $8,592,092 

3 

Revenues $1,080,994 $1,192,230 $1,308,255 $26,927,884 

Expenditures $691,724 $726,432 $794,198 $16,605,357 

Net Impact $389,270 $465,797 $514,057 $10,322,526 

4 

Revenues $941,822 $1,693,398 $1,859,336 $35,831,471 

Expenditures $596,052 $1,023,364 $1,120,150 $21,889,965 

Net Impact $345,771 $670,034 $739,186 $13,941,506 

5 

Revenues $1,739,066 $2,169,755 $2,384,355 $48,666,816 

Expenditures $1,104,494 $1,311,148 $1,436,060 $29,813,518 

Net Impact $634,572 $858,608 $948,295 $18,853,297 
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PHASE III CONCLUSIONS 

For each of the five scenarios we proposed for PRI’s 101.44-acre parcel, we                      

analyzed how the built environment would impact Salem City, Utah. The impacts we 

analyzed are water, vehicle miles traveled (VMT), developer’s cost and impact fees, 

and Salem’s fiscal impact. Across analyses, Scenarios 4 and 5 out-perform Scenarios 

1-3 in terms of consumer costs and city fiscal outcomes.  

Water Analysis: Water consumption was estimated according to two broad                       

categories of use: (1) residential, and (2) non-residential. Residents in Scenario 4 

would consume the least water per household, using an average of 0.35 acre feet 

annually. Though other scenarios use less total water, this is because they also lack 

non-residential spaces. From a per-household perspective, where Scenarios 3-5                

target the accommodation of Salem’s anticipated future population, Scenario 4 

produces the lower per household water use.  

VMT Analysis: Our findings indicate that VMT declines as household density and land 

use diversity increases. Scenario 5 has lowest average household VMT by reducing 

travel by 0.15 miles per day when compared to Scenario 2. During the course of one 

year, an average household in Scenario 5 would travel 56 miles less than the house-

hold in Scenario 2. Of course, how the city and developers decide on street design 

will also affect the amount of VMT per household. 

Developers Cost and Impact Fees: The developer’s costs are subject to change 

based on the developer’s and city’s design regulation and aesthetic choices. We 

find that the more diverse the land use is, the higher the absorption rate. The impact 

fees, as normal, increase with density and intensity across scenarios. 

Fiscal Impact Analysis: Our fiscal impact analyses show that each of the five                    

scenarios produces net revenue for the city over time. The city’s revenue increases 

with each scenario—Scenario 5 producing the most return on investment. Over the 

2016-2040 period, Scenario 5 produces more than $10 million more in net revenue 

than does the baseline provided in Scenario 2.  

Each scenario is unique and would provide various benefits to Salem City. Typically, 

as each scenario increases in density and land use mixes, per household water use 

declines, per household VMT declines, and net revenue increases. Additionally, the 

more land uses, the more room there is for parks and other community-oriented 

places. While some scenarios (Scenarios 4 and 5) meet the identified housing gaps 

more effectively do than others, this report provides insight into other aspects of                           

developing PRI’s land. We believe all of our findings can be weighed and discussed 

for both PRI and Salem to find mutually beneficial outcomes.  
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PHASES I-III: CONCLUSIONS 

PRI is conscientious of how the development of their 101.44 acre will influence 

Salem’s future. At the request of PRI, we undertook an evaluation of Salem’s current 

housing market, estimated future projections, and developed alternative land use 

scenarios to meet the city’s needs. Our report expresses these analyses and results in 

order to start a dialogue between PRI and Salem about meeting mutual goals 

through the development of this land. 

We began by exploring the current conditions of Salem and projecting into the fu-

ture. Our housing gap analysis, population projection, and review of the city-wide 

budget & current zoning showed that Salem is a prosperous and growing city. We 

realized that as the city grows in the coming decades, its zoning code and housing 

market may have difficulty providing for certain housing needs, specifically homes 

costing less than $175,000 and more than $450,000, and 2-bedroom homes. Fortu-

nately, Salem can leverage its developing housing market to plan for the needs of its 

families through all stages of their lives.  

We built upon our initial findings by developing a collection of land use scenarios for 

PRI’s 101.44 acres. Two of these scenarios (1-2) reflect possible outcomes if PRI’s land 

were developed according to Salem’s present zoning patterns. Scenarios 3-5 pre-

sent options for creatively addressing Salem’s future needs. These scenarios include 

multiple types of housing, parks, civic areas, and space for businesses. If implement-

ed, these scenarios could assist PRI and Salem in accomplishing the city’s goals of 

being an inclusive, multi-generational, family-oriented community.  

Finally, we delved into the details of the five scenarios. Through a series of analyses, 

we evaluated how each scenario’s built environment would impact the city and its 

residents in terms of water use, vehicle miles traveled, developer’s costs, and budg-

eting. We concluded that while likely requiring higher up-front investment, Scenarios 

4 and 5 will also most closely meet the needs of Salem while providing the most fa-

vorable fiscal impact outcomes for the city, the least costly VMT and water use esti-

mates for residents, and potentially outstanding return on investment for developers.   

In conclusion, we hope that our extensive research, modeling, and calculations will 

be of use to the city and PRI as they make decisions about how to pursue develop-

ment within Salem.  
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End Notes 
1This data includes both public and private employees. Public employees include local, state, and Federal. 

Private employees include those covered by unemployment insurance, which excludes self-employment 

and some part-time positions. 

2 “100% survey data” references the Census Bureau decennial products based on questions all residents re-

spond to, rather than data based on a sample of the population. In the 100% data, the margin of error is 

assumed to be negligible. 

3 We are aware that Salem City has previously published annexation plans. We have performed our projec-

tions for Salem’s current footprint.  

4 “2012 Baseline City Population Projections.” Governor’s Office of Management and Budget. [http://

gomb.utah.gov/budget-policy/demographic-economic-analysis/] Accessed January 28, 2016. 

5 Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2014. 2014 Population Estimates. Table 

“PEPANNRES”, U.S. Bureau of the Census.  

6 The universe here is households paying cash rent. This thus excludes the 79 rental units paying no cash rent. 

7 To be clear, some of the new households will be comprised of existing, not new residents, who due to aging 

into adulthood or a change in circumstances have left current households to form new ones. 

8 The inflation adjustment was done slightly differently for this analysis than for the previous inflation-

adjustments. The adjustment reflected in this price/age analysis is based only on inflation in owner-

occupied housing costs in U.S. cities. Data on inflation is from the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
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APPENDIX A 

A1. 

A2. 
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APPENDIX B 

B1. 

B2. 
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C1. Water Chart for Scenario 1 

 

 

C2. Water Chart for Scenario 2 

 

 

C3. Water Chart for Scenario 3 

 

SCENARIO1: PROPORTIONAL ZONING 

Residential       
Zone Average Annual Water Use Per Dwelling (AF) Total Water Use (AF) Dwellings 

R-5 0.27 0.82 3 

R-10 0.47 13.17 28 

R-15 0.50 23.01 46 

R-30 0.43 2.17 5 

  0.42 39.17 82 

Non-Residential      

Zone Average Water Use Per Acre (AF) Total Water Use (AF) Acres 

Commercial 7.67 58.23 7.59 

Industrial 7.98 57.05 7.15 
Public 5.52 20.94 3.79 

  7.06 136.22 18.53 

Total Annual Water Use: 175.39 Acre-Feet 

SCENARIO 2: RESIDENTIAL STATUS QUO 
Zone Average Annual Water Use Per Dwelling (AF) Total Water Use (AF) Dwellings 
R-5 0.25 5.70 23 

R-10 0.46 15.60 34 
R-15 0.70 87.22 125 
R-30 0.67 3.33 5 

  0.52 111.84 187 
Total Annual Water Use: 111.84 Acre-Feet 

SCENARIO 3: MEDIUM DENSITY HOUSING 

Residential      

Zone Average Annual Water Use Per Dwelling (AF) Total Water Use (AF) Dwellings 

R-8 0.35 17.09 49 
R-10 0.47 21.31 45 
R-15 0.51 30.27 59 
R-30 0.54 29.97 56 

  0.47 98.65 209 

Non-Residential      

Zone Average Water Use Per Acre (AF) Total Water Use (AF) Acres 

Commercial 7.67 39.36 5.13 
Public 5.52 35.46 6.42 

  6.60 74.82 11.55 
Total Annual Water Use: 173.47 Acre-Feet 

APPENDIX C 
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SCENARIO 4: NEW VILLAGE 

Residential      

Zone Average Annual Water Use Per Dwelling (AF) Total Water Use (AF) Dwellings 

R-5 0.29 46.33 161 

R-10 0.46 52.82 113 

R-12 0.43 3.90 9 

Mixed Use 0.22 3.55 16 
  0.35 106.60 299 

Non-Residential      

Zone Average Water Use Per Acre (AF) Total Water Use (AF) Acres 

C4. Water Chart for Scenario 4 

C5. Water Chart for Scenario 5 

Scenario 5: PARK PLACE 

Residential      

Zone Average Annual Water Use Per Dwelling (AF) Total Water Use (AF) Dwellings 

R-10 0.45 14.09 31 

R-15 0.62 59.97 96 

R-Missing 0.23 24.67 105 

Park Place Main St. 0.14 20.83 149 

  0.36 119.56 381 

Non-Residential      

Zone Average Water Use Per Acre (AF) Total Water Use (AF) Acres 

Public 5.52 39.61 7.17 

Park 5.52 47.01 8.51 

  5.52 86.62 15.68 

Total Annual Water Use: 206.18 Acre-Feet 
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APPENDIX D 

D1. Revenues & Expenses 

Other Revenues 

Other Revenues are calculated by combining Salem’s 2015 revenues for Licenses and Permits,                      

Intergovernmental Revenue, Charges for Services, Fines & Forfeitures, Miscellaneous Revenue,                       

Recreation Programs, Contributions and Transfers, Prior Year Property Tax Redemptions, Other Property 

Tax, and Phone Sales/Use Tax. This information comes from the City of Salem’s budget report for the 

2015 fiscal year.  

For our analysis, we calculate Other Revenues per capita and per commercial square foot. This is done 

by dividing total Other Revenues for 2015 by Salem’s estimated population and by existing square  

footage of commercial space.  

Sales Tax Revenues 

This value comes from the City of Salem’s budget report for the 2015 fiscal year. We divide this value by 

the estimated population of Salem to determine the city’s sales tax revenues per capita. We also              

divide this number by the total square feet of space existing in Salem in 2015 to determine the city’s 

sales tax revenues per square foot.  

Property tax revenues 

According to Utah County Tax Assessor data, Salem’s portion of property tax is 0.18%. This value is                  

multiplied by the taxable property value (55%) of residential properties. The result is Salem’s property 

tax revenue.  

Energy tax revenues 

This value comes from the City of Salem’s budget report for the 2015 fiscal year. We divide this value by 

the estimated population of Salem to determine the city’s energy tax revenues per capita. We also 

divide this number by the total square feet of space existing in Salem in 2015 to determine the city’s 

energy tax revenues per square foot. 

General Fund Expenses 

The General Government, Public Safety, Highways and Public Improvements (minus road costs), and 

Parks, Recreation, and Public Property sections of Salem’s budget report for the 2015 fiscal year make 

up General Fund Expenses. This value is divided by the projected population and the total square feet 

of buildings existing in Salem to determine the annual per capita and per square foot expenses.  

Capital Expenses 

Salem’s capital expenses include bond payments for land, bond payments for government, library 

and public safety buildings, pressurized irrigation, water utility fund. 

Road Operations & Maintenance Expenses 

Road Operations & Maintenance Expenses include the cost to build and repair roads, install signs and 

striping, provide salt for roads, and repair sidewalks. These values come from Salem’s budget report for 

the 2015 fiscal year. For our analysis we divide this value by the total miles of centerline road in Salem 

(64.90) to get the city’s expense per mile of road. 


