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Brake on' your
community

Ted Knowlton, Wasatch Front Regional Council
Barton Brierley, Ogden City
Brad Mclirath, Clearfield City












Each parking space
$ Increases moderate-priced
housing costs by about 12%



THE QUICK HISTORY
OF

PARKING CODES



In the 70s.....

Engineers assessed parking
demand in areas with
abundant supply and no
transportation alternatives
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Parking demands vary dramatically



Parking context varies

urban suburban rural

single use mixed use

commercial street activity center downtown

low intensity high intensity

near a regional trail near transit drive-only locations
small blocks large blocks (hierarchical streets)

public “district” parking nearby no district parking nearby



Communities can create a new context



Communities can create a new context



How people “get there” has changed



Modernize your parking

Use the latest data
Move away from one size fits all

Right size parking for each context to increase
community benefits

Guidebook being released next month



Clearfield
Parking Study

Brad Mcllrath, AICP
Senior Planner
Clearfield City
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One-size
Misfits All of us.

Most parking regulations are
borrowed from other cities.

Most are general and not
context sensitive.

Parking
(Generation




Clearfield Parking Study - In a nutshell

=

Analysis of parking
utilization in
Clearfield City

(2528
3%8l

Downtown FBC and
1] L . o U October 2021 —
Rl Citywide Zoning September 2022
studied separately
NS
December 2021 & & Not a regulatory

March 2022 - ® document



Parking Study
Elements

Design Details & Dimensional
Standards

Shared Parking Requirements
Affordable, Senior, and Transit-Oriented

Housing Requirements

On-Street Parking & Enforcement
Provision of Downtown Public Parking
Structured Parking



Residential Data Collection — December 2021

Table 4: Residential Parking Data Collection - December 2021

Total Total | Octupied Parking Stalls Occupied  Occupied
Location - Gitywide Zoning Residential Stalls/ Stalls/
Units 1ZPM 5PM 12AM Unit G
Country Oaks 72 108 29 36 47 30 1.07 0.71
Clearfield Station Apartments 216 408 170 250 337 - 1.56 0.83
West Square Condos 142 308 101 113 164 46 1.48 0.68
Pinnacle Mountain View Apartments 324 552 149 228 291 130 1.30 0.76
Goldstone Place Apartments 228 380 187 231 294 - 1.29 0.77
Average 1.36 0.76
: 1:0‘31 - Occupied Parking Stalls G Occupied Occupied
Location - Form Based Code Res:dt.antlal Bikiorass: taeai <Pt LRk Spnk Stal!sl Stalls/
Units Unit Bedroom
Oakmont Townhomes™ 29 87 14 16 21 29 1,72 0.57
City Center Apartments 123 195 88 115 160 = 1.30 0.82
Newcastle Greene Townhomes 99 283 108 135 184 12 1.98 0.69
Depot Crossing Townhomes 62 165 65 89 125 12 2.21 0.83
Average 1.73 0.74

* Although OCakmont Townhomes is not within the Form Based Code area, it was used as a close comparable site due to the
development’s design, layout, and similar to townhome developments in the Form Based Code area.
Source: Fehr & Peers.




Residential Data Collection — March 2022

Table 5: Residential Parking Data Collection - March 2022

Location - Gtywide Zoning Be:::ms :::’:'ed::;:'“g‘?:': Gs::tg: 0;::::7" 0;:::;5(’
Unit Bedroom
Country Oaks 72 108 25 30 40 30 0.97 0.65
Clearfield Station Apartments 216 408 190 250 342 - 1.58 0.84
West Square Condos 142 308 129 121 194 46 1.69 0.78
Pinnacle Mountain View Apartments 324 352 230 287 472 130 1.67 0.98
Goldstone Place Apartments 228 380 180 237 341 - 1.50 0.90
Average 1.59 0.87
: TOtil . Total Occupied Parking Stalls e Occupied Occupied
Location - Form Based Code Resndt.entlal Bl il S A ‘ Stal!sl Stalls/
Units Unit Bedroom
Oakmont Townhomes* 29 87 14 16 21 29 1.72 0.57
City Center Apartments 123 195 98 112 170 - 138 0.87
Newcastle Greene Townhomes 99 283 95 118 187 12 2.01 0.70
Depot Crossing Townhomes 62 165 49 S0 107 12 1.92 0.72
Average 1.72 0.74

* Although Oakmont Townhomes is not within the Form Based Code area, it was used as a close comparable site due to the
development's design, layout, and similar to townhome developments in the Form Based Code area.
Source: Fehr & Peers.




Data Collection Recommendations

Existing Requirement Recor.nmended Minimum Clearfield Action
Requirements

Citywide
Zoning
Code

Form Based
Code

Multifamily
Residential

Fast Food

Multifamily
Residential

Fast Food

- 2.125 spaces per unit.

- 20 spaces for each 1,000 sq. ft. of
enclosed eating space or a fraction
thereof.

- 1.15 spaces per single bedroom unit.

- 1.725 spaces per two-bedroom unit.

- 2.3 spaces per three-bedroom and
larger units.

- 7 spaces for each 1,000 sq. ft. of
sales and enclosed eating space or a
fraction thereof.

- 1 space per single bedroom unit.

- 2 spaces per two-bedroom unit.

- 2.5 spaces per three-bedroom unit.

- 5 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft.

- Alternatively, provide 0.5 spaces
per seat.

- 0.75 spaces per bedroom, up to
2.25 spaces per three-bedroom and
larger units.

- 6 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft., with a
minimum of 8 total spaces.

- Alternatively, provide 0.33 spaces
per seat with a minimum of 8 total
spaces.

- 1.125 per single bedroom unit.
- 2.125 spaces per two-bedroom unit.

- 2.625 spaces per three bedroom+ unit.

- 5 spaces per 1,000 sg. ft. of enclosed
eating space or a fraction thereof.

Kept the existing standards.

- 6 per 1,000 sq. ft. with @ minimum of 8
total spaces.



[ =]} Literature Review Recommendations

Furniture/Appliance/

Citywide Lumber Store - 1.5 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. -0.75 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. - 0.75 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft.

é’)zieng General Office - 2 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. -2.5 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. - 2.5 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft.
Medical/Dental Office = - 2 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. - 3 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. - 3.5 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft.
Bank - 1 space per 500 sq. ft. - 3 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. - 3 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft.

E?):jrz Based E';:izssi\g:; - 1 space per 500 sq. ft. - 4 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. - 4 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft.
Concert Hall/Theater | -1 space per 350 sq. ft. - 1 space per 5 seats - 1 space per 5 seats

ITE = Institute of Transportation Engineers’ Parking Generation, 5 Edition, 2019

ILU = Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking, 3" Edition, 2020

SLC = Salt Lake City Code 21A.44: Off Street Parking, Motility, and Loading, May 2019
Ogden = Ogden City Code 15-12-3: Number of Parking Spaces Required, October 2018
Source: Fehr & Peers.



Design Standards
& Dimensions

1. How is parking use affected by stacked
(tandem) parking as opposed to side-by-
side?

2. What design details should be specified in
code?

Recommendations:

L Allow in parking area or garage only with
valet assistance.

= Tandem garages for townhomes should be g){\é%%‘\?;
calculated at providing 1.5 spaces and not 115X 42-2"
2.

L Driveway lengths should be a minimum of
20’ from back of curb or sidewalk.




Shared Parking Requirements

Q. How should parking requirements be adjusted for developments
that allow for shared parking?

Recommendations:

= Slight modifications of the table in the Form Based code:




Transit Reductions

Q. How should parking requirements be 700'S (State Hwy 193
adjusted for transit-oriented housing T NN <

developments? |
P Clearfield Station
= “Transit options in Clearfield currently do not Rt 626. 627, 628

appear to reduce parking demand the way that 640. FrontRunner
transit options did in the developments '
observed in Salt Lake County.”

= Form Based Code: Transit credit reduction for m .

developments within differing proximities of a . £ )
15-minute transit service. eyl

® Cloacfield

- ~
TIv
” * - TR
“. X " rdm +
i ‘:

Recommendation:

= Update FBC to specify 15-minute headways all
day to receive parking credits.




Structured Parking

Q.

Is there evidence that structured parking
generates less parking demand that would justify
a reduction in the required parking? If not, what
incentives would be appropriate to encouraging
structured parking?

= No. Parking lot or structure design does not
determine the demand with the associated use or
uses.

= Form Based Code: 25% reduction if 75% or greater
parking in a parking structure with 2+ floors.

Recommendations:

Allowing additional density if 75% or more of parking is
in a parking structure.

Flexibility in dimension requirements or other standards
if 75% of parking is in a parking structure.

Shared parking arrangements for parking structures.
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Brad Mcllrath, AICP
Senior Planner, Clearfield City

brad.mcilrath@clearfieldcity.orqg

801-525-2784
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OGDEN DOWNTOWN
PARKING STANDARDS

Utah Idaho APA Fall Conference
September 29, 2023

Barton Brierley, AICP
Planning Manager
City of Ogden



HOW DID WE
GET HERE?
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PARKING




Under 70%
Occupancy
Under.Capacity;

70-85%
Occupancy

Effective Capacity.

Legend
Management Area  Parking Occupancy 51-75%
Buildings Day 2 Mid-Day (Peak) 75 - 85%
Roads D < 25% B >s5%
FrontRunner 26 - 50% 00&

“...during the peak . . . the parking
occupancy for all parking observed in

the Downtown was 53%"

Figure 6 — Peak Hour Parking Occupancy (Afternoon Day 2)
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Urbanc

Value per Acre

- no tax value
B < 25.000
I 25.000 - 100,000

[ 100,000 - 200,000
71 200,000 - 300,000
[ 300,000 - 400,000
[ 400,000 - 500,000

[ 500,000 - 600,000
[T 600,000 - 800,000
I 800,000 - 1,000,000
I 1,000,000 - 2,000,000
I 2.000,000 - 5,000,000

I > 5.000,000




Wast Ogdenr

J1L

Value per Acre

- no tax value
B < 25.000

I 25.000 - 100,000
[F 100,000 - 200,000
7777 200,000 - 300,000
[~ 300,000 - 400,000
"1 400,000 - 500,000
"1 500,000 - 600,000
[T 600,000 - 800,000
B 800.000 - 1,000,000
I 1,000,000 - 2,000,000
I 2.000,000 - 5,000,000

I > 5.000,000




Eccles Building

$10,609,198 per acre P - ' Ne Weber Cou nty, UT

Valuation comparison

5.8 acres of Eccles buildings would
equal the 50.0 acre Newgate Mall

$1,238,402 per acre

Oazeu\.

UTAH -
Still Untimed



Weber County, UT

Valuation comparison

0.75 acres of MarketStar would equal
the 15.2 acre Walmart

- Market Star
$13,480,575 per acre
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3.1 Eccles buildings
would produce as much
property tax as the 15.2
acre Walmart.

If you put three in the
parking lot, you'd
double the tax
production on the same
infrastructure!
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Weber County, UT

Valuation comparison




Ogden General Fund Projections

Business as Usual vs Make Ogden Plan
200.000.000

180,000,000

160,000,000

140,000,000

120,000,000

Business as Usual |

100,000,000
80,000.000
60,000.000
40,000,000

20,000,000

2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050
Oa,c(e E Exsting GF Tax Revenue e Existing Othet GF Revenue = New Revenue -~ Exisiting GF Expendilures
S

2l U



Surface
Parking Lot

Surface
Parking Lot
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Surface
Parking Lot
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OGDEN DOWNTOWN PARKING
REQUIREMENTS

BEFORE AFTER

Retail 1:300 square feet Retail: 0 min, 1:250 sf max.
Restaurant: 1:100 square feet Restaurant: 0 min, 1:250 sf max.
Residential: 1.5 per unit Residential: 1 per unit, 1.75 max



750 space public
parking structure

390 space parking
structure

Where will
everyone
park?

634@\— J-FISHER % . DESIGN\ORKSHOP SAR?

UTAH -
Still Untamed



Figure 6 — Peak Hour Parking Occupancy (Afternoon Day 2)
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Figure 6 - Peak Hour Parking Occupancy (Afternoon Day 2)
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Barton Brierley, AICP
Planning Manager, City of Ogden
bartonbrierley@ogdencity.com
801-629-8932
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Clearfield
Parking Study

= September 2022

+AER

TRANSPORTATION [EISIREN £ PEERS

LAND USE CONNECTION

Brad Mcllrath, AICP
Senior Planner
Clearfield City




One-size
Misfits All of us.

Most parking regulations are
borrowed from other cities.

Most are general and not
context sensitive.

Parking
(Generation




Clearfield Parking Study - In a nutshell

=

Analysis of parking
utilization in
Clearfield City

(2528
3%8l

Downtown FBC and
1] L . o U October 2021 —
Rl Citywide Zoning September 2022
studied separately
NS
December 2021 & & Not a regulatory

March 2022 - document



Parking Study
Elements

Design Details & Dimensional
Standards

Shared Parking Requirements
Affordable, Senior, and Transit-Oriented

Housing Requirements

On-Street Parking & Enforcement
Provision of Downtown Public Parking
Structured Parking



Residential Data Collection — December 2021

Table 4: Residential Parking Data Collection - December 2021

Total Total | Octupied Parking Stalls Occupied  Occupied
Location - Gitywide Zoning Residential Stalls/ Stalls/
Units 1ZPM 5PM 12AM Unit G
Country Oaks 72 108 29 36 47 30 1.07 0.71
Clearfield Station Apartments 216 408 170 250 337 - 1.56 0.83
West Square Condos 142 308 101 113 164 46 1.48 0.68
Pinnacle Mountain View Apartments 324 552 149 228 291 130 1.30 0.76
Goldstone Place Apartments 228 380 187 231 294 - 1.29 0.77
Average 1.36 0.76
: 1:0‘31 - Occupied Parking Stalls G Occupied Occupied
Location - Form Based Code Res:dt.antlal Bikiorass: taeai <Pt LRk Spnk Stal!sl Stalls/
Units Unit Bedroom
Oakmont Townhomes™ 29 87 14 16 21 29 1,72 0.57
City Center Apartments 123 195 88 115 160 = 1.30 0.82
Newcastle Greene Townhomes 99 283 108 135 184 12 1.98 0.69
Depot Crossing Townhomes 62 165 65 89 125 12 2.21 0.83
Average 1.73 0.74

* Although OCakmont Townhomes is not within the Form Based Code area, it was used as a close comparable site due to the
development’s design, layout, and similar to townhome developments in the Form Based Code area.
Source: Fehr & Peers.




Residential Data Collection — March 2022

Table 5: Residential Parking Data Collection - March 2022

Location - Gtywide Zoning Be:::ms :::’:'ed::;:'“g‘?:': Gs::tg: 0;::::7" 0;:::;5(’
Unit Bedroom
Country Oaks 72 108 25 30 40 30 0.97 0.65
Clearfield Station Apartments 216 408 190 250 342 - 1.58 0.84
West Square Condos 142 308 129 121 194 46 1.69 0.78
Pinnacle Mountain View Apartments 324 352 230 287 472 130 1.67 0.98
Goldstone Place Apartments 228 380 180 237 341 - 1.50 0.90
Average 1.59 0.87
: TOtil . Total Occupied Parking Stalls e Occupied Occupied
Location - Form Based Code Resndt.entlal Bl il S A ‘ Stal!sl Stalls/
Units Unit Bedroom
Oakmont Townhomes* 29 87 14 16 21 29 1.72 0.57
City Center Apartments 123 195 98 112 170 - 138 0.87
Newcastle Greene Townhomes 99 283 95 118 187 12 2.01 0.70
Depot Crossing Townhomes 62 165 49 S0 107 12 1.92 0.72
Average 1.72 0.74

* Although Oakmont Townhomes is not within the Form Based Code area, it was used as a close comparable site due to the
development's design, layout, and similar to townhome developments in the Form Based Code area.
Source: Fehr & Peers.




Data Collection Recommendations

Existing Requirement Recor.nmended Minimum Clearfield Action
Requirements

Citywide
Zoning
Code

Form Based
Code

Multifamily
Residential

Fast Food

Multifamily
Residential

Fast Food

- 2.125 spaces per unit.

- 20 spaces for each 1,000 sq. ft. of
enclosed eating space or a fraction
thereof.

- 1.15 spaces per single bedroom unit.

- 1.725 spaces per two-bedroom unit.

- 2.3 spaces per three-bedroom and
larger units.

- 7 spaces for each 1,000 sq. ft. of
sales and enclosed eating space or a
fraction thereof.

- 1 space per single bedroom unit.

- 2 spaces per two-bedroom unit.

- 2.5 spaces per three-bedroom unit.

- 5 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft.

- Alternatively, provide 0.5 spaces
per seat.

- 0.75 spaces per bedroom, up to
2.25 spaces per three-bedroom and
larger units.

- 6 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft., with a
minimum of 8 total spaces.

- Alternatively, provide 0.33 spaces
per seat with a minimum of 8 total
spaces.

- 1.125 per single bedroom unit.
- 2.125 spaces per two-bedroom unit.

- 2.625 spaces per three bedroom+ unit.

- 5 spaces per 1,000 sg. ft. of enclosed
eating space or a fraction thereof.

Kept the existing standards.

- 6 per 1,000 sq. ft. with @ minimum of 8
total spaces.



[ =]} Literature Review Recommendations

Furniture/Appliance/

Citywide Lumber Store - 1.5 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. -0.75 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. - 0.75 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft.

é’)zieng General Office - 2 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. -2.5 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. - 2.5 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft.
Medical/Dental Office = - 2 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. - 3 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. - 3.5 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft.
Bank - 1 space per 500 sq. ft. - 3 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. - 3 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft.

E?):jrz Based E';:izssi\g:; - 1 space per 500 sq. ft. - 4 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. - 4 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft.
Concert Hall/Theater | -1 space per 350 sq. ft. - 1 space per 5 seats - 1 space per 5 seats

ITE = Institute of Transportation Engineers’ Parking Generation, 5 Edition, 2019

ILU = Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking, 3" Edition, 2020

SLC = Salt Lake City Code 21A.44: Off Street Parking, Motility, and Loading, May 2019
Ogden = Ogden City Code 15-12-3: Number of Parking Spaces Required, October 2018
Source: Fehr & Peers.



Design Standards
& Dimensions

1. How is parking use affected by stacked
(tandem) parking as opposed to side-by-
side?

2. What design details should be specified in
code?

Recommendations:

L Allow in parking area or garage only with
valet assistance.

= Tandem garages for townhomes should be g){\é%%‘\?;
calculated at providing 1.5 spaces and not 115X 42-2"
2.

L Driveway lengths should be a minimum of
20’ from back of curb or sidewalk.




Shared Parking Requirements

Q. How should parking requirements be adjusted for developments
that allow for shared parking?

Recommendations:

= Slight modifications of the table in the Form Based code:




Transit Reductions

Q. How should parking requirements be 700'S (State Hwy 193
adjusted for transit-oriented housing T NN <

developments? |
P Clearfield Station
= “Transit options in Clearfield currently do not Rt 626. 627, 628

appear to reduce parking demand the way that 640. FrontRunner
transit options did in the developments '
observed in Salt Lake County.”

= Form Based Code: Transit credit reduction for m .

developments within differing proximities of a . £ )
15-minute transit service. eyl

® Cloacfield

- ~
TIv
” * - TR
“. X " rdm +
i ‘:

Recommendation:

= Update FBC to specify 15-minute headways all
day to receive parking credits.




Structured Parking

Q.

Is there evidence that structured parking
generates less parking demand that would justify
a reduction in the required parking? If not, what
incentives would be appropriate to encouraging
structured parking?

= No. Parking lot or structure design does not
determine the demand with the associated use or
uses.

= Form Based Code: 25% reduction if 75% or greater
parking in a parking structure with 2+ floors.

Recommendations:

Allowing additional density if 75% or more of parking is
in a parking structure.

Flexibility in dimension requirements or other standards
if 75% of parking is in a parking structure.

Shared parking arrangements for parking structures.
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Brad Mcllrath, AICP
Senior Planner, Clearfield City

brad.mcilrath@clearfieldcity.orqg

801-525-2784
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OGDEN DOWNTOWN
PARKING STANDARDS

Utah Idaho APA Fall Conference
September 29, 2023

Barton Brierley, AICP
Planning Manager
City of Ogden



HOW DID WE
GET HERE?
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Under 70%
Occupancy
Under.Capacity;

70-85%
Occupancy

Effective Capacity.

Legend
Management Area  Parking Occupancy 51-75%
Buildings Day 2 Mid-Day (Peak) 75 - 85%
Roads D < 25% B >s5%
FrontRunner 26 - 50% 00&

“...during the peak . . . the parking
occupancy for all parking observed in

the Downtown was 53%"

Figure 6 — Peak Hour Parking Occupancy (Afternoon Day 2)

BINFORD
BINFORD

CHILDS

BINFORD

§ OAK HOLLOW
o 20TH 20TH
I 1=
RN | & | [
i - | COLONIAL PARK |} -
| - _| ==, [ —
—_— _21_37 1) N— 1.__':“ i
el . &
§ SIS g . ! ; WARREN
. £ | onx
- !! ® 22ND ‘
ﬁ
:
| ;
oy pl | 28
3 <: e x"‘a;,_,u
= —
-
I cowcn - ,
25TH ; £l
-' § ) g
.=
g



Urbanc

Value per Acre

- no tax value
B < 25.000
I 25.000 - 100,000

[ 100,000 - 200,000
71 200,000 - 300,000
[ 300,000 - 400,000
[ 400,000 - 500,000

[ 500,000 - 600,000
[T 600,000 - 800,000
I 800,000 - 1,000,000
I 1,000,000 - 2,000,000
I 2.000,000 - 5,000,000

I > 5.000,000




Wast Ogdenr

J1L

Value per Acre

- no tax value
B < 25.000

I 25.000 - 100,000
[F 100,000 - 200,000
7777 200,000 - 300,000
[~ 300,000 - 400,000
"1 400,000 - 500,000
"1 500,000 - 600,000
[T 600,000 - 800,000
B 800.000 - 1,000,000
I 1,000,000 - 2,000,000
I 2.000,000 - 5,000,000

I > 5.000,000




Eccles Building

$10,609,198 per acre P - ' Ne Weber Cou nty, UT

Valuation comparison

5.8 acres of Eccles buildings would
equal the 50.0 acre Newgate Mall

$1,238,402 per acre
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Still Untimed



Weber County, UT

Valuation comparison

0.75 acres of MarketStar would equal
the 15.2 acre Walmart

- Market Star
$13,480,575 per acre
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3.1 Eccles buildings
would produce as much
property tax as the 15.2
acre Walmart.

If you put three in the
parking lot, you'd
double the tax
production on the same
infrastructure!
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Weber County, UT

Valuation comparison




Ogden General Fund Projections

Business as Usual vs Make Ogden Plan
200.000.000

180,000,000

160,000,000

140,000,000

120,000,000

Business as Usual |

100,000,000
80,000.000
60,000.000
40,000,000

20,000,000

2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050
Oa,c(e E Exsting GF Tax Revenue e Existing Othet GF Revenue = New Revenue -~ Exisiting GF Expendilures
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Surface
Parking Lot

Surface
Parking Lot
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Surface
Parking Lot
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OGDEN DOWNTOWN PARKING
REQUIREMENTS

BEFORE AFTER

Retail 1:300 square feet Retail: 0 min, 1:250 sf max.
Restaurant: 1:100 square feet Restaurant: 0 min, 1:250 sf max.
Residential: 1.5 per unit Residential: 1 per unit, 1.75 max



750 space public
parking structure

390 space parking
structure

Where will
everyone
park?

634@\— J-FISHER % . DESIGN\ORKSHOP SAR?
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Figure 6 — Peak Hour Parking Occupancy (Afternoon Day 2)
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Figure 6 - Peak Hour Parking Occupancy (Afternoon Day 2)
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Barton Brierley, AICP
Planning Manager, City of Ogden
bartonbrierley@ogdencity.com
801-629-8932
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