
Utah’s First
15-Minute City

Stage 3

Board Meeting

April 14, 2021

Skidmore, Owings & Merrill



POINT OF THE MOUNTAIN FRAMEWORK PLAN - STAGE 3
SKIDMORE, OWINGS & MERRILL | DESIGN WORKSHOP | WSP | GREAT BASIN | SAM SCHWARTZ | HALES ENGINEERING | SJ+A

Planning Recommendations



POINT OF THE MOUNTAIN FRAMEWORK PLAN - STAGE 3
SKIDMORE, OWINGS & MERRILL | DESIGN WORKSHOP | WSP | GREAT BASIN | SAM SCHWARTZ | HALES ENGINEERING | SJ+A

Concept 1: Complete Community Concept 2: Regional Hub Concept 3: Economic Catalyst
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Complete Community

1. Linear Recreational Greenways
2. Distinct Districts with clear centers
3. Green Buffers with Recreational Trails
4. Commitment to Habitat Creation
5. Water Conservation Corridors

Regional Hub

1. River-to-Range (R2R) Greenway & Trail
2. Community Sports Park
3. Jordan River Wetlands
4. Main Street
5. Centralized Development Core
6. Density around Transit

Economic Catalyst

1. Overall Development Program
2. Institutional Anchor
3. Central Park
4. Clear Project Development Hub
5. Density Around Transit
6. Circulator linking to BRT

Key Takeaways by Concept



Recommended Element 1: A Mixed-Use Business Core 

Rationale:

● Create an address for businesses
● Center of activity and innovation
● Concentrate infrastructure



Recommended Element 2: Cross-Industry Innovation Accelerator

Rationale:

● Catalyst for growing innovation industry
● Attract young talent
● Potential connection with K-12 education 



Recommended Element 3: Innovation District with Institutional Presence

Rationale:

● Potential anchor tenant
● Public-private partnership
● Creation of identity
● Educational component



Recommended Element 4: 40-50% Residential Land Use Component*

*Refers to percentage of land area.
Final percentage to be defined in Stage 3.

Rationale:

● Maintain a robust mix of uses
● Meet daily needs
● Reduce traffic
● Create a live-work community



Recommended Element 5: Micro-Mobility or AV Circulator Linking to BRT

Rationale:

● Promote use of public transit
● Accessibility for all
● Reduce project carbon emissions



Recommended Element 6: Retail & Entertainment Destination

Rationale:

● Create a regional amenity
● Create an iconic identity for the project
● Attract local businesses and residents
● Create job opportunities



Recommended Element 7: River-to-Range Greenway and Trail

Rationale:

● Commuter/Transportation 
● Recreational Amenity
● Promote healthy living
● Create water management system
● Restore ecological habitat
● Create regional open space amenity



Recommended Element 8: Jordan River Community Park

Rationale:

● Regional recreational amenity
● Educational opportunity of local nature
● Stormwater management



Recommended Element 9: Central Park

Rationale:

● Civic center for the project
● Opportunity for large regional events and 

smaller local events
● Public address for adjacent development
● Suggested size: 6-8 acres



Central Park Scale Comparisons

Currently, The Point’s Central Park is approximately 
500’ x 900’, or 10 acres, as indicated by the red 
rectangle below.

Two scale comparisons with The Point’s Central 
Park overlaid in red are shown at right:

● Bryant Park & New York Public Library 
(near right)

● Salt Lake City Public Library & Park (far 
right)

● Dallas’ Klyde Warren park (not shown) is 
5.2 acres

It is recommended the final size of The Point’s 
Central Park is approximately 6-8 acres.



Recommended Element 10: Pedestrian Priority Zones

Rationale:

● Design for pedestrians first
● Activation of spaces
● Safe place for pedestrian activity
● Unique environment within the region



Recommended Element 11: Distinct Districts and Sub-centers

Rationale:

● Clear sense of place
● Sense of community
● Proximity to community amenities
● Community gathering places



Recommended Element 12: Pedestrian Linkages to Core

Rationale:

● Prioritize pedestrian connectivity
● Support and promote walking and 

micro-transit
● Provide everyday community amenities
● Integrate stormwater management 

system



Recommended Element 13: Neighborhood Parks

Rationale:

● Provide central gathering place for each 
district within walking distance

● Provide safe outdoor environment for 
families to play

● Promote healthy living
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Potential Consolidated Framework Plan
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Potential Consolidated Plan

Land Use 

Developable Area
338.6  ac (56% of site area)

Open Space 
148.7  (24.5% of site area)
 
Infrastructure & Roads 
118.7 ac (19.5% of Site Area)

Target GFA
15 mill. square feet

Target FAR 
1.0
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RCLCO | Economic Evaluation



Informed by 
SOM plans 
and 
cost estimates

Informed by Market 
analysis, proposed program 
for each concept

MODEL METHODOLOGY
PROJECT-LEVEL CASH FLOW

Finished Land Value per Acre

Total Revenue Generated by New 
Development

Regional Infrastructure Costs Borne By Site

Development Net Revenue

Annual Land Absorption By Land UseMarket Demand By Land Use

Master Infrastructure Costs 
On-site

Land Development + Planning Costs By District

Feasibility Analysis of Different 
Product Types over Time

Assumes site responsible for funding a portion of 
regional-serving projects & adjacent road 

upgrades
Assumes site responsible for 100% of costs, 

phased over time and largely or entirely 
state-funded

Assumes site responsible for 100% of costs, 
phased over time and funded by development 

partner

Assumes land sale for modeling purposes, 
transaction structure TBD

Revenues

Costs



CONCEPTUAL ECONOMIC ANALYSIS

Land Value Remaining after 
Costs

Land Value that Recoups 
Infrastructure & Site 
Development Costs



HIGH LEVEL ECONOMIC COMPARISON BY SCENARIO

Concept 1 Concept 2 Concept 3

Net Developable Acres 333 327 364
Total Households 7,200 5,750 5,700

Total Jobs 25,270 31,280 36,420

In Stabilized Year Following Project Completion
Estimated Total On-Site Retail Spending $124M $324M $198M

Estimated Total Property Value (2020 $) $2.8B $3.9B $4.2B

Estimated Annual Property Taxes (2020 $) $29M $40M $42M
Estimated Annual Sales Tax from On-Site Spending

 (State and County, 2020 $) $9M $23M $14M

Tax and value numbers are estimates for comparison purposes. Assumptions may be refined in future phases.



KEY CONCLUSIONS

► All three concepts build out in a similar horizon (2045-2050), about 25 years of development.
► Total infrastructure and site development costs are slightly lower than RCLCO’s preliminary estimate, with limited variance by scenario

» Differences mostly driven by acres developed with real estate, quantity of open space, and specific features/concepts

» Limited impact to cost from general urban design and site layout options in any concept

► Concepts 1 and 2 have a similar finished land value (prior to costs) per net developable acre

» Concept 3 has a lower value per net developable acre, because we are conservatively assuming the 50 acres of anchor use would not generate 
revenue. If the 50 acres were to “break even” and be valued at cost, Concept 3 would have a similar value per acre to other scenarios.

► The land value generated by Concept 2 does not cover the total costs because you develop fewer acres and spend more money on 
parks/infrastructure

» Removing the sports park would improve the concept’s economics by reducing cost. Developing the sports park acres with additional housing/office 
would increase the value, making the final result comparable to other options.

► Concept 3 as a whole is the most economically viable because of the additional land area developed and slightly lower master infrastructure 
costs.

► Direct economic impact will be far greater than the land value paid to the state



RECOMMENDATIONS

► The site should include an anchor/institutional use as a component of the program to produce the desired economic development 
benefits. 

» Future concepts should test how to integrate it as a component of a broader innovation community or determine if it needs to be a stand-alone 
“district” to succeed.

► The proposed 50 acre sports park as shown in Concept 2 is detrimental to the economic success of the site unless it is privately 
built/operated.

» Requires a higher cost to construct than other open space options 

» Reduces the available developable land. Either the cost should be borne by a third party or other options to shrink the size or change the 
program need to be considered. 

» Removing the sports park would increase the overall value of Concept 2 by about $20M (reduce additional cost, generate net new land value with no 
new master infrastructure)



RECOMMENDATIONS

► A minimum of 55-60% of the site should be reserved for real estate development to support the open space goals and site-wide 
infrastructure costs.

» Strategies to increase development density while maintaining economic feasibility should be explored in Phase 3

► Strategies that reduce parking needs will have a significantly positive impact on the land value, perhaps as much as $100k-$200k/acre.

► A balanced land use mix will be important for the innovation community to succeed and have limited impact to the financial feasibility.

» Multifamily and office produce a similar land value per acre in the near and mid-terms. 

► Use direct economic impact as an equally important evaluation metric to land value once the development is at least “cost neutral”. 
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APPENDIX 



MODEL EXAMPLEINFRASTRUCTURE COSTS



MODEL EXAMPLEDISTRICT DEVELOPER COSTS (ADDITIONAL LAND 
DEVELOPMENT)


