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Background

Background

Zions Public Finance, Inc.fZPF|w LLb U Redhtihues its collaboration with the Utah Department of

Alcoholic 7 132 D1 ¢ DIJWE NI 2 RAEIt Wbl sb?thepientiallhéed Hr=antiicha lihdod ¢ 0! ARU
stores in the State of Utah, locations of any such storegxamine lease versus build incentivesand

to provide ageneral analysis ofpossible store inefficiencies. ZPFlperformed similar studies for the

DABSIin 2016, 2018, 2020and 2021

Growth in Demand

Growth in demand for new liquor stores will come from several factors: Drganic population growth
and migration from other states; 2) increased consumption among current residents;and 3) the
tourism and convention industry.Utah law allows a maximum of one liquor store for 48,000 persons.
] R213UWaq 6 1JWE gstimptéd populsted, thélrabgimum allowable number of stores is71.
There are currentlys1 active stores with legally allowable capacity for an additionaPO stores.

Table 1: Utah Population Growth and Allowable Liquor Stores

2024 2034 2044
Total State Population 3,417,734 4,101,768 4,659,824
Population per Store 48,000 48,000 48,000
Total Allowable Stores 71 85 97
Current Active Stores 51 51 51
Additional Allowable Stores 20 34 46

Source: ZPFl, DABS, Gardner Policy Institute, U.S. Census.

As shown above, there is a legal basis f&0 additional stores throughout the State. By 204, we

Jt qRAOC qUWa6c¢c qWN! Ys qdb WRUWOqE 6 k46 hed StaPes, (akinasRddublig R G O LG I
the current number of stores. Such growth presents th&tate with the opportunity to prepare for the

future and plan for areas where demand will most increase.

Multiple Stores Within Single Market Area s

Since the 2018 study, the DABS Sandy market aréas consistently appeared within the priority
store areas, driven in part by robust population growth and bottle volumes in the areddowever, the
DABS has invested in adding stores at both Taylorsville store 51 and Sandy store 52 in recent years.
These additions creatal two stores in areas that previously contained only onend serve to meet

the demand that was previously and currently indicated in the study resultsWhile Sandy and
Taylorsville still appear as a higfpriority areas, based on the study methodology, ZPFI believes that
the new storesin these areaswill meet the demand that is indicated by theanking below. Therefore,
immediate additional action in these market areas is not needed. Store 51 and 52 wilbntinue to
grow in importance to the system and their respective market areas

Market Area Analysis

To better understand growth trends for each outlet, ZPFI conducted a sophisticated GIS analysis to
determine the market area for each outlet. The model calculated the nearest store based on driving
time for addresses throughout the entireState. While many factors determine which market areas
should need additional liquor stores, ZPFand DABS determinedthe key factors used in the final

Zions Public Finance, Inc. | July 202
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Of the more than 20 factors initially considered in the analysis, those deemed most relevant

2024 population
2034 population

Absolute population growth 2@®@4-

2034

priority for new liquor stores:

Table 2: Top 12 PriorityMarket Areas

Priority

Source: ZPFIDABS.

1

© 00N O WN

1 Population density 24
1 Bottles perlabor hour

Top 12 Priority Market Areas

Store
DABS Store # 16
DABS Store # 39
DABS Store # 48
DABS Store # 21
DABS Store # 31
DABS Store # 15
DABS Store # 51
DABS Store # 44
DABS Store # 09
DABS Store # 29
DABS Store # 06
DABS Store # 41

9 Transactions per capita

Market Area
Sandy
St. George
Herriman
Harrisville
Draper
Cottonwood Heights
Taylorsville
Pleasant Grove
Murray
Salt Lake City
Logan
Salt Lake City

Reviewing the table above and below, we seiat the current study has some commonalities with
previous study results, but rankings have also shifted since 202XChanges in store performance,
current population numbers, changing population growth projections,and the construction of new
liquor stores are all factors which have contributed to these changes. A comparison of th2024,
2021, 2020, and 2018 priorities can be seen in the table below.

Table 3: Comparison 02024, 2021, 2020, and 2018 Priorities by Weighted Rank Market Areas

Priority ~ Store

1

a ~row DN
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16
39

48
21

31

15

2024 Study

Market Area Store Market Area Store Market Area Store

Sandy
St. George

Herriman
Harrisville

Draper

Cottonwood

Heights

21
39

24
23

45

29

2021 Study

Harrisville 16

St. George 44

Ogden 31
Roy 40
Springville 21
Salt Lake
City 39

2020 Study

Sandy
Pleasant
Grove
Draper
Riverton

Harrisville

St. George

16
44

40
31

21

30

2018 Study

Market
Area
Sandy
Pleasant
Grove
Riverton
Draper

Harrisville

Layton
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2024 Study 2021 Study 2020 Study 2018 Study
7 51 Taylorsville 48 Herriman 8 Bountiful 15 Cotto_nwood
Heights
8 44 Pleasant 10 Tooele 30 Layton 24 Ogden
Grove
Salt Lake Cottonwood Salt Lake
9 09 Murray 41 City 15 Heights 3 City
Salt Lake Salt Lake Salt Lake
10 29 City 17 Orem 3 City 29 City
Cottonwood
11 06 Logan 15 Heights 6 Logan 39 St. George
12 41 Sagilt_yake 37 Park City 24 Ogden 6 Logan

Source: ZPFI, DABS.
A sensitivity analysis that weightglistinct factors is included in Appendix A.

Fiscal Impacts to Local Communities from Liquor Stores

Sales per square fooin liquor stores are considerably higher than theaverage for othettypes of retail
stores. Average sales per square foot fdiquor stores in Utah (excluding club stores)are $1646.
Higher sales per square foot results in increased sales tax revenues for a local community (on a per
square foot basis) from liquor stores than from grocery stores, specialty stores, and most other types
of retail stores. The average sales per square fodn liquor stores is higher than that of Costco
($1,118) T a highly soughtafter retail chain. However, there is a extremerange inthis metric across
Utah liquor storesT from a high of $,181 per square foot to a low of 890 per square foot.

Downtown Considerations

An analysis of key performance metrics alsshows that some stores may be in greater demand for

relocation. This analysis usedotal transactions, transactions per capita, sales per square foot, and

sales per capita to rank stores in terms of need for relocation or expansionStores with high

transactions and averagespace were found to be under increased burden. The following table shows

the new store and relocation prioritiesin a side-by-side comparison. Such findings validate the

DR2Rt RYUkt W WIHUJIUqWal BOT WYnWYHaqé¢RURUNDWGCE! NI WG YGIII

Table 4. Comparison of New Store and Relocation Priorities

New Store Locations Store Relocation, Expansion, or New Store
Priority Store Market Area Priority Store Market Area
1 16 Sandy 1 Store 1- Downtown Salt Lake City

(New Location)

Store 2- Sugarhouse

39 St. George Salt Lake City

2 2 SLC

3 48 Herriman 3 Store 4- Foothill SLC Salt Lake City
4 21 Harrisville 4 Store 9- Murray SLC Murray

5 31 Draper 5 Store 14 Miller Ave Salt Lake City

Zions Public Finance, Inc. | July 202
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New Store Locations Store Relocation, Expansion, or New Store
Cottonwood
6 15 Heights 6 Store 23- Roy Roy
7 51 Taylorsville 7 Store 27- Moab Moab
New Store- . .
8 44 Pleasant Grove 8 Washington City Washington City
9 09 Murray 9 New Store- Park City Park City
. New Store- West Marriott-

10 29 Salt Lake City 10 Ogden Slaterville

Source: ZPFI, DABS.

Consumer Profile

Demographic trends for Utah show that household sizes are shrinking and that median ages are
rising closer to national averages. The change in growth patterns is worth noting in considey
locations of future stores. Overall, current analysis indicates that areas with higher median ages,
smaller household sizes, and greater household incomes tend tgenerate more transactions and
spending on alcohol purchases. Areas with strong employment centers also fare weldditionally,
tourism and hospitality-centric cities and towns show strong activity.

Table5t 6 Y 5t Landlysi$ afdustidmers that shop at state liquor stores broken into multi-factor
statistical quartiles. To conduct this statistical grouping, ZPFI examined the customer base of each
store area by age, transactions per capita, sales per capita, sales per transaction, and sales parit
of median income. We see that, in general, as customers become older they spend proportionally
more per capita and per transaction. In addition, as expected, the top qutle of customers
generates the lagest percentage of annual sales across all DABS stores systemide.

Table 5: ZPFI Estimate of Customer Groups

Average Average
Average
Average Annual Annual Average Annual
. : Annual
Percentile Age  Transactions Per Percent of Sales per Percent
. Sales Per .
Capita Total . Transaction  of Total
. Capita
Transactions Sales
25% 31.0 2.1 24% $75 $36 18%
50% 36.1 2.8 29% $113 $42 24%
75% 35.0 4.0 23% $325 $161 26%
100% 43.8 8.4 24% $673 $186 32%

Source: ZPFI, DABS.

Demographic Trends and Growth Patterns

This section evaluates growth in demand for retail outlets. The fotcare on population growth,
location of future growth, and changingdemographics. All of these affect future placement of
alcoholic beverageoutlets.

Statewide Growth Trends

Zions Public Finance, Inc. | July 202
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The Gardner Palicy Institutgprojects the total population for the State of Utah to be 3 million as of
2025 and almost 4.1 million by 2035. Most growth is projected to occurin Utah, Salt Lake and

Washingtoncounties.

Table6: Population Estimates by County

County

Carbon County
Emery County
Box Elder County
Cache County
Davis County
Juab County
Morgan County
Rich County

Salt Lake County
Summit County
Tooele County
Utah County
Wasatch County
Weber County
Grand County
San Juan County
BeaverCounty
Garfield County
Iron County
Kane County
Washington County
Daggett County
Duchesne County
Uintah County
Millard County
Piute County
Sanpete County
Sevier County
Wayne County
Total

2025

20,950
9,885
63,267
150,007
385,048
13,003
13,697
2,663
1,249,403
44,556
85,957
763,760
39,608
278,304
9,543
14,365
7,541
5,028
70,028
8,321
224,866
922
19,067
36,610
14,799
1,546
30,502
22,555
2,525

3,588,325

Source: Gardner Policy InstituteZPFI, DABS.

2034

20,932
9,791
70,696
172,358
435,588
15,680
16,279
2,899
1,371,308
49,239
103,954
919,147
49,621
309,856
10,561
15,365
8,332
5,168
80,697
9,233
294,536
902
18,899
37,733
13,113
1,592
32,874
22,806
2,610

4,101,769

Growth 2025-2035
-18
-95
7,429
22,351
50,540
2,677
2,582
235
121,905
4,683
17,996
155,387
10,013
31,552
1,017
1,000
791
140
10,670
911
69,670
-20
-168
1,123
-1,685
47
2,371
251
85

513,443

Additionally, the chart below highlightsthe projected growth changes in each county from

2025-2035.

Zions Public Finance, Inc. | July 202
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Chart 1: Change in Population Estimates by County 20252035

Projected Change in Population 20252035
All Utah Counties
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Source: Gardner Policy Institute, ZPFI, DABS.

Maps in the belowpagesdisplay the projected pgoulation growth throughout the Sate between 224
and 2034 for individual Traffic Analysis Zones/§ AZg.* Along the Wasatch Front, growth centers are
found along Interstate 15 in Davis County, Utah County, and southern Salt Lake Countyestern
Utah County, and along the westean Davis County corridor

! Source: Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC)
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there are 51 state liquor stores. Based on an estimated 224 population of 3,417,734, the State
could have up to71liquor stores statewide, as shownin the table below. Therefore State law would
permit up to 20 additional liquor stores throughout the State.

Table7: Allowable Liquor Stores

2024 2034 2044
Total StatePopulation 3,417,734 4,101,768 4,659,824
Population per Store 48,000 48,000 48,000
Total Allowable Stores 71 85 97
Current Active Stores 51 51 51
Additional Allowable Stores 20 34 46

Source: ZPFI, DABS, Gardner Policy Institute, U.S. Census.

Alcoholic Beverage Consumption

While not required byState law to determine the demand for additional liquor stores, alcoholic

beverage consumption rates can help to illustrate the demand for additional outlets.iquor sales in

the State of Utah have grown by.5 percent annually from FY1998 to FY2023A W5 6 RGO IJWa 6 IJLWE q
population grewby an estimated 2.4 percent annually during the same period.

Table 8: Liquor Store Sales in Utah by Year

Year Total Sales
FY 1998 $121,580,981
FY 1999 $127,952,863
FY 2000 $138,115,263
FY 2001 $145,773,330
FY 2002 $156,629,891
FY 2003 $158,405,762
FY 2004 $168,269,264
FY 2005 $179,756,680
FY 2006 $203,731,658
FY 2007 $229,583,398
FY 2008 $256,645,955
FY 2009 $267,123,335
FY 2010 $279,216,064
FY 2011 $295,549,247
FY 2012 $321,970,708
FY 2013 $346,794,300
FY 2014 $367,205,136

2Source: Utah Code 32B2-501-2

10
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Year Total Sales
FY 2015 $376,239,000
FY 2016 $405,959,435
FY 2017 $427,606,013
FY 2018 $453,689,000
FY 2019 $479,324,000
FY 2020 $500,212,000
FY 2021 $517,390,000
FY 2022 $557,452,000
FY 2023 $579,050,000

Source: Utah Department ofAlcoholic Beverage ServicesuAnnual Reports (64th thru 85th)

Market Area Analysis

The State of Utah cuently has 51 active liquor stores, which continue to demonstrate an upward
revenue trend as the State growsThis trend is seen in Table 8 belovilwo stores are defined as club
stores which serve primarily, but not exclusively, restaurants and other establishments licensed to
sell alcoholic beverages.Salt Lake County has the most liquor stres, with 21, and Utah County has
five. These ardollowed by Weber, Davis,and Summit Counties,with four each. Washington County
has three. 34 of the 50 liquor stores are located along the Wasatch Front between Brigham City and
Nephi. There are currently plans to addhree more stores in the Wasatch Front area.

Table9: Number of Liquor Stores by County
County Liquor Stores Club Stores Total
BoxElder County
Cache County
Carbon County
Davis County
Grand County
Iron County
Salt Lake County 2
Summit County
Tooele County
Uintah County
Utah County
Wasatch County
Washington County
Weber County

RRrMNR R PR
I N

N

2

w

A WEFR OORFRPFP®W

N OO O0OO0OO0OORFrPEFrOOOOoOOoOOo
A WEF ORF P>

Grand Total 49 51

Source: ZPFI, DABS.

11
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State Liquor Store Locationsr Wasatch
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To better understand growth trends for each of the outletsZPFlconducted a GIS analysisto
determine the market area for eaclstore. This analysiscalculated the closest outlet, based on state-
generated driving times for addresses throughout Utah

The market area for each outlet varies significantly, with some as small as(F. square miles (store
41 in Salt Lake City), or as large as8,398 square miles (store 18 in Cedar City while the driving

times range from a few minutes to more tan two hours in rural areas.

The following table lists the top 12 stores with the largest market areas. The largest market areas
cover more rural areasand do not always coincide with a larger population.

Table10: Market Area by Square Miles
Street Address

356 South Main

55 West 200 South

433 North Main

50 North 100 West

Rank Store
1 18
27
3 10
4 7
5 28
6 22
7 45
8 6
9 43
10 42
11 32
12 37

Source: ZPFI, DABS.

675 East Main

43 South 100 West

1551 North 1750 West

75 West 400 South

262 East Gateway Dr.

202 North Foothill Canyon Dr.
929 West Sunset Blvd.

1612 Ute Blvd.

Zions Public Finance, Inc. | July 202

City
Cedar City
Moab
Tooele
Price
Vernal
Brigham City
Springville
Logan
Heber City
Hurricane
St. George
Park City

Average T All Stores
AverageT Top 12 Stores

Market Area (Sg. Miles)
18,400
15,315
11,231
9,674
7,120
5,902
4,894
1,991
1,984
1,315
1,128

891
1,668
6,654

14
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Geospatial Research Centers) GRG8. Using Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control storefronts

as destinations and addresses throughout the State as embarkation points, ZPFlI ran a
computationally intensive program to determine the closest store to each address point in a UGRC
tecaGuUOWNG DWW Wt cdqcUquWAaYUt qRage qJt Wqé W qVY!l 13t & WG el

Thesesimulated market areas were used to analyze different factors to determine which markets
should have priority for additional liquor stores. Each of the stores were ranked from highest to
lowest for each of the following factors:

1 Market area 1 2034 employment

9 Store square feet 1 2024 employment density

1 2024 population 1 March 2023 T June2024 gross

1 2034 population revenues

1 Absolute population growth 2®4- 1 Bottles perlabor hour
2034 i Bottles sold

1 2024 population density 1 Bottles sold per capita

9 Population density absolute growth 91 Bottles sold per square foot
2024-2034 91 Bottles sold per transaction

9 Household income 9 Transactions

9 Per capita income 9 Transactions per capita

1 Median age 1 Sales per square foot

1 2024 employment 1 Sales per capita

In consultation with the DABS ZPFIdetermined that there are six primary factors that determine the
priority for adding additional stores in certain markets. The factors selectedre the following

1 2024 population 1 2024 population density

1 2034 population 1 Bottles perlabor hour

1 Absolute population growth 2@®@4- 1 Transactions per capita
2034

Population estimates and projections used in the market analysis are based on estimateolected
fromthei ¢t ¢ qAS W[ | Y U q WA (MARGYTAZS. (T8 YrajettibRsiare updated every four
years as part of the fouryear Regional Transportation Plan update cycle and are produced in
collaboration with the Mountainland Association of Governmentsi /b~ .] Wb

The following sections review the findings for each of thes@x primaryfactors. Only the tgp 12 stores
for each factor arelisted in each section.Club stores areexcluded from this portion of the analysis
because, although any customer can shopthere, the store is designed to sell to businesses rather
than individual customers. Even thoughCOVID-19 caused some bars and similarcompanies to
close temporarily, the function of club stores will not change The potential for additional club stores
is analyzedin a later section of this report.

2024 Population

Stores with large populations are all located along the Wasatch Front. The largest populations served
are in the Springville, Sandy, and Loganmarket areas. The Springville market area incorporates a
large portion of southern Utah County, which is why thmarket area has the population for over four
and a half stores.

17
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Table 11: Top Stores by 224 Population in Market Area*

Rank Store City 2024 Store Area Current Allowable Stores

Population in Market Area

1 45 Springville 241,017 5.02
2 16 Sandy 216,020 4.50
3 52 Sandy 216,020 4.50
4 48 Herriman 175,192 3.65
5 49 Saratoga Springs 171,520 3.57
6 26 Taylorsville 164,567 3.43
7 51 Taylorsville 164,567 3.43
8 17 Orem 162,070 3.38
9 6 Logan 158,283 3.30
10 5 Provo 153,457 3.20
11 44 Pleasant Grove 150,741 3.14
12 31 Draper 138,792 2.89

AverageT Top 12 Stores 176,021

Average T All Stores 94,772

Source: ZPFI, DABS.

While current population is important, a major factor in determining where new stores should be
located is where households will be concentrated in the future.

2034 Population

The list of stores with largeprojected populations in 2034 is very similar to that of 2024. Major
differences, as expected, are that growth in Utah County storegenerally exceedsthat of Salt Lake
County stores.

Table 12: Top Stores by 208 Population in Current Market Ared
2034 Store Area Allowable Stores in Market Area in

RENIE - SIEE Ciy Population 2034
1 45 Springville 305,230 6.36
2 49 Saratoga Springs 248,147 5.17
3 16 Sandy 229,566 4.78
4 52 Sandy 229,566 4.78
5 48 Herriman 215,829 4.50
6 6 Logan 184,516 3.84
7 17 Orem 179,190 3.73
8 5 Provo 172,058 3.58
9 44 Pleasant Grove 167,957 3.50

10 31 Draper 166,883 3.48
11 26 Taylorsville 162,904 3.39
12 51 Taylorsville 162,904 3.39
AverageT Top 12 Stores 202,062
Average T All Stores 108,603

Source: ZPFI, DABS.

18
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Absolute Population Growth, 20 24-2034

The list of top stores based orabsolute population growth between 2®4 and 203 also compares
to the list of top stores based on2034 population, with Saratoga Springsaand Springvillelisted in the
top two for both factors.

Other stores with higher projected population growth outside of the Wasatch Front incluelLogan,
St. George, andHurricane.

Table 13: Top Stores byAbsolute Population Growth, 2@4-2034

Rank  Store City égslﬁ:;)g: Allowable Stores in Market Area by
Pop. Growth 2024-2034

Growth
1 49 Saratoga Springs 76,627 1.60
2 45 Springville 64,213 1.34
3 48 Herriman 40,636 0.85
4 42 Hurricane 36,633 0.76
5 39 St. George 35,896 0.75
6 21 Harrisville 29,884 0.62
7 31 Draper 28,091 0.59
8 47 Syracuse 26,997 0.56
9 6 Logan 26,233 0.55
10 32 St. George 24,935 0.52
11 10 Tooele 23,768 0.50
12 23 Roy 19,883 0.41

AverageT Top 12 Stores 36,150

AverageT All Stores 13,831

Source: ZPFIl, DABS.

Population Density, 2024

Stores with the greatest population density are all located alonde Wasatch Front, withthe majority
located in Salt Lake City. These areas generalhave similar populations to other area but are 95
times smaller than the Utahaverage in terms of square miles

Table 4: Top Stores byPopulation Density, 2024

_ 2024 Store Square _ _
Rank Store City Area . Pop. Density (per Sq. Mile)
Population ulies
1 35 Salt Lake City 47,891 3.25 14,724
2 2 Salt Lake City 67,554 6.54 10,322
3 14 Salt Lake City 57,516 6.28 9,153
4 41 Salt Lake City 25,626 3.07 8,347
5 26 Taylorsville 164,567 20.18 8,155
6 51 Taylorsville 164,567 20.18 8,155
7 1 Salt Lake City 37,576 4.86 7,735
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' 2024 Store Square _ _
Rank Store City Area . Pop. Density (per Sq. Mile)
Population ulls

8 9 Murray 78,039 10.42 7,491

9 29 Salt Lake City 58,313 7.80 7,474
10 3 Salt Lake City 104,317 15.40 6,772
11 40 Riverton 127,808 23.75 5,381
12 16 Sandy 216,020 67.80 3,186
AverageT Top 12 Stores 95,816 15.80 8,075

Average T All Stores 94,772 1,668 2,477

Source: ZPFIl, DABS.

Bottles per Hour

Bottles per hour is the key metric used byhe DABSto gauge storeperformance. The highest
performing storesthis year sold between63 and 87 bottles per hour worked. ZPFI notes that keeping
expenses low is an important element in maintaining financial stability. While the bottles per hour
metric varies through locations across theState, store managers have done well at keeping the ratio
of revenue to expensexcomparable throughout all stores

Table 15: Top Stores by Bottles perour

Rank Store City Bottles per Hour
1 33 Salt Lake City 87.77
2 43 Heber City 73.45
3 15 Cottonwood Heights 72.75
4 39 St. George 71.40
5 25 Salt LakeCity 71.32
6 16 Sandy 68.79
7 21 Harrisville 68.36
8 24 Ogden 66.97
9 29 Salt Lake City 65.99
10 41 Salt Lake City 64.06
11 42 Hurricane 63.99
12 48 Herriman 63.41

AverageT Top 12 Stores 69.86
AverageT All Stores 55.84

Source: ZPFIl, DABS.

Transactions per Capita

Transactions per capita is also a good indicator of store performance. Stores with the most
transactions per capita tend to fit one of two criteria: tourist areas and densely populated areas.
Thus, Park City performs extremely well as travelers come from across the state and country. Salt
Lake City does well in this metric as well, lbeit for different reasons than Park City.
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Table16: Top Stores by Transactions per Capita

2024 Store
Rank Store City Area Transactions per Capita
Population
1 38 Park City 12,736 21.60
2 36 Park City 4,188 13.71
3 1 Salt Lake City 37,576 12.19
4 37 Park City 26,994 10.52
5 27 Moab 25,652 7.93
6 25 Salt Lake City 41,079 7.64
7 41 Salt Lake City 25,626 7.25
8 29 Salt Lake City 58,313 6.80
9 2 Salt Lake City 67,554 6.48
10 12 Salt Lake City 37,324 6.40
11 9 Murray 78,039 5.83
12 15 Cottonwood Heights 97,299 5.25
AverageT Top 12 Stores 42,698 9.30
Average T All Stores 66,569 4.30

Source: ZPFIl, DABS.

Potential for New Outlets

The potential for new outlets was determined by a creating a weighted average rank for each of the
stores. This process included:

Step 1: Each store was ranked from highest to lowest othe six primary factors previously
listed.

Step 2: Weights based on priority were asigned to each of the factors.DABSoutlined the
following weights:

Table 17: Analysis Factors by Weight

Factor Weight
Population 50%
Population 1 2024 20%
Population 1 2034 10%
Absolute Population Growth2024-2034 10%
Population DensityT 2024 10%
Store Performance 50%
Bottles per Hour 30%
Transactions per Capita 20%

Source: ZPFI, DABS.

Step 3: The weights above were multiplied by the rankings from Step 1 to determine the weighted
average rank for each of the storesT'he weighted rank for all stores is listed in thiollowing table.
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Table18: Store Priorities based on Weighted Ranki®r 2024

Priority Store
1 16
2 39
3 48
4 21
5 31
6 15
7 51
8 44
9 09

10 29
11 06
12 41
13 52
14 24
15 08
16 42
17 43
18 46
19 45
20 19
21 25
22 23
23 03
24 49
25 02
26 18
27 14
28 10
29 40
30 17
31 30
32 05
33 47
34 01
35 38
36 26
37 50
38 04
39 33
40 32
41 27
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City

Sandy
St. George
Herriman
Harrisville

Draper

Cottonwood Heights

Taylorsville
Pleasant Grove
Murray
Salt Lake City
Logan
Salt Lake City
Sandy
Ogden
Bountiful
Hurricane
Heber City
West Valley City
Springville
Ogden
Salt Lake City
Roy
Salt Lake City
Saratoga Springs
Salt Lake City
Cedar City
Salt Lake City
Tooele
Riverton
Orem
Layton
Provo
Syracuse
Salt Lake City
Park City
Taylorsville
Farmington
Salt Lake City
Salt LakeCity
St. George
Moab

Weighted Rank

12.85
13.80
14.50
14.60
16.80
17.30
17.55
18.60
18.60
19.20
20.90
21.40
21.85
22.00
22.20
22.20
22.40
23.00
23.10
23.10
23.30
23.70
23.80
23.80
24.70
25.10
25.20
25.80
26.00
26.50
27.20
27.60
27.60
27.80
28.00
29.25
30.00
30.00
30.20
30.30
30.70
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Priority Store
42 13
43 37
44 35
45 12
46 11
47 28
48 36
49 22
50 07
51 34

Source: ZPFIl, DABS.

City

Salt Lake City
Park City
Salt Lake City
Salt Lake City
Magna
Vernal
Park City
Brigham City
Price
Park City

Weighted Rank

30.80
31.90
33.10
35.00
36.30
38.00
38.70
40.10
43.50
46.10

Z

Additionally, there are current plans to update, expand or add new stores. Many of these
opportunities center around the Wasatch Front with several locations focused on Salt Lake City.
However, additional updates my also come in Southern Utah.

Table 19: Store Priorities with Consideration fotJpdated/New Stores

Store
Store 1- Downtown (New Location)
Store 2- Sugarhouse SLC
Store 4- Foothill SLC
Store 9- Murray SLC
Store 14 Miller Ave
Store 23- Roy
Store 27- Moab
New Store- Washington City
New Store- Park City

New Store- West Ogden
Source: ZPFI, DABS.

City

Salt Lake City
Salt Lake City
Salt Lake City

Murray

Salt Lake City

Roy
Moab

Washington City

Park City

Marriott-Slaterville

Since 2018,rankings for priority areas have shifted, yet several trends remai®sandy returns tothe

priority areas, in part due to expected growth in the regioarrisville continues to remainin the top

five rankingsfor consideration since 2018. Another other constant among the top12 is St. George.
However, a new store in Washington City magerve to meet much of this potential demand.

Table20: Comparison 0f2024, 2021, 2020, and 2018 Priorities by Weighted Rank

Priority 2024 Weighted 2021 Weighted 2020 Weighted 2018 Weighted
Rank Rank Rank Rank

1 Sandy Harrisville Sandy Sandy

2 St .George St. George Pleasant Grove Pleasant Grove

3 Herriman Ogden Draper Riverton

4 Harrisville Roy Riverton Draper

5 Draper Springville Harrisville Harrisville
23
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Priorit 2024 Weighted 2021 Weighted 2020 Weighted 2018 Weighted
y Rank Rank Rank Rank
Cottonwood
6 Heights Holladay St. George Layton
7 Taylorsville Herriman Bountiful COttOﬂWOOd
Heights
8 Pleasant Grove Tooele Layton Ogden
, Cottonwood :
9 Murray Salt Lake City Heights West Valley City
10 Salt Lake City Orem West Valley City Holladay
Cottonwood
11 Logan Heights Logan St. George
12 Salt Lake City Park City Ogden Logan

Source: ZPFI, DABS.

While the 2024 weighted ranks highlight Sandy as a top priority, we note that the recent opening of
the new store 16 in Sandy as of July 2023 is likely to meet much of the néaim demand that the
study indicates as high priority. In fact, this store is laeady quite successful with £6.9 million in
sales over the period March 2023 June2024. Therefore, focus for orthe-ground prioritization may
orient further down the list among the areas ranked two through 12.

Thefollowing maps showrecommended store locations for additional stores in the top 12 market
areas. The general site recommendations, which are indicated by blue circles, are based on
projected population growth within the market area of each store and are only general
recommendations for potential store locations. Actual store locations may vary based on real estate
availability and the closest municipalities for the needed geographic areaAdditionally, ZPFI notes
that a strategically placed store can serve multiple communits effectively.
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Priority 1: Store 16 - Sandy
Store 16 is ranked3™ and 4th overall in 24 population and 2034 projected population. Store 16
also ranks T'in total transactions in the 2024 study.Population in 2034 is expected to grow by
13,546, a substantial gain in the areaWe also not, as mentioned above, thatstores 16 and 52in
Sandy, as of July 203, are likely to meet much of the nearterm demand that the study indicates as

high priority. Therefore, focus on the region north of Draper and south of White City may serve the
needs of the region welland a new store in not likely needed ithe direct Sandy aea inthe short

term.
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2034 population projectionsindicate significant growth potential in the region with southern Sandy
and Draper wellpositioned to serve as a potential hub for additional locations.
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Employment growth from 2024 to 2034 iexpected to increase the most along the Interstate 15
corridor and the Draper Parkway.
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Further, a good mix of age ranges in the region provides a stable base for future service.
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Priority 2: Store 39T St. George

This store continues to show up as a high priority as it rank$' i expected population growth over
the next 10 years while also having the"gighest bottles per hour sales. ZPFI expects that the DABS
planned store in Washington City vill be an appropriate solution to further regional demand.
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2034 population growth is expected South of St. George on both East and West sides of Interstate
15.
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