MURRAY CITY CORPORATION
COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Building Division

801-270-2400

Planning Division

801-270-2420

NOTICE OF MEETING
MURRAY CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
5025 South State Street
MURRAY, UTAH 84107
Electronic Meeting Only
July 16, 2020
6:30 p.m.
PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that in accordance with Executive Order 2020-5 Suspending the
Enforcement of Provisions of Utah Code 52-4-202 and 52-4-207 due to Infectious Disease COVID-19 Novel
Coronavirus issued by Governor Herbert on March 18, 2020 and Murray City Council Resolution #R20-13
adopted on March 17, 2020, the Murray City Planning Commission will hold an electronic only regular
meeting at 6:30 p.m., July 16, 2020. No physical meeting location will be available.
The public may view the meeting via the live stream at www.murraycitylive.com
or https://www.facebook.com/MurrayCityUtah/.
If you would like to submit comments for an agenda item you may do so by sending an email, including your
name and contact information, in advance of, or during the meeting to planningcommission@murray.utah.gov.
Comments are limited to 3 minutes or less and will be read into the meeting record.

AGENDA:
BUSINESS ITEM:
1. Approval of Minutes
2. Conflict of Interest
3. Approval of Findings of Fact
SUBDIVISION PROJECT
4. Sunset Links Subdivision Amended
6221 South 700 West
Subdivision Review – Lot Split
5. Tripp Lane Subdivision
871 West Tripp Lane
Preliminary Subdivision Review
OTHER BUSINESS

Project #20-065

Project #20-058

No agenda will begin after 10:00 p.m. without a unanimous vote of the Commission. Supporting
materials are available for inspection at www.murray.utah.gov.
On 1st day of July 2020, at before 5:00 p.m., a copy of the foregoing notice was posted on the Murray
City internet website www.murray.utah.gov. and the state noticing website at http://pmn.utah.gov.

_______________________________________
Jared Hall, Manager
Murray City Public Works Building

4646 South 500 West

Murray, Utah 84123

--DRAFT-The Planning Commission met on Thursday, June 18, 2020, at 6:30 p.m. for a meeting held
electronically in accordance with Executive Order 2020-5 Suspending the Enforcement of
Provisions of Utah Code 52-4-202 and 52-4-207 due to Infectious Disease COVID-19 Novel
Coronavirus issued by Gary Herbert on March 18, 2020.
Present:

Phil Markham, Chair
Scot Woodbury, Vice Chair
Travis Nay
Maren Patterson
Sue Wilson
Ned Hacker
Lisa Milkavich
Jared Hall, Planning Division Manager
Susan Nixon, Associate Planner
Zac Smallwood, Associate Planner
Briant Farnsworth, Deputy City Attorney

The Staff Review meeting was held from 6:00 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. The Planning Commission
members briefly reviewed the applications on the agenda. An audio recording is available at the
Murray City Community and Economic Development Department Office.
Phil Markham opened the meeting and welcomed those present. He reviewed the public meeting
rules and procedures.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Ned Hacker made a motion to approve the minutes from the May 21, 2020 and June 4, 2020
Planning Commission meeting. Seconded by Scot Woodbury. A voice vote was made, motion
passed 7-0.
CONFLICT OF INTEREST
There were no conflicts of interest.
APPROVAL OF FINDINGS OF FACT
Sue Wilson made a motion to approve the Findings of Fact for the Applegate PUD Subdivision.
Seconded by Lisa Milkavich. A voice vote was made, motion passed 7-0.
CAR DEAL, LLC – 139 West 4500 South #22 – Project #20-031
Sehroz Rayne was present to represent this request. Zac Smallwood reviewed the location and
request for a Conditional Use Permit to allow vehicle sales at 139 West 4500 South #22. The
property is in the Manufacturing General (M-G) Zone, which allows vehicle sales with a
Conditional Use Permit. Staff is recommending approval of this Conditional Use Permit.
Sehroz Rayne, 139 West 4500 South #22 said he understood the conditions associated with this
application and would be able to meet those conditions.
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The meeting was open for public comment. No comments were given and the public comment
was closed.
A motion was made by Scot Woodbury to approve a Conditional Use Permit to allow the operation
of a Vehicle Sales Business at the property addressed 139 West 4500 South #22, subject to the
following conditions:
1. The property owner shall:
a. Provide and implement a landscaping plan that addresses the required landscaping
as stated in the staff report.
b. Provide and implement a parking plan that indicates where the required six parking
spaces will be and implement the plan.
2. The applicant shall:
a. Not have more than five (5) vehicles on site for sales at any one time.
b. Keep for-sale vehicles in striped parking stalls only.
c. Obtain Building Permits for any construction.
d. Maintain access to restroom facilities.
e. Maintain a Utah Motor Vehicle Dealer’s License.
f.

Obtain permits for any new attached or detached signs for the business.

g. Obtain a Murray City Business License prior to beginning vehicle sales operations at
this location.

Seconded by Ned Hacker.
Call vote recorded by Mr. Hall.
__A__ Ned Hacker
__A__ Lisa Milkavich
__A__ Travis Nay
__A__ Sue Wilson
__A__ Maren Patterson
__A__ Scot Woodbury
__A__ Phil Markham
Motion passed 7-0.
VERTICAL BRIDGE DEVELOPMENT LLC – 1044 West Potomac Drive – Project #20-061
This agenda item was withdrawn from the agenda. No action was taken.
YOUTHLINC COMMUNITY CENTER – 346 East 4500 South – Project #20-063
Shannon Moss was present to represent this request. Susan Nixon reviewed the location and
request for a Conditional Use Permit to allow a New Building and Youth Community Center at
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346 East 4500 South. The property is located in the General Office (G-O) Zone and is
approximately .97 acres. The applicant is proposing to construct a new 7,300 sq. ft. office building.
Any new building that is constructed in the G-O Zone requires a Conditional Use Permit. A youth
organization is a permitted use in the G-O Zone, so the Conditional Use is for the building. This
project did not require a traffic study. The property can be accessed off 4500 South Street.
The building would be for office use with staff onsite from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. The after-school
program for the students would be from 3:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. and there may be an adult training
program from 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. Most classes will be held Monday through Friday, but there
may be some Saturday classes running for 2-3 hours on Saturdays during the months of
December through May. The layout of the building consists of offices, conference rooms, lobbies,
kitchens and breakrooms. The building is proposed to be 5,100 sq. ft. which will require 21 parking
stalls. The applicant is proposing 23 parking stalls.
The west property line has a steep slope and many large, mature trees. Ms. Nixon stated the
adjacent property owner has indicated an arborist has looked at the vegetation and said that the
existing mature trees are critical to maintaining the stability of the slope on the property. There is
an existing masonry wall to the south of the property that is owned by the adjacent property owner.
Big Cottonwood Creek is located to the east of this property. The proposed building would be
located outside of the existing flood plain area that is located near the site.
In 2005, this property received a Conditional Use Permit from Hamlet Development for a twostory office building. During that process, Hamlet Development applied for a variance to not install
the required solid masonry wall along the west property line. That variance was approved by the
Board of Adjustments in 2005 to not install the required solid masonry wall, but rather to install a
vinyl six-foot high fence. That building was never built, but the variance remains with the property.
If the applicant wishes to not install any other fences/walls, they would have to apply for a separate
variance.
Ms. Milkavich asked if there were concerns about a masonry wall effecting the stability of the
slope so that is why a less aggressive wall was suggested. Ms. Nixon said that was the reason.
The location of the wall would require eliminating some of the mature trees and would compromise
the integrity of the steep slope. Ms. Milkavich asked if the mature trees encroach on the property
that is being purchased or if they are on the property line. Ms. Nixon responded the large trees
are on the property line.
Mr. Hacker asked if the ordinance states that a solid wall must be masonry or if it could be another
solid material. Ms. Nixon replied the ordinance requires a solid masonry wall. Ms. Wilson said
masonry walls require a dug footing and rebar before the blocks are set. That would be disruptive
the trees and vegetation in the area. A vinyl fence just requires digging post holes and cementing
them in, it is not nearly evasive as a masonry wall.
Mr. Nay said it looks like there will be some land disturbance to the fencing on the west side of
the property for the parking. He asked if the applicant was proposing a retaining wall. Ms. Nixon
said because the applicant is proposing more parking than is required, the two parking spots that
are encroaching the west side of the property could be eliminated. Ms. Milkavich asked if the
slope was stable and if there were concerns about the aging trees causing the slope to become
unstable. Ms. Nixon said she believes the slope is stable. Mr. Hall said this location is an example
of a native slope. One of the conditions of approval is that the applicant will have to submit a
formal landscape plan from a licensed landscape architect.
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Ms. Nixon said the vinyl fence and buffer landscaping is what is currently required along the west
property line. If the Planning Commission wishes to impose the solid masonry wall along the south
property line, there would be a new buffer wall adjacent to the existing solid buffer wall. There is
no fencing on the east side.
Shannon Moss, 1166 Brickyard Road, Salt Lake City, said she has met with the neighbors who
live to the west and south of this property. If the trees are taken down, it could affect the land of
the other property owners. She wants to do as much as possible to preserve the mature
vegetation, therefore, she would like to avoid a masonry wall. She stated she has seen the
conditions of approval and will be able to comply with them.
Mr. Markham asked if the kids in the program are scheduled to go to it at certain times. Ms. Moss
replied yes. The program has six core programs with the largest being their service year program
where the students sign up to go on a Capstone International trip. In order for students to travel,
they must complete 60 hours of local service prior to traveling. Their afterschool program is called
Real Life and it is currently being run in 12 other centers throughout the valley. They want to
involve the students in Murray City in their program. Mr. Markham stated it will not be like a Boys
and Girls Club model where kids are constantly coming and going. Ms. Moss replied that was
correct. She added the program has strict guidelines and students who don’t follow those
guidelines will be dismissed from the program.
Mr. Nay asked about the parent programs that are being offered. Ms. Moss replied this is a new
program they are going to offer. Most of the kids in their programs are refugee and immigration
status. As parents pick up their students, there will be a computer lab available to them where
they can do job training, resume building and English classes. Ms. Milkavich asked about the
other programs that are offered. Ms. Moss replied they offer a service year program, real life
program, global community service, a local service directory, a young humanitarian award
program and a virtual volunteer program.
Ms. Milkavich asked about the south side of the property where the retaining wall is. She asked
Ms. Moss if she has discussed that wall with the property owner on the other side of it. Ms. Moss
said she has talked to them. David Baranowski added as part of this plan, there will be no
earthwork or grading changes along that perimeter. They are hoping the wall can remain as is.
The meeting was open for public comment.
Susan Nixon read the following comments.
Jason Lynn and Jenn Kikel-Lynn, Shamrock Drive, wrote, “We received a letter regarding this
potential property because our property is directly west of this land. We own the house up on the
hill at 331 E. Shamrock Drive and it's been in my family for close to 100 years. The property, the
trees and the memories are all close to my heart and those of us that live here adore this
neighborhood. Everyone that has lived at this house in my family is deceased other than my
brother and me. My husband and I were able to purchase it back into my family recently and we
are now in the process of cleaning up the yard and working towards trimming trees and getting
the yard back to its original beauty. The yard was professionally landscaped over 38 years ago,
but it hasn't been maintained\ so now that we own it again, we're excited to have it amazing once
again.
First of all, I want to say that I've heard wonderful things about Youthlinc so if someone is going
to build behind us, I'm grateful that it's an organization like this and thank you for proposing to
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build a two story building so it's not giant like the others. We appreciate that!
Our main concerns are as follows:
1. Trees and root system of our trees‐ we've had a handful of arborists looking at our yard to
preserve the trees and they've all said DO NOT cut down the trees on the east side and DO NOT
take out the roots. They're holding up our entire hill. As you can see, we're the only hill. If some
branches need trimming, that's fine but we're incredibly concerned about our trees. They're full &
beautiful as you'll see now that everything is in bloom and give us protection from the upcoming
parking traffic that you're about to build. They also provide established greenery for you as well.
It's hard to tell by the plan the intent for the trees. We're assuming some are on our property & a
few maybe on the border. Can you explain the plan for this side? This is an area that's really
worrying me, as well as, item #2.
2. Retaining wall‐ again we're concerned that when digging starts near these trees and our hill
that we'll have an issue with the stability of our hill/property. Very concerned about this. Can you
explain the plans for this side? How far back?
3. Entrance into parking lot‐ will you be building a wall/fence on our side from the existing parking
lot into your parking lot? The commercial building to the north of us built a short wall between their
building and us‐ curious if that's the plan?

4. More info‐ Curious about the hours of the program (mainly evening?), ages of kids, etc..

5. South side‐ I'm concerned for LouAnn Anderson (south side) and the stability of her wall and
also kids jumping over her wall as well. It's been an issue recently with trespassing on that vacant
land
6. Parking‐I had originally heard that the majority of the parking would be shared with the next
door office buildings to reduce impact on the area‐ why are there so many parking spaces on this
project being added right next to residential? Seems excessive.

7. Lighting‐ will there be lights where the parking spaces & basketball court are or what's the plan?
Keep in mind that this borders residential on three out of four sides and none of us want bright
lights, especially if there are a lot of night activities.
Thank you for listening. We all love our quiet & beautiful community.”
Bonnie McCallister, Salt Lake County Flood Control, wrote, “Any activity within 20 ft. of the top of
bank, or any discharge, will require a Flood Control permit. This would include fences or walls
along the creek. Flood Control will also want to ensure that access is maintained in case of an
emergency and for general maintenance.
I am attaching an application for a permit as well as a guide that explains the process. Thank you
for reaching out, and please let me know if there are any questions.”
Robert and Larene Wyss, 4638 South 345 East, wrote, “As a resident and property owner near
the proposed Youthlinc Community Center I have some serious reservations regarding the
proposed Conditional Use Permit they have requested. I, along with several neighbors I have
spoken with, are concerned about the impacts this facility will have on traffic in our residential
neighborhood.
One neighbor said that they had been told there would be only eight (8) parking spaces for this
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building. However, in studying the site plan there are 25 parking spaces shown, including those
in the outdoor basketball court. In addition to this being a small office building, they are proposing
it as a community center and facility for after school programs; it will have the potential of drawing
a significant amount of traffic. In addition to office and community center staff, it will draw parents
dropping off and picking up youth at various times of the day and possibly on weekends.
Our greatest concern is that with increased traffic, there will be a desire to create access to the
parking lot directly from Atwood Blvd. There is already significant traffic on Atwood, most of which
travels above the posted 25 mph residential speed limit. Allowing access to Atwood Blvd. from
the office complex, of which this proposed building is a part of, must not be allowed. We must
have written assurances that there will NOT be any additional access to Atwood Blvd. from the
office complex parking lot. Thank you for your attention and consideration of this matter.”
Jason Lynn wrote, “Can we have the property line staked and meet with Youthlinc after to discuss
Westside specific landscaping in regards to our concerns with our trees and tree roots?”
Trisha Empey wrote, “This one acre parcel has been a natural area for decades. No trees should
be cut down!”
Jenn Kikel-Lynn, Shamrock Drive, wrote, “Murray City and Youthlinc, thank you for working with
us to preserve the trees, field, and landscape. We appreciate it.”
The public comment portion was closed.
Mr. Markham asked the applicant to address the issue regarding the lighting on the site. Mr.
Baranowski replied the code minimum requires .5 foot candles of lighting. There is no intention to
provide lighting for nighttime basketball.
Mr. Woodbury said there was a comment about wanting written assurance for no access along
Atwood Blvd. However, there is a condition for no access along Shamrock Drive. He asked why
the engineer didn’t feel like putting in a condition for no access along Atwood Blvd. Mr. Hall replied
there is no access allowed from Shamrock Drive because the property doesn’t have any
adjacency to Shamrock Drive. That condition was an assurance that the applicant wouldn’t try to
get access to Shamrock Drive. The property also has not adjacency to Atwood Blvd. It would be
inappropriate for the Planning Commission to add that condition because this building is not
directly next to Atwood Blvd.
Mr. Nay said he doesn’t see any reason for buffering on the eastside of this property. There is a
creek there and he believes it would be better to not buffer it. If the land is elevated along the
south property line, that will decrease the height of the wall that is currently there. The south
property line is where the buffering should be. Ms. Milkavich agreed and asked if the Planning
Commission should require the applicant to put some type of buffering in, or work with the
neighbors to put some type of buffering in on the south side. Mr. Markham said he doesn’t think
it’s fair to have the applicant work with the neighbors, but the Planning Commission needs to have
a definitive solution. Mr. Woodbury said he would like the applicant to work with the City rather
than the neighbors on the south side buffering.
A motion was made by Travis Nay to approve a Conditional Use Permit allowing construction of
a new building for the Youthlinc Community Center on the property addressed 346 East 4500
South, subject to the following conditions with a modification made to Condition 6:
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1. The applicant shall meet all requirements of the City Engineer, included but not limited to
the following;
a. Meet City storm drainage requirements, on-site detention/retention is required.
Implement Low Impact Development (LID) practices where applicable and avoid
directing drainage onto adjacent properties.
b. Obtain a City Floodplain Development Permit and meet all permit requirements.
c. Show the base flood elevation of the site and grading plans.
d. Provide a preconstruction and post construction elevation certificate for the proposed
building. The building finish floor elevation must be at least 1 foot above the base flood
elevation.
e. Obtain Salt Lake County Flood Control Permit and a State Stream Alteration Permit
for the proposed storm drain discharge to Big Cottonwood Creek.
f. Develop a site SWPPP and obtain a City Land Disturbance Permit prior to beginning
any site work.
2. The project shall comply with all applicable Building and Fire Codes.
3. Provide complete stamped/sealed plans, structural calcs, soils report at time of building
permit submittal.
4. The proposed trash enclosure shall comply with the requirements of Section 17.144.110
of the Murray Land Use Ordinance.
5. The applicant shall provide a formal landscaping plan to meet all requirements of Section
17.68 of the Murray Land Use Ordinance and prepared by a licensed Utah Landscape
Architect to be submitted with building permit applications.
6. The applicant shall work with the City staff to determine the appropriate location for the
required fencing along Big Cottonwood Creek and south and west property lines.
7. No access will be allowed from the project area to Shamrock Drive.
8. The applicant shall provide a minimum of 21 parking stalls, appropriately surfaced and
striped, and including a minimum of one ADA, van accessible space.
9. The applicant shall obtain a Murray City Business License prior to beginning program
operations on the site.
Seconded by Ned Hacker.
Call vote recorded by Mr. Hall.
__A__ Ned Hacker
__A__ Lisa Milkavich
__A__ Travis Nay
__A__ Sue Wilson
__A__ Maren Patterson
__A__ Scot Woodbury
__A__ Phil Markham
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Motion passed 7-0.
QUICK QUACK MURRAY 900 EAST – 5565 South 900 East – Project #20-064
Joseph Earnest was present to represent this request. Jared Hall reviewed the location and
request for a Conditional Use Permit to allow the construction and operation of a new carwash at
5565 South 900 East. This property is located in the Commercial Development (C-D) Zone. The
area on the eastside of the property is large enough for 20 cars to be queued. The parking on the
property is provided in the vacuuming stations along with a few additional parking spots outside
of the vacuuming stations. In addition to the queuing lines, there is an exit lane to help with the
traffic flow. The dumpster enclosure is to the front of the main building. Staff is recommending
keeping it there so it can be easily accessed by the garbage truck. Mr. Markham added it also
keeps the dumpster away from Olympus Ranch and minimizes the noise to them.
Mr. Hall added the property line will be buffered with landscaping. Staff is recommending approval
of the Conditional Use Permit.
Ms. Milkavich said she is worried about the queuing area for the car wash. Currently, people will
park in that property and walk into Swig and there is a car mechanic that is using part of this
property to park cars on. She’s not sure if people will use the queue line off 5600 South. Mr.
Markham said if the other businesses in the area are utilizing this property, they have no right to
be doing that. Mr. Woodbury said he feels like the queuing has been addressed adequately by
the applicant.
Mr. Nay asked why it wasn’t considered to flip the plan and put the building on the south side of
the property and moving the entrance to the north side of the property. It worries him that there
are two egress points within 10 to 20 feet of each other. Mr. Markham said the Utah Department
of Transportation (UDOT) does not want any new ingress or egress points on their roads. Mr. Nay
said he understands that, but he thinks UDOT would be willing to do that with a property like this
one. Mr. Hacker said the applicant is actually decreasing the amount of access onto 900 East
because he feels like people will learn to use 5600 South rather than 900 East.
Ms. Milkavich said she supports this car wash and thinks a better job has been done with the
queuing. She’s concerned that people won’t be able to get out of the car wash onto 900 East. If
there isn’t much space for queuing leaving the car wash, everyone will be backed up. Mr. Hacker
reiterated there is room for 20 cars to queue off 5600 South.
Joseph Earnest 492 West 1200 North, Springville, said he has reviewed the conditions of approval
and will be able to meet them. This location offers significantly more queuing than they typically
have because of all the land on the lot. From the time a customer is greeted until they exit the car
wash tunnel is about three minutes. Mr. Earnest does not anticipate they will need most of the
queuing off 900 East or 5600 South. Many of the Quick Quack locations are located next to
residential homes. They have a single vacuum engine that powers all the vacuum stalls that is in
an enclosure that matches the building. This is a sound abatement measure that increases the
customer experience. They have three reclaim tanks for water that are located under the car wash
tunnel. They have wanted to open a location in Murray, and they feel this location will work well
for them.
Mr. Earnest said they cannot put the building to the south side of the building because the
accesses wouldn’t work with the turning radiuses that have to exist for safety. Also, with UDOT,
the access already being there is crucial. They have also found that having the vacuums visible
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is extremely important for the economic viability of the site. The exit of the tunnel is the loudest
point of the car wash and was strategically put towards 900 East.
Mr. Hall said he received a call from the Seibert’s, who own Fishers Car Care and the lot behind
it. There is a gate behind their lot they have traditionally used and will contact the applicant to see
about keeping that access.
The meeting was open for public comment. No comments were given, and the public comment
portion was closed.
A motion was made by Lisa Milkavich to approve a Conditional Use Permit allowing the
construction and operation of a car wash on the property located at 5565 South 900 East, subject
to the following conditions:
1. The project shall meet all requirements of the City Engineer, including but not limited to
the following:
a. The project must meet City storm drainage requirement, including on-site detention
and retention. Implement Low Impact Development (LID) practices where applicable
and avoid directing any storm water run-off toward adjacent properties.
b. The proposed gravel/drywell sump does not meet City standards. The project shall
provide a system of water quality treatment that must be fully maintainable, such as
StormBrixx or StormTech systems
c. The applicant shall obtain a UDOT access review and permit for the proposed access
on 900 East.
d. The applicant shall replace any damaged sidewalk and curb and gutter along property
frontage, and upgrade sidewalks through accesses to meet current ADA standards.
e. The applicant shall develop a site Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
and obtain a Land Disturbance Permit prior to beginning any site work.
f. The applicant shall obtain a UDOT Encroachment Permit for work in the 900 East rightof-way.
2. The project shall comply with all applicable Building and Fire Code standards and comply
with fire department minimum access standards of twenty-foot (20’) widths and thirteenfoot six-inch (13’6”) height clearances.
3. The applicant shall meet all requirements of the Murray City Power Department.
4. The applicant shall meet all requirements of the Murray City Water Division.
5. The applicant shall obtain plan approval from the Cottonwood Sewer Improvement District.
6. The applicant shall provide a formal landscaping plan meeting all requirements of Section
17.68 of the Murray Land Use Ordinance including irrigation plans and details to be
submitted with building permit applications.
7. The applicant shall observe noise ordinance standards regarding quiet hours, ceasing
operations no later than 10:00 p.m.
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8. The applicant shall obtain a Murray City Business License prior to beginning business
operations at this location.
Seconded by Sue Wilson.
Call vote recorded by Mr. Hall.
__A__ Ned Hacker
__A__ Lisa Milkavich
__A__ Travis Nay
__A__ Sue Wilson
__A__ Maren Patterson
__A__ Scot Woodbury
__A__ Phil Markham
Motion passed 7-0.
VANWINKLE SUBDIVISION AMENDMENT – 5502, 5538, 5562, and 5596 South Van Winkle
Expressway – Project #20-062
Jake Tate, Anderson Wahlen and Associates, was present to represent this request. Zac
Smallwood reviewed the location and request for a subdivision amendment to add an additional
lot at 5502, 5538, 5562, and 5596 South Van Winkle Expressway. This site has a lot of excess
parking and is located in the C-D Zone. The proposal is to subdivide lot 5 with the intent of putting
in a 7-Eleven Convenience Store. This site can be accessed from 5600 South on the south side
and Van Winkle Expressway on the East. The property is largely developed. It has utilities, has
been graded, and has adequate drainage. This amended subdivision does not include any
development plans. Staff is recommending that the Planning Commission approve the amended
plat for these properties.
Jake Tate, 2010 North Redwood Road, Salt Lake City, said they are trying to break a lot off this
property to build a 7 Eleven. He said he has seen the conditions of approval and will be able to
meet all of them.
Mr. Smallwood said he received a few phone calls from residents wondering what this project was
going to be. No one he spoke with seemed to be concerned.
The meeting was open for public comment. No comments were given, and the public comment
period was closed.
A motion was made by Travis Nay to approve the requested Van Winkle Subdivision Amended
Plat for the properties addressed 5502, 5538, 5562, and 5596 South Van Winkle Expressway,
subject to the following conditions:
1. The project shall meet Murray City Engineering requirements including the following:
a. Meet City subdivision requirements.
b. Provide standard Public Utility Easements (PUEs) on all lots.
2. The project shall follow International Fire Code (IFC) regulations for fire access and for
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hydrant locations.
3. The applicant shall prepare a Final Subdivision Plat which complies with all requirements
of Title 16, Murray City Subdivision Ordinance.
4. The applicant shall meet all applicable regulations of Title 17, Murray Land Use
Ordinance.
Seconded by Scot Woodbury.
Call vote recorded by Mr. Hall.
__A__ Ned Hacker
__A__ Lisa Milkavich
__A__ Travis Nay
__A__ Sue Wilson
__A__ Maren Patterson
__A__ Scot Woodbury
__A__ Phil Markham
Motion passed 7-0.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Hall and Mr. Smallwood discussed some upcoming items that will be coming before the
Planning commission. Mr. Smallwood encouraged everyone to take the Small Area Plan survey
if they haven’t already. Mr. Hall said there is a survey on the internet regarding Murray City’s
Transportation Plan.
Scot Woodbury made a motion to adjourn. Seconded by Lisa Milkavich.
A voice vote was made, motion passed 7-0.
The meeting was adjourned at 7:24 p.m.

________________________________
Jared Hall, Planning Division Manager

MURRAY CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS
PROJECT NAME:

Wreck Demolition, Project #20-066

APPLICANT:

Tedis Melgar

APPLICATION TYPE:

Conditional Use Permit

I.

REQUEST:
The applicant is requesting Conditional Use Permit approval to allow operation of a
demolition contractor within the M-G Zone on the property located at 4195 South 500
West, Unit #77 & 78.

II.

MUNICIPAL CODE AUTHORITY:
Section 17.152.030 of the Murray City Land Use Ordinance allows demoltion contractors (LU
#6600) within the M-G zoning district subject to Conditional Use Permit approval.

III.

APPEAL PROCEDURE:
Municipal Code Section 17.56.070 provides for an appeal of the planning commission’s
decision on a Conditional Use Permit to the Hearing Officer. An appeal must be presented in
writing within 30 days after the date of decision of the planning and zoning commission.

IV.

V.

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE:
A.

The basic facts and criteria regarding this application are contained in the staff report,
which is attached as Exhibit A and is incorporated herein.

B.

The minutes of the public meeting held by the Planning Commission on July 2, 2020
which are attached as Exhibit B summarize the oral testimony presented and are
hereby incorporated herein.

FINDINGS OF FACT:
Based upon the information presented and oral testimony given the planning commission
found that the request meets the standards contained in Section 17.56.060 based on the
findings below:
A.

That the proposed use of the particular location is necessary or desirable to provide a
service or facility which will contribute to the general well-being of the community and
the neighborhood.
With conditions the proposed use is desirable in this location and will contribute to the

general well-being of the community and this development.
B.

That such use will not, under the circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to
the health, safety or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or
injurious to property or improvements in the vicinity.
With conditions, the proposed use will not be detrimental to the health, safety or general
welfare of people in the vicinity.

C.

That the proposed use will stress quality development with emphasis towards adequate
buffering, landscaping, proper parking and traffic circulation, use of appropriate
gradation of building height away from single family districts and density to create
privacy and compatibility with surrounding uses, use of building materials which are in
harmony with the area, impact on schools, utilities and streets.
The proposed use will contribute to the overall quality of the development and the area and is
in harmony with the allowed uses in this zoning district and in the area.

D.

That the applicant may be required to provide such reports and studies which will
provide information relating to adequate utilities, traffic impacts, school impacts, soil
and water target studies, engineering reports, financing availability, market
considerations, neighborhood support and any other information which may be needed
in order to render a proper decision.

The applicant has submitted sufficient information for the review of this Conditional
Use Permit application by Murray City Staff and the Murray City Planning Commission.

VI.

CONCLUSION
Based on the analysis of the Conditional Use Permit application request for a demolition
contractor business, and a survey of the site, staff concludes the following:
1.
The proposed use for a demolition contractor business (LU #6600, Contract
Construction Services) is allowed in the M-G Zoning District subject to Conditional Use
approval.
2.
With conditions as outlined in the staff report, the proposed use will comply with the
standards of the Murray City Land Use Ordinance.
3.
The proposed use is not contrary to the goals and objectives of the Murray City
General Plan in this area.

VII.

DECISION AND SUMMARY
The Planning Commission APPROVED the request for a Conditional Use Permit allowing a

demolition contractor business on the property. The vote was 7-0 with Commissioners Hacker,
Nay, Milkavich, Patterson, Woodbury, Wilson, and Markham in favor and none opposed. The
approval is contingent on the following conditions:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

7.

The project shall meet all applicable Building and Fire Code requirements.
The applicant shall obtain Murray City building permits for any construction, including
electrical for the installation of equipment.
The applicant shall maintain clear access in front of the building and an adequate fire l
and for emergency access to the building at all times.
No refueling is permitted on-site.
No business-related parking or storage of vehicles is allowed along 500 West.
The applicant shall provide for the re-striping of the parking spaces adjacent to Unit
#77 and #78, including one (1) ADA compliant, van-accessible space as outlined in the
staff report.
The applicant shall obtain a Murray City Business License for operations at this
location.

VIII. FINDINGS OF FACT APPROVED BY THE MURRAY PLANNING COMMISSION
this 16th day of July, 2020.

________________________________________
Phil Markham, Chair
Murray Planning Commission

MURRAY CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS
PROJECT NAME:

Waterscape Landscaping, Project #20-068

APPLICANT:

Shane Kershaw

APPLICATION TYPE:

Conditional Use Permit

I.

REQUEST:
The applicant is requesting Conditional Use Permit approval to allow the operation of
a landscape contractor business on the properties located at 5909 South and 5915
South Stratler Street.

II.

MUNICIPAL CODE AUTHORITY:
Section 17.152.030 of the Murray City Land Use Ordinance allows Contract Construction
Services (LU #6600) such as landscape contractors within the M-G Zoning District subject to
Conditional Use Permit approval.

III.

APPEAL PROCEDURE:
Municipal Code Section 17.56.070 provides for an appeal of the planning commission’s
decision on a Conditional Use Permit to the Hearing Officer. An appeal must be presented in
writing within 30 days after the date of decision of the planning and zoning commission.

IV.

V.

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE:
A.

The basic facts and criteria regarding this application are contained in the staff report,
which is attached as Exhibit A and is incorporated herein.

B.

The minutes of the public meeting held by the Planning Commission on July 2, 2020
which are attached as Exhibit B summarize the oral testimony presented and are
hereby incorporated herein.

FINDINGS OF FACT:
Based upon the information presented and oral testimony given the planning commission
found that the request meets the standards contained in Section 17.56.060 based on the
findings below:
A.

That the proposed use of the particular location is necessary or desirable to provide a
service or facility which will contribute to the general well-being of the community and
the neighborhood.

With compliance to city regulations, the proposed use will provide a service that will
contribute to the area. The property improvements and a stable, active tenant are desirable
for the community and the neighborhood With conditions, the proposed use will not be
detrimental to the health, safety or general welfare of people in the vicinity.
B.

That such use will not, under the circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to
the health, safety or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or
injurious to property or improvements in the vicinity.
With conditions, the proposed use will not be detrimental to the health, safety or general
welfare of people in the vicinity.

C.

That the proposed use will stress quality development with emphasis towards adequate
buffering, landscaping, proper parking and traffic circulation, use of appropriate
gradation of building height away from single family districts and density to create
privacy and compatibility with surrounding uses, use of building materials which are in
harmony with the area, impact on schools, utilities and streets.
The proposed use will contribute to the overall quality of the development and the area and is
in harmony with the allowed uses in this zoning district and in the area.

D.

That the applicant may be required to provide such reports and studies which will
provide information relating to adequate utilities, traffic impacts, school impacts, soil
and water target studies, engineering reports, financing availability, market
considerations, neighborhood support and any other information which may be needed
in order to render a proper decision.
The proposed use will contribute to the overall quality of development in the area considering
landscaping, parking, and potential impacts to the surrounding area. The proposed use for a
landscaping contractor is in harmony with the allowed uses in this zoning district and will not
detract from other uses found in the area.

VI.

CONCLUSION
Based on the analysis of the Conditional Use Permit application request for a landscape
contractor business, and a survey of the site, staff concludes the following:
1.
The proposed use for a landscaping contractor (LU #6600), is allowed in the M-G
Zoning District subject to Conditional Use Permit approval.
2.
With conditions as outlined in the staff report, the proposed use and property will
comply with the standards of the Murray City Land Use Ordinance.
3.
The proposed use is not contrary to the goals and objectives of the Murray City
General Plan in this area.

VII.

DECISION AND SUMMARY
The Planning Commission APPROVED the request for a Conditional Use Permit allowing a
landscape contractor business on the property. The vote was 7-0 with Commissioners Hacker,
Nay, Milkavich, Patterson, Woodbury, Wilson, and Markham in favor and none opposed. The
approval is contingent on the following conditions:

1.
If project costs exceed $5,000.00, missing sidewalk and park strip improvements shall
be installed along the frontage of 5915 South Stratler Street.
2.
The applicant shall work with city staff to provide the required 10’ landscaping along
the frontage of Stratler Street for both lots to meet the requirements of Section 17.68 as
outlined in the staff report.
3.
The 35’ foot access on the south lot shall be improved to city engineering standards in
conjunction with any required public improvements.
4.
The applicant shall provide a minimum of three (3) striped parking spaces in the front
parking area adjacent to the building, including an ADA compliant, van-accessible space.
5.
The applicant shall comply with requirements of the Murray Fire Department and
maintain open access for emergency vehicles.
6.
Refueling of equipment is not permitted on-site without an approved fueling station.
7.
The applicant shall obtain a Murray City Business License prior to beginning business
operations at this location.

VIII. FINDINGS OF FACT APPROVED BY THE MURRAY PLANNING COMMISSION
this 16th day of July, 2020.

________________________________________
Phil Markham, Chair
Murray Planning Commission

MURRAY CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS
PROJECT NAME:

7-Eleven Conditional Use Permit

APPLICANT:

Jake Tate, Anderson Wahlen & Associates

APPLICATION TYPE:

Conditional Use Permit

I.

REQUEST:
The applicant is requesting Conditional Use Permit approval to allow a gasoline
service station and convenience store to be built within the C-D Zone on the property
located at approximately 5568 South Van Winkle Expressway.

II.

MUNICIPAL CODE AUTHORITY:
According to Utah State Law §10-9a-507 a Conditional Use shall be approved if reasonable
conditions are proposed to mitigate the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of the
proposed use. Section 17.160.030 of the Murray City Land Use Ordinance allows gasoline
service stations (LU #5530) within the C-D zoning district subject to Conditional Use Permit
approval.

III.

APPEAL PROCEDURE:
Municipal Code Section 17.56.070 provides for an appeal of the planning commission’s
decision on a Conditional Use Permit to the Hearing Officer. An appeal must be presented in
writing within 30 days after the date of decision of the planning and zoning commission.

IV.

V.

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE:
A.

The basic facts and criteria regarding this application are contained in the staff report,
which is attached as Exhibit A and is incorporated herein.

B.

The minutes of the public meeting held by the Planning Commission on July 2, 2020
which are attached as Exhibit B summarize the oral testimony presented and are
hereby incorporated herein.

FINDINGS OF FACT:
Based upon the information presented and oral testimony given the planning commission
found that the request meets the standards contained in Section 17.56.060 based on the
findings below:
A.

That the proposed use of the particular location is necessary or desirable to provide a
service or facility which will contribute to the general well-being of the community and

the neighborhood.
With compliance to city regulations, the proposed use is desirable and will provide a service
that will contribute to the general well-being of the community and neighborhood by
providing a new business and increasing the desirability of the area.
B.

That such use will not, under the circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to
the health, safety or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or
injurious to property or improvements in the vicinity.
With conditions, the proposed use will not be detrimental to the health, safety or general
welfare of people in the vicinity.

C.

That the proposed use will stress quality development with emphasis towards adequate
buffering, landscaping, proper parking and traffic circulation, use of appropriate
gradation of building height away from single family districts and density to create
privacy and compatibility with surrounding uses, use of building materials which are in
harmony with the area, impact on schools, utilities and streets.
The proposed use will stress quality development by providing a new, active user that will
provide renewed interest in the shopping center and incorporate landscaping and an active
tenant.

D.

That the applicant may be required to provide such reports and studies which will
provide information relating to adequate utilities, traffic impacts, school impacts, soil
and water target studies, engineering reports, financing availability, market
considerations, neighborhood support and any other information which may be needed
in order to render a proper decision.
The applicant has submitted sufficient information for the review of this Conditional Use
Permit application by Murray City Staff and the Murray City Planning Commission.

VI.

CONCLUSION
Based on the analysis of the Conditional Use Permit application request for a gasoline service
station with convenience store, and a survey of the site, staff concludes the following:
1.
The proposed use is consistent with the goals and objectives of the Murray City
General Plan.
2.
Land Use #5530, Gasoline Service Stations are allowed in the C-D Zone subject to
Conditional Use Permit approval by the Murray City Planning Commission.
3.
With conditions the proposed use complies with the applicable standards of the
Murray City Land Use Ordinance.

VII.

DECISION AND SUMMARY
The Planning Commission APPROVED the request for a Conditional Use Permit allowing a
gasoline service station with convenience store on the property. The vote was 7-0 with
Commissioners Patterson, Woodbury, Wilson, Nay, Milkavich, Hacker, and Markham in favor
and none opposed. The approval is contingent on the following conditions:
1.
The project shall meet all requirements of the City Engineer, including but not limited
to the following:
a)
Meet City storm drainage requirements, on-site detention/retention is required.
b)
Implement Low Impact Development (LID) practices where applicable.
c)
Install a snout type treatment in the junction box upstream of the proposed detention
system.
d)
Develop a site stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) and implement prior to
site work.
e)
Obtain a City Excavation Permit for work in the 5600 South right-of-way.
f)
Obtain a Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) Excavation Permit for work on
Van Winkle Expressway right-of-way.
2.
The project shall include complete stamped and signed plans, calcs & a soils report at
time of building permit submittal.
3.
The project shall meet all requirements of the Murray City Fire Department, including
but not limited to the following:
a)
Observe all IFC 2018 guidelines for construction.
b)
An underground tank permit and inspection prior to cover‐up.
4.
The project shall meet all requirements of the Cottonwood Improvement District.
5.
The project will need to add an additional tree and 5-gallon shrub to meet the
standards of Section 17.68 Landscape Requirements in the Land Use Ordinance.
6.
The project shall meet all the applicable standards of Section 17.72 of the Murray City
Land Use Ordinance including:
a)
Dispensing devices at automotive service stations shall be located not less than ten
feet (10') from any building which is less than one hour fire resistive construction. Such
dispensing devices shall also be located so that the nozzle, when hose is fully extended, shall
not reach within five feet (5') of any building opening;
b)
Dispensing units shall be at least twenty feet (20') from all fixed sources of ignition;
c)
All dispensing devices shall be protected against physical damage from vehicles by
mounting on a concrete island a minimum of six inches (6") in height. Alternate methods of
providing equivalent protection may be permitted when approved by the chief;
d)
Apparatus dispensing class I and class II liquids into the fuel tanks of motor vehicles of
the public shall not be located at a bulk plant unless separated by a fence or similar barrier
from the area in which bulk operations are conducted;
e)
Dispensing devices shall be secured to the island in an approved manner other than
piping and conduit.

7.
A Certificate of Occupancy shall not be issued until the amended subdivision plat is
recorded with the Salt Lake County Recorder’s Office.
8.
Obtain permits for any new attached or detached signs for the business.
9.
Obtain a Murray City Business License prior to beginning operations at this location.

VIII. FINDINGS OF FACT APPROVED BY THE MURRAY PLANNING COMMISSION
this 16th day of July, 2020.

________________________________________
Phil Markham, Chair
Murray Planning Commission

MURRAY CITY CORPORATION

Building Division

801-270-2400

COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Planning Division

801-270-2420

AGENDA ITEM #4
ITEM TYPE:

Preliminary and Final Subdivision Approval

ADDRESS:

6221 South 700 West

MEETING
DATE:

July 16, 2020
Jared Hall,
Planning Manager

APPLICANT:

Christopher Ames / Green Rock LLC

STAFF:

PARCEL ID:

21-24-151-015

PROJECT
NUMBER:

ZONE:

R-1-8, Single Family Residential

SIZE:

0.55 acres

REQUEST:

The applicant is requesting preliminary and final approval to amend the Sunset
Links Subdivision by dividing Lot 26 in two, keeping the existing home and
creating a new buildable lot.

Murray City Public Works Building

4646 South 500 West

20-065

Murray, Utah 84123

I.

LAND USE ORDINANCE
Title 16, Subdivision Ordinance, Section 16.04.050(F) requires the applications for subdivision
of property to be reviewed and approved by the Murray City Planning Commission as the land
use authority. The proposed subdivision has been designed to meet the requirements for the
R-1-8 Zone as outlined in Chapter 17.100 of the Murray City Land Use Ordinance.

II.

BACKGROUND
Project Location
The subject property is located along the east side of 700 West, east of the Murray Parkway
golf course and immediately south of the overpass of Interstate 215.

Surrounding Land Use and Zoning
Direction
North
South
East
West

Land Use
transportation, I-215
Residential, Single Family
Residential, Single Family
Recreation (golf course)

Zoning
n/a
R-1-8
R-1-8
O-S

Project Description
The subject property is comprised of existing Lot 26 in the Sunset Links Subdivision – a 23,958
ft2, single-family lot with an existing home. Lot 26 is located facing 700 West, unlike the
majority of lots in the subdivision which front on other interior local streets. It is somewhat
larger than the other lots in the Sunset Links subdivision, and isolated from them. The
application is to split the existing lot in two, creating a lot for the existing home which would
remain, and a second lot that could be sold for the construction of a new single family home.

Process
The application before the Planning Commission is for Preliminary and Final Subdivision
approval. Staff will recommend conditions to be met as the applicant works with the
Engineering Division to prepare the subdivision plat for recording after the Planning
Commission has granted approval. When the plat has been accepted by the City Engineer it
will be circulated for signatures of approval and finally presented to the Mayor for a signature,
which will allow the recordation of the Plat at the Salt Lake County Recorder’s Office.

Lot Area, Width, Setbacks, and Height Standards
The amended subdivision has been designed to meet the requirements of Section 17.100 of
the Murray City Land Use Ordinance, the R-1-8 Zone. Staff has reviewed the plat and finds that
the requirements can be met on the proposed lots. The requirements are briefly reviewed
below:
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•

Lot Area – Each lot is required to have a minimum area of 8,000 square feet. Proposed
Lot 1 (for the existing home) is 13,171 ft2 and proposed Lot 2 is 11,032 ft2.

•

Front Yard Setback – Twenty-five feet (25’).
Proposed Lot 1 maintains a 28’ setback.

•

Rear Yard Setback – Twenty -five feet (25’).
Proposed Lot 1 maintains a 34’ setback.

•

Interior Side Yard Setback – Eight feet (8’).
Proposed Lot 1 maintains a 39’ setback on the south side, and a proposed 8’ setback to
Lot 2 on the north side.

•

Corner Side Yard Setback – not applicable to either Lot 1 or Lot 2.

•

Lot Width – lots in the R-1-8 Zone are required to be a minimum of 80’ wide at the 25’
setback line, and to have at least 40’ of frontage along the public right-of-way.
Both Lot 1 and Lot 2 exceed these requirements, measuring 96’ and 94’ wide along 700
West respectively.

•

Height – maximum allowed height for a main structure in the R-1-8 Zone is 35’.

Access
Vehicular access to both lots will be provided directly from 700 West. No other access is
available.

Utilities
Proposed Lot 1 is intended for the existing home and is currently served by all utilities. Power
and storm drainage can be provided to proposed Lot 2 without issue, but the water and sewer
lines available are located on the west side of 700 West. While these utilities connections can
be provided, disruption to traffic on 700 West will have to be mitigated by using trenchless
methods which are more expensive. Engineering, Water, and Sewer Division comments reflect
this condition of approval.

Public Improvements
Right-of-Way – both proposed lots have frontage on 700 West. Right-of-way improvements
including sidewalk and curb + gutter. The public sidewalks have been installed some distance
from the property lines, leaving a significant, unused area of right-of-way which grows larger
as it reaches the north property line of proposed Lot 2. Note that the retaining wall indicated
on the plat and clearly visible in the photographs is located in the public right-of-way. No
additional public improvements are required for this subdivision.
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The block retaining
wall to the rear of
the sidewalk is
located in the public
right-of-way

Figure 1: Subject property, looking east across 700 West

This unused area is located
within the public right-of-way.

Figure 2: Segment of the plat, highlighting the portion the property shown in figure 1 photo

Purpose & General Plan
Section 17.100. states that the purpose of the R-1-8 is to “provide areas for the encouragement
of an environment for family life by providing for the establishment of one-family detached
dwellings on individual lots.” The property is large enough to create the second buildable lot
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while maintaining the required setbacks for the existing home and represents a good
opportunity to provide infill housing as supported by the goals and objectives of the 2017
Murray City General Plan.

III.

STATE AND MUNICIPAL CODE REVIEW STANDARDS
Murray City Code Title 16, Subdivision Ordinance, outlines the requirements for subdivision
review. Utah State Code (10-9a-604) states that a subdivision plat may not be recorded until
approved by the land use authority of the City. The Planning Commission’s role as the land
use authority is to ensure that a proposed subdivision is consistent with established
ordinances, policies, and planning practices of the City. The Planning Commission makes
investigations, reports and recommendations on proposed subdivisions as to their
conformance to the General Plan and Title 17 of City Code, and other pertinent documents as
it deems necessary. After completing its review of the final plat, the Planning Commission
shall approve or disapprove the final plat in accordance with Section 16.12.070 of City Code.

IV.

CITY DEPARTMENT REVIEW
A Planning Review meeting was held June 15, 2020 where the Sunset Links Amended
Subdivision application was distributed to Murray City department staff for review, comment
and discussion. The following comments have been provided:
•

The Murray City Engineer recommends approval subject to the following conditions:
o Meet City subdivision requirements.
o Provide grading, drainage and utility plan. The utility connections must be
done using a trenchless method to avoid disruption of traffic and road closure
on 700 West.
o Meet City utility standards and provide standard PUE’s on lot.
o Provide any required easements and vacate any unused easements within the
proposed lot area.
o Obtain a City Excavation Permit for work within the City right-of-way.

•

The Murray City Fire Department recommends approval with the condition that the
project meet all applicable building and fire codes.

•

The Murray City Water & Sewer Divisions recommend approval with the condition that
the applicant must install new service lines from the 14” water main on 700 West,
because the 6” cast iron line is to be abandoned.

•

The Murray City Power Department recommends approval without conditions.

The preceding comments are addressed as conditions of approval in the final section of this
report.
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V.

PUBLIC COMMENTS
As of the writing of this report, Staff has not received any public comment regarding the
proposed subdivision. If comments are received after the issuance of this staff report, they
will be provided to the Planning Commission and read aloud into the minutes during the
public meeting.

VI.

FINDINGS
Based on the analysis of the Meadows of Murray Preliminary Subdivision review and a survey
of the surrounding area, staff concludes the following:
1. With conditions, the proposed subdivision complies with the standards of the Murray City
Subdivision Ordinance.
2. The proposed lots comply with the development standards for properties in the R-1-8
Zone found in Chapter 17.100 of the Murray City Land Use Ordinance.
3. The proposed subdivision is in harmony with the purposes of the R-1-8 Zone, providing
additional single-family development.

VII.

CONCLUSION/RECOMMENDATION
Based on the information presented in this report, application materials submitted and a site
review, staff recommends that the Planning Commission grant Preliminary and Final
Approval for the Sunset Links Amended Subdivision on the property addressed 6221
South 700 West subject to the following conditions:
1. The project shall meet Murray City Engineering requirements including the following:
a. Meet City subdivision requirements.
b. Provide grading, drainage and utility plans. The utility connections must be done
using trenchless methods to avoid disruption of traffic and road closures on 700 West.
c. Meet City utility standards and provide standard PUE’s on lots.
d. Provide any required easements and vacate any unused easements within the
proposed lot area.
e. Obtain a City Excavation Permit, bond and insurance for work within City roadways.
2. The subdivision shall meet all applicable requirements of fire and building codes.
3. Development of Lot 2 requires the installation of new water service lines from the existing
fourteen inch (14”) water main on the west side of 700 West.
4. The applicant shall prepare a Final Subdivision Plat which complies with all requirements
of Title 16, Murray City Subdivision Ordinance.
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Attachments

MURRAY CITY CORPORATION

Building Division

801-270-2400

COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Planning Division

801-270-2420

NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING
In accordance with Executive Order 2020-5 Suspending the Enforcement of Provisions of Utah Code 52-4-202
and 52-4-207 due to Infectious Disease COVID-19 Novel Coronavirus issued by Governor Herbert on March 18,
2020 and Murray City Council Resolution #R20-13 adopted on March 17, 2020, the Murray City Planning
Commission will hold an electronic only regular meeting at 6:30 p.m., Thursday, July 16, 2020. No physical
meeting location will be available.
The public may view the meeting via the live stream at www.murraycitylive.com
or https://www.facebook.com/MurrayCityUtah/.
If you would like to submit comments for an agenda item, you may do so by sending an email (including your
name and contact information) in advance of, or during the meeting to planningcommission@murray.utah.gov.
Comments are limited to 3 minutes or less and will be read into the meeting record.
The Murray City Planning Commission will hold a public meeting regarding the following application:
Christopher Ames and Green Rock LLC are requesting preliminary and final subdivision approval for a
proposed two (2) lot, single family residential subdivision to be located on property addressed 6221 South
700 West. Please see the attached plans.

Subject Property

This notice is being sent to you because you own property within 300 feet of the subject property. If you have
questions or comments concerning this proposal, please call Susan Nixon or Jared Hall with the Murray City
Planning Division at 801-270-2420, or e-mail to snixon@murray.utah.gov or jhall@murray.utah.gov.
Special accommodations for the hearing or visually impaired will be upon a request to the office of the Murray City Recorder
(801-264-2660). We would appreciate notification two working days prior to the meeting. TTY is Relay Utah at #711.
Public Notice Dated | July 2, 2020
Murray City Public Works Building | 4646 South 500 West | Murray | Utah | 84123

Figure 1: segment of the proposed subdivision plat - 2 lots

Murray City Public Works Building

4646 South 500 West

Murray, Utah 84123

SUNSET LINKS SUBDIVISION AMENDED

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE
INTERSTATE

I,
do hereby certify that I am a Licensed Land Surveyor, and that I hold Certificate
PATRICK M. HARRIS
No.
as prescribed under laws of the State of Utah. I further certify that by authority of the
286882
Owners, I have made a survey of the tract of land shown on this plat and described below, and have subdivided said tract of land into
lots and streets, hereafter to be known as
, and that
SUNSET LINKS SUBDIVISION AMENDED
the same has been correctly surveyed and staked on the ground as shown on this plat. I further certify that all lots meet frontage width
and area requirements of the applicable zoning ordinances.
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AMENDING LOT 26 OF SUNSET LINKS SUBDIVISION
PRELIMINARY PLAT
LOCATED IN THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 24,
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 1 WEST, SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN
MURRAY CITY, SALT LAKE COUNTY, UTAH
700 WEST

SITE

NORTHWEST CORNER
SECTION 24
T2S, R1W, SLB&M
(FOUND 2.5" FLAT BRASS CAP)

ET
SUNS

LINKS

BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION

DR

A parcel of land situate in the Northwest Quarter of Section 24, Township 2 South, Range 1 West, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, said
parcel also being all of Lot 26, SUNSET LINKS SUBDIVISION, on file at the office of the Salt Lake County Recorder, being more particularly
described as follows:
6300 SOUTH

Beginning at a point on the Northwest Corner of Lot 25, SUNSET LINKS SUBDIVISION, said point being on the Easterly
Right-of-Way of 700 West Street, said point also being North 00°20'26" West 1,288.49 feet along the West Section line and North 89°39'34"
East 39.22 feet from the West Quarter Corner of Section 24, Township 2 South, Range 1 West, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, and running;
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thence North 02°58'13" East 13.43 feet along the Easterly Right-of-Way of said 700 West Street;
thence North 03°53'15" East 190.06 feet along the Easterly Right-of-Way of said 700 West Street to a point on the Southerly
Right-of-Way of Interstate 215;
thence North 89°39'34" East 79.69 feet along said Southerly Right-of-Way;
thence Easterly 33.42 feet along the arc of a 364.08 feet radius curve to the right (center bears South 00°20'27" East and the chord
bears South 87°42'41" East 33.41 feet with a central angle of 05°15'32") along said Southerly Right-of-Way to the Northeast Corner of Lot
21 of said subdivision;
thence South 00°34'00" East 195.51 feet along the West boundary lines of Lots 21 and 22 to the Southwest Corner of Lot 22 of said
subdivision;
thence South 87°01'48" West 128.76 feet to the point of beginning.
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GREENROCK, LLC
4738 HIDDENWOODS LANE
MURRAY, UTAH 84107
901-931-7228

ENSIGN

SALT LAKE CITY
45 W. 10000 S., Suite 500
Sandy, UT. 84070
Phone: 801.255.0529
Fax: 801.255.4449
WWW.ENSIGNENG.COM

LAYTON
Phone:801.547.1100

MURRAY CITY FIRE DEPARTMENT

PROJECT NUMBER : 9862

TOOELE
Phone: 435.843.3590

MANAGER : P.HARRIS

CEDAR CITY
Phone: 435.865.1453

DRAWN BY : C.ANDERSON

RICHFIELD
Phone: 435.896.2983

CHECKED BY : P.HARRIS

ON THE __________ DAY OF ___________________ A.D. 20 _____,
PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME,
THE UNDERSIGNED NOTARY PUBLIC, IN AND FOR SAID COUNTY OF
, IN SAID STATE OF UTAH, WHO AFTER BEING DULY SWORN,
ACKNOWLEDGED TO ME THAT HE/SHE IS THE
, OF
,
A LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY AND THAT
SIGNED THE OWNER'S DEDICATION FREELY AND VOLUNTARILY FOR AND IN BEHALF OF SAID
LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY FOR THE PURPOSES THEREIN MENTIONED AND ACKNOWLEDGED TO ME THAT SAID LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY
EXECUTED THE SAME.

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:
NAME:
NO:
A NOTARY PUBLIC COMMISSION IN UTAH

( IN FEET )
HORZ: 1 inch = 20 ft.

SHEET 1 OF 1

APPROVED THIS
DAY OF
BY THE MURRAY CITY GIS DEPARTMENT.

APPROVED THIS
DAY OF
BY THE MURRAY CITY FIRE DEPARTMENT.

DATE : 5/22/20

, 20

,

CITY ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT
, 20

,

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THIS OFFICE HAS EXAMINED THIS PLAT AND IT IS
CORRECT IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE INFORMATION ON FILE IN THIS
OFFICE. APPROVED THIS
DAY OF
, 20
,
BY THE MURRAY CITY ENGINEER.

PLANNING COMMISSION
APPROVED THIS
DAY OF
BY THE MURRAY CITY PLANNING COMMISSION.

, 20

,

APPROVED THIS
DAY OF
BY THE HEALTH DEPARTMENT

, 20

,

APPROVED THIS
DAY OF
BY THE MURRAY CITY ATTORNEY.

RECORDED #

MAYOR'S APPROVAL
, 20

,

MURRAY CITY ENGINEER

CHAIR, PLANNING COMMISSION

SALT LAKE COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT

MURRAY CITY ATTORNEY

COUNTY

LOCATED IN THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 24,
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 1 WEST, SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN
MURRAY CITY, SALT LAKE COUNTY, UTAH

SIGNED

APPROVAL AS TO FORM

HEALTH DEPARTMENT

NOTARY PUBLIC
RESIDING IN

SUNSET LINKS SUBDIVISION
AMENDED

PRESENTED TO THE MURRAY CITY MAYOR THIS
DAY OF
A.D.,20
, AT WHICH TIME THIS SUBDIVISION WAS APPROVED.

STATE OF UTAH, COUNTY OF SALT LAKE, RECORDED AND FILED AT THE
REQUEST OF :
DATE:

SIGNED

COUNTY

STATE OF UTAH
} S.S.
COUNTY OF_____________________

W

DATE

NOTARY PUBLIC
RESIDING IN

LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY ACKNOWLEDGMENT

WEST QUARTER CORNER
SECTION 24
T2S, R1W, SLB&M
(FOUND 2.5" FLAT BRASS CAP)

MURRAY CITY GIS

DOMINION ENERGY

S.S.

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:
NAME:
NO:
A NOTARY PUBLIC COMMISSION IN UTAH

EASEMENT APPROVAL

DATE

}

ON THE
DAY OF
A.D. 20
,
PERSONALLY APPEARED
BEFORE ME, THE UNDERSIGNED NOTARY PUBLIC, IN AND FOR SAID COUNTY OF
, IN SAID STATE OF
, WHO
BEING DULY SWORN, DID SAY TO ME THAT
IS THE
OF
AND THAT THE FOREGOING INSTRUMENT WAS SIGNED IN BEHALF OF SAID
CORPORATION BY AUTHORITY OF ITS ORGANIZATIONAL DOCUMENTS; AND SAID
DULY ACKNOWLEDGED TO
ME THAT SAID CORPORATION EXECUTED THE SAME.

ISION
SUNSET LINKS SUBDIV

CONTAINED WITHIN THE EASEMENTS AND LOT AREA ARE PRIVATE SANITARY SEWER, STORM
SEWER AND WATER FACILITIES. THE INSTALLATION, OPERATION, MAINTENANCE, AND/OR
REPLACEMENT OF PRIVATE SANITARY SEWER, STORM SEWER AND WATER FACILITIES SHALL BE
THE SOLE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE OWNERS. SUCH FACILITIES ARE NOT OFFERED TO, NOR ARE
THEY ACCEPTED FOR DEDICATION BY, MURRAY CITY.

MURRAY POWER

CORPORATE ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF
COUNTY OF

EXIST. ELEC POLE

T

UTILITY NOTES:
PUBLIC UTILITIES, INCLUDING ELECTRIC, NATURAL GAS, CABLE T.V., WATER METER(S), AND
TELEPHONE SHALL HAVE THE RIGHT TO INSTALL, MAINTAIN, AND OPERATE THEIR EQUIPMENT
ABOVE AND BELOW GROUND AND ALL OTHER RELATED FACILITIES WITHIN THE UTILITY EASEMENTS
AND LOT AREA IDENTIFIED ON THIS PLAT MAP AS MAY BE NECESSARY OR DESIRABLE IN PROVIDING
UTILITY SERVICES WITHIN AND WITHOUT THE LOTS IDENTIFIED HEREIN, INCLUDING THE RIGHT OF
ACCESS TO SUCH FACILITIES AND THE RIGHT TO REQUIRE REMOVAL OF ANY OBSTRUCTIONS
INCLUDING STRUCTURES, TREES AND VEGETATION THAT MAY BE PLACED WITHIN THE EASEMENT.
AT NO TIME MAY ANY PERMANENT STRUCTURES BE PLACED WITHIN THE EASEMENT OR ANY
OTHER OBSTRUCTION WHICH INTERFERES WITH THE USE OF THE EASEMENT WITHOUT THE PRIOR
WRITTEN APPROVAL OF THE UTILITIES WITH FACILITIES IN THE EASEMENTS.

DATE

.

W

Dominion Energy Utah - Note:
Questar Gas Company dba Dominion Energy Utah, approves this plat for the purpose of approximating the
location, boundaries, course and dimensions of the Rights-of-Way and Easement Grants and existing
underground facilities. Nothing herein shall be constructed to warrant or verify the precise location of such items.
The Rights-of-Way and easements are subject to numerous restrictions appearing on the recorded right-of-way
and easement grant(s). Dominion Energy Utah also approves this plat for the purpose of confirming that the plat
contains public utility easements; however, Dominion Energy Utah may require additional easements in order to
serve this development. This approval does not constitute abrogation or waiver of any other existing rights,
obligations or liabilities provided by law or equity. This approval does not constitute acceptance, approval or
acknowledgment of any terms contained in the plat, including those set in the Owners Dedication or the Notes,
and does not constitute a guarantee of particular terms or conditions of natural gas service. for further
information please contact Dominion Energy Utah's Right-of-Way Department at 800-366-8532.
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OWNER'S DEDICATION
Known all men by these presents that I / we, the undersigned owner (s) of the above described tract of land, having caused same to be
subdivided, hereafter known as the

ATTEST: MURRAY CITY RECORDER

MAYOR

FEE$
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BOOK:
DEPUTY SALT LAKE COUNTY RECORDER

PAGE:
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Callbefore you dig. CONSTRUCTION.
R

CONCRETE NOTES

WEST QUARTER CORNER OF SECTION 24,
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 1 WEST
SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN

1.

ALL PAVING TO BE PLACED OVER PROPERLY PREPARED NATURAL SOILS AND/OR PROPERLY PREPARED EXISTING FILL SOILS AND
PROPERLY COMPACTED STRUCTURAL FILL WHERE SPECIFIED.

ELEV = 4303.20'

2.

ALL STRUCTURAL FILL TO BE PLACED AND COMPACTED PER THE PROJECT GEOTECHNICAL REPORT OR TO A MINIMUM OF 95% OF
THE MAXIMUM DRY DENSITY AS DETERMINED BY THE AASHTO T-180 (D-1557) METHOD OF COMPACTION. LIFTS SHOULD BE PLACED
PER GEOTECHNICAL RECOMMENDATIONS BUT SHOULD NOT EXCEED 8" IN LOOSE THICKNESS.

3.

ENSIGN

INTERSTATE
215

THE STANDARD IN ENGINEERING

REMOVE SURFACE VEGETATION AND OTHER DELETERIOUS MATERIALS OVER THE ENTIRE SITE IN PREPARATION OF PROPOSED
IMPROVEMENTS.
6" PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE
(4,000 PSI, 28 DAY COMPRESSION STRENGTH,
6% AIR ENTRAINED, 4" SLUMP)

SALT LAKE CITY
45 W. 10000 S., Suite 500
Sandy, UT 84070
Phone: 801.255.0529

SITE
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6" UNTREATED BASE COURSE COMPACTED
PER GEOTECHNICAL REPORT AND SPECIFICATIONS
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ET LIN

LAYTON
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w

PROPERLY PREPARED SUBGRADE OR
FILL COMPACTED PER GEOTECHNICAL
REPORT AND SPECIFICATIONS

TOOELE
Phone: 435.843.3590
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Phone: 435.865.1453
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ALL IMPROVEMENTS MUST COMPLY WITH ADA STANDARDS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.

PHONE:

3.

ALL WORK SHALL COMPLY WITH THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER POSSIBLY INCLUDING, BUT NOT
LIMITED TO, REMOVAL OF UNCONSOLIDATED FILL, ORGANICS, AND DEBRIS, PLACEMENT OF SUBSURFACE DRAIN LINES AND
GEOTEXTILE, AND OVEREXCAVATION OF UNSUITABLE BEARING MATERIALS AND PLACEMENT OF ACCEPTABLE FILL MATERIAL.

4.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BECOME FAMILIAR WITH THE EXISTING SOIL CONDITIONS.

5.

ELEVATIONS HAVE BEEN TRUNCATED FOR CLARITY. 21.42 REPRESENTS AN ELEVATION OF 4321.42 ON THESE PLANS.

6.

EXISTING UNDERGROUND UTILITIES AND IMPROVEMENTS ARE SHOWN IN THEIR APPROXIMATE LOCATIONS BASED UPON
RECORD INFORMATION AVAILABLE AT THE TIME OF PREPARATION OF THESE PLANS. LOCATIONS MAY NOT HAVE BEEN
VERIFIED IN THE FIELD AND NO GUARANTEE IS MADE AS TO THE ACCURACY OR COMPLETENESS OF THE INFORMATION
SHOWN. IT SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR TO DETERMINE THE EXISTENCE AND LOCATION OF THE
UTILITIES SHOWN ON THESE PLANS OR INDICATED IN THE FIELD BY LOCATING SERVICES. ANY ADDITIONAL COSTS INCURRED
AS A RESULT OF THE CONTRACTOR'S FAILURE TO VERIFY THE LOCATIONS OF EXISTING UTILITIES PRIOR TO THE BEGINNING
OF CONSTRUCTION IN THEIR VICINITY SHALL BE BORNE BY THE CONTRACTOR AND ASSUMED INCLUDED IN THE CONTRACT.
THE CONTRACTOR IS TO VERIFY ALL CONNECTION POINTS WITH THE EXISTING UTILITIES. THE CONTRACTOR IS
RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY DAMAGE CAUSED TO THE EXISTING UTILITIES AND UTILITY STRUCTURES THAT ARE TO REMAIN. IF
CONFLICTS WITH EXISTING UTILITIES OCCUR, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE ENGINEER PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION TO
DETERMINE IF ANY FIELD ADJUSTMENTS SHOULD BE MADE.

7.

ALL STORM DRAIN INFRASTRUCTURE TO BE INSTALLED PER MURRAY CITY STANDARD PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS.

8.

ENSURE MINIMUM COVER OVER ALL STORM DRAIN PIPES PER MANUFACTURER'S RECOMMENDATIONS. NOTIFY ENGINEER IF
MINIMUM COVER CANNOT BE ATTAINED.

9.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL ADJUST TO GRADE ALL EXISTING UTILITIES AS NEEDED PER LOCAL GOVERNING AGENCY'S
STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS.

10.

NOTIFY ENGINEER OF ANY DISCREPANCIES IN DESIGN OR STAKING BEFORE PLACING CONCRETE OR ASPHALT.

11.

ALL SANITARY SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE TO BE INSTALLED PER MURRAY CITY STANDARD PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS.

12.

ALL WATER INFRASTRUCTURE TO BE INSTALLED PER MURRAY CITY STANDARD PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS.

13.

DEFLECT OR LOOP ALL WATERLINES TO AVOID CONFLICTS WITH OTHER UTILITIES PER GOVERNING AGENCY'S STANDARDS
AND SPECIFICATIONS.

14.

PROJECT SHALL COMPLY WITH ALL UTAH DIVISION OF DRINKING WATER RULES AND REGULATIONS INCLUDING, BUT NOT
LIMITED TO, THOSE PERTAINING TO BACKFLOW PROTECTION AND CROSS CONNECTION PREVENTION.

15.

NOTIFY ENGINEER OF ANY DISCREPANCIES IN DESIGN OR STAKING BEFORE PLACING UTILITY STRUCTURES OR PIPES.

16.

THE CONTRACTOR IS TO PROTECT AND PRESERVE ALL EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS, UTILITIES, AND SIGNS, ETC. UNLESS
OTHERWISE NOTED ON THESE PLANS.

CONCRETE PAVEMENT: 6” PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE WITH 6” UNTREATED BASE COURSE PER
DETAIL1/C-100.
4" SDR-35 PVC SANITARY SEWER LATERAL, INCLUDING CLEANOUTS AT MAXIMUM 50-FOOT SPACING.
INSTALLATION AND TRENCHING PER MURRAY CITY'S STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS. LENGTH AND
SLOPE PER PLAN.

3

CONNECT TO EXISTING SEWER MAIN PER MURRAY CITY'S STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS.

4

1" METER AND LATERAL PER MURRAY CITY'S STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS AND APWA STANDARD
PLAN NO. 521. METER SHALL NOT BE PLACED IN DRIVEWAY OR CONCRETE PAVED AREAS.

5

CONNECT TO EXISTING WATER MAIN. CONTRACTOR TO FIELD VERIFY LOCATION OF MAIN.

6

SAWCUT EXISTING CONCRETE CURB PER APWA SAW-CUT DRIVE APPROACH PLAN NO. 222 AND
SPECIFICAITONS.

7

SIDEWALK DRIVE APPROACH PER MURRAY CITY STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS.

8

PLUG AND CAP UTILITY STUB FOR FUTURE CONNECTION.
REMOVE AND REPLACE EXISTING CONCRETE PAVEMENT, CURB, AND/OR GUTTER AS REQUIRED FOR
CONNECTION TO EXISTING MAIN. CONTRACTOR TO BORE UNDER EXISTING CONCRETE PAVEMENT
WHEREVER POSSIBLE FOR INSTALLATION IN REMAINDER OF 700 WEST RIGHT OF WAY.

10

GAS SERVICE PER DOMINION ENERGY STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS. FINAL LOCATION OF DRY UTILITIES
TO BE DESIGNED BY UTILITY PROVIDER.

11

EXACT DRIVEWAY LOCATION TO BE DETERMINED BY LOCATION OF FUTURE RESIDENCE.

12

CONNECT TO EXISTING GAS MAIN. CONTRACTOR TO FIELD VERIFY LOCATION OF MAIN. COORDINATE WITH
DOMINION ENERGY.
*POWER SERVICE TO BE PROVIDED BY CONNECTING TO EXISTING OVERHEAD POWER LINES NEARBY.
COORDINATE WITH MURRAY CITY POWER.
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CHECKED BY
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C-100

MURRAY CITY CORPORATION

Building Division

801-270-2400

COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Planning Division

801-270-2420

AGENDA ITEM #5
ITEM TYPE:

Preliminary Subdivision Approval

ADDRESS:

871 West Tripp Lane

MEETING
DATE:

July 16, 2020

APPLICANT:

NeighborWorks of Salt Lake

STAFF:

PARCEL ID:

21-14-401-001

PROJECT
NUMBER:

Jared Hall,
Planning Manager

ZONE:

R-1-8, Single Family Residential

SIZE:

2.78 acres

REQUEST:

The applicant is requesting Preliminary Subdivision approval for the Tripp Lane
Subdivision, a 10-lot single family residential subdivision and road dedication.

Murray City Public Works Building

4646 South 500 West

20-058

Murray, Utah 84123

I.

LAND USE ORDINANCE
Title 16, Subdivision Ordinance, Section 16.04.050(F) requires that applications for subdivision
of property be reviewed and approved by the Murray City Planning Commission as the Land
Use Authority. The proposed subdivision has been designed to meet the requirements of the
R-1-8, low density single family zone in the Murray City Land Use Ordinance, Chapter 17.100.

II.

BACKGROUND
Project Location
The subject property is a vacant, 2.78 acre parcel located to the west of Riverview Junior High
School property 700 West, between Tripp Lane (5755 South) and Willow Grove Lane at
approximately 5840 South.

Surrounding Land Use and Zoning
Direction
North
South
East
West

Land Use
Public Utility (power)
Residential, Single Family
Residential, Single Family
Residential, Single Family

Zoning
A-1
R-1-8
R-1-8
R-1-8

Project Description
The proposal is a single-family residential subdivision with a total of 10 new lots and a new
dedicated public right-of-way extending from Tripp Lane on the north and connecting to
Willow Grove Lane on the south.

Process
The application before the Planning Commission is for Preliminary Subdivision approval.
Staff will recommend conditions to be met as the applicant works with the Engineering
Department to prepare the Final Subdivision Plat for review and approval by the Planning
Commission. Once a Final Plat has been approved by the Planning Commission and accepted
by the City Engineer, it will be circulated for signatures of approval and finally presented to the
Mayor for a signature, which will allow the recordation of the Plat at the Salt Lake County
Recorder’s Office.

Lot Area, Width, Setbacks, and Height Standards
The proposed subdivision has been designed to meet the requirements of Chapter 17.100 of
the Murray City Land Use Ordinance. Required setbacks have been indicated on each of the
proposed lots to demonstrate the ability to comply when placing a new home. Staff has
reviewed the Plat and finds that the requirements can be met on the proposed lots. The
requirements are reviewed below:
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•

•

•
•
•
•
•

Access

Lot Area – Each lot is required to have a minimum area of 8,000 square feet. The
proposed lots range between 7,949 ft2 (Lot 1) and 14,096 ft2 (Lot 6) Lot 1 needs to be
adjusted to meet the minimum lot area.
Lot Width – Each lot is required to have a minimum of forty feet (40’) of frontage along
the public right-of-way, and a minimum lot width of eighty feet (80’) at the 25’ setback
line.
Front Yard Setback – Twenty-five feet (25’)
Rear Yard Setback – Twenty -five feet (25’)
Interior Side Yard Setback – Eight feet (8’) minimum, total of the two must be at least
twenty feet (20’)
Corner Side Yard Setback – Twenty feet (20’)
Height – The maximum allowed height for main buildings is thirty-five feet (35’)

The proposed access for the subdivision is a new roadway dedication extending roughly 642’
from Tripp Lane on the north and connecting to Willow Grove Lane on the south. The
proposed right-of-way is a fifty-foot (50’) wide local street, with curb + gutter, sidewalk, and
park strips on both sides. There are two issues related to the connections at Tripp Lane and
Willow Grove that should be reviewed:
•

Connection to Tripp Lane – The planned right-of-way connection at Tripp Lane will
require the inclusion of some property currently owned by Murray City. The applicant
will need to obtain that property to include in the roadway dedication back to Murray
City. Staff does not foresee issues with that portion of the dedication.

Figure 1 - Segment highlighting the needed property for the dedication near Tripp Lane.
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•

Connection to Willow Grove Lane – The planned right-of-way connection at Willow
Grove Lane presents more difficulties. As noted in several of the public comments
that are attached to this report, a portion of a property not controlled by the City or
the applicant extends just over 21’ into the proposed right-of-way dedication as it
connects to Willow Grove Lane. Without control of that property, the right-of-way
cannot effectively be dedicated and the connection to Willow Grove cannot be made.
The owners of that property also own the home adjacent to the planned connection
on the east side of Willow Grove Lane and have made it clear that they will not
willingly sell the property to allow the connection. The only alternative to complete
the right-of-way as a through street would be for the City to use eminent domain and
attempt to force the sale of the property in order to have it dedicated. The challenges
with the use of condemnation may make it unlikely that the applicant can proceed in
a timely manner with the subdivision. Staff recommended conditions of approval
address this issue.

Figure 2 – The hatched area (lower center right) indicates the property not controlled by
the applicant that is needed in order to complete the r.o.w. connection to Willow Grove
Lane as proposed.

Lighting & Street Trees
Three standard Murray City streetlights are indicated on the plat and associated plans: one at
the north and south connections to Tripp Lane and Willow Grove Lane, and another on the
west side of the new road at the midpoint of the project, between Lots 3 & 4. Street trees will
be required as part of the subdivision improvements at 30’ on center along both sides of the
new right of way.
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Fencing
Staff recommends that the perimeter of the subdivision be fenced with 6’ solid fencing
wherever such fencing does not already exist; notably the east and north, as well as portions
of the west and south perimeters.

Grading & Drainage
The current drainage plan calls for a large retention area located on the west end of proposed
Lot 6. City standards will not support retention of drainage for the larger subdivision area to
be retained on a private lot (albeit within an easement as indicated). The applicant will need
to redesign the drainage plans before submittal for final subdivision approval. This
requirement is reflected in the recommended conditions of approval.

Figure 3 - Showing the storm drain easement and retention area on the west side of Lot 6

Utilities
The utility plan will need to be modified to meet the requirements of the Water and Sewer
Divisions. Notably, the water main is currently planned with some lengths located below curb
+ gutter and should be relocated entirely under the roadway. Required separations between
the water and sewer lines can complicate the location. The Water and Sewer Division staff
have expressed support for connections of the utilities through from the project to Willow
Grove Lane. It is important to note that the utility connections can be made to Willow Grove
Lane independently of the full right-of-way dedication.
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Connectivity
Many of the comments received from neighboring property owners regarding the proposed
subdivision expressed support for the subdivision itself but objected to the planned
connection to Willow Grove Lane. Please note that the comments received to date have been
attached to this report for your review and are reviewed briefly in another section of the
report. While recognizing that there are significant concerns and very real challenges with
implementation, Planning staff continues to support the potential connection from Tripp
Lane to Willow Grove Lane as proposed in the preliminary subdivision plan if possible.
•

Link-Node Ratio – A Link-Node ratio is a method of determining the general condition
of connections throughout a given area. Links are defined as roadway segments
between two nodes, and nodes are intersections or the end of a cul-de-sac. The linknode ratio provides a connectivity index by dividing the number of links by the
number of nodes in a study area. An index number can be generated for the study
area to between 0 and 2.5, with 2.5 being the ratio of a perfect grid. Best practices
indicate that for network planning, a link-node ratio of 1.4 is a reasonable target.
Staff performed the link-node analysis for a one square mile area around the
proposed subdivision project, and a project area further east for comparison. The
connectivity index for the project area is 1.18. The connectivity index for the area
further east is 1.44. The suggestion is that improvements to the connectivity index in
the study area would be desirable. Both link-node ratios are attached to this report.
The subject property sits in the center of the figure below, taken from the link-node
analysis. The blue lines are roadways, the green dots are intersections, and the red
dots are cul-de-sacs.

Figure 4 - A segment of the link-node analysis, centered on the subject property.
•

Street Design Standards – Murray City has a long-standing practice of continuing
streets to connect neighborhoods as development occurs, recognizing that an
interconnected street system is essential protect the public health, safety and welfare
and that providing access to and between important points and neighborhoods in a
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larger area contributes to the livability of the city overall. Street connections should
not be viewed in isolation, but as a part of the larger system. Title 16 of the Murray
City Code consistently supports connections wherever possible. Highlighted sections
from the Street Design Standards in Title 16 are attached to this report for review.

Purpose & General Plan Considerations
Section 17.100.010 states that the purpose of the R-1-8 Zone is to “provide areas for the
encouragement and promotion of an environment for family life by providing for the
establishment of one-family detached dwelling on individual lots.” Staff finds that the
proposed subdivision is in harmony with the purposes of the R-1-8 Zone.
The subject property is located within a large area of residentially developed property. The
2017 Murray City General Plan identifies the land use designation of the area as “Low Density
Residential”, which is intended to provide opportunities for primarily single family residential
uses. The General Plan does not provide specific or detailed guidance regarding all aspects of
potential development applications; rather, it provides objectives, principals, and best
practices upon which to rely when reviewing potential development. Staff finds that the
subdivision of the land as proposed in the application is in harmony with purpose and intent
of the General Plan.

III.

STATE AND MUNICIPAL CODE REVIEW STANDARDS
Murray City Code Title 16, Subdivision Ordinance, outlines the requirements for subdivision
review. Utah State Code (10-9a-604) states that a subdivision plat may not be recorded until
approved by the Land Use Authority of the City. The Planning Commission’s role as the Land
Use Authority is to ensure that a proposed subdivision is consistent with established
ordinances, policies and planning practices of the City. The Planning Commission makes
investigations, reports and recommendations on proposed subdivisions as to their
conformance to the General Plan, Title 17 of City Code, and other pertinent documents as it
deems necessary. After completing its review of the final plat, the Planning Commission shall
approve or disapprove the final plat in accordance with Section 16.12.070 of City Code.

IV.

CITY DEPARTMENT REVIEW
A Planning Review meeting was held June 29, 2020 where the Subdivision application
materials were distributed for review, comment, and discussion by Murray City department
staff. The following comments and recommendations have been provided:
•

The Murray City Engineer recommends approval subject to the following conditions:
o Meet City subdivision requirements.
o Obtain the property that extends into the existing Willow Grove right-of-way or
provide a cul-de-sac at the south end of the subdivision.
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o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Obtain the required property at the north end of the site to fully connect the
right-of-way to existing Tripp Lane
Provide grading, drainage and utility plan and profile drawings.
Meet City drainage standards. The proposed retention system does not meet
City standards.
Meet City utility standards and provide standard PUE’s on lots.
Provide a site geotechnical study and implement recommendations.
Abandon the existing irrigation system located along the west subdivision
boundary.
Provide any required easements and vacate any unused easements within the
subdivision area.
Develop a site SWPPP and obtain a City Land Disturbance Permit prior to
beginning any site grading and construction work.
Obtain a City Excavation Permit for work within City roadways.

•

The Murray City Fire Department recommends approval and notes that the through
street is preferred for safety and fire access, and that the subdivision should provide
fire department vehicle access minimums.

•

The Murray City Water Division recommends approval with the condition that the
subdivision provide a water main connection through to Willow Grove Lane, that a
minimum 10’ separation is maintained between water and sewer lines, and that no
portion of the water main be located under curb + gutter.

•

The Murray City Sewer Division recommends approval with the condition that a
manhole be added to the plans in the vicinity of Lot 3, and that the sewer main be
located on the west side of the road.

•

The Murray City Power Department recommends approval with the condition that the
subdivision meet all Power Department requirements.

The preceding comments are addressed as conditions of approval in the final section of this
report.

V.

PUBLIC COMMENTS
As of the writing of this report, Staff has received twenty (21) comments by email, including a
comment from the applicant. All are attached to this report for your review and
consideration. Staff has also had several conversations by phone about the project. Any
comments that are received after the issuance of this staff report will be provided to the
Commission and read into the record during the public meeting.
While there are comments expressing support for the connection of the new subdivision to
Willow Grove Lane, the majority of comments have expressed concern for the implications of
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that proposed connection generally, citing increased traffic into the neighborhood, the
inadequacy of Willow Grove Lane for heavier traffic as compared to wider streets such as
Bullion, 700 West, and Green Oaks Drive, the absence of a traffic study, and the relative safety
of children walking to the schools through the neighborhoods west and south of the new
subdivision (there is an existing pedestrian connection which is currently used from the end of
Willow Grove onto the school district property.)
Additionally, many also cite concern with the City’s potential use of eminent domain to
condemn the private property needed to complete the connection fully. While staff
acknowledges that there are significant challenges to the implementation of a through street
as proposed, we maintain our assertion that there are benefits in the potential connection for
the entire area, which suffers from poor access currently.

VI.

FINDINGS
Based on the analysis of the Tripp Lane Preliminary Subdivision review and a survey of the
surrounding area, staff concludes the following:
1. With conditions, the proposed subdivision complies with the standards of the Murray City
Subdivision Ordinance.
2. The proposed lots comply with the development standards for properties found in
Chapter 17.100 of the Murray City Land Use Ordinance.
3. The proposed subdivision is in harmony with the purposes of the R-1-8 Zone, representing
appropriate residential development.
4. The proposed subdivision is in harmony with the purpose and intent of the Murray City
General Plan, providing additional opportunities for appropriate residential development
in the area.

VII.

CONCLUSION/RECOMMENDATION
Based on the information presented in this report, application materials submitted and a site
review, staff recommends that the Planning Commission grant Preliminary Subdivision
Approval for the Tripp Lane Subdivision on the property addressed 871 West Tripp Lane
subject to the following conditions:
1. The applicant shall meet Murray City Engineering requirements including the following:
a. Meet City subdivision requirements.
b. Obtain the private property that extends into the existing Willow Grove right-of-way or
provide a cul-de-sac at the south end of the subdivision.
c. Obtain the required city property at the north end of the site to fully connect the rightof-way to existing Tripp Lane.
d. Provide grading, drainage and utility plan and profile drawings.
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e. Meet City drainage standards. The proposed retention system does not meet City
standards.
f.

Meet City utility standards and provide standard PUE’s on lots.

g. Provide a site geotechnical study and implement recommendations.
h. Abandon the existing irrigation system located along the west subdivision boundary.
i.

Provide a security bond for public road and utility improvements.

j.

Provide any required easements and vacate any unused easements within the
proposed subdivision area.

k. Develop a site SWPPP and obtain a City Land Disturbance Permit prior to beginning
any site grading and construction work.
l.

Obtain a City Excavation Permit for work within City roadways.

2. The applicant shall provide perimeter project fencing in the form of 6’ solid fencing along
the north and east project boundaries, and along the south and west boundaries where
such fencing does not already exist or needs repair.
3. The subdivision shall include the installation of street lighting in accordance with Murray
City Power Department standards and meet all Murray City Power Department
requirements.
4. The subdivision improvements shall include the installation of street trees as required by
Murray City Code.
5. All lots within the subdivision shall comply with the requirements of the R-1-8 Zone as
outlined in Chapter 17.100 of the Murray City Land Use Ordinance.
6. The applicant will need to adjust lot 1 to meet R-1-8 Zone Lot Standards
7. The project shall follow International Fire Code (IFC) regulations for fire access and
hydrant locations.
8. The applicant shall meet Murray City Water & Sewer Division requirements including the
following:
a. Utility connections for water and sewer must be provided through to existing utilities
in Willow Grove Lane.
b. No portion of the water main shall be located underneath curb + gutter.
c. A ten foot (10’) separation must be maintained between sewer and water lines
through the subdivision.
d. A sewer manhole must be added to the plans in the vicinity of Lot 3, and the sewer
main relocated on the west side of the proposed roadway.
9. The applicant shall prepare a Final Subdivision Plat which complies with all requirements
of Title 16, Murray City Subdivision Ordinance.
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Attachments

MURRAY CITY CORPORATION

Building Division

801-270-2400

COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Planning Division

801-270-2420

NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING
In accordance with Executive Order 2020-5 Suspending the Enforcement of Provisions of Utah Code 52-4-202
and 52-4-207 due to Infectious Disease COVID-19 Novel Coronavirus issued by Governor Herbert on March 18,
2020 and Murray City Council Resolution #R20-13 adopted on March 17, 2020, the Murray City Planning
Commission will hold an electronic only regular meeting at 6:30 p.m., Thursday, July 16, 2020. No physical
meeting location will be available.
The public may view the meeting via the live stream at www.murraycitylive.com
or https://www.facebook.com/MurrayCityUtah/.
If you would like to submit comments for an agenda item, you may do so by sending an email (including your
name and contact information) in advance of, or during the meeting to planningcommission@murray.utah.gov.
Comments are limited to 3 minutes or less and will be read into the meeting record.
The Murray City Planning Commission will hold a public meeting regarding the following application:
NeighborWorks Salt Lake is requesting preliminary subdivision approval for a proposed a ten (10) lot,
single family residential subdivision to be located on property addressed 871 West Tripp Lane. Please see
the attached plans.

Subject Property

This notice is being sent to you because you own property within 500 feet of the subject property. If you have
questions or comments concerning this proposal, please call Jared Hall with the Murray City Planning Division at
801-270-2420, or e-mail to jhall@murray.utah.gov.
Special accommodations for the hearing or visually impaired will be upon a request to the office of the Murray City Recorder
(801-264-2660). We would appreciate notification two working days prior to the meeting. TTY is Relay Utah at #711.
Public Notice Dated | July 2, 2020
Murray City Public Works Building | 4646 South 500 West | Murray | Utah | 84123

Figure 1: segment of the proposed preliminary subdivision - 10 lots

Murray City Public Works Building

4646 South 500 West

Murray, Utah 84123
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Beginning at the Northeast corner of Lot 14, Walden Ridge Phase 2 Subdivision, recorded in Book 87P, at Page 33, of official records, said point being
South 89°44'28” West, along the East-West Center Section line, a distance of 1649.30 feet (West, 1597.52 feet by deed), from the Salt Lake County
Brass Cap Monument marking the East Quarter Corner of said Section 14 (Basis of Bearing being South
East, along the East line of the
Southeast Quarter of said Section 14) and running thence North 89°44'28” East, along the East-West Center Section line, and the southerly line of parcel
conveyed to Murray City, Corporation by Warranty Deed Recorded August 1976, as Entry No.: 2841087, in Book 4287 at Page 350, a distance of 289.70
feet, to the Easterly line of said tract, and the west line of parcel conveyed Owen Jones by Warranty Deed recorded December 19, 1946, Entry No.:
1066987, which was subsequently conveyed to the Board of Education of Murray City School District by Warranty Deed recorded
September 19, 1960, as Entry No.: 1739142, in Book 1745 at Page 549; thence along said easterly line the following two (2) Courses:
(1) South 23°00'53” West, a distance of 236.93 feet (
14.55 Rods be deed); (2) South 1°12'57” East, a distance
of 265.27 feet (North 16.15 Rods by deed), to the north line of parcel conveyed to Ronald G. Larsen, by TAX DEED, recorded June 28, 2010, as Entry
No.: 10978611, in Book 9835 at Page 9888; thence South 88°59'00” West, along the north line of said Larsen parcel, a distance of 34.51 feet, to the
Northwest corner thereof; thence South, along the west line of said parcel, a distance of 4.99 feet, to the north line of Murray Oaks Phase IV
Subdivision, recorded in Book 2004P, at page 249; thence South 88°57'52” West, along the North line of said Murray Oaks Page IV Subdivision, a
distance of 142.65 feet, to the Northwest Corner of Lot 14, said subdivision and the Northeast corner of parcel Conveyed to Ramon & Aurelia B. Galvan,
by TAX DEED, recorded June 28, 2010, as Entry No.: 10978610, in Book 9835, at Page 9887; thence South 0°22'22” West, along the west line of said
Murray Oaks Page IV Subdivision, a distance of 7.00 feet, to the Southerly line of said parcel conveyed to Ramon & Aurelia B. Galvan, by aforesaid TAX
DEED, and the northerly line of parcel conveyed to the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints, recorded July 05, 1990 by Warranty Deed recorded
as Entry No.: 4937394 in Book 6234, at Page 345, said lines having been retraced by that certain Record of Survey Prepared By McNeil Engineering and
certified by Dale K. Bennett, and filed with the Salt lake County Surveyor's Office as Survey No.: S99-07-0498; thence west and north along said Church
parcel and surveyed line the following two (2) courses: (1) South 88°57'46” West, a distance of 82.16 feet; (2) North 6°28'44” East, along said surveyed
line and the east line of aforesaid Walden Ridge Phase 2 Subdivision, a distance of 501.85 feet
, to the point of beginning.
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A parcel of land situate within the Southeast Quarter of Section 14, Township 2 South, Range 1 West, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, Located in Murray
City, County of Salt Lake, State of Utah, said parcel being all of that certain tract of land conveyed to Ramon Galvan and Aurelia Bella Galvan by
Warranty Deed Recorded September 12, 1957, as Entry No.: 1556067, in Book 1444, at Page 296 of official records on file with the Salt Lake County
Recorder's Office and being more particularly described by survey as follows:
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WEST QUARTER CORER OF SECTION 14,
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 1 WEST,
SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN. (FOUND SALT
LAKE COUNTY BRASS CAP MONUMENT)

I, DENNIS K. WITHERS, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I AM A PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR, AND THAT I HOLD CERTIFICATE NO.: 6135190 IN ACCORDANCE
WITH TITLE 58, CHAPTER 22, PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS AND PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR'S ACT, HAVE COMPLETED A SURVEY OF THE PROPERTY
DESCRIBED ON THIS PLAT IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 17-23-17 AND HAVE VERIFIED ALL MEASUREMENTS AND HAVE PLACED MONUMENT AS
REPRESENTED ONT HIS PLAT, AS PRESCRIBED UNDER THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF UTAH. I FURTHER CERTIFY THAT BY THE AUTHORITY OF THE
OWNERS, I HAVE MADE A SURVEY OF THE TRACT OF LAND SHOWN ON THIS PLAT AND DESCRIBED HEREON, AND HAVE SUBDIVIDED SAID TRACT INTO
LOTS, AND STREETS, TOGETHER WITH EASEMENTS, HEREAFTER TO BE KNOW AS:

EAST QUARTER CORNER OF SECTION 14
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 1 WEST,
SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN. (FOUND
SALT LAKE COUNTY BRASS CAP MONUMENT)

LOCATED IN THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 14,
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 1 WEST, SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN.
MURRAY, UTAH
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SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE

DATE

MURRAY PLANNING COMMISSION

APPROVAL AS TO FORM

APPROVED THIS _________________ DAY OF _____________________ A.D., 20____,
BY THE MURRAY PLANNING COMMISSION.

APPROVED AS TO FORM THIS _________________ DAY OF _____________________ A.D., 20____

SALT LAKE COUNTY RECORDER
RECORD NO. ______________________________.
STATE OF UTAH, COUNTY OF SALT LAKE, RECORDED AND FILED AT THE REQUEST OF ____________________________________________________________
DATE: _________________________________ TIME: ____________________________ BOOK: __________________________ PAGE: _________________________
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ATTEST: CITY RECORDER
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GENERAL NOTES:
11

SITE GRADING SHALL BE PERFORMED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THESE PLANS AND THE RECOMMENDATIONS
SET FORTH IN THE SOILS REPORT THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR REMOVING AND
REPLACING ALL SOFT, YIELDING OR UNSUITABLE MATERIALS AND REPLACING WITH SUITABLE MATERIALS
AS SPECIFIED IN THE SOILS REPORT. ALL EXCAVATED OR FILLED AREAS SHALL BE COMPACTED TO 95% OF
MODIFIED PROCTOR MAXIMUM DENSITY PER ASTM TEST D-1557 EXCEPT UNDER BUILDING FOUNDATION
WHERE IT SHALL BE 98% MIN. OF MAXIMUM DENSITY. MOISTURE CONTENT AT TIME OF PLACEMENT SHALL
NOT EXCEED 2% ABOVE NOR 3% BELOW OPTIMUM. CONTRACTOR SHALL SUBMIT A COMPACTION REPORT
PREPARED BY A QUALIFIED REGISTERED SOILS ENGINEER, VERIFYING THAT ALL FILLED AREAS AND
SUBGRADE AREAS WITHIN THE BUILDING PAD AREA AND AREAS TO BE PAVED, HAVE BEEN COMPACTED IN
ACCORDANCE WITH THESE PLANS AND THE RECOMMENDATIONS SET FORTH IN THE SOILS REPORT.
THE CONTRACTOR IS TO USE BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES FOR PROVIDING EROSION CONTROL FOR
CONSTRUCTION OF THIS PROJECT. SPECIFIC DETAILS SHOWN ON SHEET C2.10 SHALL BE USED IN
COMBINATION WITH OTHER ACCEPTED LOCAL PRACTICES.

EXISTING UNDERGROUND UTILITIES AND IMPROVEMENTS ARE SHOWN IN THEIR APPROXIMATE LOCATIONS
BASED UPON RECORD INFORMATION AVAILABLE AT THE TIME OF PREPARATION OF PLANS. LOCATIONS
MAY NOT HAVE BEEN VERIFIED IN THE FIELD AND NO GUARANTEE IS MADE AS TO ACCURACY OR
COMPLETENESS OF THE INFORMATION SHOWN. IT SHALL BE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR TO
DETERMINE THE EXISTENCE AND LOCATION OF THOSE UTILITIES SHOWN ON THESE PLANS OR INDICATED
IN THE FIELD BY LOCATING SERVICES. ANY ADDITIONAL COSTS INCURRED AS A RESULT OF CONTRACTOR'S
FAILURE TO VERIFY LOCATIONS OF EXISTING UTILITIES PRIOR TO BEGINNING OF CONSTRUCTION IN THEIR
VICINITY SHALL BE BORNE BY THE CONTRACTOR AND ASSUMED INCLUDED IN THE CONTRACT.
ALL ELEVATIONS SHOWN AT TOP AND BOTTOM OF WALL(S), IF ANY, ARE ELEVATIONS AT FINISH GRADE,
UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.
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GRADE SITE TO ELEVATIONS AND CONTOURS SHOWN ON PLAN.

2

STORM DRAIN CATCH BASIN WITH HEAVY DUTY BICYCLE SAFE GRATE PER MURRAY CITY STANDARD
DETAIL 'C-3' ON SHEET C5.01.

3

15" DIAMETER RCP STORM DRAIN LINE. SEE MURRAY CITY DETAIL 'C-7' ON C5.01 FOR TRENCHING.

4

STORM DRAIN CLEAOUT BOX WITH SNOUT. SEE DETAIL 'A4' ON SHEET C5.02 FOR STORM DRAIN BOX
WITH SNOUT.

5

STORM DRAIN AREA INLET BOX WITH HEAVY DUTY BICYCLE SAFE GRATE. SEE DETAIL 'D5', SHEET
C5.02.

6

12" PERFORATED HDPE PIPE WITH GRAVEL PER DETAIL 'D4' ON SHEET C5.02.

7

DETENTION BASIN SIZED FOR THE 10-YEAR, 24-HOUR STORM. SEE CALCULATION SHEET, THIS
SHEET FOR DRAINAGE DESIGN RATIONALE.

8

REAR YARD DETENTION PONDS TO STORE RUNOFF IN 6" DEEP DEPRESSIONS IN REAR YARD.
DESIGN VOLUME = 330 CUBIC FEET.
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5811 SOUTH

SILT FENCE AS SHOWN ON PLAN. SEE DETAIL 'C3', SHEET C5.03.

2

INLET PROTECTION AROUND EXISTING OR NEW STORM DRAIN CATCH BASINS OR CURB INLETS. SEE
DETAIL 'A1', SHEET C5.03.

3

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE. SEE DETAIL 'C1', SHEET C5.03. LOCATION SHOWN IS
SUGGESTIVE. CONTRACTOR TO RELOCATE AS NEEDED.

4

CONCRETE WASHOUT AREA. CREATE A MIN. 10'X10' AREA WITH A 1' HIGH BERM. LINE AREA WITH
PLASTIC. DISCARD WASTE IN DUMPSTER WHEN FULL AND LEGALLY DISPOSE OF. SEE DETAIL 'A5',
SHEET C5.03. LOCATION SHOWN IS SUGGESTIVE. CONTRACTOR TO RELOCATE AS NEEDED.

5

CONSTRUCTION DUMPSTER, CHECK LEVEL DAILY, LEGALLY DISPOSE OF WASTE AS NEEDED.
LOCATION SHOWN IS SUGGESTIVE. CONTRACTOR TO RELOCATE AS NEEDED.

6

PORTABLE CONSTRUCTION TOILET. TOILET TO BE PROPERLY SECURED TO PREVENT TIPPING.
BUILD 6" BERM AROUND TOILET TO CONTAIN ANY SPILLS OR LEAKAGE. CHECK LEVEL DAILY.
LEGALLY DISPOSE OF WASTE AS NEEDED. SEE DETAIL 'C3', SHEET C5.03. LOCATION SHOWN IS
SUGGESTIVE. CONTRACTOR TO RELOCATE AS NEEDED.

7

WATER SITE AS NECESSARY TO PREVENT DUST AND SEDIMENT FROM BLOWING OFF SITE PER
DETAIL 'C5' ON SHEET C5.03.
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NECESSARY REPAIRS TO BARRIERS OR REPLACEMENT OF SILT FENCING SHALL BE ACCOMPLISHED
PROMPTLY.
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PROVIDE, INSTALL AND/OR CONSTRUCT THE FOLLOWING PER THE SPECIFICATIONS GIVEN OR
REFERENCED AND THE DETAILS NOTED AND AS SHOWN ON THE CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS:
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THE FIELD, ADDITIONAL CONTROL MAY BE DETERMINED TO BE NECESSARY.
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THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR FIELD VERIFYING THE LOCATIONS OF ALL EXISTING
UTILITIES. IF CONFLICTS OCCUR, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE ENGINEER PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION TO DETERMINE IF ANY FIELD ADJUSTMENTS SHOULD BE MADE.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MODIFY EROSION CONTROL MEASURES TO ACCOMMODATE PROJECT PLANNING.
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THE CONTRACTOR IS TO USE BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES FOR PROVIDING EROSION CONTROL FOR
CONSTRUCTION OF THIS PROJECT. SPECIFIC DETAILS SHOWN ON SHEET C5.03 SHALL BE USED IN
COMBINATION WITH OTHER ACCEPTED LOCAL PRACTICES.
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16.16.160: STREET DESIGN STANDARDS:
The following minimum standards and design criteria shall apply unless deemed unwarranted by
written recommendation of the City Engineer. These standards and criteria shall be supplemented
by other applicable existing engineering and construction requirements and standards as specified
by the City Engineer.
A. Subdivision Design: The subdivision design shall conform to the pattern of major streets as
designated in the City General Plan and the Transportation Master Plan, or other official street
plan adopted by the City.

B. Access Design: The street and traffic access design of a proposed subdivision development shall
promote the purposes and goals of the City's Master transportation plan. Any street design
proposal which would effectively preclude or substantially impair the ability of the city to
implement any listed possible solution to a listed traffic problem, as described in the
transportation master plan, must be approved by the mayor after receiving the recommendations
of the city engineer and the planning commission.

C. Street Pattern: The street pattern in the subdivision shall be in general conformity with a plan for
the most advantageous development of adjoining areas and the entire neighborhood or district.
The following guidelines shall be considered in evaluating a proposed street layout:
1. Proposed streets should be continuous and in alignment with existing planned or platted streets;
2. Proposed streets shall be extended to the boundary lines of the land to be subdivided, unless
prevented by topography or other physical conditions, or unless, in the opinion of the city engineer,
the road extension is not desirable for the coordination of the subdivision with the existing layout or
the most advantageous future development of adjacent tracts;
3. Proposed streets shall intersect one another as nearly at right angles as topography and other
limiting factors of good design permit;
4. Alleys shall not normally be permitted in residential subdivisions, but may be permitted in
nonresidential subdivisions.

D. Subdivisions Adjacent To Arterials: Subdivisions adjacent to arterials should be designed
according to the following guidelines:
1. Street design shall have the purpose of making adjacent lots, if for residential use, desirable for such
use by mitigating the impact of heavy traffic and of minimizing the interference with traffic on
arterials;
2. The number of intersecting streets along arterials shall be held to a minimum;

3. Frontage roads, if required or existing, shall be separated from the arterial or freeway by a strip of
permanent landscaping not less than ten feet (10') in width. A landscaping plan for the strip shall be
submitted for approval by the city forester. Frontage roads shall enter arterials by means of
intersections designed with turning and stacking capacity adequate for the traffic volume as
estimated by the city engineer;
4. Where frontage roads are not required, residential lots adjacent to an arterial shall be served by a
minor residential street paralleling said arterial at a generous lot depth therefrom. The minor
residential street shall be separated from the arterial by a strip of permanent landscaping parallel to
the arterial right of way not less than ten feet (10') in width. Greater widths may be appropriate and
required by the city engineer;
5. If the rear of any lot borders a public street, the subdivider may be required to execute and deliver to
the city an instrument, deemed sufficient by the city attorney, prohibiting the right of ingress and
egress from said public street to that lot. In addition, a masonry wall and related improvements must
be installed as provided in this chapter.

E. Grades: Curves and sight distances shall be subject to approval by the city engineer to ensure
proper drainage and safety for vehicles and pedestrians. Grades of all streets shall conform in
general to the terrain, and may not be less than one-half percent (1/2%) nor more than five
percent (5%) for main thoroughfares nor more than ten percent (10%) for minor streets.

F. Curb Radii: Curb radii at intersections shall comply with specifications as directed by the city
engineer. (Ord. 94-40 § 1: prior code § 30-44)

16.16.170: RELATION OF NEW STREETS TO ADJOINING STREET
SYSTEM; ACCESS STREETS:
A. Continuation of Existing Streets: The arrangement of streets in new subdivisions should provide
for the continuation of the existing streets from adjoining areas and should provide access to
unsubdivided adjoining areas. The subdivider may be required to submit a plat providing streets
which will continue into adjacent undeveloped property and which describes a proposed entire
street alignment which will provide the access to collector or other major streets as required in
this chapter or to implement the city's transportation master plan.

B. Maximum Dwelling Units On Single Access Street: Residential subdivisions must have adequate
access to and from streets.
1. Single- And Two-Family Dwellings: Any residential subdivision development of more than thirty (30)
single- or two-family dwellings shall have access to and from at least two (2) existing or proposed
streets.
2. Multiple-Family Dwellings: Any residential subdivision development of more than one hundred (100)
multiple-family dwellings shall have access to and from at least two (2) existing or proposed streets.

3. Engineering Consultant; Study: In the event a subdivision proposal for new lots to be served by a
new or an existing single access street system where the total number of dwelling units existing, plus
those proposed by the applicant, is likely to exceed the maximum dwelling units allowed, as set forth
in subsections B1 and B2 of this section, the applicant shall retain a professional engineering
consultant, acceptable to the city, to conduct a thorough study relative to the local street system and
inherent safety concerns. The city engineer may render an opinion on the consultant's study and a
recommendation to the planning commission. Additionally, if the city engineer deems an additional
study necessary after reviewing the consultant's study, the city engineer may conduct a study and
render an opinion; with all costs to be paid by the applicant. Upon the planning commission's finding
that a study is acceptable the applicant shall further demonstrate to the planning commission that
the existing street system and fire suppression availability, together with any proposed
improvements, is conducive to efficient travel, public safety, and the protection of property and the
community residents therein.
4. Greater Access Requirements: Access requirements should not be construed to limit the city's
authority to impose greater access requirements for residential areas if, in the opinion of the city
engineer or the city fire marshal, the extent of existing and predicted residential development in a
given area requires additional street access.

C. Design Standards: Every development proposal shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the city
engineer, city fire marshal and planning commission that the overall street system design and
subdivision layout incorporates design features conducive to efficient travel, public safety, and
the protection of property and the community residents therein. The basis for the required
improvements shall be in accordance with the street design and fire suppression standards
adopted by the city. Required improvements shall bear a proportionate, rational nexus to the
impact of the proposed development on the local roadway system.

D. Findings: The planning commission may make findings, based upon the recommendations from
the city engineer, city fire marshal, other staff members, expert opinion, the applicant and public
comment. Findings should include, at a minimum, that the access street(s) and the proposed
connection(s) to other streets will safely and adequately accommodate the vehicle trips and
turning movements which may reasonably be expected to be generated by the proposed
development; and that the proposed access will adequately accommodate the delivery of
municipal services. (Ord. 07-42 § 2: Ord. 94-40 § 1: prior code § 30-45)

16.16.180: STREETS, ALLEYS, CUL-DE-SACS AND EASEMENTS:
A. Streets: Streets shall conform to the width designated on the transportation master plan and as
designated by the standards adopted by the city engineering division. The subdivider may be
required either to provide land for widening of established streets within or adjacent to a
proposed subdivision or to provide land for new streets necessitated by the development.
1. All streets must have a minimum width of forty nine feet (49') with an asphalted width of twenty five
feet (25').

B. Permanent Cul-De-Sac Streets And Turnaround Requirements: The turnaround at the end of a
dead end street designed and approved to be permanently closed to through traffic must meet
the following requirements:
1. No cul-de-sac street may exceed one thousand feet (1,000') in length;
2. The turnaround at the end of the street must have a right of way radius of fifty feet (50') measured
from the center of the turnaround to the property line;
3. The length of a cul-de-sac street is measured from the center of the turnaround to the opening of the
street, as determined by the city engineer;
4. An existing street which is retrofitted to become a cul-de-sac street must meet the requirements of
this section.

C. Temporary Cul-De-Sac: If a subdivision street is intended to continue into adjacent property to
comply with the requirements of subsection A of this section, a stub street with a temporary culde-sac may be established under the following conditions:
1. If no residential lots use the temporary cul-de-sac street for access, the street may be of any length
and need not have a turnaround at its end;
2. If the stub street is in excess of one hundred feet (100') in length, one lot at the end of the street
must be temporarily used for the construction of a turnaround as approved by the city engineer and
the fire chief. Curbs, gutters and sidewalks are required to be installed. It shall be the responsibility
of the developer who constructs the continuation of the street to install curb, gutter and sidewalks for
the lot used for the turnaround. The stub street shall not be included in any subdivision plat without
the express written approval of the city engineer and the planning and zoning commission;
3. If the stub street is less than one hundred feet (100') in length, no temporary cul-de-sac is required.
(Ord. 07-42 § 2: Ord. 94-40 § 1: prior code § 30-46)

16.16.210: PROCEDURE FOR CLOSURE OF ROADWAYS:
In addition to the requirements set forth in section 10-8-8.1 et seq., Utah Code Annotated, as
amended, the following procedures shall be followed for the closure of any road:
A. Petition; Filing: Petition for road closure shall be filed with the planning and zoning commission
who shall submit the same to the traffic committee for its recommendation regarding the
proposed closure. Upon receipt of the recommendation, the planning and zoning commission
shall consider whether or not the road should be closed.

B. Closure: If the decision of the planning and zoning commission is to recommend closure, such
decision shall be forwarded to the city council for their consideration pursuant to the terms of
state law.

C. Open: If the decision of the planning and zoning commission is to have the road remain open, the
decision shall be final unless appealed by any resident of the city to the city council. The appeal
must be made in writing and within fifteen (15) days from the date of the decision of the planning
and zoning commission.

D. Relevant Standards: The traffic committee, planning and zoning commission and the city council,
when considering the proposed closure of a road, must base their decision upon, among other
reasons, the following:
1. Traffic volume projected for the road both in an open and closed configuration;
2. Compatibility of the adjacent properties and projected land uses;
3. It is the intent of the city to have streets interconnect with other subdivisions and adjacent properties;
4. Effect of closure of road will not increase the response time of public safety vehicles responding to
emergencies. (Ord. 94-40 § 1: prior code § 30-49)
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Brenda Green
Susan Nixon; Jared Hall
Tripp Lane
Monday, July 6, 2020 10:57:05 AM

Dear Jared and Susan,
As you well know the drop-off and pick up of students at Riverview Jr. High is a mess.   The current
situation has most traffic coming into the area from the top of Tripp Lane along with pedestrian
traffic. This scenario has always been very dangerous for the students, during my 20 years on Tripp
Lane I know of at least 4 students who have been hurt in accidents with countless other crashes and
close calls. My own daughter was involved in a crash during the early morning drop-off this year.
  You can reach Tripp Lane from Bullion Street along the 8th west street.  
The property at the bottom of Tripp Lane has been sold and Murray City’s master plan has the road
connecting Tripp Ln to Willow Grove, this would create another well-needed way in and out of the
area around the school. Relieving the strain where most of the cars enter and depart causing
dangerous situations daily.
The master plan will alleviate the traffic problems around the Jr high by adding another way in and
out of the area. Ten affordable houses will add to the neighborhood. Being in the middle of the
valley Murray is a very sought after location to live. Affordable housing will help a family enjoy a
great place to live.  
Per Zach, at Murray City, the right of way on Tripp Lane is 41 feet and the right of way on Willow
Grove is 50 Ft. Tripp Lane has been handling the traffic load all these years and with 9 more feet of
right of way, Williow Grove will be able to share the traffic load.
National studies prove that muli ways in and out of an area reduce the traffic congestion in that
area. Tripp Lane area has been waiting for the road to go through for a long time Thanks for making
this happen. Thanks for making the area safer for the students at Riverview Jr High.
Sincerely,
Brenda Green

Virus-free. www.avast.com
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Brenda Hales
Jared Hall; Susan Nixon
Through Street at the end of Tripp Lane
Wednesday, July 8, 2020 9:17:59 PM

This letter is regarding the proposed development at the end of Tripp Lane. My family has
lived on the corner of 800 West and Tripp Lane for over 20 years and have seen first-hand the
traffic problems that exist. On school mornings, and afternoons there is a steady flow of
traffic coming down 800 West and turning on to Tripp Lane to drop off, or pick up, their
children from school at Riverview Junior High. Cars seem to think the stop sign at the end of
800 West is a yield sign and blow right through it. There have been countless near-miss
accidents at that location. When you add the Junior High children walking or riding their bikes
to and from school along that road as well, things begin to get pretty dangerous. Cars also
enter Tripp Lane from 700 West. In the years that we’ve lived here, there have been four
children hit by cars.
There is always a long wait to get off of Tripp Lane on to 700 West. It has helped somewhat,
now that left turns are not allowed on to 700 West during school hours, but it is still very, very
backed up. We see cars flipping around on 700 West because they actually need to go left,
and that is dangerous too.
When there are school events, football, soccer, or softball there have been many times it has
taken 15 minutes or more to get down Tripp Lane and onto 700 West. When there are
emergencies during sporting events, ambulances and/or firetrucks have had a hard time
getting down Tripp Lane and there is no ability for them to turn around to exit.
The master plan has always been for the street to connect through to the subdivision on
Willow Grove Lane. By allowing this to become a through street it creates an additional access
point that would help alleviate congestion, benefit first responders, and make it easier, and
safer for kids being dropped off to school. I would vote to create a through street connecting
Tripp Lane and Willow Grove Lane, for the reasons listed above.
Brenda Hales
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Doug Barnett
Planning Commission Comments; Jared Hall
Subject: Project #20-058 Trip Lane Subdivision (July 16 agenda)
Monday, July 6, 2020 7:58:55 PM

I live next to the proposed subdivision planned for Tripp Lane. While I am happy this property is
finally being developed, I am opposed to the subdivision as planned for the following two reasons:
1) The proposed plan requires condemnation of property not owned by the developer
(taking property from Jim & Wendy Livingston). The use of eminent domain by Murray City
to develop a private subdivision is a misuse of power when a viable alternative exists. I have
spoken with NeighborWorks and they confirmed there is an alternative plan with a cul-desac that does not require the use of eminent domain. This alternative plan results in the
same number of lots so the developer would earn the same profit and the city would receive
the same property tax dollars. The use of eminent domain to take private property should
only be used when there is no reasonable alternative. In this case, there is a reasonable
alternative.
2) Willow Grove Lane is not designed to handle large amounts of traffic. Connecting Tripp
Lane to Willow Grove Lane is not a typical extension of a subdivision. The extension will
connect our subdivision to Riverview Park, Riverview Junior High and Viewmont Elementary
which have a combined enrollment of 1200 students. Families that currently travel to the
park and schools using main roads would now divert through this subdivision. Well-designed
city planning should keep traffic on the larger roads to ease congestion and maintain safety
for the students, not divert traffic to smaller residential streets. Neither Murray High nor
Hillcrest vehicle access is designed to encourage surrounding neighborhoods to absorb
traffic like this. Why should Riverview?
I strongly encourage city planners to consider alternative plans.
Doug Barnett
5856 S Willow Grove Lane
Murray UT 84123
Dlbarn72@gmail.com
801-673-2235
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To:
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Elizabeth LARSEN
Susan Nixon; jhall@murray.gov
Two Planning Concerns
Wednesday, June 24, 2020 11:34:01 AM
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Susan Nixon and/or Jared Hall,
I hope that I am contacting the right person. I live and own property at 5659 S 800 W and
have concerns about two planning issues.
1-- Tripp Lane subdivision planned to have 12 to 15 new homes. Because of all the traffic we
experience from Riverview Jr. High and the Softball fields on Tripp Lane, as well as all the
traffic from the Elementary School which is right by us, I would be much more in favor of a
CULDESAC COMING FROM CHERRY OAKS, OR A THROUGH STREET -- BUT NOT A CULDESAC
ENTERING FROM TRIPP LANE. I don't feel that Tripp Lane is wide enough to handle more
traffic. We already have parking problems that come all the way to where I live when there
are events at these three locations.
2 -- Construction of a Cell Tower on 1044 Potomac Dr. I would not like a cell tower to be built
there, but if it is built, I would like to see some landscaping done on the Rocky Mt.
Power/PacifiCorp easement. Please refer to a letter from Kelly Lundeberg sent to the Mayor
on June 22. Or contact her at 801-633-5720. I like her well thought out suggestions.
Thank you,
Elizabeth Larsen
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Emilee Barnett
Planning Commission Comments; Jared Hall; bobl@nwsaltlake.org; davidm@nwsaltlake.org;
jasminew@nwsaltlake.org; allisont@nwsaltlake.org; maria@nwsaltlake.org
871 West Tripp Lane
Tuesday, July 7, 2020 8:58:00 AM

Murray City Planning Commission,
I live at 856 S Willow Grove Lane and am writing in opposition to the proposed subdivision
planned for 871 W Tripp Lane. I’m deeply concerned about my street connecting to Tripp
Lane for the following reasons;
First, the NeighborWorks’ website says it’s goal is to help improve neighborhoods. By
building the proposed road connecting Tripp Lane to Willow Grove Lane traffic will increase
exponentially. The city engineer, Trae Stokes, believes the number of cars per day could be at
least 300-400. This does not improve our quiet neighborhood; it completely destroys it.
Permanently.  
Second, buyers prefer a cul-de-sac over a busy street and are willing to pay more for a quiet
subdivision. A cul-de-sac can be connected from Tripp Lane or Willow Grove Lane and
instantly increase the value of these new homes, which increases revenue for the city.
Third, the intersection where Green Oaks Drive meets Cherry Oak Circle is near a blind hill.
The stop sign at that intersection is treated as a suggestion by drivers. Entering and exiting my
neighborhood is often dangerous. With traffic increasing by 400 cars along what is also the
walking path of many students, Murray City will create a major safety issue and will need to
consider providing a crossing guard.
Fourth, currently 700 West, Bullion and Green Oaks Drive are the main routes to the schools.
They may take a few minutes longer but incorporate wider streets made to handle more traffic.
And the streets closest to the schools—Bullion, 800 West, and Tripp Lane, have houses on one
side of street only. That allows for a parked car and two lanes of passing traffic. The new
subdivision and Willow Grove Lane will become a similar thoroughfare street but with homes
on both sides of the street. Passing access will be limited to one lane when cars are parked
along both sides of the street.
Fifth, Murray High School and Hillcrest Junior High School do not force the surrounding
neighborhoods to absorb traffic like this. There is one access point to Riverview Junior High on Tripp
Lane and one to Viewmont Elementary School on Anderson. Both access points are back logged at
drop off and pick up times and will always be back logged regardless of the exit point of this new
subdivision.

Let’s continue the Murray way of creating desired neighborhoods and preserving safety for
families.
Sincerely,
Emilee Barnett
emileebarnett@msn.com
5856 S. Willow Grove Ln.
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Jared Hall
Jeff Waldram
Susan Nixon; Planning Commission Comments
RE: NeighborWorks
Thursday, July 9, 2020 4:18:29 PM

Mr. Waldram,
Thank you for taking the time to send in your comments and concerns. We will attach your email to the staff report
that will be issued to the Planning Commission this weekend. If you have any questions please feel free to contact
us at any time.
jared
Jared Hall
(801) 270-2427
jhall@murray.utah.gov
-----Original Message----From: Jeff Waldram <waldramj@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 9, 2020 3:50 PM
To: Jared Hall <jhall@murray.utah.gov>
Subject: NeighborWorks
Dear Mr. Hall,
I currently reside on Willow Grove Lane and am strongly opposed to the proposal of putting a road through our
neighborhood and street. The original proposal for this project was for a cul-de-sac, with access off of Tripp lane.
There is no need to ruin the quiet and calm of our dead-end street by making it a thoroughfare! It will bring too
much unnecessary traffic, pollution, noise and congestion and we don’t need that. Please use the original proposal,
and keep the access from Tripp lane. Current council members have looked at the project and told us they favor this
plan as well. Our street is way too small to handle the increased traffic flow.
Thank you for your consideration,
Jeff waldram
Sent from my iPad
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Jessica Lucero
Planning Commission Comments
Susan Nixon; Jared Hall; Dale Cox; Kat Martinez; Rosalba Dominguez; diane.turner@murray.gov; Brett Hales
Re: development and access to Tripp Ln property
Thursday, June 25, 2020 1:23:47 PM

Dear Planning Commission:
I'm writing regarding the Neighbor Works development project at the end of Tripp Lane. I live
at 724 Tripp Ln, Murray, UT 84123 and have concerns about the possibility of redrafting the
plans to include a cul-de-sac off of Tripp Ln. As I understand it, Neighbor Works has been
advised to redraft plans to no longer include a through-street that would connect into Willow
Grove community.
If plans are changed to create a cul-de-sac with primary entry and exit points being on Tripp
Ln, then I urge the Commission to reconsider this action. I am not opposed to adding to the
neighborhood; in fact, quite the opposite--I am in favor of the development. However, Tripp
Lane is not created in such a way as to safely or efficiently be the sole source to
accommodate increased traffic due to new homes.
As you are aware, Tripp Ln is the primary access point for Riverview Junior High and a
secondary entrance to get to Viewmont Elementary. When school is in session, traffic is
already quite heavy. Additionally, Tripp Ln is home to a good number of families with young
children, including my own. We need to keep them safe to play in the neighborhood, and I
commend the commission and the council in how traffic is directed when school is in session.
However, building 12 additional homes with Tripp as the primary entry/exit point will
dramatically increase traffic, thereby making it more congested and more difficult to keep safe
for my five-month old and four-year old.
Instead of creating a cul-de-sac off of Tripp Ln, I support a proposal suggested by another
Tripp Ln neighbor: urge the owner of the land off of Willow Grove to sell in order to
create a cul-de-sac (and not a through-street) onto Willow Grove. Hopefully this would
respond to their concerns about increased traffic to Willow Grove by creating a throughstreet that links traffic from the schools to Willow Grove. I contend that Willow Grove can
sustain increased traffic as it is less trafficked (and would remain less congested) due to not
having two schools' traffic. In short, that street could absorb increased traffic with minimal
impact.
Please let me know if I can be of further assistance, or answer any questions you may have.
Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,
Jessica Miller
724 Tripp Ln
Murray, UT 84123
lucero.jessica@gmail.com
(702) 499-1387 (mobile)
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Jim Livingston (CTO)
Planning Commission Comments
Comments for July 16 planning commission meeting; Tripp Lane Development
Thursday, July 9, 2020 9:35:39 PM

Following are my concerns regarding the proposed Tripp Lane development:
Connecting Willow Grove Lane to Tripp Lane would lead directly to two schools: Viewmont
Elementary and Riverview Jr High, with a total enrollment of 1,200 students. The roads that these
students currently use to commute to school are:
Bullion
Greenoaks
Anderson
800 West
Tripp, and
700 West
Every single one of these streets is either an extra wide street, or has homes on only one side of the
street. Willow Grove Lane has neither of these features. Turning a narrow street with homes on
both sides into a through street to the schools is not only impractical, but a clear indication that the
city does not understand the extent of traffic that would appear. Many students walk to school, and
this significant traffic would also pose a safety concern for students walking to school and crossing
on this narrow residential street. Comments from the developer and proponents of this proposal
imply that the current traffic issues at Riverview Junior High are a result of the only access point
being at 700 West and Tripp Lane. This is not true. Most students living west of the junior high are
already approaching the school from the west end of Tripp Lane (via 800 West). Adding another
road inlet near 800 West will only cause new and additional congestion at the west end of Tripp
Lane and will do nothing for the traffic problems at the school, as the students will still all end up in
the same place.
Also, if there were a genuine concern that a connecting road is necessary for safety or emergency
services, I would trust and hope that Murray would have addressed this issue during the 16 years
our road has been completed. Murray City could have connected this street to Tripp Lane at any
point during that time if there were concerns. The fire department is a straight shot from 5900
south to our street, and they would have no reason to wind around the neighborhood north of us.
We have had no problems with garbage pickup or mail delivery, and we’ve had large delivery trucks
come to our home with no issues at all. In addition, multiple studies show that crime is significantly
lower on cul-de-sacs and dead end streets than on through streets, so this plan would instead create
new safety issues for both of the neighborhoods.
I own the property at the north end of Willow Grove Lane, and in order to develop a through street
Murray City would have to condemn a portion of my property. A city’s condemnation of personal
property should only be considered as a last resort. I have no doubt that the citizens of Murray will
be very concerned if Murray City exercises eminent domain and condemns my personal property
when there is a viable and preferred alternative to this plan with the development of a cul-de-sac.

We have met with each resident of our neighborhood, the residents at the west end of Tripp Lane
where these streets would connect, and none are in favor of it. These are the citizens that will be
most affected by this plan. Moving forward with plans only because they seem to look good on
paper or match previous expectations is injudicious and irresponsible. If the city planning has any
desire to put positive changes into effect, a through street is, for all of the reasons listed above, a
clear step in the wrong direction. Luckily, it is not the only direction available.
Jim Livingston
5859 Willow Grove Lane
Murray, UT. 84123
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Kathy Milne
Planning Commission Comments
Fw: Citizen Comments
Thursday, July 9, 2020 9:07:04 AM

Subject: Citizen Comments

Dear Murray Planning Commission Members,
My name is Kathy Milne and I live in the last house on Tripp Lane. While I am excited
and happy that the old Galvin property, kitty corner from me, is going to be
developed, I do have concerns about the future traffic problems. If the road is
developed from Willow Grove Lane to Tripp Lane there will be much more congestion
and it will be less safe for our children. In talking with one person at the Planning
Division they said that it would only be around a hundred more cars a day. I think that
is way understated. A neighbor talked to the city engineer and they say that it will be
between 200-300 more cars which I find to be more reasonable and truthful. Just the
10 new homes will add 20-30 cars traveling back and forth numerous times a day.
One of the reasons we built our home on Tripp Lane is that it is on a dead end street
because of road and congestion issues we had where we lived in Sandy. There are
parking issues with the ball park, football and with both Riverview Junior High and
Viewmont Elementary. Although things have gotten slightly better with the added
parking at Riverview, there is still a parking issue. Because of this issue, people park
on both sides of Tripp Lane and on 800 West. There have been numerous times that
I cannot get up the street or down the street because of the parking issue and
vehicles trying to travel up or down the street. Tripp Lane is 10 feet wider than Willow
Grove. People park extra cars in front of their houses. There is not room for
homeowner parking and 2 lanes of through traffic!
Our neighborhoods consist of many cul de sacs and circles. This makes it a safer
place for our children to play outside. I am asking you to please consider the safety of
our children, as they walk to and from school. If you put a road in, it will be narrow,
congested and people will speed. There will be continous traffic which can bring in
more crime.
Let us stay in with the design of the rest of the neighborhood. Put in a cul de sac, with
a walkway if needed. Let's keep our neighborhood and our children safe. No through
street!!
I have had a few conversations with individuals who have either bought the property
or are developing it, etc. While they have stated they do not know if a through street is
in the plans, a couple of the individuals have told me that they would prefer a cul de
sac. Reason one, would be able to put in more homes and reason two, they said it
would be safer and not only fit in with the neighborhood, but less congestion of traffic.
I agree with them. A little more traffic from a cul de sac is preferable over the traffic a

through street bring.
I also understand that there are other contingencies that need to be taken care of
before the street can go through. NeighborWorks was aware of these contingencies
when they bought the property.
I am hoping that you will listen, hear and take heed of how we feel concerning this
development. Please consider our concerns and the issues a through street will bring
into our neighborhood.
Thank you,
Kathy Milne
846 West Tripp Lane
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From: Stephanie Topolovec <steph_top@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 10:07 AM
To: Jared Hall <jhall@murray.utah.gov>
Subject: Subject property Tripp Lane
Dear Mr. Hall and Planning Division,
We are writing to express our dire concerns of extending Willow Grove Lane. As we know, there are pros
and cons from different neighborhoods to making Willow Grove a through street to Tripp lane.
1. A main road is already needed for lots 1-10 which can be designed to be wider by the planning
divisions to suit two way traffic in/out and/or a bike path. In contrast to Tripp Lane, Willow Lane is lined
with homes on both sides of the street, unlike existing Tripp lane. The south side of the street is a ball
field that will never be developed. Willow is very narrow and if any cars are parked in front of the homes
on the street, there is not enough room for traffic to be safe. Even more dangerous during the winter
season when snow plows have pushed banks up reducing the space even more.
2. For children off Green Oaks and down Walden Ridge Road, this is a main walkway for the
neighborhood to get to two public and a city park. We are quite sure residents of the new developments
near Ivory would choose this new pass by car opposed to going on the main road of 700 West or up
Bullion to save a few minutes as those streets are already congested.
3. The children living in the new development can walk to the schools and residents can more easily go
out east on Tripp Lane quicker than thru subdivision onto Green Oaks Drive.
Please do NOT consider a through way. We believe this will be a huge mistake causing much automotive
traffic (heard up to 400 cars/day) putting people at risk. We do strongly support a more usable, wider
walkway for people to more easily get thru with bikes, double strollers, wagons for all patrons including
Ivory homes which will promote walking to school and community unity. If this road is approved, we would
expect 1) a 3 way stop sign at corner of Willow Grove and Green Oaks Drive, 2) crossing guard to insure
safety during school times as they do on Bullion and 3) residents would be allowed to post no parking on
both west or east sides of the streets 24:7, thus making citizens upset when attending school or sport
games at Riverview ball field.
Thank you for your consideration,
Kevin and Stephanie O’Brien
844 W. Cherry Oak Circle
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Lindsay Ross
Jared Hall; Susan Nixon
Property at 871 West Tripp Lane
Wednesday, July 8, 2020 6:06:10 PM
Livingston Parcel No. 21-14-426-037-0000.pdf
Livingston Parcel No. 21-14-426-037-0000 Map.pdf

I would like to tell you of my support to have this street be a through street and not a cul-desac where the only entrance is from Tripp Lane. I have lived the majority of life on Bullion
Street, minus 10 years, and I am 42 years old. The traffic isn't necessarily bad on Bullion, but
it is pretty bad on Anderson Avenue and Tripp Lane because of the schools and the different
sports and activities that happen there. That doesn't just mean the flow of traffic, it is the
parking that happens on the street as well. Tripp Lane is more narrow than Anderson Avenue
and the parking is always a disaster waiting to happen. When my daughter played softball at
Riverview, I wouldn't drive to the school right after work, I would go home and walk, because
it took me less time to walk there than to drive, park and then try to leave at the same time as
all the other parents. I can't imagine what it is like for those that live on Anderson Avenue and
Tripp Lane.
I have heard talk of a "master plan" that shows that Willow Grove Lane has always had the
plan to go through if that property was developed and that is why Willow Grove Lane is not a
cul-de-sac and it just ends. Can you tell me where to find the master plan on the City's
website so I can see what that is?
I have seen the Salt Lake County records showing the property that Jim Livingston owns next
to his house (his house address is 5589 Willow Grove Lane and the parcel next to him is
parcel number 21-14-426-037-0000). It would be a shame if Mr. Livingston tried to use that
to stop the through street. Him owning that little parcel seems ridiculous because it does not
benefit him in any way and has nothing to do with the property his house is located on. If the
City were to condemn it, I don't see how it would cause him any harm because his actual
house would not be affected in any way. It seems more like an entitlement issue for them not
wanting to be part of that street and getting some traffic spread across the area instead of just
on Tripp Lane.
Thank you for your time and the work that you do for Murray. I work for Salt Lake City so I
understand the pain that this can sometimes be and I appreciate your hard work in trying to do
what is best for the entire City and not just want a few people in the City want or demand.
Thank you,
Lindsay Ross
757 West Bullion Street
Murray, UT 84123
(801) 634-4730
linzross77@gmail.com
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Salt Lake County Recorder - Printer Friendly Version

Parcel Data And Documents
For Parcel Number • 21-14-426-037-0000

Active Parcel Number
Legal Description:
BEG NE COR OF MURRAY OAKS PHASE 4 AMD; S 88°59' W 488.5 FT M OR L; N 4.83 FT M OR L; N 88°59' E 488.5 FT M OR L; S 4.76 FT
M OR L TO BEG. 0.05 AC. 9022-4627,4735

Acreage:

Address:

City:

Land Value:

Bldg Value:

Total Value:

0.0500

5859 S WILLOW GROVE LN

MURRAY

4,700.00

0.00

4,700.00

Owner(s) of Record Found: 2
Owner Name

Trustee Name

LIVINGSTON JIM

JT

LIVINGSTON WENDY

JT

PR Interest Owner AKA LifeEstate Exec Admin Guard Cnsrvtr Cust

Total Documents Found: 6
Entry Number

Book

Page

Type

Date

First Parties

10978611

9835

9888

TAX D

12753560

10665

2639

WD

4/16/2018

12753561

10665

2640

TRD

LIVINGSTON, JIM JT
4/16/2018 LIVINGSTON, WENDY
JT

AMROCK UTAH INC
QUICKEN LOANS INC

12753562

10665

2656

R JUDG

4/16/2018 LARSEN, SHERRIE C

LARSEN, RONALD GLEN

LIVINGSTON, JIM
8/26/2019 LIVINGSTON, WENDY
JT

MANN, BENJAMIN
UNITED WHOLESALE
MORTGAGE

13058978

10820

6135

TRD

13131266

10863

8373

RECON

6/28/2010 SALT LAKE CNTY

Second Parties

11/22/2019

LARSEN, RONALD G
LARSEN, SHERRIE C

AMROCK UTAH INC
QUICKEN LOANS INC

https://slco.org/data-services/Search/PrinterFriendly.aspx?CallerPage=ParcelDataDocuments

Consideration Doc Plat

LARSEN, RONALD JT
LARSEN, SHERRIE C JT
LIVINGSTON, JIM JT
LIVINGSTON, WENDY JT

LIVINGSTON, JIM JT
LIVINGSTON, WENDY JT

✔
420,800.00

✔

✔
✔

248,000.00

✔
✔
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Stephanie Pollei
Jared Hall
response to Tripp Lane subdivision
Thursday, July 9, 2020 1:05:39 PM

Kevin and Stephanie Pollei
5861 South Cherry Oak Circle
Murray, Utah 84123
Murray City Planning Commission
4646 Riverside Dr.
Murray Utah 84123
July 8, 2020
For the attention of Mr. Jared Hall – Community and Economic Development Supervisor
Reference:   Tripp Lane Subdivision Preliminary Subdivision Review- NeighborWorks Salt Lake
                                Project #20-058
Proposed a ten (10) lot single family residential subdivision at 871 West Trip Lane – Connecting Tripp
Lane with Willow Grove Lane

We write in connection with the above planning application. We are homeowners that reside
within 500 feet of the property in question. I have examined the proposed site and submitted
plan. We wish to strongly object to the proposed 10 lot subdivision plan that connects
Tripp Lane and Willow Grove Lane, creating a local thoroughfare between the two
neighborhoods. We are not contesting the building of the subdivision if the approved
future plan does not connect the two roads. The real potential impact to consider is not
from the lots in the subdivision but from the potential change in traffic patterns due to the
hundreds of homes in the surrounding area using the shortcut.
The Tripp Lane Subdivision proposal should be completely and thoroughly studied, and a plan
approved that would benefit the safety and well-being of the stakeholders and community.
This proposed plan to connect the roads does not meet this criterion. Many
stakeholders/homeowners will be adversely affected if the two roads are connected and
citizen safety is at risk. We will now outline major concerns and reasons why this plan should
not be approved as presented:
§ There has not been a formal traffic study performed. This needs to be undertaken.
As stated in the Murray Engineering Specification and Requirement Document, “a
traffic study may be required to determine impacts and mitigation of new or modified
access points on a roadway system.”
o The Murray Engineering Document further states, “Typically, a Traffic Impact
Study (TIS) is required for any proposed development that generates 100 or
more peak hour trips.” The Murray Engineer has stated that the traffic would
increase to 300-400 cars per day. This a huge increase in use, that this size of
road was not built to sustain.
o This connecting of the roads would function as minor collector allowing
Green Oaks traffic to access 7th West. As stated in the Murray Engineering
document a minor collector needs to have 2-3 lanes. The width of Willow
Grove is barely within approved lane dimensions. If there is a car parked on the

side of the road it impedes travel. If two cars are parked on each side of the
road it is impossible for cars to pass.
o The intersection of Cherry Oak Circle and Green Oaks is already confusing to
motorists. The double stop signs in a matter of 100 feet are often ignored. The
recent development of the 90 Ivory and Gough Homes west of the Willow
Grove and Tripp Lane adds to the additional traffic. With the increased traffic
and blind sightlines on Green Oaks there have been multiple near misses of
auto accidents.
o A crosswalk and crossing guard will most likely need to be built and funded
on the corner of Green Oaks and Cherry Oaks Circle because many children and
teenagers use the existing walkway to Riverview and Viewmont. This will be an
added ongoing expense to the Murray taxpayers that does not have to be
undertaken if the plan is not approved. An engineering study is required for
new crosswalks. The Engineering document states that crosswalks should be
avoided in locations with the following characteristics.
· Inadequate stopping sight distance for motorists. – Green
Oaks has a blind hill when traveling Eastbound by Willow Grove.
· Inadequate visibility for pedestrians – Again, the blind hill
makes it difficult to see oncoming traffic
· High vehicle turning movements – most traffic flow involves
turning if the roads are connected there will be an increased
amount through traffic adding more confusion
· Inadequate Lighting – These roads do not have adequate
street lighting for increased travel of young pedestrians and
motorists. Again, this is added expenses to taxpayers.
§ No other residential neighborhood with a small local road in Murray is configured to
bear the brunt and weight of traffic for a junior high school AND an elementary
school. All Murray schools with the exception of Longview have travel patterns that
bypass small residential roads the size of Willow Grove for their entry/exit ways.
Longview being the exception however the road only services the one school.
§ Tripp Lane and the surrounding roads would not benefit from less traffic with the
connected roads. This connected road would only bring more congestion to their
streets with people accessing 7th west travelling eastbound.
The city/developer is asking the Willow Grove/Cherry Oak Circle homeowners to carry this
unfair, unneeded, and unwanted burden of increased traffic and safety. It is our
understanding that the developer has a plan that includes a Cul-de-sac with the same
number of lots as proposed in this plan. This other plan needs to be presented to preserve
the safety and value of the neighborhood. As a planning commission, We urge you to set
aside any personal opinions of having a shortcut that may briefly convenience others not
living in the immediate neighborhood while continually disrupting and causing safety
issues to the homeowners.
Sincerely,
Stephanie Pollei and Kevin Pollei

school.

Agenda item #5
Tripp Lane Subd
From: Stephanie Pollei <spollei12@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 9, 2020 1:05 PM
To: Jared Hall <jhall@murray.utah.gov>
Subject: response to Tripp Lane subdivision
Kevin and Stephanie Pollei
5861 South Cherry Oak Circle
Murray, Utah 84123
Murray City Planning Commission
4646 Riverside Dr.
Murray Utah 84123
July 8, 2020
For the attention of Mr. Jared Hall – Community and Economic Development Supervisor
Reference: Tripp Lane Subdivision Preliminary Subdivision Review- NeighborWorks Salt Lake,
Project #20-058
Proposed a ten (10) lot single family residential subdivision at 871 West Trip Lane – Connecting Tripp
Lane with Willow Grove Lane

We write in connection with the above planning application. We are homeowners that reside
within 500 feet of the property in question. I have examined the proposed site and submitted
plan. We wish to strongly object to the proposed 10 lot subdivision plan that connects Tripp
Lane and Willow Grove Lane, creating a local thoroughfare between the two
neighborhoods. We are not contesting the building of the subdivision if the approved future
plan does not connect the two roads. The real potential impact to consider is not from the
lots in the subdivision but from the potential change in traffic patterns due to the hundreds
of homes in the surrounding area using the shortcut.
The Tripp Lane Subdivision proposal should be completely and thoroughly studied, and a plan
approved that would benefit the safety and well-being of the stakeholders and community.
This proposed plan to connect the roads does not meet this criterion. Many
stakeholders/homeowners will be adversely affected if the two roads are connected and citizen
safety is at risk. We will now outline major concerns and reasons why this plan should not be
approved as presented:
▪ There has not been a formal traffic study performed. This needs to be undertaken. As
stated in the Murray Engineering Specification and Requirement Document, “a traffic
study may be required to determine impacts and mitigation of new or modified access
points on a roadway system.”

The Murray Engineering Document further states, “Typically, a Traffic Impact
Study (TIS) is required for any proposed development that generates 100 or
more peak hour trips.” The Murray Engineer has stated that the traffic would
increase to 300-400 cars per day. This a huge increase in use, that this size of
road was not built to sustain.
This connecting of the roads would function as minor collector allowing Green
Oaks traffic to access 7th West. As stated in the Murray Engineering document a
minor collector needs to have 2-3 lanes. The width of Willow Grove is barely
within approved lane dimensions. If there is a car parked on the side of the road
it impedes travel. If two cars are parked on each side of the road it is impossible
for cars to pass.
The intersection of Cherry Oak Circle and Green Oaks is already confusing to
motorists. The double stop signs in a matter of 100 feet are often ignored. The
recent development of the 90 Ivory and Gough Homes west of the Willow Grove
and Tripp Lane adds to the additional traffic. With the increased traffic and blind
sightlines on Green Oaks there have been multiple near misses of auto accidents.
A crosswalk and crossing guard will most likely need to be built and funded on
the corner of Green Oaks and Cherry Oaks Circle because many children and
teenagers use the existing walkway to Riverview and Viewmont. This will be an
added ongoing expense to the Murray taxpayers that does not have to be
undertaken if the plan is not approved. An engineering study is required for new
crosswalks. The Engineering document states that crosswalks should be avoided
in locations with the following characteristics.
• Inadequate stopping sight distance for motorists. – Green Oaks has a
blind hill when traveling Eastbound by Willow Grove.
• Inadequate visibility for pedestrians – Again, the blind hill makes it
difficult to see oncoming traffic
• High vehicle turning movements – most traffic flow involves turning
if the roads are connected there will be an increased amount through
traffic adding more confusion
• Inadequate Lighting – These roads do not have adequate street
lighting for increased travel of young pedestrians and motorists. Again,
this is added expenses to taxpayers.
▪ No other residential neighborhood with a small local road in Murray is configured to
bear the brunt and weight of traffic for a junior high school AND an elementary school.
All Murray schools with the exception of Longview have travel patterns that bypass
small residential roads the size of Willow Grove for their entry/exit ways. Longview
being the exception however the road only services the one school.

▪ Tripp Lane and the surrounding roads would not benefit from less traffic with the
connected roads. This connected road would only bring more congestion to their
streets with people accessing 7th west travelling eastbound.
The city/developer is asking the Willow Grove/Cherry Oak Circle homeowners to carry this
unfair, unneeded, and unwanted burden of increased traffic and safety. It is our
understanding that the developer has a plan that includes a Cul-de-sac with the same number
of lots as proposed in this plan. This other plan needs to be presented to preserve the safety
and value of the neighborhood. As a planning commission, We urge you to set aside any
personal opinions of having a shortcut that may briefly convenience others not living in the
immediate neighborhood while continually disrupting and causing safety issues to the
homeowners.

Sincerely,
Stephanie Pollei and Kevin Pollei

Agenda item #5
Tripp Lane Subd

July 8, 2020
My name is Steve Fidel. I live at 940 W. Bryanston Cove where my wife and I have raised four children in the
neighborhood adjacent to Viewmont Elementary and Riverview Junior High. All four of our children attended both
of those schools, and I am quite familiar with the pedestrian and vehicular traffic patterns in and around the
neighborhood and the two schools.
I have observed passionate conversations for and against the NeighborWorks Salt Lake proposal that is before the
Planning Commission. Those conversations often make references to a master plan as well as concerns about
traffic safety issues if the existing Willow Grove Lane is connected to the NeighborWorks development. Pedestrian
safety is my primary concern.
Presuming references to a master plan are talking about the “2017 Murray General Plan,” I have read all 172 pages
in the PDF of the plan. I have studied many master plan documents as part of my profession and am impressed by
the scope of the research conducted to compile this plan; however, I see nothing in the 2017 plan that addresses
the parcel of land or street in question. I believe individuals referring to the plan to make arguments supporting
the proposal to connect Willow Grove Lane to Tripp Lane have not read the plan or are misusing the plan to the
detriment of the neighborhood.
The 2017 plan does set out city objectives that serve as cautions regarding the NeighborWorks proposal:
Objective 1 of the Transportation Systems Overall Goal is to “provide safe and efficient movement of traffic on city
streets while maintaining the integrity of the neighborhoods.”
The integrity of the neighborhood would be compromised by connecting Willow Grove Lane to the NeighborWorks
project because six additional neighborhood streets, 12 residential street intersections and an additional 69 homes
(including the 10 lots proposed by NeighborWorks) would be added to a new junior high traffic pattern. Given both
the elementary and junior high school’s locations within the respective school boundaries, a professional traffic
study would be needed to estimate whether adding more routes to the school would have any beneficial impact
on the streets now carrying the burden of the junior high traffic: 800 West and Tripp Lane. I suspect residents
there would see little to no benefit and would experience more through traffic in addition to the school traffic.
Pedestrian traffic to and from Viewmont Elementary School, one block north of the junior high, would also be
negatively impacted if the additional streets become vehicular traffic conduits to the junior high. The current
Willow Grove Lane has a pedestrian access through the fence and is exclusively a pedestrian conduit to both
schools. Connecting Willow Grove to Tripp Lane would make Willow Grove the collecting point for all vehicular
traffic using new routes to the junior high. Working toward greater multi-modality is also an objective of the 2017
plan: “Working to make a more pedestrian and bike friendly community can help set Murray apart and work
toward regional smart growth initiatives,” and “Site design standards for developments should prioritize
pedestrian and bicycle access, not just consider automobile access.” The current proposal does not meet that
objective.
Objective 3 of the Transportation Systems Overall Goal is to “support residential traffic calming where proven
effective and cost efficient.”
Traffic calming is not enhanced by pushing more school traffic through additional neighborhood streets. The best
way to calm traffic on the neighborhood streets adjacent to the junior high would be to have a traffic study
consider the benefits of moving the entrances to the junior high drop-off lots away from Tripp Lane and around
the corner to face 700 West. The best way to calm traffic on the new section of street proposed for development
by NeighborWorks and enhance pedestrian safety would be to end the street in a cul-de-sac.
Thank you for your work and consideration.
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To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Susan Michaels
Planning Commission Comments; Jared Hall
Subject: July 16th Agenda – Tripp Lane Subdivision
Friday, July 10, 2020 3:21:37 PM
The Effects of Traffic Flow on Residential Property Values.pdf
Types of Roads That Can Have a Big Impact on Home Sales.docx

Murray City Planning Commission,
My comments below are for the July 16th Planning Commission meeting to discuss
the Tripp Lane Subdivision. I am writing to oppose the Subdivision as designed. I
realize this letter may take longer than 3 minutes to read in the meeting, so during the
meeting please focus only on those sections highlighted below.
This subdivision needs to be a cul-de-sac, not a connecting road. A connecting road
will divert too much traffic to the residential streets during peak drop off and pick up
times at the adjacent junor high and elementary schools.
For Murray City Planning
First, I’ve heard city staff, and NeighborWorks claim the current dead end streets on
Tripp Lane and Willow Grove lane pose a safety issue. In the 15+ years these roads
have existed please provide examples proving this safety issue exists. I am certainly
not aware of any.
Second, why would Murray City want to increase traffic through a residential
neighborhood? I refer you to the attached study by The Journal of American Planning
which actually shows closing off residential streets improve safety NOT
OPENING THEM UP. The research study is focused on two neighborhoods in Grand
Rapids Michigan which had the highest pedestrian-vehicle accident rates in the city.
The city decided to block off (not open more) streets to divert traffic. The study
results:
In the two year period following the insertion of street diverters, accident rates in the
area dropped 95.5%
Property values for those homes still experiencing high traffic were valued between
15% and 30% less than homes in the area that saw the traffic decline.

If safety is your concern, building this road is not a solution, it makes the problem
worse. The solution is to build a better pick up / drop off for students for the junior
high on 700 west.
Finally, increasing traffic through a residential neighborhood is contrary to your own
2017 Murray City Master Plan which states the following objectives:
Preserve and protect the quality of life for a range of viable residential
neighborhoods.

Provide safe and efficient movement of traffic on City streets while maintaining the
integrity of neighborhoods
Optimize the existing transportation network to effectively meet current and future
needs without compromising quality of life.
So, again I ask, why would Murray city want to INCREASE traffic through a
residential neighborhood?

For NeighborWorks
There are many articles that substantiate a cul-de-sac is a much safer and more
sought after place to live than a main street. See attached example. If NeighborWorks
is truly focused on creating a safe environment for families and children, a cul-de-sac
should be the preferred option.
Thank you,
Susan Michaels
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The Effects of Traffic Flow on Residential
Property Values
D. Gordon Bagby

This article presents an empirical study of the effects of traffic flow on residential property values
in the community of Grand Rapids, Michigan. Residential values in two identical neighborhoods are
compared over a twenty-five year period. One
neighborhood serves as a control for the measurement of the impact of changes in traffic flow upon

residential values in the other. The results show that
residential property values exhibit a surprisingly
high elasticity with respect to reductions in traffic
flow. The policy implications of these findings for
cities laid out in a gridiron street pattern are explored.

The importance of traffic intrusion as a neighborhood detriment has long been recognized. Thirty
years ago Reginald Isaacs (1949) observed that uncontrolled traffic streams “undermine the value of
individual homes and neighborhoods in a city.”
More recently, several studies by Anderson and Wise
(1977), Gamble et al. (1979, 1974), and J. P. Nelson
(1978) have demonstrated the impact of new highways on adjacent properties. This article considers
the property value consequences of residential
through traffic.
Traffic, with its attendant pollution, noise, and
safety hazards,’ is an externality imposed upon innercity residents by truckers and commuters. Consequently, any curtailment in neighborhood traffic reduces a cost born by residents which in turn augments
the net benefits of their housing services. These additional net benefits, when capitalized, increase home
values.
A unique experiment conducted in Grand Rapids,
Michigan, during the early 1950s permits a rare opportunity to observe this sequence of events unfettered by the movements of other variables. Both the
experiment itself and its results are of interest to
planners.

automobile. At approximately the same time that
Grand Rapids had the highest per capita number of
cars of anywhere in the country, the city had one of
the lowest per capita expenditures for street improvements. As points of congestion mounted along major
traffic arteries, more and more commuters and shoppers chose to take advantage of the city’s archaic grid
street pattern by,taking short cuts through residential
districts to avoid congestion and delay.
In two older neighborhoods located in the southern part of Grand Rapids equidistant from the central business district (known locally as the Burton
Heights (BH) and Dickinson (D) areas) the problem
was particularly severe (see Figure 1.) In 1949, both
neighborhoods combined had among the highest
destrian-vkhicle accident rates in the city (twelve accidents, nine of which involved children), as well as
a high vehicle-vehicle accident rate.

The community
Until the early 1950s, the community of Grand
Rapids, Michigan, fought, rather than accepted, the

D. Gordon Bagby is an assistant professor in the Department
Economics at the University of Illinois at Urbanu-Champaign.
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Neighborhoods
Besides having similar traffic problems, the Dickinson (D) area and the Burton Heights (BH) area
shared other characteristics. At the neighborhood
scale, the neighborhoods were adjacent, both were of
the same size (739 homes in BH, 731 homes in D),
and both were bordered on all sides by major traffic
arteries (Figure 2). Each single-family residential
neighborhood was zoned on the north for industry
and possessed a large commercial area in each corner
(Figure 3). Both neighborhoods were served by the
same elementary school in the Dickinson area and all
children attended the same high school located one
mile to the north.
APA JOURNAL

All streets of both neighborhoods were heavily
planted with trees, served by underground sewage
and water lines, and patrolled by police and fire vehicles. The homes on these streets were older, singlefamily frame structures (95 percent being built before
1939), exhibiting little variation in design or density.
Most homes were built on seventy-five foot lots with
twenty-five foot setbacks.
The neighborhoods were also homogeneous demographically (see Table 1). Almost no minority residents lived in the area during the period from 1950
to 1970.2 A population pyramid for the census tract
embracing both neighborhoods indicates a young
family life style in 1960 and 1970 (see Figure 4). Block
data from the Census of Housing show that 47 percent of the census-tract's population resided in Burton Heights while 53 percent lived in the Dickinson
Area.

Traffic volumes
GRAND RAPIDS MICHIGAN

'

STUDY &WAS

New stopgap
measures (stop signs, traffic lights,
. _ .
etc.) installed in 1950 to lower the accident rate, ac-

1

-

1

MILE
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Figure 1. Location of Burton Heights and Dickinson areas in Grand Rapids, Michigan
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Figure 2. Street layout of Burton Heights and Dickinson areas
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1980
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Table 1. Population characteristics of the Burton
Heights and Dickinson Census Tract

Total population
White population
Non-white population
Married couples
Persons under 18
Median years of schooling
Median family income

1960

1970

4980
4972
8
1160
1805
12.1
$6617

4848
4810
38
1010
1751
12.6
$8978

complished little towards improving the traffic situation. Traffic flow and accident rates in the year following these improvements were as high as those of
the preceding year.

v

BURTON HEIGHTS

In May of 1951, the death of a six-year-old boy hit
by a speeding truck in the Dickinson neighborhood
precipitated an appeal for help to the City Planning
Department of Grand Rapids from an ad hoc citizens
group. The City Planning Department, in turn, recommended a simple rearrangement of curbs, the insertion of planting strips at three critical intersections
in the neighborhoods (Figure 5 ) , and the closing of
key streets which adjoined the industrial district to
the north of the neighborhood. These improvements
(called street diverters), would discourage through
bypass traffic, and yet permit residents and service
vehicles easy access to various parts of the neighborhood. Two years after the street diverter proposal
was suggested, a plan costing $130,000 was passed by
a referendum of home-owners in the area, and implemented by the municipal department of public
works.

J

v

DICKINSON
NEIGHBORHQOD ZONING
INDUSTRY

fmr3 COMMERCIAL
SCHOOL
0RESIDENTIAL
Figure 3. Neighborhood land use map
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Figure 5. Street diverter concept
borhood, real estate values in that neighborhood, as
measured by five separate indices, seemed to increase
at a greater rate than did market values in the unprotected Burton Heights area.
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Figure 4. Population pyramids for the census tract
containing both neighborhoods, 1960 and 1970
T h e immediate changes in traffic volumes in the
Dickinson neighborhood were striking. On College
Avenue, the major north-south through artery in the
Dickinson neighborhood, traffic proceeding southward from the industrial district to Burton Street declined from 1770 vehicles per day to 387 vehicles per
day almost overnight-a 78.1 percent decrease, while
traffic proceeding northward along the same road
declined from 143 vehicles per day to 126 vehicles
per day (an 11.9 percent decrease). On Griggs Street,
the neighborhood's major east-west artery, vehicle
counts dropped from 736 vehicles per day to 1 1 1
vehicles per day, an 85 percent decrease. Comparable changes occurred elsewhere.
A comparison of 1957 traffic volume with that of
1952 suggests that nearly all of the traffic diverted
from the Dickinson neighborhood returned to the
major north-south arteries of Madison and Eastern
and did not diffuse into the adjacent Burton Heights
neighborhood.
In the two-year period following the insertion of
the street diverters, accident rates in the Dickinson
area tumbled 95.5 percent, from forty-three in 19511953, to two, during 1955-1957. The Dickinson
neighborhood had been transformed from one of
Grand Rapid's most dangerous neighborhoods to
one of its safest.

Property value measurement
In the ten year period following the implementation of the street diverters in the Dickinson neighJANUARY

1980

Changes in assessed value
In 1952 and 1965, complete reassessments of both
neighborhoods were made by the Grand Rapids City
Assessor's office. Similar assessing procedures were
used each time, computing assessed value as 33 percent of real market value.
If a picture is worth a thousand words, then Figure
6, a portrayal of increases in assessed value of more
than $600, speaks volumes. A complete population
tabulation for both neighborhoods suggested that the
average home in the Dickinson neighborhood increased in value $1225 (from $13,101 to $14,326)
during the 13-year period between reassessments,
while the average home in the Burton Heights neighborhood increased in market value $425 (from
$10,365 to $10,790). Computing these increases as a
percentage of base year value, these changes represented a 9.35 percent increase in average home value
for the Dickinson neighborhood, and a 4.1 percent
increase in net home value for Burton Heights. Unfortunately, the wide dispersion of market value
about assessed values in a regression of randomly selected sales prices on their assessed values (R2= .78,
Standard error of estimate = 1620, N = 44), suggests
that these differences in assessed value could have
arisen by chance. That is to say, the differences in
assessed values of $1225 and $425 were exceeded by
the regression's standard error of estimate ($1620):
Sales data on homes sold before and after traffic
control
Records of all homes sold before and after the Dickinson neighborhood improvements for both neighborhoods were obtained from Grand Rapids Real
Estate Board data. Changes in value of homes between sales, computed on both an annual increase
basis and on a simple average change basis, indicated
that homes in the Dickinson area increased in average
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Figure 6. Properties having increases in assessed value exceeding $600 (1952-1965)
value $635 between sales, while homes in the Burton
Heights neighborhood increased by $16 between
sales.

Changes in sample sales data
Sales data on homes sold either before or after the
street improvements were assumed to be randomly
distributed throughout the neighborhoods, and hence
representative of average sales values within the
neighborhood in both periods. Sales information for
all homes sold either in 1952 or 1965 was compiled
for each neighborhood and averaged. These tabulations suggested that the homes in the Dickinson area
increased in value by $1250 during the thirteen year
period (vis-a-vis the $1225 increase recorded by average change in assessed valuation), but that the average sale value of homes in the Burton Heights area
actually decreased by $650. (The change in assessed
value had been + $425).
Census home interviews
For the U.S. Census of Housing in 1950, 1960, and
1970, homeowners in both neighborhoods were asked
what their homes would sell for on the open market.
This data was totaled and averaged for both neighborhoods. This indicator suggested that from 1950
to 1960, the average home in the Dickinson neighborhood increased in value by $2696 (from $9955 to
$12,65 1 ) while the average home in Burton Heights,
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according to the testimony of the residents, increased
by $1845 (from $9273 to $11,118). From 1960 to
1970, there was a further increase of $904 in Dickinson and $583 in Burton Heights.
Since the census home interview data are subject
to the obvious limitation that homeowners tend to be
poor judges of the actual resale value of their own
homes, these results must be treated with caution.
Robins and West (1977) find, for example, that
homeowners overvalue their homes by about $1260.
However, it could also be argued that homeowners
are quite knowledgeable about local market conditions in their immediate neighborhood. Kain and
Quigley (1976) assert that census data are more accurate than assessed valuations.
Perhaps a more accurate measure is provided by
the monthly rental data reported to the census takers.
These block data show a 9.53 percent difference between the two neighborhoods in 1950, an 18.42 percent difference in 1960, and a 17.41 percent difference in 1970.

Econometric analysis
An analysis of variance was conducted of sales price
data in both neighborhoods for the year 1977, twentyfive years after the reduction in traffic volume. Sales
data on sixty-two homes sold in the Dickinson and
Burton Heights areas were partitioned by neighborAPA JOURNAL

Table 2. Changes in property values (unadjusted)
Measure

Year

US Census (median home value)

US Census (average monthly rent)
Assessed valuation (average)
Comparative sale price of identical homes
Sale price of all homes

1950
1960
1970
1950
1960
1970
1952
1965
1978
Pre-1952
Post-1952
1954
1965
1977

hood and number of rooms. The null hypothesis that
the neighborhoods had identical housing values was
strongly rejected at the one percent confidence level
(F[1,57] = 19.433) as was the null hypothesis that
differences in room size had no effect on housing
value (F[2,57] = 11.911). It was not possible to reject
the null hypothesis that house sizes in the two neighborhoods were similar (F[2,57] = 2.901).

Conclusions
Table 2 portrays all five measures of property value
for both neighborhoods. Table 3 presents the same
information in constant 1967 dollars. Although each
such measure is subject to varying degrees of reliability, their overall consistency suggests that the reduction in traffic did, in fact, occasion a significant
shift in land values. While both neighborhoods ex-

Burton
Heights

Dickinson

Percent
difference

$9,272
11,118
11,701
44.79
67.98
84.20
10,365
10,791
14,963
10,886
10,866
11,150
10,500
12,752

9,955
12,651
13,554
49.06
80.50
98.86
13,102
14,327
19,043
11,665
12,224
12,450
13,700
15,360

7.36
13.78
15.34
9.53
18.42
17.41
26.39
32.77
27.27
7.16
12.49
12.46
30.47
20.45

hibit a typical diminuation of real property value with
age, the rate of decay in the Dickinson area appears
to be substantially less than that experienced in Burton Heights (29.13 percent vis-a-vis 40.70 percent).
If these differences in decay rates can be attributed
to the stwet diverter program, the ensuing traffic
reduction averted a loss in Dickinson’s average home
value of between $626 and $976 in 1967 dollars for
a total saving of between $457,000 and $713,456 in
property values. When these figures are compared to
the original $178,321 cost of the street diverters and
street closings themselves ($130,000 expressed in
1967 dollars), the benefidcost ratio to the residents
themselves exceeds three.

Issues
Some might challenge these conclusions, arguing
instead that these savings do not really represent a

Table 3. Changes in property value in 1967 dollars
Measure

US Census (median home value
US Census (average monthly rent)
Assessed valuation (average home value)
Comparative sales prices of identical homes
Average sale prices of all homes

JANUARY

1980

Year

Burton
Heights

Dickinson

Percent
difference

1950
1960
1970
1950
1960
1970
1954
1965
1979
1954
1965
1954
1965
1977

12,860.26
12,529.98
10,062.86
62.12
76.61
72.41
13,040.43
11,416.88
7,750.83
13,520.41
11,496.23
13,848.30
11,109.00
6,567.28

13,807.58
14,257.68
11,656.44
68.05
90.72
85.02
16,482.32
15,157.97
9,864.27
14,487.93
12,932.99
15,462.90
14,494.60
7,910.40

7.36
13.78
15.34
9.53
18.42
17.41
26.39
32.77
27.27
7.16
12.49
12.46
30.47
20.45
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net benefit to the city as a whole since they have been
purchased at the expense of the commuter (who experiences greater travel delays), adjacent neighborhoods (which suffer from greater traffic flows), and
downtown merchants (who lose sales and profits to
competing retail establishments because of the greater
inconvenience of traveling to the central business district). Although w e have taken pains to demonstrate
that the spillovers to adjoining neighborhoods have
been negligible, these spillovers, even if present,
could be avoided if other neighborhoods adopted
street diverter programs. The objections pertaining
to downtown merchants and commuters are more
difficult to answer outside of the context of a general
equilibrium model of the entire metropolitan area.
Nevertheless, everyone would agree that a fundamental principle of economics is that costs should be
born by those who inflict them, and so long as they
are not, commuters will “overproduce” neighborhood noise and pollution and disguise the need for
additional highway improvements! Consequently,
the appropriate solution is not to accept the status
quo, but rather, to levy a tax on commuters to bring
their marginal private costs into conformance with
the social costs they inflict on the neighborhoods they
pass through. To do otherwise subsidizes c6mmuters
and downtown merchants at the expense of inner city
homeowners-a set of circumstances difficult to justify on either efficiency or equity grounds. Exactly
how such a tax could be levied, collected, and disbursed is, of course, a difficult matter. It would seem
far simpler to prevent residential traffic intrusions
altogether.

Policies
Since many American cities are laid out in a gridiron street pattern, these findings would seem to have
relevance far beyond the boundaries of Grand Rapids. It appears, therefore, that several policy recommendations pertaining to traffic control at the municipal level in general can be derived from this study.
First, if the Dickinson neighborhood did, in fact,
experience a significant increase in property values
as a consequence of its street diverters and street closings, this suggests that similar improvements in the
livability of older urban residential districts can be
obtained elsewhere by simply curtailing through
traffic. Alternatively, even if the street diverter program did not enhance residential property values but
merely slashed neighborhood accident rates, this too
would suggest the desirability of street diverters,
street closings, or other impediments to traffic flow
in urban districts inundated with non-residential
In either
it
Seem
prudent for municipalities to encourage such improvements. This could be done by establishing a pol94

icy whereby the city would defray a certain proportion of the total costs of a neighborhood diverter
program if the residents of that neighborhood elected
to pay the remaining share.
In actual fact, the twenty-five year old Grand Rapids street diverter program is an isolated event and
forgotten by almost everyone. In several respects this
is rather unfortunate. Although the automobile has
wrought many significant changes on the urban environment, this study would suggest that the deterioration of sound urban neighborhoods need not be
one of them.

Author’s note
The author is indebted to two anonymous referees for numerous
helpful suggestions.

Notes
1. See, for example, Harland and Abbott (1977) and Myrtle

(1976).
2. In the latter half of the 1970s, large scale change in the racial
composition of both areas occurred, thereby confounding the
traffic effects being studied. For this reason, the study focuses
on the preceding 1950-1970 period.
3. This lack of meaningfulness may be due to the fact that assessments are not made wholly on the basis of market value
but on some overall evaluation of structures. According to the
current city assessor, the latter appears to have been the prac‘
tice in Grand Rapids durning the period in question.
4. For an interesting discussion of this point, see Fisher and Peterson ( 1 976).
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Types of Roads That Can Have a Big Impact on
Home Sales
A double yellow line could kill a deal, but a cul-de-sac could bump a home's value

A house hunter’s must-have list for a new home often includes the number
of bedrooms, necessary appliance updates and maybe a garage or
backyard. But one detail that’s often left off is actually just outside the
property lines — and it’s a major deal-breaker for homebuyers. The road
your house is located on, backs up to or is even in the general vicinity of
can have a significant impact on your home’s resale value and how long it
takes for you to find a buyer. Before you buy your dream home on a busy
street or near a railroad, consider how these road features can become a
major turnoff for future buyers.
High-traffic road
Living off of a road that sees a lot of cars going back and forth throughout
the day can make for a hassle getting in and out of the driveway. Plus,
others generally have a lower opinion of homes located on a busy street,
says Greg Hague, CEO of Real Estate Mavericks, a real estate coaching
firm based in Scottsdale, Arizona. “If you go in most of these homes, there
would be some perceptible traffic noise, but it’s not worth a home being 30
percent less — the reason is because of the perception of a home on a
busy road and the difficulty selling it,” he says. It might take more time on
the market and a lower asking price to entice buyers than a similar home
on a quieter street.

Cul-de-sac
The farther inside the neighborhood you go, the less traffic you’ll
experience and the more desirable the houses typically become, explains
Roberta Parker, a real estate agent for Berkshire Hathaway HomeServices
Fox & Roach, Realtors in Princeton, New Jersey. By only having one
entrance and exit to the street, a cul-de-sac keeps traffic minimal, which is

a big selling point down the line. “A cul-de-sac is your best investment,”
Parker says.
Dirt road
Some people prefer to get away from high-traffic counts so much that
they’ll leave pavement altogether. A dirt or gravel road will certainly attract
fewer cars, but any buyer considering a home on an unpaved road should
factor in the hassle of everything getting dirty a lot easier and more often.
“Your car gets dirty, your house gets dirty — your house gets dirty as
other cars drive by,” Hague explains. While this might not be a hassle to
you, consider the greater difficulty you’ll have selling the home, as many
homebuyers prefer a fully paved road for convenience.
Near a traffic light
Even if your area doesn’t experience high traffic volume throughout the
day, having a traffic light within eyesight of your home can be irritating for
residents. Timothy Somers, a real estate appraiser and partner at the
appraisal firm Davis M. Somers Co. in Ann Arbor, Michigan, lives near a
traffic light. For him, it’s the noise from idling cars at the red light that can
be a bit of a hassle. “It can get noisy at times — not so much the traffic,
but the loud music and that sort of stuff is annoying,” he says.
Double yellow line
The property might not seem busy when you visit on the weekend. But if
the home is located on a two-lane road with a double yellow line to
prevent cars from passing each other — most often found in less
populated suburban or rural areas — Parker says it’s a red flag that a lot
of cars use the road. “A double yellow line is an indication that there is
more traffic, and it’s not typical of just a neighborhood. A double yellow
line is a serious road,” she says.
Highway within sight
Regardless of how far you have to travel for work, a home next to an onramp is not ideal, for both the noise pollution and the difficulty you’ll have
trying to sell it in the future. Parker says every day many residents in
Princeton commute an hour up to New York City, about an hour down to
Philadelphia and even farther in either direction. But any driving time
saved getting to the highway likely isn’t worth it. Rather than living right
next to highways and on main roads, neighborhoods are set up to provide
convenient access to commuting options without having to sacrifice a

quieter home environment. “It’s the most ideal location in terms of major
roads that you don’t have to live on, but you’re nearby for convenience,”
Parker says.
Railroad
With a railroad near your home you have a whole new type of car to be
concerned about. Trains are loud to begin with, but they’ll often create
more noise coming out of tunnels or into stations to ensure the track is
clear. “Some people would shy away from a location like that. … When a
freight train rolls through it clanks, and there’s horns and more noise,”
Somers says. If you’re considering buying a house near a railroad, find out
how often it’s used and the times of day trains will pass by — a regular
midnight freight train passing through could keep you up at night in your
new home.
Corner lot on the block
Attitudes toward a corner spot within a neighborhood can vary depending
on an individual’s preference, but Somers says over time opinions have
generally evolved into a preference for an interior lot. “Corner lots back in
the ’50s and ’60s were a premium site. Today people will steer clear of
them; they don’t like them as well,” Somers says. “Because of the yard
configuration, they usually end up with a small backyard and large side
yard. It’s less appealing than the standard interior lot. Plus, they’ve got
twice the sidewalk to shovel.”
Road impact on sales depends on the economy.
A road’s heavy traffic doesn’t necessarily ruin your ability to sell a home,
but its impact can ebb and flow with the state of the economy, Somers
says. “When a market is really moving upwards, some of these things
show very little impact,” he notes. “But when the economy takes a dip,
prices go down, suddenly they reflect a much higher degree of impact on a
home.” If the market’s hot, a home’s location on a road won’t matter as
much because the buyers are already looking for something to buy.
https://wtop.com/news/2016/04/8-types-of-roads-that-can-have-a-big-impact-on-home-sales/

Agenda item #5
Tripp Lane Subd
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Tom Jackson
Planning Commission Comments; Jared Hall
July 16, 2020 Public Meeting - re: Tripp Lane Subdivision
Wednesday, July 8, 2020 8:22:19 PM

Members of the Murray City Planning Commission;
When we received notice of the Public Meeting to discuss the proposed road extension between Tripp
Lane and Single Oak Drive, we wanted to add our voices to those who have already expressed their
concerns over this plan. We have lived in Murray for over 25 years, and have lived in our current home
for over 13 years. At no time over this period have we known residents of either the Tripp Lane area or
the Single Oak Drive/Cherry Oak Circle subdivisions to express displeasure over the current road
configuration – in essence, we have all gotten used to the way it is now. If that does now change, we
believe there are three main areas where such a change could be problematic:
1. Connecting the two subdivisions will undoubtedly increase through traffic. Your own city engineer,
Trae Stokes, estimates that the number of cars could be at least 300-400 per day. This comes along a
road that often has cars parked along both sides, and along a corridor where a number of children walk to
the Elementary and Junior High schools. We believe that well-designed city plans should instead force
traffic onto wider streets better equipped to handle the traffic such as Bullion, Anderson, Tripp and 7th
West.
2. This move would increase safety concerns at the intersection of Cherry Oak Circle and Green Oaks
Drive. This intersection is a confusing one for a number of drivers, as many are not aware that only those
on Green Oaks Drive are required to stop. Over the years we have lived here, we have seen a number of
collisions and countless near-misses at this location. Having more cars entering and exiting Cherry Oak
Circle would almost inevitably worsen this problem.
3. As we understand it, this plan would force the city to condemn property currently owned by Jim and
Wendy Livingston via imminent domain. This seems burdensome and unfair, when there is a viable plan
to avoid this, and appears to be an improper use of the city’s powers.
It is our understanding that the majority of the homeowners surrounding the new planned subdivision are
against connecting the roads, and we are all hopeful that the city will listen to and carefully consider our
objections. We do realize that there may be some who would see the new road as useful, as they could
then take advantage of a new shortcut that they have lived happily without for years. Those of us who
live closest to the new connection realize this new convenience would come at a cost. We simply ask the
planning commission to work with the developer to consider alternative plans (which do apparently exist)
to help preserve the current state of the surrounding neighborhoods and ensure that the safety of our
families is the top concern.

Best regards,
Tom and Carol Jackson
857 Cherry Oak Cir
Jackson857@yahoo.com

801-413-6395

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Jared Hall
Jeff Waldram
Susan Nixon; Planning Commission Comments
RE: NeighborWorks
Thursday, July 9, 2020 4:18:29 PM

Mr. Waldram,
Thank you for taking the time to send in your comments and concerns. We will attach your email to the staff report
that will be issued to the Planning Commission this weekend. If you have any questions please feel free to contact
us at any time.
jared
Jared Hall
(801) 270-2427
jhall@murray.utah.gov
-----Original Message----From: Jeff Waldram <waldramj@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 9, 2020 3:50 PM
To: Jared Hall <jhall@murray.utah.gov>
Subject: NeighborWorks
Dear Mr. Hall,
I currently reside on Willow Grove Lane and am strongly opposed to the proposal of putting a road through our
neighborhood and street. The original proposal for this project was for a cul-de-sac, with access off of Tripp lane.
There is no need to ruin the quiet and calm of our dead-end street by making it a thoroughfare! It will bring too
much unnecessary traffic, pollution, noise and congestion and we don’t need that. Please use the original proposal,
and keep the access from Tripp lane. Current council members have looked at the project and told us they favor this
plan as well. Our street is way too small to handle the increased traffic flow.
Thank you for your consideration,
Jeff waldram
Sent from my iPad

Agenda item #5
Tripp Lane Subd
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Livingston
Planning Commission Comments
comments for July 16 meeting re Tripp Lane subdivision agenda item
Wednesday, July 8, 2020 11:25:58 PM

My name is Wendy Livingston, and I live on Willow Grove Lane. Following
are my comments regarding the application submitted by Neighborworks
Salt Lake for the Tripp Lane subdivision:
First of all, I’m sure proponents of this plan will mention that the original
plan was for my street (Willow Grove Lane) to be extended. When we
purchased our home two years ago, we did not believe that was still
Murray City’s intention, or even a possibility, because:
1. In the 16+ years that our road has been finished, the city has not

seen a need to connect our street to Tripp Lane, and
2. We own a parcel of property that extends into the street in front of
our home, which would seem a clear indicator that extending our
road was no longer in Murray City’s plans
In addition, even if this connection were part of the original plan, it may
not have been well-researched at the time and it may not be the best plan
for Murray today.
This proposed plan would change the complexion of our neighborhood
significantly. Four homes on my street and around the corner were
purchased within the last two years. We all paid a premium for these
homes specifically because of this quiet neighborhood, and I specifically
did not want to live on a street with traffic. In no way would we have
purchased this home if I had foreseen Murray making this road a through
street.
I have lived in this neighborhood and in the adjacent neighborhood for the
past 28 years and I am very familiar with the flow of traffic to Riverview
Junior High and Viewmont Elementary. I am absolutely certain that the
city has underestimated the amount of cut-through traffic our street would
have going to and from these two schools if it connected to Tripp Lane.
This would be a huge burden to place on the residents of this street and
the new proposed development on this narrow residential street.
I do recognize that there is frustration with the pick-up and drop off traffic
and parking at Riverview Junior high, and this should be addressed by the
school district. It is not logical, however, to think that introducing an
additional flow of traffic at the west end of the street will alleviate the
congestion at the school. This will certainly add additional traffic to Tripp
Lane.
Lastly, this proposed plan would require the city’s use of eminent domain
to take a portion of my property. I would hope that Murray City does not
take its power of eminent domain lightly. This condemnation of my
property is not for a highway. It is not for public works. It is not for
Murray City’s economic development or to beautify the city. It is for the
construction of ten residential homes, where a viable and superior
alternative exists. This clearly seems like a misuse of this governmental
power.

It is my hope that the planning commission and city officials will not lump
all open roads together and assume that a through street is always a
better street. Please consider the specifics and understand that doing so is
not always an improvement. The planning commission has the opportunity
to leave my neighborhood unaffected, while making the proposed
development a more desirable place to live—if it is developed as a cul de
sac--rather than making two neighborhoods worse and decreasing the
value of both.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Agenda item #5
Tripp Lane Subd
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

W. Paul Miller
Planning Commission Comments
Jared Hall
Comment regarding development 871 West Tripp Lane
Thursday, July 9, 2020 1:47:05 PM

To Whom It May Concern,
My name is W. Paul Miller and I live at 724 W. Tripp Lane in Murray. I would like to
comment on the proposed development at 871 W. Tripp Lane.  
1. I have no problem with the development proposed by Neighborworks. I like their mission
and feel the community will be strengthened by the project. I do think this development
would be strengthened by simply allowing a through street from Tripp Lane onto Willow
Grove Lane.
2. I have concerns that the current plan does not allow for a through street on to Willow
Grove Lane. Without a through street, the increased traffic on Tripp Lane will increase the
risk of being hit to pedestrians, particularly young children, who play at the nearby park,
attend the nearby schools, and live in the neighborhood. Tripp Lane and 800 West are narrow,
and cars parked along the street essentially make them a 1-way road in some spots.
3. People habitually run the stop sign at 800 West and Tripp Lane - it's functionally a yield
sign. With this development, there will be an increased risk of accidents at this intersection. I
would propose a 3-way stop or roundabout to address this issue. Again, a through street
would alleviate congestion at this intersection.
4. There are reckless drivers who do not slow down when turning on to Tripp Lane from 700
West. Speed bumps and signage illustrating children at play should be considered. Again, a
through street would reduce this problem.
Thank you for your consideration.
W. Paul Miller
-William Paul Miller
(702) 622-2003
wpmiller42@gmail.com

