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Murray City Planning Commission Meeting
Electronic Meeting Only – November 5, 2020, 6:30 p.m.
Public Notice is hereby given that this meeting will occur electronically without an anchor location in
accordance with Utah Code 52-4-207(4), due to infectious disease COVID-19 Novel Coronavirus. The
Planning Commission Chair has determined that conducting a meeting with an anchor location presents
substantial risk to the health and safety of those who may be present at the anchor location because
physical distancing measures may be difficult to maintain in the Murray City Council Chambers. (See
attached Planning Commission Chair determination.)
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 comment on this agenda item at the
meeting please register at: https://tinyurl.com/y4lr47zn or you may submit comments via email at
planningcommission@murray.utah.gov. Comments are limited to less than three minutes. Please include
your name and contact information, and your comments will be read into the record.
AGENDA:
BUSINESS ITEM:
1. Approval of Minutes
2. Conflict of Interest
3. Approval of Findings of Fact
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
4. Big Dawg Stitch & Screen
312 West Vine Street
Embroidery & Screen Print Design Business

Project #20-112

5. Brooke & Cathy Thomas
5112 South Honey Clover Court
Accessory Dwelling Unit

Project #20-114

OTHER BUSINESS
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 23rd day of October 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
Community Development Planning Division
Murray City Public Works Building

4646 South 500 West

Murray, Utah 84123

--DRAFT-The Planning Commission met on Thursday, October 15, 2020, at 6:30 p.m. for a meeting held in
accordance with Utah Code 52-4-207(4), due to infectious disease COVID-19 Novel Coronavirus.
The Planning Commission Chair has determined that conducting a meeting with an anchor
location presents substantial risk to the health and safety of those who may be present at the
anchor location because physical distancing measures may be difficult to maintain in the Murray
City Council Chambers This meeting can be viewed online at www.murraycitylive.com. Public
comments can be submitted via email at planningcommision@murray.utah.gov.
Present:

Phil Markham, Chair
Travis Nay
Maren Patterson
Sue Wilson
Ned Hacker
Lisa Milkavich
Melinda Greenwood, Community and Economic Development Director
Jared Hall, Planning Division Manager
Zac Smallwood, Associate Planner
Briant Farnsworth, Deputy City Attorney
Citizens

Excused:

Scot Woodbury, Vice Chair

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 and read the Planning Commission Meeting Opening Statement.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Ned Hacker made a motion to approve the minutes from the September 17, 2020 and the October
1, 2020 Planning Commission meetings. Seconded by Lisa Milkavich. A voice vote was made,
motion passed 6-0.

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 Cazier ADU (Accessory
Dwelling Unit) by Robert Cazier for a Conditional Use Permit at 388 East Hillside Drive. Seconded
by Maren Patterson. A voice vote was made, motion passed 7-0.
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IVORY DEVELOPMENT – 5448 and 5452 South 700 West - Project #20-108 and Project #20-109
Project #20-108 and #20-109 were presented together. Bryon Prince was present to represent
this request. Jared Hall reviewed the location and request for a General Plan Amendment and
Zone Map Amendment for 5448 and 5452 South 700 West. Both parcels combined are
approximately 2.74 acres, most of which is contained in one of the parcels. The property is
currently located in Commercial Neighborhood (C-N) Zone and the request is to rezone it to R-M15 (Multi-Family Low Density Residential), which is the same zoning as the condominiums located
across the street from this property. Other zones in the area include R-1-8 (Single Family
Residential) and C-N.
There are two parts to this application; the Zone Map and the Future Land Use Map that is part
of the General Plan. The Future Land Use Map identifies and designates different parcels with
different future land use categories. This particular property has been identified for Residential
Business which supports different types of businesses. The only zone that Residential Business
supports is R-N-B (Residential Neighborhood Business). If the property is going to be rezoned to
R-M-15 the property needs to be re-designated on the Future Land Use Map to Medium Density
Residential.
Neighborhood Commercial allows for single-family dwellings attached to nonresidential uses,
utilities, hardware, variety stores, apparel, furniture, drug stores, medical cannabis, bookstores,
sporting goods, restaurants, banks, real estate and insurance offices, dry cleaners, beauty salons,
massage therapy, business offices, locksmiths, charter schools, and pet grooming. There are also
some Conditional uses allowed in the C-N Zone that include convenience stores and gas stations,
check cashing, assisted living facilities, commercial child-care centers, libraries, repair services,
commercial printing, discount stores, shopping centers less than 10-acres, and veterinarian
services. Several different companies have looked at this property trying to find a way to put a
gas station on this property, however, none of them have been able to make that work.
The R-M-15 Zone allows for single-family detached dwellings on 8,000 square foot lots, two-family
dwellings on 10,000 square foot lots, utilities, charter schools, and residential childcare. Uses
allowed with a Conditional Use Permit in the R-M-15 Zone include attached single-family
dwellings such as townhomes, multi-family dwellings (12 units per acre), bed and breakfasts,
retirement homes, cemeteries, radio and television transmitting stations, schools, parks, and
churches.
The main reason staff is supporting this change is because it allows the property to be developed
to its highest and best use within the limits of the accessibility of the property. There is a lot of
traffic on 700 West. As a result of that, the intersection at 5400 South and 700 West is very busy.
A number of years ago, the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) redesigned that
intersection. It’s designed to get people from the large residential area out onto 5400 South. In
redesigning the intersection, UDOT put a high curb median, running southbound, that runs almost
the full length of the property on the eastside of 700 West. As it stands now, access to this property
is right-in, right-out only and that has been a problem for commercial development. A residential
development will survive right-in, right-out only as a limitation, but a commercial development will
not. UDOT will not change the intersection or grant an access from 5400 South to this property.
Mr. Hall said there is no specific project in mind for this property that could be considered at this
meeting. An application would come later if the property is rezoned by the City Council after the
Planning Commission makes a recommendation. There are residents in the area that are
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concerned because they don’t know what is coming. He added that Ivory Development is
interested in putting in townhomes, so that would likely be the project that goes on this property.
Staff is recommending that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval to
the City Council for the requested amendment to the General Plan Future Land Use Map to redesignate the property and for the Zoning Map amendment to rezone from C-N to R-M-15.
Mr. Nay asked if it would be possible to make a left hand turn from the very south end of this
property. Mr. Hall said it is possible but difficult. The shopping center across the street on 700
West allows left hand turns onto 700 West. This makes it tricky to add a left hand turn to this
property. Mr. Markham added that the left hand turn out of the shopping center is a protected
merge lane that works itself onto southbound 700 West. He doesn’t see a way to introduce
competing traffic going the opposite direction.
Mr. Hall said subdivisions in Murray City are only allowed on a public right-of-way. In order to
create single-family lots on this property, a public road would need to run from 700 West down
into the property. UDOT has precluded that public right-of-way from being put in because it would
be too close to the intersection at 5400 South and 700 West. A townhome development would
get passed UDOT because it only requires an access road and it would not be a public right-ofway.
Mr. Markham said the only way something else could be proposed there would be if one or two
of the property owners to the south were willing to sell their property to a developer. Mr. Hall
replied there has been some attempt to do that, but it hasn’t gone well. Mr. Markham asked how
many units are allowed with a single access on a piece of property. Mr. Hall replied engineering
standards would allow 30 single-family home lots or 100 multi-family units. The density allowed
in the R-M-15 Zone is 12 units per acre. This property is 2.74 acres so the overall density that
would be allowed is 30 units. Once the developer configures the property it will probably end up
having less than 30 units.
Mr. Nay said the City’s setback standards are 25 feet. He asked if that was something that could
be considered along 5400 South. Mr. Hall said this project may end up being a PUD (Planned
Unit Development) project which will allow staff to vary the setback and give greater buffering to
the units to the south and push the project towards 5400 South.
Mr. Hacker asked what the closest distance to the corner of 5400 South and 700 West that a
property access could be put in. Mr. Hall replied UDOT doesn’t want to allow any property access
closer than 300 feet to an intersection. This property is only 270 feet long so the access will be
as far to the south of the property as possible.
The meeting was open for public comment. The following comments were read.
Dean and Diane Bentley – 740 West Quaking Aspen Drive, Murray, Utah
With regards to the application to amend the zoning designation of the property addressed as
5448 South 700 West in Murray from Neighborhood Commercial to R-M-15 Medium Density Multi
Family Residential, we are pleased a change would be made from Neighborhood Commercial but
very concerned about the ramifications of changing the zoning to Medium Density Multi Family
Residential.
Our primary concern is the diminished or total loss of privacy which very likely will occur due to a

Planning Commission Meeting
October 15, 2020
Page 4

planned development of that nature on the property. Secondary to that would be light pollution
and the lack of proper property maintenance that might result with medium density multi-family
units, as well as traffic concerns with improper or insufficient access to the development.
Medium Density Multi-Family Residential allows for two-story townhomes, row houses, or
duplexes. With any of these adjacent to our property we would experience a diminished if not
total loss of privacy. We have our doubts that should such a housing plan be submitted that we
would have any voice with regards to the placement of the structures. Though such structures
would maximize profit for the developer it would surely decrease the value of our homes. Thus,
we would advocate for a change to low density residential instead. It would be in keeping with
the almost 100% of the dwellings for several blocks to the south of 5400 South. Low density
residential also provides safe, walking friendly neighborhoods that invite play and social
interaction which is the glue that binds communities.
What’s even more concerning are the permitted conditional use structures in this zoning
designation which include among others, bed and breakfast inns, retirement homes, independent
living or congregate care (all of which are usually up to three stories, and low-rise multiple family
dwellings which could be up to three stories or the allowed 40 feet high. From Salt Lake County
Assessor records it appears that the majority of the planning commission members, if not all, live
in low density residential developments. We believe that you would express equal dismay if such
structures would be allowed to go up adjacent to your homes.
While row-houses and townhomes and duplexes create more affordable options for home buyers,
these by nature are more often than not stepping stones into single family dwellings. The average
length in number of years of ownership for such dwellings is far less than for single family homes
thus resulting in greater turnover, less concern and care for the maintenance of properties, and
an overall less stable and less safe living environment, all of which affect the quality of life in our
area and the value of our homes.
Again, we feel that low density residential is far more in keeping with the present make-up of the
area and that a different designation would have a tremendously adverse effect upon the value
of our homes and neighborhood.
E. Marcus and Rochelle White – 776 West Quaking Aspen Drive, Murray, Utah
Thank you for the opportunity to give input to the request for rezoning on the property that borders
our homes and neighborhood. Also, thank you to those who have taken their time to answer
questions and assist us in our part of the process.
The future of this property has always been of interest to the neighborhood and also a concern
for many years. It was inevitable that at some time it would be developed and the wonderful quiet
farm bordering our homes would be no more. It is not our intention to say, "not in our
neighborhood", but it is imperative that we, whom will be most impacted, have an opportunity for
dialogue and respectfully considered in the decision process.
With limited knowledge of what Ivory Development's plans for this property look like, it is extremely
difficult to know how to address several of our concerns. We understand your hands may be tied
concerning disclosure and also because plans may not have been fully presented. Unfortunately,
this pretty much leaves us "blindfolded" while trying to see or determine what the future looks like.
This is quite frustrating. So, with this limited knowledge, following are a few of the concerns and
issues we hope will be considered by Murray City and Ivory Development:
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Privacy: Ultimately, privacy is of utmost importance. We respectfully request a plan for generous
setbacks from our property lines that are non-intrusive and consistent with the longstanding
personal privacy we currently enjoy with our neighbors.
Consideration of the impact on our property values: We have invested much of our hard-earned
money, sweat and time into our properties. It is a legitimate and serious concern that this very
important personal asset be preserved and protected.
Height and Density: Again, privacy and property valuation impact should be considered.
Pollution: Light and noise pollution from increased traffic and building structures.
Aesthetics: A development that reflects the care and character of our outstanding neighborhood.
A development with quality finishes, green space, fencing, etc.
Owner Occupied Residences: This consideration is very important to maintain the integrity of our
neighborhood. We would hope to see owner occupied residences with an 80% owner occupancy
stipulation for the development.
Traffic Flow and Access: It is no secret that access is a serious issue for this property. Our concern
is the number of cars forced to make a right onto 700 West. The current design of the road is
optimal. It has alleviated accidents and optimized traffic flow. It would be a travesty to alter the
current design. Anyone exiting the property that will need to go west on 5400 South, east on
5400 South, north on 700 West or wanting to enter the property while traveling north on 700 West,
will be seriously impacted. The concern is that these cars will then use our neighborhood as a Uturn or turn-around access. This is a scary thought.
Again, thank you for your time, concern and consideration. We love Murray. Our family has been
a part of the fabric of Murray for four generations. We have a vested interest in seeing that the
unique and outstanding character of our wonderful city continue well into the future. We look
forward to respectful dialogue and cooperation as we move forward to a positive outcome for our
neighborhood, those residents who will moving close to us and for Murray City.
Regina Napolitano – 746 West Quaking Aspen Drive, Murray, Utah
I have brief questions:
1. There appears to be about a six-foot space between the north property lines of the homes
bordering the lot and the south property line of the proposed lot. What is proposed for that
space?
2. Has Ivory Development provided plans for what they intend to build on this site if the
zoning change is approved? If not, would a different zoning change--say to lowdensity/single-family—be acceptable?
3. What is the proposed timeline for construction, from start to finish (e.g., begin December
2020 and end June 2021)?
Rex Morrey – 584 West 5465 South, Murray, Utah
My name is Rex Morrey and I live at 684 West 5465 South, just around the corner from this
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property. I am opposed to any change to this property that will increase traffic in the area.
Currently, because of the traffic island on 700 West I have 15-20 cars u-turning in my driveway
every day in spite of signage requesting they not turn there. This has caused damage to my
concrete.
Because of the island, people living in apartments on that property will naturally need to turn down
our street to access routes in any direction except straight south. Our street already has increased
traffic from individuals trying to avoid the light at the intersection, many speed along our street,
endangering children, pets, and adults walking in the neighborhood.
There also is an inordinate number of traffic accidents at the corner of 5300 South and 700 West.
It seems that emergency crews are there every few days cleaning up an accident. Any increase
in traffic in this area will only exacerbate the problems in this area.
Seth and Gerilyn Merrill – 5451 South Quaking Aspen Drive, Murray, Utah
I believe that changing the zoning to residential is a good idea. However, doing so without a firm
plan for what will be built on the lot under discussion is a poor idea. It gives existing residents no
way to provide feedback on a detailed plan, so that any plan can incorporate such feedback to
create solutions that will promote harmony between the developer and existing residents.
In the absence of a specific plan, here is a of list major concerns I have as an existing resident
whose property borders the lot under discussion. These principles apply whether the lot is zoned
commercial or residential:
1. Privacy – Development of the lot under discussion will negatively affect privacy for existing
residents. Affected residents have enjoyed privacy in their backyards for many years—
some for more than two decades. Please require that any structures built on the lot are
single story with basements, not two-story. Existing residents have fences along the back
of their property, but if two-story structures are built the privacy benefit of the fence will be
nullified, with new inhabitants gazing down into the yards, bedrooms, and living spaces of
the existing houses.
2. Light and Noise Pollution – Please prevent bright, directed, or elevated lights from shining
into the back of existing residents’ houses. It is psychologically disconcerting to have a
spotlight shine into the back of your house. Please place any new road construction on
the 5400 South side of the lot rather than along the existing resident fence line, so existing
residents are not sandwiched with traffic running immediately and proximately on both
sides of their lots.
3. Traffic – 700 West is already a very difficult intersection, especially at peak traffic hours.
For ingress, if the concrete median is removed so that new inhabitants can access the lot
from 700 West northbound, it will hold up traffic during the day. For egress, if the concrete
median is not removed, then new inhabitants of the lot under discussion will have no way
to go north on 700 West without first going south—where will they turn around? If they are
going to the freeway one possibility is that they will make a left turn onto 5465 South and
then another left onto Allendale. But what if they are trying to go north on 700 West or
west on 5400 South? A probable but very negative possibility is that they will head south
and take the first right (west) onto Aspen Heights and then make a U-turn either:
a. at the first intersection in front of 5481 Quaking Aspen Drive
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b. in front of the wide elbow in front of 5451 Quaking Aspen Drive and 740 Quaking
Aspen Drive (cars already use it for this purpose infrequently)
c. by completing a larger circle from Aspen Heights to Chaparral to Quaking Aspen
Drive
None of those are desirable for existing residents.
If development of the lot under discussion is not handled carefully, it will lower the quality of life
for existing residents, promote contention between residents, developer, owner, and city
employees at future hearings, and depress property values.
I support the rezoning to residential—but a suggestion that may address the above concerns
better than the existing proposal: rezone instead to R-1-8 (low density residential). That will simply
extend the characteristics of the existing neighborhood—single family residences, long tenure per
family—into the newly developed area.
The public comment portion was closed.
Mr. Prince said he understands that the project would be limited in height to a height that is
comparable to other residential structures next to the property. The setbacks will prohibit the
residential structures from being close to the residential property line. Ivory Development will
work with staff on a subdivision design that will address the traffic and intersection concerns.
Mr. Hall said the six-foot space that is currently on the property will be developed. There is a lot
more to do for this project and the public will be involved with those processes also.
Ms. Milkavich asked if there was a way to put a public road through the property so it could have
single-family houses on it. Mr. Hall replied the minimum standard for a public road is 49 feet.
UDOT will not give the City permission to put a public right-of-way on the property. However,
UDOT has to allow a private access road to serve private condominiums or townhomes.
A motion was made by Ned Hacker to forward a recommendation of approval to the City Council
for the requested amendment to the General Plan Future Land Use Map, re-designating the
property located at 5448 and 5452 South 700 West from Residential Business to Medium Density
Residential.
Seconded by Lisa Milkavich.
Call vote recorded by Mr. Hall.
__A__ Ned Hacker
__A__ Lisa Milkavich
__A__ Travis Nay
__A__ Sue Wilson
__A__ Maren Patterson
__A__ Phil Markham
Motion passed 6-0.
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Mr. Markham stated this is a recommendation to the City Council. There will be another
opportunity for people to address this in a public City Council meeting at a future date.
A motion was made by Maren Patterson to forward a recommendation of approval to the City
Council for the requested amendment to the Zoning Map designation of the property located at
5448 and 5452 South 700 West from C-N, Commercial Neighborhood to R-M-15, Multi-Family
Medium Density Residential.
Seconded by Lisa Milkavich.
Call vote recorded by Mr. Hall.
__A__ Ned Hacker
__A__ Lisa Milkavich
__A__ Travis Nay
__A__ Sue Wilson
__A__ Maren Patterson
__A__ Phil Markham
Motion passed 6-0.

MCCD DESIGN GUIDELINES – MCCD Zone – Project #20-105
Zach Smallwood said this is a recommendation to the City Council regarding the repeal and
replacement of the Murray City Center District (MCCD) Design Guidelines. The MCCD is
approximately 100 acres located in central Murray. The Design Guidelines are best practices,
used as a document to help review potential projects and provide direction to the Design Review
Committee, the Planning Commission, staff and developers. The Design Guidelines are not
requirements or a list of boxes to be checked off.
In 2019 the City’s zoning ordinance was rewritten. As part of that update, the language referring
to the Design Guidelines was changed to provide greater clarity. With that change, updated
guidelines needed to be developed. Staff looked at the 2017 General Plan and the 2015
community survey to create the Five Shared Values where are: Authentic, Active, Inclusive, MultiModal, and Connected. Mr. Smallwood defined each value.
•

Authentic – a real place. Somewhere where the citizens of Murray will gravitate towards
and meet as a community.

•

Active – a physically active place where people are physically meeting and gathering; a
socially active place where people meet up to enjoy a meal or see a show; a mentally
active place that creates interesting open spaces and architecture with innovative places
that generate a lot of activity.

•

Inclusive – a welcoming community.

•

Multi-Modal – having additional ways to get to places.
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•

Connected – citizens value the ability to get to and from places that they enjoy with relative
ease.

In addition, staff looked at other city’s best practices in downtown development and came up with
18 design guidelines, which is a change from the 43 that were in the old guidelines. They are
categorized into four broad areas: District Wide, Public Spaces and Streetscape, Development
Site, and Architectural.
The District Wide guidelines include walkability, activity, and sustainability. Sustainability
encourages the use of solar and energy to shade areas and generate power.
The Public Spaces and Streetscape guidelines include public spaces and streetscape.
Streetscape is one of the most important aspects of any built environment. These are best
practices in creating interesting and safe public spaces and a public realm that prioritized the
pedestrian. Street trees provide physical barriers while also providing cover for pedestrians.
The Development Site guidelines include circulation, open space, active buildings, parking,
neighbor awareness and meaningful light. Open space should not exclude the public and new
developments should have a park and open space access. The development of large parking
areas should be encouraged so they can be shared between multiple users. This will allow
smaller parking areas immediate adjacent to specific uses.
The Architectural guidelines include design for potential, connection to the ground, connection to
the sky, fenestration and porosity, express a clear, organizing idea, private space and materiality.
Design for potential allows for converting the existing ground floor, or potential second and third
story, uses. Fenestration refers to the windows and being able to see in and outside of a building.
It provides a level of comfort to pedestrians and provides safety. Porosity refers to openings such
as outdoor dining or a shortcut through a development or large block.
Staff is asking the Planning Commission to forward a recommendation of approval to the City
Council to repeal and replace the MCCD Design Guidelines.
Mr. Hacker said he has been on the MCCD Design Review Committee and has seen the current
guidelines help developers develop in the MCCD. Mr. Hacker stated he too much has been taken
away from the current guidelines that was a benefit to developers in the past. Mr. Smallwood
asked if there were things Mr. Hacker would like to be put back in the guidelines. Mr. Hacker said
the current guidelines start off with a process that helps the developers understand how to go
through a process to get a new development or building. They talk about LEED Guidelines and
historic fabric. Mr. Hacker feels the current guidelines really help those trying to do what the City
has wanted in the MCCD to do it right. He feels that the propose guidelines don’t go that far which
is not as beneficial to developers.
Mr. Nay said he agrees with the current guidelines. He liked them and thought they gave very
clear direction to what the City wants in the MCCD. However, the Salt Lake Valley just went
through one of the biggest periods of economic growth and development, and there was very
minimal interest from anyone in being able to move forward with a project in the MCCD. The
current guidelines give such granular detail that developers aren’t able to meet all of the requests
in them. There is a new fire station and a new City Hall that follow the current recommendations.
There is a proposed office building that may or may not come and we lost a Utah State building
on this property. The current guidelines haven’t brought anything forward, other than historic
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preservation. The MCCD is in the dead center of a massive metropolitan area. Historic
preservation is great, but you can only preserve what’s worth being preserved and no one is
stepping up to preserve anything in this area. He feels like the current guidelines were a great
attempt, but they just don’t work.
Ms. Milkavich said she agrees with both Mr. Hacker and Mr. Nay. She likes the clarity and
direction of the current guidelines, but she understands how they are somewhat confusing
because it sounds like there are suggestions and standards within one document. She likes how
the proposed guidelines are written. She suggested using the format of the proposed guidelines
and within that format address the desire to maintain some historical relevance with guidelines
and not strict standards.
Mr. Markham said he is disappointed with the lack of progress and movement on the downtown
project. However, guidelines, recommendations, and wishes place a lot of pressure on staff to
see that the grand vision of what they want to have happen, actually happens. If a developer
comes in who is politically well connected, has money and wants to push something through, the
guidelines and vision get shoved to the side.
Mr. Smallwood said there has been a lot of disconnect between what these guidelines are truly
supposed to be and what the zoning ordinance mandates. The zoning ordinance mandates
certain things that shall happen; however, the guidelines help to guide the aesthetics and the
feeling of the downtown. Mr. Markham said there is a place for regulation and there is a place for
guidelines. He hopes the guidelines can be followed as they are envisioned.
Mr. Hacker said he also would like to see some additional development in the MCCD. He asked
if it was the current guidelines that were preventing the development or if it was the stricter
ordinance. He sees very little in the guidelines that tell developers what they need to do. They
talk about things to try, think about and look at. Ms. Milkavich said that is why the guidelines are
a good place to state the City’s interest in maintaining some historical relevance. She asked if
the ordinances dictate some of the historical things the City needs. Mr. Hall replied that the
ordinance kind of has that, but not really. One of the biggest changes in the MCCD ordinance that
was made last year involved historic preservation. The list of properties that were protected and
considered significant buildings was kept, but the ability to have someone remove their building
from that list was written into the ordinance. There could be references to historic preservation in
the guidelines and there are references to historic preservation and the historic fabric in the
ordinance, but the emphasis to keep those buildings was rewritten as a small incentive to keep
them instead of a prohibition against removing them.
Mr. Hall explained that when the zoning code was rewritten, the elected officials directed his staff
and the Design Review Committee to modify the design guidelines as well. The design guidelines
section in the new MCCD ordinance says, “The Murray City Council has adopted the Murray City
Center District Design Guidelines. The guidelines shall be consulted during the review of
proposed development in order to provide guidance, direction, and options which will further the
stated purposes of the MCCD. Wherever practical, development should adhere to the objectives
and principles in the design guidelines.” This does put the burden on staff to keep pushing people
in the right direction as they are making applications and these guidelines are not full of demands.
However, they allow staff to review proposals and be able to state how the proposal has
addressed the guidelines . Based on the City’s ordinance, these have to remain guidelines. They
cannot put anything in them that is a standard or requirement.
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Ms. Patterson said she has strong feelings about redeveloping the MCCD. She thinks the current
guidelines restrict development, but they have a clear vision of what the MCCD is supposed to
be. She is concerned that the new guidelines put the City at the will of the developer.
The meeting was open for public comment. The following comments were read.
Matt Parks and Rosalba Dominguez – Murray City, Utah
We live on the east side of Center Street, which is part of the Murray City Central District (MCCD).
After reviewing the minutes from the MCCD Board and the new proposed guidelines I have a few
concerns.
•

The guidelines state that it received Community input. I would like to know how and when
this community input was collected? Why has our neighborhood or community, including
other community businesses or organizations, not been able to leave input in these new
proposed guidelines? Where is the community buy in?

•

How can we state in the new guidelines that the City is invested in diversity when the
Mayor is fighting against founding a Diversity Inclusion Board? This could include giving
insights into the makeup of business in order to diversify within our city limits. My inability
to ascertain where and when stakeholder input was gathered is problematic, as it indicates
a lack of inclusion in your data collection practices.

•

Who wrote the new guidelines -was a firm consulted? Was a survey sent out to the City
and the surrounding neighborhood or to those who live and do business within MCCD?
As far as I know, I have not received one.

•

There is a vast difference in how the new MCCD guidelines have been written and is not
a true representation of how educated we are as a city or community. The new guideline
appears vague at best. Vague guidelines benefit those with money and influence and
disproportionately hurt preservation practices and marginalized communities

•

The MCCD community has had its battles when it comes to the historical makeup or vision
for the city. Does the Historical Board know that the list of historical homes will be removed
from the MCCD guidelines? How is this information being communicated to all parties?

There are many things we would like to see and change within MCCD, but I believe we as a city
and community should have the opportunity to have a voice in what happens within MCCD.
Murray strives to be community oriented and involved in community feedback but up until this
point all I have received a postcard to notify us of this public hearing.
Ms. Dominguez sent a follow-up email:
I want to clarify that the City Council has not asked for these changes, well at least the current
body.
Brent Barnett – Murray City, Utah
I have been looking at the design guidelines booklet. It is really interesting and is full of good
principles. Especially the values at the first. Starting with authentic, active, and inclusive. Those
are really, really good.
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The sad thing from a business / economic point of view is that we haven't thought hard about the
economic vitality of the downtown. As most people recognize, if we had started better we would
get a better result. I am a business consultant. And it is business and economics that drive the
downtown success.
All the experts I have talked to say that downtown Murray is a fantastic place to create an intensive
commercial district with shops and restaurants. But they have serious reservations about the City
Hall. The City Hall is a nice design. The design is not the problem. The problem is that city halls
do not drive economic activity. Nobody comes downtown on evenings and weekends to hangout at the City Hall. So, it is dead space. It is a squandered scarce resource. That space could
produce so much activity because we have only a few compact blocks. We need more space
and the City Hall -- as nice as it is -- has been put in a spot that will harm the downtown success.
Anyone who thinks about economic vitality can see that by taking such a huge chunk of our limited
space in the downtown for the City Hall we severely limit the economic potential and our ultimate
energy of the downtown. A downtown needs what might be called critical mass to create a vibrant
district. Our Fashion Place mall is a good example. If you divide it by half or down to one fourth it
doesn't have the critical mass. That should still be our concern.
We also need a good design firm that can create a real plaza right integrated with the shops.
There is so much potential. Someone who has done plazas before. The guy that Millcreek has is
particularly good. We need that input from people who have experience in the actual design of an
active plaza.
Secondly we need a firm who knows how to bring in a lot of interesting shops and restaurants.
Millcreek has some great people who are helping them put together their downtown. And I like
Holladay's community director, Paul Allred as well. Paul would be delighted to give us an
outsider's perspective if take advantage of it.
Thanks to our planners for all the great work on the booklet. Thanks to you the planning
commission for all the great work you do.
Janice Strobell – Murray City, Utah
Thanks to the city staff for their work on improving the MCCD design guidelines to compliment
the changes made to the downtown ordinance last year.
Tonight, I ask that the Planning Commission deny approval of the proposed MCCD Design
Guidelines because:
•

The proposed guidelines are far too broad for new development and miss providing
guidelines for the bulk of the MCCD - existing structures.

•

More review and input is needed to provide a better document incorporating guidelines for
improvement to existing buildings along with new development.

The proposed guidelines do not provide a clear vision for all of downtown and thus the design
guidelines are incomplete. "Where there is no vision, there is no hope" (George Washington
Carver).
Planning Commission, your service is valuable for the future of our city. Thank you for your
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thorough evaluation of these downtown design guidelines and I ask that the proposed guidelines
be returned to the staff with the recommendation to develop a more comprehensive design
guideline and vision for all of downtown.
David Amott – Preservation Utah
It is delightful to read the newspapers of yesteryear and see Murray through new (old?) eyes. For
over a century, thousands of articles in the Murray Eagle and other local publications document
the hallmarks of a strong and thriving town (e.g. Murray's once-strong local identity, unique culture
and traditions, arresting landmarks / built environment, etc.). Sadly, over the latter half of the
twentieth century, urban sprawl subsumed much of Murray and gradually remade swaths of the
City into another Salt Lake Valley suburb. Up until the present, however, Murray still had a
traditional downtown which distinguished the City from every community around it.
It has been sad to watch Murray's leadership flail around over the past few years in their efforts
to pin down a community identity and corresponding development vision. Leadership in Brigham
City, Helper, Price, Provo, or other Utah cities have worked together to polish their communities'
built environments and promote their multi-layered physical, cultural, historic, and social identities.
Murray's leadership, in contrast, has chosen to view their own civic architectural history as a
barrier to progress rather than what it so easily could become – a stepping stone towards present
and future success. So many of Murray's proposed design guidelines which aim to create "a truly
authentic downtown" will merely make Murray look even more like the other cities in the southern
end of the Salt Lake Valley.
I urge you to reject these proposed downtown design guidelines before you tonight. If you choose
to approve them, we wish Murray good luck as this luck will sorely be needed.
The public comment portion was closed.
Mr. Markham asked if the public comments would be passed on to the City Council. Mr. Hall
replied they would be. Mr. Markham said the comments have more bearing on the direction of the
City Council. The city staff are simply responding to the directive of the City Council.
Ms. Milkavich said she thought it would be nice to have a map of the MCCD District in the new
guidelines to use as a visual reference. She noticed that processes had been removed from the
new guidelines. Mr. Smallwood said the processes are located within the City Code.
Mr. Hall said staff is not in a huge hurry to get this done. They would be happy to take more time
and add things to the guidelines, but they need some more direction. He suggested that staff
could take the new guidelines and compare them to the requirements in the code. The Planning
Commission members thought that would be helpful.
Mr. Markham asked Mr. Hall to talk about the public participation that took place in designing the
new guidelines. Mr. Hall replied they did not retain a consultant or conduct a survey. They used
survey material from 2015 and 2016 when they did the General Plan. They also used references
from older plans and other plans that had been done and these same themes keep coming up.
The shared values directly reflect the five key initiatives that were adopted in 2017 in the General
Plan. Given the scope of what the guidelines need to do and the fact that staff had rewritten the
ordinance the guidelines were going to be based on, Mr. Hall didn’t feel that they needed the help
of a consultant because staff had the skill set that was needed to get this done . He added that
the Design Review Committee had also been involved with this process.
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Ms. Greenwood said the citizens who are on the MCCD Design Review Committee all reside in
Murray and have a variety of expertise. Tonight’s meeting is also part of the public process. They
are here tonight seeking the public’s input.
Ms. Patterson said she likes and agrees with a lot of the things that are in the new guidelines and
that all the members of the Planning Commission want the redevelopment of downtown.
A motion was made by Sue Wilson to continue the MCCD Design Guidelines revision to the
November 19, 2020 Planning Commission meeting.
Seconded by Lisa Milkavich.
Call vote recorded by Mr. Smallwood.
__A__ Ned Hacker
__A__ Lisa Milkavich
__A__ Travis Nay
__A__ Sue Wilson
__A__ Maren Patterson
__A__ Phil Markham
Motion passed 6-0.

OTHER BUSINESS
Ms. Wilson said the R C Willey store is closing in January. She asked if that property is going to
be for sale. Mr. Hall replied that is what he has heard. Ms. Wilson asked if the Shopko property
was going to be redeveloped. Mr. Hall said yes, but there is nothing concrete for either property.
Ms. Milkavich asked if anything new is going on with the K-Mart site. Ms. Greenwood said the
Memorandum of Understanding has been fully executed and recorded against the property. The
developer is working on getting a demolition permit.
Ms. Greenwood said the committee that is working on the RFP for the property at 4800 South
State Street have selected a firm. That firm will present their concept to the RDA Board at the
November 17, 2020 RDA meeting. Hopefully at that time, the City will be able to enter into an
exclusive negotiation agreement with them. That gives both parties time to completely develop
the concepts for the site. The expectation is that within the next year, some projects will be coming
through the MCCD and then to the Planning Commission using the new guidelines.
A building permit for the New City Hall was issued and we have closed on the bonds for the City
Hall property. The cell phone tower relocation agreement has been signed and executed. The
permit for the cell phone tower is also ready to be issued. Some good progress is being made in
the downtown area.
Lisa Milkavich made a motion to adjourn. Seconded by Sue Wilson.
A voice vote was made, motion passed 6-0.
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The meeting was adjourned at 8:32 p.m.

________________________________
Jared Hall, Planning Division Manager

MURRAY CITY CORPORATION

Building Division

801-270-2400

COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Planning Division

801-270-2420

AGENDA ITEM #4
ITEM TYPE:

Conditional Use Permit, Commercial Embroidery & Screen Printing

ADDRESS:

312 West Vine Street

MEETING DATE:

November 5, 2020

APPLICANT:

Big Dawg Stitch & Screen

STAFF:

Jared Hall,
Planning Manager

PARCEL ID:

21-12-401-023

PROJECT NUMBER:

20-112

ZONE:

M-U, Mixed Use

SIZE:

1.58 acres | 3,425 ft2 space

REQUEST:

The applicant is requesting Conditional Use Permit approval to allow the
operation of a screen printing business in the M-U Zone.

Murray City Public Works Building

4646 South 500 West

Murray, Utah 84123

I.

LAND USE ORDINANCE
Section 17.146.040 of the Murray City Land Use Ordinance allows commercial embroidery and
screen printing services (Land Uses #2395 and #2230) in the M-U Zone subject to Conditional
Use Permit review and approval by the Planning Commission and with other special
considerations which are reviewed in the staff report.

II.

BACKGROUND
Project Location
The applicant proposes to operate a commercial embroidery and screen printing business
from 312 West Vine Street, a roughly 3,425 ft2 space within a multi-tenant commercial building
located on the north side of Vine Street between Commerce Drive and the I-15 overpass.

Surrounding Land Use and Zoning
Direction
North
South
East
West

Land Use
Storage / Industrial
Office / Industrial
Industrial
Industrial

Zoning
M-U
M-G & M-U
M-U
M-U

Project Description
The applicant proposes to operate a wholesale embroidery and screen printing business.
Embroidered designs and screen printed logos are applied to sports gear and apparel. The
applicant has indicated that the business is operated with three employees on-site, and only
occasional customer pick-ups for items; most product is shipped from the location.

Land Use Considerations, Section 17.146.040
Both screen printing and embroidery are allowed in the M-U Zone subject to conditional use
permit approval, and with other restrictions for all uses in the 2200 and 2300 ranges of Land
Use Categories, which deal with manufacturing and wholesale of textiles generally. The
conditional use listing for these ranges of land uses require the following:
•
•
•

Such a use cannot occupy more than 12,000 ft2. The proposed use will be operated in a
3,425 ft2 commercial unit.
Deliveries and shipping should only occur during normal business hours. The applicant
has indicated that the business does not run outside of typical hours.
No odors and no outside storage. The business activity occurs inside, without the need
for outdoor storage of materials of any kind, and no odors are anticipated.

Staff’s recommended conditions of approval will require the applicant’s continued
compliance with these special requirements.
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Floorplan
The floor plans provided by the applicant are attached to this report for review. The majority
of the subject property (2,850 ft2) is open warehouse, where the screen printing and
embroidery will take place along with the storage of materials and product. This area is
accessible by an overhead door facing Vine Street, and a standard door on the south wall
facing the employee parking area. The floorplan also indicates a small office (130 ft2), display
room at the front of the building (352 ft2) and a small restroom. The display area and restroom
are the only parts of the building accessible directly from the front parking lot facing Vine
Street.

Site Plan
The Site Plans provided by the applicant are attached to this report for review. The full
property is 1.58 acres, some of which is an unimproved, open area. The building contains
three separate spaces and is located generally to the southeast on the property, with parking
adjacent to the building on the south, and open areas for circulation and/or vehicle storage on
the west and north. Some specific considerations of the Site Plan follow.

•

Parking

Required parking for warehouses and shop spaces is calculated at a rate of one (1) space
for every 750 ft2. Required parking for office space is calculated at a rate of one (1) space
for each 250 ft2 of net usable space. Using the Floor Plans provided by the applicant Staff
calculates a requirement of four (4) parking spaces for the warehouse and one (1)
additional space for the office and display area for a total requirement of five (5).
The Site Plan provided by the applicant indicates 2 parking spaces (including an ADA
space) directly adjacent to the front (south) of the building, with 6 additional spaces along
the east wall of the building and adjacent to the rear (north). The applicant has also
indicated that the business is operated with three on-site employees, who park in the rear.
If the employees park in the rear as established and maintain open access to the two
spaces in front, staff sees no issues with the parking as proposed.

•

Access

There are three vehicular accesses to the subject property, all from Vine Street. The
central access is just over 50’ wide, and the east and west accesses are 30’ and 26’ wide,
respectively. The vehicular access leads to parking and circulation areas in front of the
building and to the side and rear which will more than accommodate the needs for
deliveries, shipping, employees, and customers. No changes are proposed or necessary to
the existing access.

•

Trash Enclosure

There are two dumpsters on site, but Staff did not locate a trash enclosure. The
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dumpsters should be moved inside one of the buildings, or a trash enclosure meeting the
requirements of Section 17.76.170 should be installed on the subject property.

•

Public Improvements

There are no sidewalks currently along the south side of Vine Street, from west of
Commerce Drive until just before the overpass of I-15. The accesses are improved with
concrete aprons, and there are curbs, gutters, and landscaping areas adjacent to Vine
Street on the subject property. The proposed change of use will not trigger the
requirement for installation or replacement of missing public improvements at this time.

Figure 1: Looking east up Vine Street from the subject property.

•

Landscaping

There are landscaping areas on the subject property adjacent to Vine Street which do not
meet the specific requirements of Section 17.68 of the Murray City Land Use Ordinance for
numbers of trees and shrubs to be included in the required front yard landscaped
setbacks along public rights-of-way. The subject property is located in the M-U, Mixed
Use Zone near to the Murray Central Station. Public and private improvements in the M-U
Zone are distinct and given the property’s size and location near Murray Central Station,
Staff finds it likely that the property could be redeveloped in the near future. Additionally,
the Vine Street right-of-way could potentially be widened upon redevelopment.
Considering all these issues, Staff finds that it would be impractical to require changes
and/or improvements to the landscaping at this time.
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III.

LAND USE ORDINANCE STANDARDS REVIEW
Murray City Code Section 17.56.060 outlines the following standards for review for conditional
uses.
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 provide an active tenant
with a use that is compatible to the surrounding area.
B. That such use will not, under the circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to
the health, safety or general welfare of person 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.

IV.

CITY DEPARTMENT REVIEW
A Planning Review Meeting was held on October 19, 2020 where the proposed Conditional Use
application was reviewed by Murray City Department Staff. All reviewing departments
recommended approval without conditions or concerns.

V.

PUBLIC INPUT
Eighteen (18) notices of the public meeting were sent to all property owners for parcels
located within 300 feet of the subject property. As of the date of this report, Staff has not
received any public comments regarding the application.
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VI.

FINDINGS
Based on the analysis of the application materials and a survey of the surrounding area, staff
concludes the following:
1. The proposed use for a commercial embroidery and screen printing business (LU #2395
and #2230) is allowed in the M-U 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.

CONCLUSION/RECOMMENDATION
Based on the information presented in this report, application materials submitted and a site
review, staff recommends that the Planning Commission APPROVE a Conditional Use
Permit to allow the operation of a commercial embroidery and screen printing business
on the property located at 312 West Vine Street, subject to the following conditions:
1. The applicant shall comply with all applicable Building and Fire Codes.
2. The dumpsters shall be relocated inside the building or shall be placed inside a trash
enclosure meeting the requirements of Section 17.76.170 of the Murray City Land Use
Ordinance.
3. A minimum of five (5) parking spaces will be maintained associated with the subject
property (312 W. Vine Street), including an ADA compliant space in front of the building.
Employees will park in the spaces provided on the north side (rear) of the building.
4. The applicant shall obtain a Murray City Business License before commencing operations
on the site.
5. The applicant shall comply with all requirements of Section 17.146.040 of the Murray City
Land Use Ordinance, including:
•
•
•

The use will not occupy more than 12,000 square feet.
Deliveries and shipping will not occur outside normal business hours.
No outdoor storage of materials or supplies is allowed.
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MURRAY CITY CORPORATION

Building Division

801-270-2400

COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Planning Division

801-270-2420

NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING
** 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 Emergency Executive Order 20-02 issued by the Mayor on April 1, 2020, the Planning
Commission of Murray City, Utah will hold an electronic only regular meeting at 6:30 p.m., Thursday, November 5, 2020.
The Chair of the Murray City Planning Commission has determined that due to the continued rise of COVID-19 case
counts, meeting with an anchor location presents a substantial risk to the health and safety of those in
attendance. No physical meeting location will be available.
The Murray City Planning Commission will hold a public meeting regarding the following application: Representatives
of Big Dawg Stitch & Screen are requesting Conditional Use approval to allow the operation of a wholesale
embroidery and screen print shop on the property addressed 312 West Vine Street. Please see the attached plans.
If you would like to comment on this agenda item at the meeting please register at: https://tinyurl.com/y4lr47zn or you
may submit comments via email at planningcommission@murray.utah.gov. If you would like to view the meeting only
you may watch via livestream at www.murraycitylive.com or www.facebook.com/MurrayCityUtah/.
Comments are limited to 3 minutes or less, and written comments will be read into the meeting record.

This notice is being sent to you because you own property nearby the subject property. If you have questions or
comments concerning this proposal, please contact 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 (801-2642660). We would appreciate notification two working days prior to the meeting. TTY is Relay Utah at #711.
Public Notice Dated | October 23, 2020
Murray City Public Works Building | 4646 South 500 West | Murray | Utah | 84123
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Figure 1: Site Plan, 312 West Vine Street

Murray City Public Works Building

4646 South 500 West

Murray, Utah 84123

MURRAY CITY CORPORATION

Building Division

801-270-2400

COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Planning Division

801-270-2420

AGENDA ITEM #5
ITEM TYPE:

Conditional Use Permit for an Accessory Dwelling Unit

ADDRESS:

5112 Honey Clover Court

MEETING DATE:

November 5, 2020

APPLICANT:

Brooke and Cathy Thomas

STAFF:

Zachary Smallwood,
Associate Planner

PARCEL ID:

21-11-427-005

PROJECT NUMBER:

20-114

ZONE:

R-1-8, Low Density Single
Family

SIZE:

.25 acre site | 3,525 ft2 primary residence | 950 ft2 ADU

REQUEST:

The applicant is requesting Conditional Use Permit approval to allow the use of
an accessory dwelling unit (ADU) on the subject property.

Murray City Public Works Building

4646 South 500 West

Murray, Utah 84123

I.

LAND USE ORDINANCE
Section 17.78 of the Murray City Land Use Ordinance allows ADUs within all single-family
residential zoning districts subject to Conditional Use Permit approval.

II.

BACKGROUND
Project Location
The subject property is located on the corner of Germania Avenue and Honey Clover Court,
just north and west of Horizon Elementary School. The proposal is for the ADU to be located
within the basement of the existing dwelling with a separate entrance planned on the west
side of the property, in the rear yard area.

Surrounding Land Use and Zoning
Direction
North
South
East
West

Land Use
Single-Family Residential
Single-Family Residential
Single-Family Residential
Single-Family Residential

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

Project Description
The subject property is a single-family house located on approximately .25 acres
(approximately 10,890 ft2) in the R-1-8 zone. The applicant would like to renovate their
basement and rent it as an Accessory Dwelling Unit. Staff has conducted a review of the
relevant ADU standards below and found that the applicant will be able to comply subject to
conditions.

ADU Development Standards
Chapter 17.78 of the Murray City Land Use Ordinance details the following significant
development standards required for accessory dwelling units:
•

The total area of the ADU shall be less than forty percent (40%) of the square footage of
the primary residence and shall not exceed one thousand (1,000) square feet.
The overall square footage of the existing home is 3,525 ft2 according to the Salt Lake
County Assessor’s website. The square footage of the proposed ADU is 950 ft2, which is less
than the 1,000 ft2 allowed by the Murray City Land Use Ordinance. The 950 ft2 represents
27% of the total which is allowed by the ordinance. With adequate parking, the ADU
should have a minimal impact on the character of the single-family residential
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neighborhood in which it is located.
•

Accessory Dwelling Units shall not contain more than two (2) bedrooms.
The proposed ADU contains two (2) bedrooms.

•

A separate entrance to the ADU shall not be allowed within the front or corner side yard
area. Any separate entrance shall be located within the interior side or rear of the principal
residence.
Initially an entrance was proposed in the corner side yard area. The entrance was going to
be a stairwell that accessed the basement. After consultation with the applicant the
proposed stairwell is going to be moved to the rear of the property. Overall, the floorplan
will remain the same. The entrance to the proposed ADU will be moved and located in the
living room area. Staff determined that because of this change only a site plan correction
was necessary. All building regulations must still be met during the building permitting
process.

•

Installing separate utility meters and separate addresses for the ADU is prohibited.
The applicant states that there are not separate meters, and none are proposed for the
ADU. The Building Official has requested that the applicant provide baseboard heating to
comply with Building Code. Permits for ADUs are tracked separately by City Staff to ensure
compliance with all requirements of the ordinance and building codes.

•

Owner Occupancy Affidavits are required to ensure that the property owner utilizes either
the Primary Dwelling or the Accessory Dwelling Unit as their principal residence.
The purpose of this provision is to ensure that the subject property is well maintained and
that any potential impacts of the ADU can be quickly addressed by the property owner.
The affidavit is provided by the City and recorded with the Salt Lake County Recorder’s
office in order for any future property owners to be notified of the status of the accessory
unit. A recorded copy of that affidavit must be provided to Murray City staff for record
keeping and all future owners are required to reauthorize the unit in order to continue the
use of the ADU. The affidavit must be submitted prior to occupancy of the ADU. The
applicant is required by Code to live in either the Primary Dwelling Unit or the Accessory
Dwelling Unit.
If the ADU is approved, a Residential Rental License will be required. Murray City
ordinances do not allow temporary rentals in residential zones, such as those affiliated
with AirBnB and VRBO. If the ADU is rented, it must be rented for more than 30 days at a
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time.
•

Additional Parking Requirements. According to Subsection 17.78.040 (I), two (2) additional
off-street parking spaces must be provided for the accessory dwelling and in no case shall
fewer than four (4) total off street spaces may be provided.
The site plan submitted by the applicant shows an existing two-car garage and driveway
leading to it. Staff does not anticipate any concerns with parking resulting from this
application.

•

The ADU may not be occupied by more than two related or unrelated adults and their
children.
Residential zoning allows up to four (4) unrelated adults to be considered a single
“family”. Because ADUs are allowed in addition to the use of the property as a singlefamily dwelling, that allowance is reduced to two (2) unrelated adults for the ADU.

III.

LAND USE ORDINANCE STANDARDS REVIEW
Murray City Code Section 17.56.060 outlines the following standards for review for conditional
uses.
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.
The proposed ADU provides additional housing options in the community and will contribute
to the general well-being of the neighborhood while maintaining the existing single-family
home aesthetic.
B. That such use will not, under the circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to
the health, safety or general welfare of person residing or working in the vicinity, or
injurious to property or improvements in the vicinity.
With conditions, the proposed ADU can meet the requirements established by the Land Use
Ordinance, and will not be detrimental to the health, safety, or general welfare of persons
residing at this property or in the neighborhood.
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.
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The applicant’s proposed plan will not impact the residential character of the area or the
home itself. Staff has not identified any negative impact on schools, utilities or streets for the
proposed ADU.
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 provided sufficient information for the review of the Conditional Use Permit
application by Murray City Staff and the Murray City Planning Commission.

IV.

CITY DEPARTMENT REVIEW
Planning Division Staff circulated the proposed ADU plans to multiple Murray City
Departments for review on October 19th, 2020. The following comments have been provided
by the departments:
•

The Murray City Building Official recommends approval subject to the following
conditions:

•

o

Install interconnected smoke and CO detectors throughout the house.

o

Egress windows and window wells are required.

o

Provide baseboard heating in the ADU.

o

Access to circuit breaker panel required.

o

Outside combustion air required for furnace room.

The Murray City Fire Department recommends approval and states that the applicant
must follow fire code and alarm requirements.

The Engineering, Power, Water and Wastewater Departments recommend approval without
any additional conditions or comments. The preceding comments are addressed as
conditions of approval in the final section of this report.

V.

PUBLIC INPUT
Thirty-four (34) notices of the public meeting were sent to all property owners for parcels
located within 300 feet of the subject property. As of the date of this report, Staff has not
received any comments regarding this application.
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VI.

FINDINGS
Based on the analysis of the Conditional Use Permit application for an accessory dwelling unit
and a survey of the surrounding area, staff concludes the following:
1. Accessory Dwelling Units are allowed in all single-family zoning districts subject to
Conditional Use Permit approval.
2. Accessory Dwelling Units are supported by the goals and objectives for housing and land
use within the Murray City General Plan.
3. With conditions, the proposed use will comply with Land Use Ordinance Standards for
Accessory Dwelling Units.

VII.

CONCLUSION/RECOMMENDATION
Based on the information presented in this report, application materials submitted and a site
review, staff recommends that the Planning Commission APPROVE a Conditional Use
Permit to allow the construction and/or operation of an Accessory Dwelling Unit at the
property addressed 5112 South Honey Clover Court, subject to the following conditions:
1. The project shall comply with all applicable building and fire code standards.
2. Interconnected smoke detectors and CO sensors shall be provided throughout the house.
3. The property owner shall obtain a building permit for any proposed remodeling or
construction on the site.
4. Separately controlled heating shall be provided for each area, such as base board heating,
a dual zone furnace, etc.
5. Access from the ADU to a circuit breaker panel shall be provided.
6. Appropriate egress windows and window wells shall be provided.
7. Inspections by the Murray City Building Division will be required prior to occupancy of the
ADU and will include general inspection of the items outlined in the Staff Report.
8. The proposed ADU shall comply with all applicable standards outlined in Chapter 17.78 of
the Murray City Land Use Ordinance.
9.

The ADU shall be occupied by no more than two (2) related or unrelated adults and their
children.

10. The property owner shall provide an additional two (2) off street parking spaces as
required by Section 17.78.040(I) of the Murray City Land Use Ordinance for a total of four
(4) off street spaces.
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11. The property owner shall complete and record with the Salt Lake County Recorder’s
Office, the Accessory Dwelling Unit – Owner Occupancy Affidavit (Provided by
Community & Economic Development). A copy of the recorded document shall be
provided to the Murray City Community and Economic Development Division prior to
occupancy of the ADU.
12. The property owners shall obtain a Residential Rental Business License from Murray City
prior to allowing occupancy of the ADU. Rental of the ADU must meet the requirements
of the Murray City Land Use Ordinance.
13. Temporary Rentals are not allowed; neither the Primary nor Accessory Dwelling Unit may
be used for temporary rentals such as an AirB&B or VRBO.
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MURRAY CITY CORPORATION

Building Division

801-270-2400

COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Planning Division

801-270-2420

NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING
** 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 Emergency Executive Order 20-02 issued by the Mayor on April 1, 2020, the Planning
Commission of Murray City, Utah will hold an electronic only regular meeting at 6:30 p.m., Thursday, November 5, 2020.
The Chair of the Murray City Planning Commission has determined that due to the continued rise of COVID-19 case
counts, meeting with an anchor location presents a substantial risk to the health and safety of those in
attendance. No physical meeting location will be available.
The Murray City Planning Commission will hold a public meeting regarding the following application: Brooke and Cathy
Thomas are requesting Conditional Use approval to allow the operation of an accessory dwelling unit on the
property addressed 5112 South Honey Clover Court. Please see the attached plans. If you would like to comment
on this agenda item at the meeting please register at: https://tinyurl.com/y4lr47zn or you may submit comments via
email at planningcommission@murray.utah.gov. If you would like to view the meeting only you may watch via
livestream at www.murraycitylive.com or www.facebook.com/MurrayCityUtah/.

Comments are limited to 3 minutes or less and written comments will be read into the meeting record.

This notice is being sent to you because you own property nearby the subject property. If you have questions or
comments concerning this proposal, please contact Zachary Smallwood with the Murray City Planning Division at 801270-2420 or e-mail to zsmallwood@murray.utah.gov.
Special accommodations for the hearing or visually impaired will be upon a request to the office of the Murray City Recorder (801-2642660). We would appreciate notification two working days prior to the meeting. TTY is Relay Utah at #711.
Public Notice Dated | October 23, 2020
Murray City Public Works Building | 4646 South 500 West | Murray | Utah | 84123

Figure 1: Accessory Dwelling Unit Floorplan (Basement)
Murray City Public Works Building

4646 South 500 West

Murray, Utah 84123
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