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Murray City Planning Commission Meeting Agenda
Electronic Meeting Only – December 17, 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 an agenda item at the
meeting please register at: https://tinyurl.com/y2nsppnq you may submit comments via email at
planningcommission@murray.utah.gov. Comments are limited to 3 minutes or less, and written
comments will be read into the meeting record. Please include your name and contact information.
BUSINESS ITEMS:
1. Approval of Minutes
2. Conflict of Interest
3. Approval of Findings of Fact
SITE PLAN REVIEW
4. Security National Parking Structure 2
433 West Ascension Way
Parking Structure in the C-D Zone
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

5. 4800 Lofts, LLC

Project #20-135

This item has been withdrawn
from this agenda 12/10/20
Project #20-115

447 West 4800 South & 380 West 4850 South
Mixed Use Development
GENERAL PLAN AND ZONE MAP AMENDMENT
Project #20-088
6. Howland Partners, Inc.
5157, 5177, 5217, 5283 South. State Street & 151 East 5300 South
General Plan Amendment from General Commercial to Mixed Use
Project #20-089
7. Howland Partners, Inc.
5157, 5177, 5217, 5283 South. State Street & 151 East 5300 South
Zone Map Amendment from C-D, Commercial Development to M-U, Mixed Use

Murray City Public Works Building

4646 South 500 West

Murray, Utah 84123

8. Fashion Place West Small Area Plan
Project #20-001
Properties generally bounded from 6100 South Street to Lester Avenue (6790 South) and
from State Street to the Frontrunner line that is generally along 400 West; also properties
abutting Winchester Street from State Street to Fashion Blvd.
Adoption of a Small Area Plan
ORDINANCE TEXT AMENDMENT
9. Residential Chicken Keeping
New Ordinance Allowing Chicken Keeping in Residential Zones

Project #20-134

OTHER BUSINESS
No agenda item 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 2nd day of December 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
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--DRAFT-The Planning Commission met on Thursday, December 3, 2020, at 6:30 p.m. for a meeting held
electronically in accordance with Utah Code 52-4-207(4), due to infectious disease COVID-19
Novel Coronavirus. The Planning Commission Chair determined that conducting a meeting with
an anchor location presented 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.
The public was able to view the meeting via the live stream at www.murraycitylive.com or
https://www.facebook.com/Murraycityutah/. Anyone who wanted to make a comment on an
agenda item at the meeting registered at: https://tinyurl.com/yxon4fwm or submitted comments
via email at planningcommission@murray.utah.gov.
Present:

Phil Markham, Chair
Scot Woodbury, Vice 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
Susan Nixon, Associate Planner
Briant Farnsworth, Deputy City Attorney
Citizens

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
Scot Woodbury made a motion to approve the minutes from the November 19, 2020 Planning
Commission meeting. Seconded by Lisa Milkavich. 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 a Conditional Use Permit for Sacred
Energy Bed and Breakfast located at 284 and 296 East 4500 South; a Conditional Use Permit for
Creative Learning Academy located at 5979 South Fashion Boulevard; a Conditional Use Permit
to the Bonnyview Apartment project located at 4955, 4984, 4994, 5002 and 5020 South
Commerce Drive; a Conditional Use Permit for Big Dawg Stitch & Screen located at 312 West
Vine Street; and a Conditional Use Permit for Brooke and Cathy Thomas located at 5112 South
Honey Clover Court. Seconded by Ned Hacker. A voice vote was made, motion passed 7-0.
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B & B MOTORS – 4335 South Main Street - Project #20-131
Ryan Bierman was present to represent this request. Zac Smallwood reviewed the location and
request for a Conditional Use Permit for an auto dealership at the property located at 4335 South
Main Street. The unit is 1,700 square feet and is located in the Commercial Development (C-D)
Zone. Auto dealerships are allowed in the C-D Zone subject to obtaining a Conditional Use
Permit. The unit consists of three offices, a restroom, hallway and a warehouse space. The
applicant is proposing to have two employees there with a maximum of five vehicles at any given
time. Three of the vehicles will be in the warehouse space and the other two vehicles will be in a
yard space outside. Staff are requiring the applicant to work with the City and property owner to
stripe parking lot stalls. There was no striping when Mr. Smallwood visited the property. Staff
recommends the Planning Commission approve this application for a Conditional Use Permit.
Mr. Nay said there doesn’t appear to be any sidewalk infrastructure along Edison Avenue. This
property is in an emerging area and there should not be a condition of approval stating that If
building and site improvement costs exceed $5,000, installation of curb, gutter and sidewalk along
the Edison Avenue property frontage are required.. This property is located between the Trax
Station and the State Street frontage. If a sidewalk isn’t put in now, when will it be put in?
Mr. Markham said he agrees with Mr. Nay. He asked if an additional condition could be added
requiring a sidewalk be put on this property prior to the Conditional Use Permit being issued. Mr.
Smallwood replied he doesn’t believe they can. That is an engineering standard and the City can’t
require those improvements unless the site improvements will cost at least $5,000. Mr. Hall added
if the Planning Commission feels there is a reason in this case to have a sidewalk put in, they can
probably do that, as long as they have a valid reason to require it. Ms. Milkavich said she feels
like there are stipulations put in place based on cost and burden. She asked about the cost/benefit
analysis of putting in a sidewalk or how much it would cost to put in a sidewalk. Mr. Hall replied
he does not know those numbers.
Mr. Woodbury said if the Planning Commission requires a sidewalk because it’s in the best
interest of the City and the neighborhood, and the applicant does not like it, there are other
locations within the City for him to operate an auto sales business. Mr. Woodbury does not want
to miss the chance to improve this area. Mr. Markham said other properties in the area have
been required to improve their properties. Ms. Wilson said this is the time to act on this. The
property owner has several units for rent and anytime an application comes in for this building,
they should use that as an opportunity to improve the property.
Ryan Bierman, 1221 North 100 East, American Fork, said the owners of the building either own
or occupy the majority of the building and the building is basically used for storage. There is not
much transit going in and out of the building. If improvements are going to cost tens of thousands
of dollars, it would be unfeasible for them to use this property.
Mr. Woodbury said if installing a sidewalk is a condition, that is something that the owner of the
property should do. The Planning Commission takes the opportunity as applications come in to
try to bring properties into compliance and make improvements for the good of the City, but their
hope is the landlord would look at this and recognize the value of their property. He asked Mr.
Bierman if he has discussed any of the conditions with the landlord. Mr. Bierman said he did
discuss general improvements with the landlord. He feels the owner will sell the property within
the next ten years and probably won’t want to dump a lot of money into improving the building.
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He sees the value of the improvements to the City, but he’s not sure the amount of foot traffic in
the area warrants a sidewalk being put in.
The meeting was open for public comment. No comments were given and the public comment
portion for this agenda item was closed.
Mr. Nay said the more important frontage in this general project area is the Main Street frontage.
Due to site limitations, the applicant is being allowed to not include the appropriate street lighting,
trees and landscaping. This general area of the City has undergone tremendous transformation.
The reason for including pedestrian infostructure is because people do need to walk in this area.
The property owner needs to step up; this property needs some work.
Ms. Milkavich said she supports putting in a sidewalk. She is concerned about being consistent
when it comes to following the guidelines. Ms. Patterson said she also thinks this area needs a
sidewalk and has changed a lot in the last few years. However, this is the same issue as they had
with Big Dawg Stitch & Screen in the sense that it is a run-down, neglected building, that may be
redeveloped in the near future and the Planning Commission did not require them to do
landscaping because it was considered an undue hardship to the applicant. It may be asking a
lot from this applicant to require them to put in a sidewalk as well.
Mr. Markham said one of the standards that the Planning Commission should consider when
considering a Conditional Use Permit is if the business is going to benefit the community. Another
used car lot in this area does not have a tremendous benefit to the community. The property
owner is already receiving the benefit of not being forced to adhere to the landscaping requirement
because of the configuration of the property. The one beneficial condition that the Planning
Commission can add to this application that benefits the entire area is to put in a sidewalk.
Mr. Woodbury said unfortunately the landowner doesn’t seem to care much about the property.
He supports putting in the sidewalk but is sensitive to the applicant. If the Planning Commission
puts a condition to add a sidewalk, and that makes it unfeasible for the applicant to go into this
space, there are plenty of properties in Murray that the applicant could operate his business out
of. If this landowner doesn’t care to bring his property to where it should be, he shouldn’t be renting
out his property.
Mr. Hacker said a pedestrian can walk safely along the Big Dawg Stitch & Screen property, even
though there’s some gravel and some concrete. However, a pedestrian would have to walk into
the street when passing this property. This is a little different than curb and gutter. This is creating
an area where pedestrians won’t have to go into the street.
A motion was made by Travis Nay to approve a Conditional Use Permit to allow the operation of
a Vehicle Sales business at the property addressed 4335 South Main Street, subject to the
following conditions:
1. Installation of curb, gutter and sidewalk along the Edison Avenue property frontage are
required.
2. The project shall comply with all applicable building and fire code standards.
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3. No more than five (5) vehicles will be kept on site for sales at any one time.
4. The applicant shall designate a minimum of four (4) parking stalls to the west side of the
building to be reserved for customers and employees.
5. The applicant and/or property owner shall work with Planning Division Staff to stripe
parking the complies with the Murray City Land Use Ordinance including ADA spaces.
6. The applicant shall maintain clear, appropriate vehicular access to the overhead doors on
the building at all times.
7. The applicant shall obtain permits for any new attached or detached signs proposed for
the business.
8. The applicant shall maintain a Utah Motor Vehicle Dealer’s License.
9. The applicant shall obtain a Murray City Business License prior to beginning vehicle sales
operations at this location.
Seconded by Sue Wilson.
Call vote recorded by Mr. Smallwood.
__A__ Ned Hacker
__N__ Lisa Milkavich
__A__ Travis Nay
__A__ Sue Wilson
__A__ Maren Patterson
__A__ Scot Woodbury
__A__ Phil Markham
Motion passed 6-1.
ADVANCED HEALTH CARE – 666 West 5300 South & 5322 South Allendale Drive - Project #20126
The applicant was not present for this application. Zac Smallwood reviewed the location and
request for preliminary and final subdivision approval for an amendment to Lot 2 of the Advanced
Healthcare Subdivision to create a new 2-Lot commercial subdivision. The property is located at
5322 South Allendale Drive and 666 West 5300 South and is located in the Commercial
Neighborhood (C-N) Zone. The applicant would like to split the lot so they can potentially develop
or sell the second lot. Staff is recommending the Planning Commission approve this request.
Mr. Nay asked why a drainage easement runs through the center of the property. He feels that
easement may limit development at this location of the property. Mr. Smallwood said he thinks
that easement is in favor of the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) and is drainage for
5300 South. Mr. Hall said that is correct. The easement has to remain, but can be underground,
and could be incorporated into development. In the event a building needs to be built where the
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easement is, the easement could be modified. Ms. Milkavich verified that both of these lots would
be buildable. Mr. Smallwood replied that both lots will be buildable.
Mr. Smallwood noted he received two phone calls from people asking what is going to happen
with the property. He explained to them that there are no development proposals and the senior
living center located on the northerly portion of the property is still moving forward.
The meeting was open for public comment. No comments were given and the public comment
portion for this agenda item was closed.
A motion was made by Ned Hacker to approve the requested preliminary and final Advanced
Healthcare Amended Subdivision Plat for the property addressed 5322 South Allendale Drive,
subject to the following conditions:
1. The project shall meet Murray City Engineering requirements including the following:
a. Meet City subdivision requirements.
2. The project shall follow International Fire Code (IFC) regulations for fire access and for
hydrant locations.
3. The applicant shall meet with Murray City Power to discuss any potential development
plans.
4. The applicant shall prepare a Final Subdivision Plat which complies with all requirements
of Title 16, Murray City Subdivision Ordinance.
5. The applicant shall meet all applicable regulations of Title 17, Murray Land Use Ordinance.
Seconded by Scot Woodbury.
Call vote recorded by Mr. Smallwood.
__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.
SPRING CREEK COVE INVESTMENTS, LC – 5091 South Wesley Road & 5050 South 1100
East – Project #20-126
Jacob Ballstaedt was present to represent this request. Jared Hall reviewed the location and
request for final subdivision approval for the Spring Creek Cove Subdivision. The Planning
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Commission granted preliminary subdivision approval for this project earlier this year. This is a
15-lot, planned unit development of single-family homes in the Residential Single-Family (R-1-8)
Zone. In order to keep out of the Spring Creek area, which is a wetland, the Planning Commission
imposed a condition that the developer delineate the wetland and protect it. They were also
required to dredge and clean it. The developer has done that and has approvals from Salt Lake
County, the Corps of Engineers, and from the State of Utah.
Most of the lots meet the standards of the R-1-8 Zone, but there were a couple of modifications.
Some of the front yards are a little bit shorter to stay out of the conservation area. None of the
garages in those short front yards are any closer to the public right-of-way than 20 feet. The
applicant has obtained all the requested permits and provided those to the City. Garbett homes
will be building all of the homes in this project. Staff is recommending that the final subdivision
be approved.
Mr. Markham said he is pleased to see this project back for final subdivision approval. It looks
like a quality development and he was pleased with Garbett Homes’ effort to obtain all of the
necessary permits. This has been a challenging site to develop.
Jacob Ballstaedt, 273 North East Capital Street, Salt Lake City, said they will be able to comply
with the conditions of approval.
The meeting was open for public comment. No comments were given and the public comment
was closed.
A motion was made by Ned Hacker to grant final approval for the proposed Spring Creek Cove
PUD Subdivision, subject to the following conditions:
1. The project shall meet requirements of Murray City Engineering including the following:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

Meet City subdivision and PUD requirements.
Provide grading, drainage and utility plan and profile drawings.
Meet City drainage standards.
Provide standard PUEs on lots – window wells cannot extend into PUEs.
Delineate and protect on-site wetlands, provide delineation documentation.
Obtain and follow required County, State or federal permits for encroachments into
Spring Creek.
g. The Spring Creek channel needs to be cleaned, dredged and improved to convey 10year storm flow without flooding subdivision and neighboring properties.
h. Provide a drainage and maintenance easement along spring Creek.
i. Update site geotechnical study based on the proposed site grading and building plans.
The study should include building pad design and retaining. Fill slopes and building
pads should not be steeper than 2.5 horizontal to 1 vertical.
j. Obtain irrigation company approval and pipe the existing irrigation channel through the
development.
2. The project shall meet all applicable Building and Fire Codes.
3. Streetlights shall be provided by Rocky Mountain Power as approved for location by the
Murray City Power Department.
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4. The applicant shall provide color and material indications for all approved dwelling units
for the Planning Commission’s review and approval upon Final Subdivision application.
5. The applicant shall record Homeowner’s Association documents with the Subdivision Plat
providing for the continued maintenance of approved open space areas, drainage and
maintenance easements, and preservation of the Spring Creek wetlands.
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__ Scot Woodbury
__A__ Phil Markham
Motion passed 7-0.
CLOVER CREST SUBDIVISION AMENDED – 728 West Morning Dew Drive & 5059 South
Morning Dew Circle – Project #20-128
Bryan Fowler and Jeff Chivers were present to represent this request. Jared Hall reviewed the
location and request for a lot line adjustment. The proposal is to adjust a portion of the shared
side property line and transfer approximately 608 square feet from 728 West Morning Dew Drive
(Lot 61) to 5059 South Morning Dew Circle (Lot 60). The setbacks would still be maintained and
the area of the lots will be more than what is required. Because this is an established subdivision,
the Planning Commission has to approve the amendment. Staff is recommending approval of this
amendment.
Bryan Fowler, 728 West Morning Dew Drive and Jeff Chivers, 5059 Morning Dew Circle, said they
will be able to comply with the conditions of approval.
The meeting was open for public comment. No comments were given and the public comment
portion for this agenda item was closed.
A motion was made by Lisa Milkavich to approve the request to Amend Lots 60 & 61 of the Clover
Crest Subdivision, adjusting the lot line between the properties addressed 728 West Morning Dew
Drive and 5059 South Morning Dew Circle, subject to the following conditions:
1. The project shall meet Murray City requirements for Lot Line Adjustment.
2. The properties shall maintain conformance with the requirements of the R-1-8 Zone as
contained in the Murray City Land Use Ordinance.

Planning Commission Meeting
December 3, 2020
Page 8

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.
BOYER COMPANY – 861 East Winchester Street and 6520, 6550, 6580 South 900 East – Project
#20-129 and #20-130
Scott Verhaaren and Spencer Moffat, 101 South 200 East, Salt Lake City, were present to
represent this request. Jared Hall reviewed the location and request for a General Plan and Zone
Map amendment. This property is located in the C-D Zone and has residential and office uses
around it. The Future Land Use Map of the General Plan has this property listed as General
Commercial. The request is to change the zone from C-D to Mixed Use (M-U) and to change the
land use designation from General Commercial to Mixed Use. There are differences in permitted
uses that are allowed in the C-D Zoning and M-U Zoning. Permitted and conditional uses allowed
in the existing C-D Zone include hotels, retail stores, restaurants, grocery stores, funeral homes,
assisted living facilities, beauty salons, personal services, business services, professional
services, entertainment and sports, contractors, vehicle sales, rental, and repairs, convenience
stores and gas stations, and athletic clubs. No residential uses are allowed in the C-D Zone.
Permitted and conditional uses allowed in the proposed M-U Zone include hotels, transportation
services, department stores, restaurants, grocery stores, funeral homes, assisted living facilities,
beauty salons, personal services, business services, professional services, entertainment and
sports, contractors, manufacturing, and wholesale trade (both with restrictions). Multi-family
residential uses such as townhomes, apartments, and condominiums are allowed with conditional
use permit and Planning Commission review, but they are only allowed in “mixed use” projects
which include commercial development as well. No auto-oriented businesses or services, such
as vehicle sales, rental, or repair, are allowed in the M-U Zone.
An M-U Zoning applied to these properties could result in a mix of commercial uses, likely on 900
East and Winchester Street and multifamily, residential uses to the rear of the property. Currently,
the City does not have an application for this site. The M-U Zone has more detail on how buildings
are constructed and the site is integrated. Most of the concerns that come from residents around
potential M-U developments have to do with height and traffic. Staff has a lot of ability in a project
review to look at the kinds of impacts a development has on surrounding properties and try to
mitigate those impacts. M-U Zoning is being applied all over the valley. This is a large retail store
that is closing and the building is probably not going to be picked up by someone and turned into
another commercial development.
Staff is recommending the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval to the
City Council for the General Plan and Zone Map amendments. The best opportunity to preserve
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the commercial activity that has occurred on this corner for years is to make this a mixed-use site.
It will allow the site to have multi-family and commercial uses and not sit vacant like the K-Mart
site did.
Mr. Markham asked if the City would have more control over the final development if the site went
to an M-U Zone instead of remaining a C-D Zone. Mr. Hall replied yes because the City has more
ordinances explaining how developments integrate with each other in the M-U Zone.
Mr. Nay asked why this property wasn’t included as a mixed use in the most recent General Plan.
Ms. Milkavich asked why the property wasn’t labeled as Residential Neighborhood Business (RN-B) in the General Plan either . Mr. Hall replied most of the area along 900 East and down
Winchester Street is R-N-B. This property was not included in that because it was already being
used commercially. In 2017, when the General Plan was adopted, mixed use was not applied to
areas outside the core of the City. However, the General Plan has statements in the general
commercial category about the inclusion of higher density housing in the future. The City wasn’t
ready to move mixed use out of the core of the City in 2017, but they cautioned city officials that
those types of requests would eventually come in.
Mr. Markham asked if staff had been involved with the master plan for water and sewer. Mr. Hall
said they have been. If this site was rezoned to M-U, it allows for multi-family and that changes
the way that the sewer needs to be provided. It also changes transportation needs and patterns.
In the mixed use re-write that was done last year, the densities were graded down based on how
far they are from mass transit. The density allowed in a mixed-use development here would only
be about 40 units per acre as opposed to 100 units per acre that would be allowed in a central
station area.
Ms. Milkavich asked if the school district was prepared for the additional students this
development could bring. Mr. Hall replied the school district has been updated on the areas within
the City that may eventually become mixed use. Once a project is proposed for this site, they will
make the school district aware of it.
Mr. Markham asked what type of commercial would be incorporated into a development in the
mixed-use zone. Mr. Hall replied 900 East and Winchester Street are highly used vehicular
corridors. We are likely to see small use retail and commercial offices along them. Mr. Nay asked
if the City will be seeing more of these types of projects coming forward. Mr. Hall replied yes.
Places like Murray, that have been developed, are prime for this type of development.
Mr. Hacker said RC Willey has been a great neighbor that has a one-story building. The M-U
Zone allows for higher buildings, but you get a better mix of uses. He asked if mixed use will be
better for the local residents than commercial. Mr. Hall replied this is a significant change. This
area has had a low profile building and parking lot which won’t be recreated by another
commercial development. A mixed-use development will be more thoughtful than a commercial
use development would be.
Ms. Patterson asked if the property owners could redevelop the property if it stays in the C-D
Zone. Mr. Hall replied yes, something else could be built. The difference is, as you look at this
property, whatever business that is in the interior, won’t have the visibility to survive. The property
is not large enough to develop into a large commercial shopping site, but it could work as a
smaller, mixed use area.
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Mr. Verhaaren said they see mixed use as a way forward. They have built a lot of retail over the
years and they are seeing a modification in big box retail. They feel this site is an ideal spot for
mixed use.
Mr. Markham said the Planning Commissions role in this is to provide a recommendation to the
City Council. They are not the authority tasked with determining the zoning or the future land use
of this particular piece of property. The final decision will be with the City Council so there will be
additional opportunities for public comment and discussion on this item.
Mr. Hacker asked Mr. Verhaaren if he has contacted the other property owners that boarder this
property to try to get them under contract as well. Mr. Verhaaren said they have made some
general inquiries to two property owners but neither of them were interested.
The meeting was open for public comment. The following comments were read into the record:
Ken and Tracy Maxfield – 6464 South 900 East, Murray City
My name is Ken Maxfield, my wife Tracy and I own the commercial property located at 6464 South
900 East, at the North East corner of the property that is seeking a change of zoning from Zone
C-D to Zone M-U. Our property includes a building that is rented to The Framing Establishment,
and a shop building to the west of The Framing Establishment.
I have concerns about changing the zoning on the surrounding property to the south and west of
my property to Mix Use, and hope that this request will be denied. Here are our concerns:
1. There will be islands of Zone C-D left that will be surrounded by Zone M-U. While those
businesses located in the Zone C-D will be allowed to continue with their current use, you
could have the potential of high-density housing going right next to businesses with the
Zone C-D (remember that buildings can be up to 50’ high). Once residents move in, they
can start to object to being so close to a business in the Zone C-D. Residents could
complain about noise, visual appearance, traffic, or other items. In my experience it is a
bad idea to mix housing and commercial zones. For example, the M-U Zone prohibits the
outdoor parking of large commercial vehicles and other equipment, but right next door is
a business that can do that. Will a future business permit for a business on my property
be denied because, while the business is allowed in a Zone C-D, it will be objectionable
to residents that now live adjacent to my property because the zoning was changed? If
so, then this zoning change will cause damages to us as property owners.
2. In other high-density housing in Murray, there is not enough parking and residents seek
offsite parking near their homes. This will happen here as residents and visitors seek street
parking, or spill into the surrounding businesses and neighborhoods to the north to find
parking.
3. This area of Murray has lower crime rates than other areas in Murray. There could be
many reasons for this, but I suspect the biggest factor is this area does not have any highdensity housing areas. The areas in Murray with higher crime rates have more highdensity housing. By granting this zone change you could be subjecting this area of Murray
to a higher crime rate.
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Sherm and Marianne Ross – 875 Silver Shadows Drive, Murray City
We are definitely opposed to more apartments on this property. We are already dealing with
increased crime. This crime comes from the Extended Stay hotel, Crystal Inn, and James Point
apartments. The transient nature of all these places has increased the crime.
A nice condominium would be preferable because the residents are more permanent and are
more invested in the area. More apartments or another hotel or motel will diminish our property
values.
George Hamer Jr. – 824 East Silver Shadow Drive, Murray City
My family moved into our home in 1979 and it is one of the homes that shares a back fence with
RC Willey parking lot. I can tell you that there is no better neighbor then a parking lot, plus the
view of the Mountains is incredible. I have seen a lot of changes over the years and I have also
seen how many of those changes came about. Some took place with great anticipation and
excitement from the residences, but others through deceit, dishonesty and lack of integrity. I have
especially watched as different developments have taken place along Winchester Street and the
underhanded ways the developers worked with Murray City Planning Division and the City Council
to make some of those developments take place.
Just recently we received a notice saying that there was a request to rezone the RC Willey
property and if we had questions or comments concerning the proposal to contact Jared Hall with
Murray City Planning Division. We have made several attempts to do so with no luck. With this
being done during the holiday times, neither he or his office were very available and when
someone did answer in the Planning Division, we were told he was either not in or in a meeting.
When we tried to get information from the person who answered, we were told to call back later
because they could not answer our questions. I find it interesting that this proposal is being pushed
through during a time when people are already stressed with the holidays and to add to that
stress, during a pandemic as well. This is obviously an attempt to do it while people are busy with
other concerns, in hopes of getting it pushed through with no pushback, and if someone does try
to address the issue and get answers we are ignored.
I also find it interesting that there has been no mention of RC Willey closing their doors and selling
off the property. I only found this out after getting the notice of rezoning and then contacting
someone I know who works for RC Willey and inquired with them. This again makes me wonder
why the secrecy, what are the plans for this property and why have the developers decided to
choose this time of year when everyone’s minds are focused on the holidays and how they are
going to deal with them during this pandemic. I would like to know more information concerning
the plans for this property and why those plans require the property to be rezoned from General
Commercial to Mixed Use and what that even means.
Since I could not get any information from the Planning Division, I tried to look into it myself. The
best guess I could come up with, the developer is trying to put in multi-family housing. This is not
acceptable.
This is a single family community and it should stay that way. I would hope that my Council
Member Brett Hales, who live in this same area, would agree. There is a place for this kind of
development and in the backyards of single family homes is not it. We like our community the way
it is and I would be willing to bet that not a single one of the Council Members would like this type
of development to go in their backyards either.
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Obviously, there is a plan in place for the property and neither the developer nor the Murray City
Planning Division is willing to share what that is. I would hope that the City Council can see
through this deception and not approve this change. Instead of trying to get things done
underhandedly, why not be open and honest and use a little integrity when trying to make changes
like this.
I have seen lots of great changes and developments within Murray City over these many years
and I am not one to disagree with change. However, it would be nice to understand what changes
are occurring (especially in my backyard) and the reasons behind the changes, before they take
place.
I would hope that those whom I have elected to represent my views and opinions, do just that and
not approve the rezoning change. Please don’t put the interest of the developers first. Listen to
the residences and do what you were elected to do, represent them. Vote no.
Verl Greenhalgh – 771 East Labrum Avenue, Murray City
I have concerns amending the Land Use Zoning of the property known as RC Willey stores and
parking lot from a General Commercial to a Mixed Use zoning. Some of those include:
Assumptions:
The Mixed Use will be multi-family residential (medium to high density residential). If the new
developer is planning a different commercial development, the existing zoning would suffice. This
property does not lend itself to single family (low density) development as the cost to develop so
few lots would price the lots out of market value and street access to lots in the northwest corner
would leave very small lots for single family dwellings. This leaves multi-family development as
the most likely option.
Storm Water:
At present use, the parking lot of RC Willey acts as a large detention pond that eases the initial
shock on the storm water conduit that runs along the west parking lot of RC Willey. (That conduit
runs from Winchester Street heading north to the north property line of RC Willey parking lot. It
then turns west one block and then turns north again and empties into the storm water line of
Silver Shadow.) Any change in use would seriously impact an already deficient storm water
system.
Height Restrictions:
At present, the Murray City Height Regulation (17.170.120) states that buildings cannot exceed
50 feet within 150 feet of a residential zoning. For all the homes on Labrum Avenue and the south
side of Silver Shadow Drive, un-obstructed views of the Wasatch Mountain Range would be lost.
If, however, any development would be required to have a lower height...say 25 feet, around the
perimeter of the existing residential area and gradually grow (terracing) to the 50 foot height where
the existing commercial buildings are now located, that concern may be mitigated.
Buffer area:
At present, the RC Willey development has a landscape buffer between the parking lot and their
north and west property lines. If the standard setbacks for medium to high density is 10 feet, there
will be little if any buffer between single family residences and the adjoining multifamily
residences. The idea of a buffer is not only for sight obstructions, but also for light, noise and
smell pollution.
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One of the purposes, or responsibilities of Murray City government and all of its divisions, and
departments is to mitigate the impact of its citizens (residences). Central to a planning and zoning
regulation is to preserve the existing residential life, safety, and feel of a community. I fear a Mixed
Use rezoning may lead to a diminishing of these three purposes for the surrounding residences
(citizens).
Christy and Joe Hillock – 778 East Silver Shadows Drive, Murray City
As homeowners at 778 East Silver Shadows Drive, which backs up to the property in question,
we want to state for the record that we agree with all of the comments and concerns submitted
by Verl Greenhalgh. We have also listed additional concerns below regarding the planned zoning
change to Mixed Use from Commercial.
1. We currently have a nice view of the mountains from our backyard and a sense of privacy
as well as relative quiet in the evenings/nights due to the RC Willey being closed at night.
We are concerned that the proposed change in zoning will allow building of tall structures
close to our south property line that will take away our views, our privacy, and our peace.
These were all factors we considered when we purchased the property nine years ago.
2. We have a storm water line that runs through our backyard, down the west side of our
house, and out to Silver Shadows. Potential increase in usage of this line due to changes
to the parking lot behind us could lead to flooding of our home. We have worked diligently
over the past nine years to develop and mature our landscape plan; work on this storm
waterline would adversely affect the landscaping and thus diminish the value of our
property.
3. We are concerned that an increase in population of the indicated area will lead to an
increase in traffic on Silver Shadows Drive. This street is already often used as a cut
through between 900 East and 725 East, and we believe this will only increase with this
lot being converted to multi-family structures. As Murray has also declined repeatedly to
put in stop signs or speed bumps on Silver Shadows, the speed of non-residents is often
above the limit of 25 mph. This detracts from the safety of our neighborhood for our kids.
Brian Fedderson – Murray City
I am a resident living on Silver Shadows Drive adjacent to the property of concern. These are
large parcels and I am concerned that “mixed use” will include a lot of high density residential
buildings. I am mainly concerned that this will add to the noise pollution, traffic, and crime of our
neighborhood. We have seen that happen with the nearby James Point Apartments, except they
have a greater buffer than would the RC Willey area. I am also concerned that this would
encourage similar re-zone/development to the large parcels that sit to the east (84121 zip code?).
I have spent a small fortune in fixing and upgrading up my home as a long term resident and am
hopeful any future development does not reduce my home’s value.
Fred Jones – PO Box 57307, Salt Lake City
We have concern because this is spot zoning within a commercial zone. History has shown that
split or spot zoning causes real estate functional obsolescence which ultimately devalues adjacent
properties and creates blight. It becomes very unfair to the other property owners. We would
strongly recommend to the planning commission that they deny this rezoning or consider rezoning
the whole area to be consistent.
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The following citizens spoke during public comments:
Mick McCaslin – 764 East Labrum Avenue, Murray City
Mr. McCaslin said he is concerned about the height and proximity of buildings to the residences
around the perimeter of this site. There is a flooding problem on the east end of Labrum Avenue.
The only reason no one hears about it is because Verl Greenhalgh puts a piece of plywood over
the storm drain in the RC Willey parking lot so the parking lot becomes a detention pond.
Otherwise, there are a couple of houses that would have property damage every year as a result
of the inadequate storm drain.
His other concern is increased traffic on Labrum Avenue. He doesn’t want to see Labrum Avenue
become a thoroughfare for commercial traffic. He thinks a mixed use plan could work if there were
a detention pond created on the current parking lot. It could be a greenspace as well as resolve
the flooding problem.
John Petersen – 653 Pheasant Ridge Circle, Alpine
Mr. Petersen said he represents Child Investment, the current owners of the subject property. He
is also the commercial real estate agent for this property. They are not happy that RC Willey is
leaving. They have searched for the right developer for this project and they received multiple
officers. He believes this project will be service retail and mixed use. He is confident that the Boyer
Company will work diligently with Murray City and the residents to put up a first class development.
The public comment portion for this agenda item was closed.
Mr. Markham said he worked for Murray City for over 30 years with the last 10 years being in the
Public Works Department. Every time there is any kind of thunderstorm or a severe snow melt,
that storm drain in the RC Willey parking lot is overwhelmed. Any redevelopment of this property
presents an opportunity for the City to correct those problems and to make the neighborhood a
better place. A retention pond would be a great solution.
Mr. Nay asked about the likelihood of opening up Labrum Avenue to traffic. Mr. Hall said the City
would have to purchase some properties to make Labrum Avenue go through. He doesn’t think
that will happen because 900 East and Winchester Street are big enough streets to get people in
and out without needing them to use the neighborhood.
Mr. Markham said if and when a project is presented, the City has more leeway dealing with a
residential mixed-use project than if a hotel was to be placed there. He thinks the City is trying to
protect the existing neighborhood. He is in favor of this type of rezone and the City is going to be
seeing more of these.
Ms. Patterson asked Mr. Hall how implementing a mixed-use zone next to a residential zone
would work. Mr. Hall replied the City has tools within the approval process for a mixed-use
development. For instance, this is a fairly suburban area of the City, unlike the area next to Trax.
The City has an ordinance that says a building next to a single-family zone boundary cannot be
taller than 50 feet. It would be nice if the City can do some things to preserve some of the views
and privacy. When the Planning Commission reviews a project, they are going to review it under
design review standards which can mitigate impacts with additional conditions. If the City wants
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to push the development towards buffering the residential units, that is what they will do.
A motion was made by Scot Woodbury 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 properties located at 861 East Winchester and 6520, 6550, & 6580 South 900 East from
General Commercial to Mixed Use.
Seconded by Travis Nay
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.
A motion was made by Travis Nay to forward a recommendation of approval to the City Council
for the requested amendment to the Zoning Map designation of the property located at 861 East
Winchester and 6520, 6550, & 6580 South 900 East from C-D, Commercial Development to MU, Mixed Use.
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__ Scot Woodbury
__A__ Phil Markham
Motion passed 7-0.
SPORTS MALL PROPERTIES – 5445 South 900 East – Project #20-132 and #20-133
Bruce Broadhead, 5445 South 900 East, was present to represent this request. Jared Hall
reviewed the location and request to amend the Future Land Use Map designation and Zoning to
facilitate a mixed-use development at 5445 South 900 East. The Sports Mall’s property owners
are in a position where they feel like it’s time to close the Sports Mall and sell. They want to rezone
the property so they can entertain offers for mixed use development on the site as those
developers are the ones that are interested in the property. He stated that 900 East has good
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frontage for commercial and the more isolated portions of the property could be used for
residential. The property is currently in the C-D Zone with residential to the south and east. The
C-D Zone is supported by the Future Land Use Map. This General Commercial area did anticipate
the addition of higher density housing in the future and recognized mixed uses were going to be
part of that development.
This property is also next to one of the Community Nodes that is identified in the General Plan’s
Future Land Use Map. Community Nodes were identified around big box stores in high traffic
areas, where staff thought transition would be likely. Staff should be flexible in considering land
use requests near a Community Node.
Mr. Hall stated that permitted and conditional uses allowed in the existing C-D Zone include hotels,
retail stores, restaurants, grocery stores, funeral homes, assisted living facilities, beauty salons,
personal services, business services, professional services, entertainment and sports,
contractors, vehicle sales, rental, and repairs, convenience stores and gas stations, and athletic
clubs. No residential uses are allowed in the C-D Zone. He stated that permitted and conditional
uses allowed in the proposed M-U Zone include hotels, transportation services, department
stores, restaurants, grocery stores, funeral homes, assisted living facilities, beauty salons,
personal services, business services, professional services, entertainment and sports,
contractors, manufacturing, and wholesale trade (both with restrictions). Multi-family residential
uses such as townhomes, apartments, and condominiums are allowed with conditional use permit
and planning commission review, but they are only allowed in “mixed use” projects which include
commercial development as well. No auto-oriented businesses or services (e.g. vehicle sales,
rental, or repair) are allowed in the M-U Zone.
Mr. Hall said there is no project being proposed at this time. Staff is recommending the Planning
Commission forward a recommendation of approval to the City Council for the General Plan and
Zone Map amendments.
Mr. Nay asked what the depth of the property is from the east to the west property lines. Mr. Hall
replied it is 866 feet. Mr. Nay said theoretically, there could be buildings that are 100 feet high or
taller. Mr. Hall said he doesn’t think that is likely because the commercial will probably be along
900 East. He reiterated there is not a project right now. Mr. Nay asked if there was direct drive
access to Woodoak Lane from the property. Mr. Hall said there was not. The only access to this
property is from 900 East.
Ms. Milkavich said she is excited about the growth in Murray, however, she wanted to make sure
that the City is ahead of the growth as far as infrastructure and schools. Mr. Hall said he cannot
speak to the schools, but he knows these types of projects generate more property taxes that go
to the schools. As far as the infrastructure, the Murray City Center District (MCCD) planned for
100 units an acre and did the infrastructure planning to handle that. The City did not think about
mixed use being used outside of the MCCD, so they are playing catch-up. Staff has been working
with Public Works and Mr. Hall feels the City will be able to handle the growth.
Mr. Woodbury said the demographics of the City are changing. It’s exciting to see how the City
is transforming and these projects will bring in a more vibrant economy.
The meeting was open for public comment.
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Fred Jones – 5383 South 900 East, Murray City
Mr. Jones said he understands Mr. Broadhead’s desire to get the maximum value out of his
property, but someone has to pay the price for these changes. The price is paid by the citizens
of Murray City because their properties become blighted and they cannot get the value from their
properties anymore. Mr. Jones said the Planning Commission is sending a recommendation to
the City Council to approve this, but he doesn’t think there are enough answers or solutions. He
hopes Murray City will take some time and look at what is happening in other communities before
they jump into this too quickly. He would like the Planning Commission to postpone this and get
the residents involved. He does not believe notices went out.
Mr. Markham said there is no basis to assert notices did not go out. He has never had that
assertion made in the nine years he’s been on the Planning Commission. He has also never had
a problem communicating with the staff. The City will have a lot more control over any future
development on this property by initiating a zone change than if it remains in its current
commercial state. The impact on the neighborhood will be far greater if this property stays
commercial rather than changing to mixed use.
Ms. Wilson said there is a legal notice posted in both the Salt Lake Tribune and Deseret News.
She also has had nothing but positive experiences, as a citizen, with the Planning and Zoning
Department staff. She doesn’t see a reason to postpone a decision on the proposal.
Mr. Markham said he will not entertain the baseless allegation that notices were not mailed out.
Ms. Milkavich said maybe Mr. Jones did not see the lengthy discussion on the prior item. This
discussion has been more minimal because a lot was covered with the prior item. She also felt
some of the comments were comments that would be addressed during the next step, once a
proposal has been submitted.
Ms. Greenwood said another round of public notices will be sent out if this item moves forward to
the City Council. Notices are sent to residents within 500 feet of a project. It’s a possibility that
someone gets a notice, but their neighbor didn’t. That can happen because one person is within
the 500 feet requirement and the other is not. The City publishes notifications in the newspaper,
on our website and there is a way to subscribe to public meeting notices and agendas. Mr.
Woodbury said he appreciates citizen input. The packet the Planning Commission receives is
also on the City’s website. He has never seen the City give the Planning Commission information
that they wouldn’t give to the public. He feels the City does a phenomenal job in trying to be
transparent, but they also have to be responsive to landowners and applicants who come in. Right
now, there is no application. All that is being considered is a land use and zone amendment.
The public comment portion was closed.
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 5445 South 900 East from General Commercial to Mixed Use.
Seconded by Maren Patterson.
Call vote recorded by Mr. Hall.
__A__ Ned Hacker
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__A__ Lisa Milkavich
__A__ Travis Nay
__A__ Sue Wilson
__A__ Maren Patterson
__A__ Scot Woodbury
__A__ Phil Markham
Motion passed 7-0.
A motion was made by Travis Nay to forward a recommendation of approval to the City Council
for the requested amendment to the Zoning Map designation of the property located at 5445
South 900 East from C-D, Commercial Development to M-U, Mixed Use.
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__ Scot Woodbury
__A__ Phil Markham
Motion passed 7-0.
OTHER BUSINESS
Ned Hacker made a motion to adjourn. Seconded by Scot Woodbury.
A voice vote was made, motion passed 7-0.
The meeting was adjourned at 9:22 p.m.

________________________________
Jared Hall, Planning Division Manager

Findings of Fact

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

B & B Motors

APPLICANT:

Ryan Bierman

PROJECT NUMBER:

20-131

APPLICATION TYPE:

Conditional Use Permit

I.

REQUEST:
The applicant is requesting Conditional Use Permit approval to allow the operation of
Auto Sales at 4335 South Main Street.

II.

MUNICIPAL CODE AUTHORITY:
Section 17.160.030 of the Murray City Land Use Ordinance allows Vehicle Sales (LU #5510)
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 December 3,
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 an active tenant that will

contribute to the operations of a successful business in the industrial building and will be a
benefit to the larger neighborhood by ensuring that business’ continued success and good
property maintenance.
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 by enhancing the
activities of a successful and active tenant, ensuring the maintenance of the site. The
proposed use for vehicle sales is in harmony with the allowed uses in this zoning district and
others found 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 Auto Sales, and a
survey of the site, staff concludes the following:
1.
2.
3.

The proposed use for a vehicle sales business (LU #5510), is allowed in the C-D Zoning
District subject to Conditional Use Permit approval.
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.
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 Auto
Sales on the property. The vote was 6-1 with Commissioners Hacker, Nay, Milkavich, Wilson,
Patterson and Woodbury in favor and Commissioner Milkavich opposed. The approval is
contingent on the following conditions:
1.

Installation of curb, gutter and sidewalk along the Edison Avenue property
frontage are required.

2.

The project shall comply with all applicable building and fire code standards.

3.

No more than five (5) vehicles will be kept on site for sales at any one time.

4.

The applicant shall designate a minimum of four (4) parking stalls to the west
side of the building to be reserved for customers and employees.

5.

The applicant and/or property owner shall work with Planning Division Staff to
stripe parking the complies with the Murray City Land Use Ordinance including
ADA spaces.

6.

The applicant shall maintain clear, appropriate vehicular access to the overhead
doors on the building at all times.

7.

The applicant shall obtain permits for any new attached or detached signs
proposed for the business.

8.

The applicant shall maintain a Utah Motor Vehicle Dealer’s License.

9.

The applicant shall obtain a Murray City Business License prior to beginning
vehicle sales operations at this location.

VIII. FINDINGS OF FACT APPROVED BY THE MURRAY PLANNING COMMISSION
this 17th day of December, 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:

Site Plan Approval, Parking Structure for Security National – Building 2

ADDRESS:

433 West Ascension Way

MEETING DATE:

December 17, 2020

APPLICANT:

Brandon Federico, Security
National

STAFF:

Jared Hall,
Planning Manager

PARCEL ID:

21-12-327-034, 21-12-327-033

PROJECT NUMBER: 20-135

ZONE:

C-D, Commercial Development

SIZE:

3.62 acre site

REQUEST:

The applicant is requesting approval for construction of a 5-level, 852-space
parking structure connected to Building 2 at Center 53, a 6-story, 219,812 ft2
office building approved in 2019 which is currently under construction.

Subject Property

Murray City Public Works Building

4646 South 500 West

Murray, Utah 84123

I.

LAND USE ORDINANCE
Sections 17.54.020 and 17.160.070 of the Murray City Land Use Ordinance require new
construction and significant modifications of existing buildings and sites in the C-D Zone to be
reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission.

II.

BACKGROUND
Project Location
The proposed parking structure will be built adjacent to the west of the new office building
which is currently under construction. The subject property is located on the north side of
5300 South adjacent to the southbound off-ramp of I-15.

Surrounding Land Use and Zoning
Direction
North
South
East
West

Land Use
Commercial / Multi-Family
Residential
Office
Residential

Zoning
R-M-20
G-O
G-O
G-O

Project Description & Review
Phase 2 was planned to include the construction of Building 2 and a temporary parking lot
adjacent to the west. In addition, other improvements are being made to large portions of the
total project area, including the installation of the proposed road (Ascension Way) and the
utilities within it through to the existing connection to Murray Boulevard. The Master Site Plan
called for a parking structure to replace the temporary surface parking lot in the final phases
of overall project construction; however, the applicants have decided to move forward with
the parking structure immediately, removing the need for the temporary lot.
The Phase 2 plan, improvements, as well as the full build-out plan are attached to this report
for your review.

Master Site Plan
Although there is no requirement for a Master Site Plan in the C-D or G-O Zones where this
project is located, the applicants have provided an updated master plan to provide the
context for what is proposed in Phase 2. The Master Site Plan now anticipates a total of four 6story office buildings, an “amenities” building, two new parking structures, an extension of the
existing parking structure, and a large, central landscaped open space amenity. The Master
Site Plan is not being modified by this change: the proposal is simply to move forward with
the construction of the first of the two additional parking structures earlier than originally
anticipated.
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Demolition
The construction of the new office building precipitated the demolition of existing structures
and parking lots on the site, including an office building and Taco Time restaurant. The area
where the parking structure is proposed was the previous site of the Taco Time and is
currently being used for construction staging related to the new office building.

Figure 1 – Looking north across 5300 South at the new office building under construction. The
parking structure will be constructed on the vacant ground to the west. In the background, the
first completed office building is visible.

Parking
Phase 1 included a large parking structure associated with the building. Building 2 will
include an associated parking structure at build-out, but in Phase 2 the applicants are
proposing a temporary, 198 space parking lot in its place. Other temporary lots will also be
constructed during this phase, providing an additional 531 temporary parking spaces. In
conjunction with the available parking in the existing structure, the proposed temporary
parking will be more than what is required for buildings 1 & 2 and will facilitate the
construction of future buildings until the lots can be converted to structures.
Building 1
Building 2

required
650
748

provided (in structures)
915
852

Total on-site
1,767

3

Total parking required by both Building 1 and Building 2 is 1,565 spaces. The two parking
structures will provide 202 spaces in excess of that requirement.

Access & Circulation
The proposed parking structure is accessed from Ascension Way at the northwest corner. The
first level is below grade. The ground floor level provides pedestrian access and connection to
Building 2 and the plaza that mirrors the entrance at Building 1.

Figure 2: Level 2 (ground level)

Landscaping
The applicant’s landscaping plans were previously prepared for the temporary surface parking
lot. Those plans are now being revised for permanent installation around the parking
structure. The applicant will need to provide landscaping plans meeting the requirements of
Section 17.68 of the Murray Land Use Ordinance for review and approval by Staff in
conjunction with the building permits for the parking structure.

Elevations
Elevations of the parking structure are attached for your review. The applicant has proposed
the use of industrial trelliswork to break up the large facades. Elevations showing the relative
mass of the parking structure in relation to the office building are also included.
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Figure 3 – The applicant plans to use trellises for plantings to improve the appearance of the structure.

III.

CITY DEPARTMENT REVIEW
The application and materials were distributed to various departments for their review and
comments on November 30, 2020. The following comments have been provided in response.
Where appropriate, the comments are addressed as conditions of approval:
Engineering Division
1. Provide updated site civil plans.
2. Replace any damaged sidewalk and remove existing accesses along 5300 South.
3. Obtain any required UDOT permits for work along 5300 South.
4. Update the site SWPPP to include the parking structure.
Fire Department
The applicant will need to follow all IFC codes and NFPA standards.
Wastewater Division
Parking garage must include an oil / water separator as well as a sampling manhole. Lower
levels will tie into sanitary sewer and upper parking level must tie into the storm drain system.
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IV.

PUBLIC INPUT
26 notices were mailed to property owners within a 500’ radius and to affected entities. As of
the writing of this report, no comments or questions have been received in response.

V.

FINDINGS
Based on the analysis of the application, materials submitted, site visits, and a survey of the
surrounding area, Staff concludes the following:
1. The proposed use is consistent with the goals and objectives of the Murray City General
Plan.
2. With condition, the proposed plans meet the requirements of the Murray City Land Use
Ordinance.

VI.

CONCLUSION/RECOMMENDATION
Based on the information presented in this report, application materials submitted and a site
review, staff recommends that the Planning Commission APPROVE the proposed
modifications to the building and properties located at 284 & 296 East 4500 South subject
to the following conditions:
1. The project shall meet Murray City Engineering requirements including the following:
a) The applicant shall provide updated civil site plans.
b) The applicant shall replace any damaged sidewalk and remove existing accesses
along 5300 South.
c) The applicant shall obtain any required UDOT permits for work along 5300 South.
d) The applicant shall update the site Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to
include the parking structure.
2. The project shall follow all IFC codes and NFPA standards.
3. The proposed parking structure must include an oil / water separator and a sampling
manhole. Lower levels must tie into the sanitary sewer, upper levels must tie into the
storm drain system as required.
4. The applicant shall provide an updated landscaping plan meeting the requirements of
Section 17.68 of the Murray City Land Use Ordinance for approval with building permits.
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MURRAY CITY CORPORATION

Building Division

801-270-2400

COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Planning Division

801-270-2420

NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING
Electronic Meeting Only – December 17th 2020, 6:30 PM
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.
The Murray City Planning Commission will hold a public meeting regarding the following application:
Representatives of Security National are requesting Site Plan approval to allow construction of a fivestory parking structure on the property addressed 433 Ascension Way. Please see the attached plans. If
you would like to comment on this agenda item at the meeting please register at: https://tinyurl.com/y2nsppnq
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.

Subject Property

Subject Property

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 call Jared Hall with the Murray City Planning Division at 801-2702420 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 | December 3, 2020
Murray City Public Works Building | 4646 South 500 West | Murray | Utah | 84123

Figure 1: Site Plan

Figure 2: Elevations
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Item #5
Removed From The Agenda

MURRAY CITY CORPORATION

Building Division

801-270-2400

COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Planning Division

801-270-2420

AGENDA ITEMS #6 & #7
ITEM TYPE:

General Plan Amendment / Zone Map Amendment

ADDRESS:

5283, 5157, 5217, and 5177 South
State Street, and 151 East 5300
South

MEETING DATE:

August 20, 2020

APPLICANT:

Howland Partners Inc.

STAFF:

Jared Hall, Planning
Division Manager

PARCEL IDs:

22-07-304-030, 22-07-304-031, 2207-304-028, 22-07-304-029, 22-07304-027

PROJECT NUMBER:

20-088
20-089

CURRENT ZONE:

C-D, Commercial
Development

PROPOSED ZONE:

M-U, Mixed Use

LAND USE
DESIGNATION

General Commercial

PROPOSED
DESIGNATION

Mixed Use

SIZE:

13.22 acres

REQUEST:

The applicant would like to amend the Future Land Use Map designation
and Zoning of the subject property to support future redevelopment of the
property as a mixed use project.

Murray City Public Works Building

4646 South 500 West

Murray, Utah 84123

I.

BACKGROUND & REVIEW
Background
The subject property is an active, 13+ acre shopping center called the Pointe @ 53rd. The
property is currently a mix of retail “box” stores (including Best Buy and Barnes & Noble),
offices, strip retail shops and restaurant pad sites. The center includes surface parking and a
parking structure. Because of the location near the downtown, the adjacency to Murray Park,
and proximity to both the Intermountain Medical Center and the transit opportunities at
Murray Central Station, the property owners are currently interested in reimagining and
potentially redeveloping the existing shopping center as a true mixed use project, which
would include higher density, multi-family housing on the site. A potential mixed use
development would require the requested amendments to the Future Land Use Map and
Zoning Map.

Surrounding Land Uses & Zoning
Direction
North
South
East
West

Land Use
Commercial, park
Commercial (across 5300 South)
Park, hotel
Commercial, hospital (across State Street)

Zoning
C-D, O-S
C-D
O-S, C-D
C-D

Figure 1: Zoning Map segment, subject property highlighted
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Zoning Districts & Allowed Land Uses
•

Existing: The existing Commercial Development (C-D) Zone allows hotels, retail stores,
restaurants, grocery stores, funeral homes, assisted living facilities, beauty salons,
personal services, business services, professional services, entertainment and sports,
contractors, vehicle sales, rental, and repairs, convenience stores and gas stations,
and athletic clubs. No residential uses are allowed in the C-D Zone.

•

Proposed: The proposed Mixed Use (M-U) Zone allows for residential uses such as
townhomes, apartments, and condominiums but requires those residential
developments to include commercial components on the ground floor. Other allowed
uses include hotels, transportation services, department stores, restaurants, grocery
stores, funeral homes, assisted living facilities, beauty salons, personal services,
business services, professional services, entertainment and sports, contractors,
manufacturing, and wholesale trade (both with restrictions). No auto-oriented
businesses and services (e.g. vehicle sales, rental, or repair) are allowed in the Mixed
Use Zone.

Regulations
The regulations for setbacks, height, parking, buffering and other considerations are distinct
between the existing C-D Zone and the proposed M-U Zone. A brief summary of some of the
more directly comparable requirements is contained in the table below.

Height of Structures

Landscaping and Buffer
Requirements

Parking

C-D Zone (existing)

35’ max if located within 100’ of
residential zoning. 1’ of
additional height per 4’ of
additional setback from
residential zoning
10’ along all frontages
10% min coverage
10’ buffer required adjacent to
residential
5’ buffer where parking abuts
property line.

Retail – 1 per 200 sf net
Medical/Dental Office – 1 per
200 sf net
General Office – 4 per 1,000 sf
net

M-U Zone (proposed)

50’ max if located within 100’ of
residential zoning. 1’ of
additional height per 1’ of
additional setback from
residential zoning.
Building setbacks from frontages
must be landscaped (where
allowed)
15% min coverage (required as
open space, to include
amenities)
10’ buffer required adjacent to
residential
10’ buffer where parking abuts
property line.
Retail – 1 per 265 ft2 net
Medical/Dental Office – 1 per
265 sf net
General Office – 3 per 1,000 sf
net
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Special Requirements: none

Building Setbacks

20’ front setback from property
line.

Public Improvements

Standard (typically 5’ sidewalk,
5’ park strips)

Special Requirements: Buildings
exceeding 4 stories in height
must provide 75% of the parking
within the exterior walls or
within a structure (podium).
Between 15’ and 25’ from the
back of curb (effectively
between 0’ and 10’ from
property line). Greater setbacks
are allowed for courtyards or
plazas.
7’ sidewalks, 8’ park strips or 15’
paved sidewalks with tree wells.
Street trees and street furniture
(benches, bicycle racks) are
required.

One of the most significant differences between the C-D and M-U Zones is the requirement for
buildings in the M-U to be located very near the street. The aerial photo of the subject
property (shown on the left) is a good example of a shopping center developed with the
setback requirements of the C-D Zone. The graphics added to the aerial photo on the right
show the buildings placed close to the street, as required by the M-U Zone.

Figure 2: Aerial photos of the property illustrating building placement in the C-D and M-U Zones.
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Other regulations included in the M-U Zone that are absent in the existing C-D Zone are
intended to foster an active street frontage and encourage more pedestrian activity. For
example, the M-U Zone prohibits the outdoor parking of large commercial vehicles and other
equipment. The M-U Zone also requires new buildings to include ground floor windows with
clear glass on building facades along street frontages, and includes language prohibiting
blank walls and requiring entries along street frontages as well.
Differences in the public improvements required in the M-U Zone are also intended to foster
an active street frontage. As indicated in the table, new development in the M-U Zone requires
minimum 7’ wide sidewalks with 8’ wide park strips, or a total of 15’ paved sidewalks with tree
wells and street furniture.

Subject property, C-D Zone improvements.

M-U Zone improvements, Vine Street.
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Residential Allowed
Residential uses are not allowed in the C-D Zone, but the proposed M-U Zone is intended to
foster development that mixes commercial and higher density, multi-family uses. Multi-family
uses must be accompanied by commercial development in the same project, and the
residential density that is allowed is based on a project’s proximity to the nearest transit
center (in this case, the Murray Central Station).
•

Density Allowed in the M-U Zone: The table below illustrates residential densities
allowed in the M-U Zone.
Project distance to transit station
within ¼ mile
within ½ mile
within 1 mile
more than 1 mile

Residential density allowed
up to 100 units per acre
up to 80 units per acre
up to 50 units per acre
up to 40 units per acre

The subject property is located (measuring closest points in a straight line as
prescribed by ordinance) .33 miles from the Murray Central Station. The allowed
residential density of the property if rezoned to M-U would be up to 80 units per acre.
•

Commercial Required in the M-U Zone: The M-U Zone allows residential uses but
requires commercial components. Residential and commercial components can be
mixed either vertically (with commercial on the ground floor of residential buildings
fronting public and private streets) or horizontally (with commercial buildings that
are equivalent to the square footage that would otherwise have been required on the
ground floor.

General Plan & Future Land Use Designations
Map 5.7 of the Murray City General Plan (the Future Land Use Map) identifies future land use
designations for all properties in Murray City. The designation of a property is tied to
corresponding purpose statements and zones. These “Future Land Use Designations” are
intended to help guide decisions about the zoning designation of properties.
•

Existing: The subject property is currently designated as “General Commercial.” No
dwelling units of any kind are contemplated by this designation. The General
Commercial designation is intended primarily for larger retail destinations and
shopping centers. The only corresponding zoning designation identified for General
Commercial is the C-D, Commercial Development Zone. The General Plan’s
description recognizes the shift in these types of “retail destinations” in spite of the
limited corresponding zoning designation, and states: “High density, multi-family
residential complexes will only be considered as part of a larger master-planned
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mixed-use development.” While the corresponding C-D Zone does not currently
support mixed-use developments, these statements lend support to the proposed
amendment.
•

Proposed: The applicants have proposed amending the Future Land Use Map
designation of the property to “Mixed Use.” The Mixed Use designation is intended for
city center and transit station areas and along centers and corridors. Both residential
and commercial uses are contemplated in the same areas and/or on the same
properties. The designation is also intended to allow high-density, multi-dwelling
structures at an urban scale. Corresponding zoning designations include the M-U,
Mixed Use Zone and the T-O-D, Transit Oriented Development Zone.

Figure 3: Future Land Use Map segment, subject property highlighted.
Compatibility
The Mixed Use designation is intended for areas near, in, and along centers and corridors, and
near transit stations. While the subject property was not included in the Mixed Use
designation at the adoption of the General Plan in 2017, it is located near a significant transit
station (Murray Central) and along a significant corridor (State Street). The subject property is
also located adjacent to a locally and regionally significant open space (Murray Park), and is
very near Murray’s downtown: Vine Street is just over ¼ a mile to the north, and the closest
property located in the Murray City Center District (MCCD) Zone is 510 feet away. Taken
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together and considered with the busy commercial activity that already exists on the site,
these circumstances demonstrate that the subject property has significant compatibility with
the Mixed Use developments expected in Murray’s downtown area. Staff finds that the
request to amend the land use designation is appropriate.

II.

CITY DEPARTMENT REVIEW
The applications were made available for review by City Staff from various departments on
August 3, 2020. The following comments were received from reviewing staff:
•

The Murray City Engineer and Public Works stated that they do not support the
proposed amendment to the General Plan and Zoning Map. Their statement is as
follows: “In general, we do not support spot zone changes that result in developments
that significantly impact utility and transportation infrastructure. This location has
not been master planned for a Mixed-Use (MU) development. The City may not be
able to provide efficient and reliable utility services and transportation infrastructure
to support the residential densities allowed in the MU zone. We’re also concerned the
ensuing development could result in substantial parking and traffic bleed into Murray
Park.”

•

The Murray City Wastewater Division expressed concerns that the change in zoning
could have a significant impact on the capacity of the sewer system, and that while
the previous master plan accounted for the higher densities of the MCCD area and
existing M-U Zoned areas, additional areas to be rezoned were not contemplated. The
Wastewater Division is in the process of updating the master plan and recommends
that the proposed changes not move forward until all the updated information from
the new master plan is available.

•

The Murray City Water Division recommends approval without conditions and did not
have concerns with the proposed changes.

•

The Murray City Power Department recommends approval without conditions and did
not have concerns with the proposed changes.

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

III.

PUBLIC COMMENTS
42 Notices were mailed to property owners within 500’ of the subject property, and to affected
entities. As of the writing of this report no comments have been received regarding the
applications.

IV.

ANALYSIS & CONCLUSIONS
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A. Is there need for change in the Zoning at the subject location for the neighborhood or
community?
The subject property has the potential to contribute more fully to the goals and objectives
of the General Plan and become an important part of the redevelopment of Murray’s
downtown.
B. If approved, how would the range of uses allowed by the Zoning Ordinance blend
with surrounding uses?
The proposed M-U Zone would allow higher density housing on the site in addition to the
commercial uses, which are already developed on the site. Allowing a mixed use project
redevelopment will further enhance the existing commercial, and at the same time allow
residential uses adjacent to a significant open space amenity.
C. What utilities, public services, and facilities are available at the proposed location?
What are or will be the probable effects the variety of uses may have on such
services?
Some concerns have been raised about the current capacity for sewer, although capacity
was modeled and provided for in the adjacent district. Other utilities (water, power) have
indicated ability to serve the potential development that would be allowed by a Mixed-Use
Zone. Transit options and compact development contemplated by the Mixed Use Zone
are intended to promote pedestrian and other active transportation in lieu of vehicle
traffic, and this site is ideally located close to large amenities, shopping, services and
transit. These combined factors will reduce potential for heavy traffic impacts.

V.

VI.

FINDINGS
1.

The General Plan provides for flexibility in implementation and execution of the goals
and policies based on individual circumstances.

2.

The proposed amendment to the Future Land Use Map of the 2017 Murray City
General Plan has been considered based on the circumstances of the subject property
and is in harmony with the purpose and intent of the proposed Mixed Use designation.

3.

The proposed Zone Map Amendment from C-D, Commercial Development to M-U,
Mixed Use has been considered based on the characteristics of the site and
surrounding area, the potential impacts of the change, and supports the policies and
objectives of the 2017 Murray City General Plan.

4.

The proposed amendment of the Zoning Map from C-D, Commercial Development to
M-U, Mixed Use is supported by the description and intent statements for the General
Commercial land use designation which recognizes the appropriateness of mixed use
developments including high-density, multi-family housing in the General Commercial
designation.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

9

The requests have been reviewed together in the Staff Report and the findings and
conclusions apply to both recommendations from Staff; however, the Planning Commission
must take actions on each request individually. Two separate recommendations are provided
below:
REQUEST TO AMEND THE MURRAY CITY GENERAL PLAN
Based on the background, analysis, and the findings in this report, Staff recommends 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, re-designating the
property located at 5283, 5157, 5217, and 5177 South State Street, and 151 East 5300
South from General Commercial to Mixed Use.
REQUEST TO AMEND THE MURRAY CITY ZONING MAP
Based on the background, analysis, and the findings within this report, Staff recommends that
the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of APPROVAL to the City Council for
the requested amendment to the Zoning Map designation of the property located at
5283, 5157, 5217, and 5177 South State Street, and 151 East 5300 from C-D, Commercial
Development to M-U, Mixed Use.
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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, August 20, 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 public may view the meeting via 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: Representatives of
Howland Partners Inc. are requesting the following amendments to the Murray City General Plan and to the Zoning
Map for the properties located at 5283, 5157, 5217, 5177 South State Street and 151 East 5300 South:
1.) Amend the Future Land Use Map designation of the property from Commercial General to Mixed Use.
2.) Amend the Zoning Map Amendment for the property from R-1-8, Low Density Single-Family Residential to RM-10, Medium Density Multi-Family Residential.

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 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 23, 2020
Murray City Public Works Building | 4646 South 500 West | Murray | Utah | 84123

Figure 1: Future Land Use Map segment, subject properties highlighted

Figure 2: Zoning Map segment, subject properties highlighted
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MURRAY CITY CORPORATION

Building Division

801-270-2400

COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Planning Division

801-270-2420

AGENDA ITEM #8
ITEM TYPE:
ADDRESS:
APPLICANT:

General Plan Amendment
Roughly 6100 S to 6790 S and
I-15 to State Street
Murray City Planning Division
& VODA Landscape + Planning

MEETING DATE:

December 17, 2020

STAFF:

Zachary Smallwood,
Associate Planner

PROJECT
NUMBER:

20-001

PARCEL ID:

N/A

SIZE:

Approximately 245 Acres

REQUEST:

The Murray City Planning Division is requesting the adoption of the Fashion
Place West Small Area Plan as an Amendment to the General Plan.

Murray City Public Works Building

4646 South 500 West

Murray, Utah 84123

I.

STAFF REVIEW & ANALYSIS
Purpose
Small Area Plans are documents that help guide growth and decision making within an area.
They are not to be used as ordinances or standards that require strict adherence. Small Area
Plans can help inform the ordinance writing process. As an example, Murray City allows
accessory dwelling units within single-family zones. There are regulations that dictate size,
parking, and a number of other things. This small area plan suggests that accessory dwelling
units be expanded in the single-family residential areas. This means that if the Planning
Division were to look at amending the text of the accessory dwelling unit ordinance, some of
the suggestions that are within the plan should be considered.
The proposed plan does not change the zoning, or character of the area. Its purpose is to
inform the Public, Staff, and Elected Officials as to how the area could develop in the future
and to provide a framework for those groups to prioritize infrastructure improvements, zone
changes, and ordinance updates.

Background
Early in 2019 Murray City was awarded a grant from the Wasatch Front Regional Council
(WFRC) to study the area around the Fashion Place West TRAX Station. The grant was awarded
from the Transportation and Land Use Connection (TLC) Program administered through the
WFRC who partners with Salt Lake County, the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT),
and the Utah Transit Authority (UTA). On the WFRC’s website it states “The TLC program
provides technical assistance to local communities to help them achieve their goals and plan
for growth. The program helps communities implement changes to the built environment that
reduce traffic on roads and enable more people to easily walk, bike, and use transit.”
Throughout 2020, the Planning Commission and City Council have received multiple
presentations on the progress of the Fashion Place West Small Area Plan. Including reports on
the public engagement process, existing conditions, connectivity, and design guidelines. The
last update was given in July of this year. Since then, the Planning Division Staff and the
contracted consultant, VODA Landscape + Planning have been working on crafting the final
Small Area Plan document.

Review
Planning Division Staff are requesting that the Planning Commission review the proposed
small area plan and forward a recommendation of approval to the City Council. Staff has
provided a summary of the document below. It is intended to help guide the commissioners in
reviewing the plan.
2

The following is only a very basic summation of the small area plan, intended to assist in
reading the proposed document.

Document Organization
The proposed small area plan is divided into six (6) chapters.

Executive Summary and Implementation
The executive summary and implementation chapter highlights the area plan’s goals, existing
conditions, housing and connectivity strategies, and lastly helps provide a framework for
implementation of the plan. This section is used to provide an introduction and primer for
what will be discussed in depth within the plan itself.

Existing Conditions
This chapter outlines the current situation of the study area. It builds upon the history of area
as the Fashion Place Mall developed and turned this area from a small post-war suburban
neighborhood to an economic center. This section also calls out community assets such as
Grant Park, the Senior Recreation Center, the two elementary schools within the area, and the
TRAX station itself.
The existing conditions chapter further outlines the challenges that the neighborhood faces
and barriers to potential development along the core streets. Of note is the review of the Land
Use Conditions that mentions that current zoning does not address the opportunities that the
light rail station could provide.
This section also outlines existing economic and housing conditions. The Fashion Place West
area trends slightly younger than Salt Lake County and significantly younger than the rest of
Murray City. The housing cost in the area trends lower than most of the city and county with
the median home value at $239,474. Providing opportunities for people who currently reside
to reinvest in their property is encouraged.
One way to increase the livability of a neighborhood is by making access to services more
widely available through encouraging different modes of transportation. Opportunities for
infrastructure improvements to increase walkability are called out on page 31. This includes
items such as installing sidewalks in the single-family residential areas, better pedestrian
access on the Fashion Place Mall site, and improvements to bus stop amenities.

3

Housing
It is no secret that housing across the Salt Lake Valley is in high demand. This chapter takes an
in depth look into the study area and finds that housing demand is at an all-time high with
vacancy rates (homes and rental units that are available) at 5.5%. This leads to increased
prices for homes and rental units.
Providing a diversity of housing options allows for people to stay in their neighborhoods
longer. Residents of Murray City are proud to live here and encouraging opportunities to allow
for someone to cycle through different types of housing while staying in the city allows
residents to remain. Planning Division Staff consistently hears from residents that used to live
in Murray, moved away, and now have come back. If more opportunities for housing are
provided people would not have to leave as often.
The small area plan calls for the study area to be divided into four (4) subareas. These
subareas allow for focused growth and improvements depending on ability to provide new
services, service existing residents, and foster future growth. Each subarea is briefly outlined
below.
Subarea 1 “Established Residential” recommends that this area largely remain as it currently
is. The plan suggests that infrastructure improvements like sidewalks and bike lanes be
installed in these areas. To address additional housing, this area should look into housing
reinvestment such as additions to existing homes or adding an accessory dwelling unit.
Subarea 2 “Urban Mixed-Use” recommends that higher density and height be allowed along
the State Street corridor. Transitioning the corridor from strip commercial to a more urban
style mixing of uses will strengthen connections to the mall. The plan recommends that
higher residential densities be placed along the street and step down towards the existing
single-family neighborhoods.
Subarea 3 “Transit Oriented Development” recommends that this area focus on smaller scale,
service-oriented uses with housing mixed in at a smaller scale than the State Street corridor.
Housing options such as townhouses, row housing, and smaller scaled apartments are
encouraged.
Subarea 4 “Jobs and Housing Mixed-Use” recommends this area become more mixed with
office-oriented jobs and mixing residential within. This area is largely industrial in use and the
plan calls for it to transition to more of a mix of jobs and housing.
To implement these subareas the Planning Division will need to work on drafting new zoning
ordinances to lay out the specifics of each subarea. This would occur after the potential
4

adoption of the plan. It would include additional public outreach and working with the public
to craft ordinances that reflect the community.

Connectivity

The Fashion Place West study area is complex in its network of connections. The area is
bounded on the west by I-15 on the west, and I-215 runs through the middle of the district.
State Street on the east is a major, regional arterial road that handles thousands of cars a day
and also creates a difficult barrier to access to Fashion Place Mall. These three corridors carve
up the district into three distinct areas with little connection between them. The connectivity
section provides opportunities for future improvements to help those that are biking and
walking in the area to have greater access to the services that are near.

Design Guidelines
The intent of including design guidelines within this plan is to help guide those involved in
developing ordinances to shape the look and feel of each subarea. The guidelines help to
establish a more friendly environment for walking and biking and create a human-scaled
development pattern to encourage people to get out of their vehicles and into the district
itself.

Appendix
The appendix section addressed the public engagement that was conducted, including the
open house in February of 2020 and the online survey that was distributed on May 20th and
ran through June 20th.
This section also provides a preliminary look at what some catalytic projects could look like in
the future. This is in no way meant to suggest that the area will develop to look exactly this
way, rather to suggest what may be possible in the future. Each catalytic project also includes
a case study where a project similar to the catalytic project occurred. Of particular note is the
Jefferson Detention Basin. This area plan and the recently adopted Parks and Recreation
Masterplan call for this to be adapted to an active park area while maintaining its use as a
detention basin.

General Plan Consideration
The primary goal of the 2017 General Plan is to “guide growth to promote prosperity and
sustain a high quality of life for those who live, work, shop, and recreate in Murray”. Based on
that primary goal, five Key Initiatives were identified through the public process in developing
the General Plan. Four of the five initiatives directly tie into development of the proposed
small area plan. “Create Office/Employment Centers”, the second initiative, prescribes the
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importance of creating new opportunities for office and employment. The proposed plan
should help to make creating office space easier. The area surrounding the TRAX station
should be a wholly contained neighborhood (initiative 3, Livable + Vibrant Neighborhoods)
where people can access all their daily needs but should also generate visitors from other
neighborhoods in Murray. Initiatives 4, Linking Centers/Districts to Surrounding Context and
5, A City Geared Toward Multi-Modality are tentpoles as the Planning Division and consultant
worked to develop the small area plan.

II.

PUBLIC INPUT
A total of 897 notices were sent to all property owners within the proposed Small Area Plan,
property owners within 500’ of the proposed plan and affected entities. There have been a
number of e-mails sent in with concerns about the proposed plan. They have been included
as attachments to this staff report for the Planning Commission to review.

III.

FINDINGS
Based on the analysis of the proposed small area plan and review of the Murray City General
Plan, staff concludes the following:

IV.

1.

The Murray City General Plan provides direction in implementation through five key
initiatives.

2.

The requested General Plan amendment has been carefully considered based on
public input and review of city planning best practices.

3.

Chapter 3, Framework for the Future, of the Murray City General Plan calls for the
development of Small Area Planning Project along rail transit-oriented developments.

4.

The proposed General Plan amendment is consistent with the Goals & Initiatives of the
Murray City General Plan.

5.

The proposed small area plan will provide Murray City residents, staff, elected
officials, and the development community clear guidance as to how the City
anticipates development within the subject area.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Based on the background, analysis, and the findings within this report, Staff recommends that
the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of APPROVAL to the City Council to
adopt the Fashion Place West Small Area Plan as an amendment to the 2017 Murray City
General Plan.
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Attachments

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on December
17th, 2020, at 6:30 p.m. the Murray City Planning
Commission will conduct a Public Hearing for
the purpose of receiving public comment on
the Fashion Place West Small Area Plan as an
amendment to the Murray City General Plan for
the properties generally bounded from 6100
South Street to Lester Avenue (6790 South) and
from State Street to the Frontrunner line that
is generally along 400 West; also properties
abutting Winchester Street from State Street to
Fashion Blvd.

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on December
17th, 2020, at 6:30 p.m. the Murray City Planning
Commission will conduct a Public Hearing for
the purpose of receiving public comment on
the Fashion Place West Small Area Plan as an
amendment to the Murray City General Plan for
the properties generally bounded from 6100
South Street to Lester Avenue (6790 South) and
from State Street to the Frontrunner line that
is generally along 400 West; also properties
abutting Winchester Street from State Street to
Fashion Blvd.

A copy of the proposed plan is located at
https://www.murray.utah.gov/1868/fpwsap

A copy of the proposed plan is located at
https://www.murray.utah.gov/1868/fpwsap

If you would like to comment on this agenda
item at the meeting please register at: https://
tinyurl.com/y2nsppnq 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/.
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Agenda item #8
FPWSAP
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Heydon Kaddas
Planning Commission Comments
[EXTERNAL] Comments on Recent Fashion Place Small Area Plan
Wednesday, December 9, 2020 8:31:33 PM

To whom it may concern,
I am a resident of a neighborhood included in the area identified by this plan. After receiving the
flier in the mail recently and reviewing the plan online, I have a several concerns I would like to
see addressed:
- The plan outlines that apartment and mixed-use high-density buildings between 4-6 stories are
planned along State Street and Winchester. This is absolutely undesirable. My family specifically
selected this neighborhood as it combined the convince of central living, outlined in the plan,
with the feel of a quiet, suburban neighborhood that has gorgeous mountain views. Being
surrounded by 6 story buildings will destroy the atmosphere that brough my family to this area
in the first place. Having buildings be limited to 4 stories or less would help preserve the
aesthetic of our neighborhood.
- Section 3 page 51 is of particular concern as it outlines decreasing the open space from 20% to
10 % as well as altering yard setbacks (both decreasing the set back to 0 and setting a limit on
the maximum setback). This seems like it is designed to cram as many buildings and people into
as small of a space as possible. The infrastructure in this area is already overwhelmed and this
rezoning is listed as a short-term priority whereas working with UDOT to increase infrastructure
in the area is listed as a long-term goal. This will further overwhelm the area without providing
the assistance the area needs.
- I also have significant worries about the plan's advocation for more accessory dwellings. The
plan includes no regulation for these accessory dwellings. This looks like it is an attempt to not
actually rezone the neighborhood to medium or high density but in effect achieve the same
goal.
Thank you,
Heydon Kaddas

Agenda item #8
FPWSAP
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Matthew Schneider
Planning Commission Comments
[EXTERNAL] Fashion Place Small Area Plan
Monday, December 7, 2020 2:41:58 PM

Hello, as a resident of the area in question I have a couple concerns I'd like to see addressed:
1 - Allowing high density buildings of 4-6 stories along State and Winchester is less than
ideal. Perhaps 2-4 stories or less, more preserves the look and feel of the neighborhood. Six
stories would drastically change the feel of the neighborhood and the mountain views of the
residents.
2 - On page 72 of the report it notes that the area encompassing Grant Park be re-zoned to
mixed use urban. Why would the park be removed or why allowed for mixed use zoning to
encroach that far into the neighborhood?
3 - My final concern stems from advocating for more accessory dwellings. By promoting them
without regulation it seems you could just add many people to a low density neighborhood and
just end up making it a medium density one.
thank you,
Matt Schneider

Agenda item #8
FPWSAP
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Nicolle Stookey
Planning Commission Comments
[EXTERNAL] Questions for Fashion Place West Small Area Plan
Monday, December 7, 2020 2:39:16 PM

Questions I have for the city meeting:
1. I have lived in Murray now for 16 years over on Creek Dr. In 2004, we bought our
house for $130,000, which for its size is a reasonable price. Now, homes in my
neighborhood sell for $250,000 and more. I am concerned with all the housing
developments proposed, that housing will be inflated even more. To the point, that as a
resident, when I am ready to sell my house now, I can’t afford to live in Murray, nor am
I enticed to. Wages are not meeting our housing industry. How is Murray focusing put
on creating sustainable housing pricing?
2. Traffic on State Street to the mall is especially obnoxious during the holiday season.
Those exciting the mall turnout in front of traffic to get left with no consideration of
other drivers. Lights as far down past Sams Club are backed up and often blocked
because of the traffic. Drivers entering the mall, especially on the west side there
between H&M and Crate and Barrel stop the right lane of traffic. Really that entrance
should be removed or adjusted that those entering can transition into the lot easier. With
all these enhancements, what improvements will we see to the traffic situation? And if
people are not riding public transportation now, they won’t automatically start, so that is
not a solution.
3. Homelessness and crime are growing in our area. At almost every light at the I215 exit,
State St and Winchester, Winchester and Fashion Place Blvd all have someone there
panhandling all day, causing the trash to build up. Crime in my neighborhood has been
on the rise, with multiple car break-ins and thefts and nothing seems to be being
done. How is this being addressed in these changes?
Thank you,
Nicolle Stookey

Agenda item #8
FPWSAP
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

KRISTI M
Planning Commission Comments
[EXTERNAL] Fashion Place West Housing
Tuesday, December 8, 2020 11:49:06 AM

Hello,
I live in a home built in 1948 on Clear Street in the Fashion Place West area. Is there any
discussion or intention to buy out the older homes in order to update the look of the housing
within the area of discussion? If so, what would be the timing and process? How would that
impact the current home owners financially?
Thank you,
Kristi
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INTRODUCTION

MILLCREEK

The Fashion Place West Small Area Plan provides a detailed plan for
the area around the Fashion Place West TRAX station, a location that
was identified as a priority in the 2017 Murray City General Plan. This
HOLLADAY

Small Area Plan considers potential future development patterns in the
area between the Fashion Place West TRAX station and Fashion Place
Mall, and how the use of urban design and placemaking strategies can
promote the establishment of a vibrant and well connected transit
supported neighborhood—a key initiative in the General Plan.

MURRAY
TAYLORSVILLE

With a population of 50,433 people in roughly 12 square miles, Murray
is centrally located within the Salt Lake Valley. The Fashion Place West
neighborhood and study area is located along Murray’s southwestern
border.
The study area is approximately 245 acres, which includes aging light

COTTONWOOD
HEIGHTS

industrial uses, Fashion Place Mall, two multi–family developments, and
a stable residential neighborhood bisected by the I–215 interchange.
Figure 1.0 Map of Murray City and surrounding municipalities.

are many opportunities to incorporate a mix of uses and attract new

The initiatives that were identified in the General Plan plan were:

economic opportunity to the area. The expected population growth along

1. Build upon the existing City Center District

the Wasatch Front anticipates an ongoing need for more variety in housing

2. Create office and employment centers

choice.

3. Foster livable and vibrant neighborhoods

MURRAY CITY GENERAL PLAN
The current Murray City General Plan was adopted in 2017. The goal of the

4. Link activity centers to surrounding areas
5. Create a City geared toward multi–modality

2017 General Plan is to, “Guide growth to promote prosperity and sustain a

The Fashion Place West Small Area Plan and its vision will aggressively

high quality of life for those who live, work, shop, and recreate in Murray.”

address Initiatives 3, 4, and 5. The 2017 General Plan also specifically
identified the Fashion Place West station area as a priority for future small
area planning and transit–oriented development.

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

Given the potential for the eventual transition of the industrial areas, there
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Executive Summary provides a brief overview of the Small Area
Plan goals, existing conditions, housing recommendations, connectivity
suggestions, as well as possible implementation measures.

1.1 SMALL AREA PLAN GOALS
The following goals for the study area were established through the small
area planning process:
• Strengthen relationship between TRAX station and Fashion Place Mall.
• Improve connectivity for the neighborhood.
• Improve overall neighborhood quality.
• Promote transit use and active transportation.

1.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS
The first step in the process is to understand the existing conditions as
well as challenges that should be addressed within the Fashion Place West
neighborhood.

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

1.2.3 BARRIERS TO DEVELOPMENT
Barriers to development within the study area include:
• Lack of City owned land that could spur private development.
• Current zoning regulations prohibiting density and growth including
front yard setbacks, height limits, open space requirements, and parking
requirements.
• The cost of construction and lack of labor force needed to expand
development.
1.2.4 ECONOMIC CONDITIONS
Economic conditions in the Fashion Place West area are relatively similar to
those of Murray City and Salt Lake County as a whole. The median age in the
study area is 32.5 years, which is similar to the County and a bit younger than
the City.

1.2.1 ASSETS

Median household income is lower in the study area ($54,974) than the City

The Fashion Place West study area is centrally located in Murray, in close

($65,132) and the County ($73,627). However, the access to jobs within the

proximity to many valuable community assets, such as the Fashion Place
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opportunity for improved urban design and innovative solutions to
provide increased connectivity.

study area (7.4) is far higher than the County (6.4), but still below the City

West TRAX station and Fashion Place Mall.

(8.2).

1.2.2 CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES

Taxable sales per capita in 2018 in Murray City, totaled $2.28 Billion,

Challenges in the study area could limit achieving the goals of the plan

approximately $46,508 per resident. This is notably high in comparison to

if they are not acknowledged and addressed as part of the planning

nearby cities, as shown by the data for South Jordan ($21,907), West Valley

process. Challenges include bridges and major interstates bisecting the

($19,880), and West Jordan ($15,990). Additionally, per capita statistics for Salt

neighborhood and poor connectivity for vehicles, pedestrians, and cyclists.

Lake County are $25,092.

Opportunities in the study area include:

The metrics show that the study area could be a prime location to live and

• Future land use amendments to current irregular development patterns.

visit, given the strong economy. Additionally, these metrics illustrate the

• Developing Jefferson Detention Basin as an activated park space.

need for more affordable and diverse housing types as well as improved

• Using potential future expansion projects at Fashion Place Mall as an

alternative transportation methods, especially between public transit and
Fashion Place Mall.

1.2.6 CONNECTIVITY CONDITIONS
Connectivity within the study area is poor due
its geographic location and lack of streetscape
amenities. Future improvements should address
these issues and improve access between
residential neighborhoods, as well as to and from
the TRAX station and the Mall for all transportation
types.

3

Current barriers include:

2

• Lack of bicycle infrastructure (with the exception
of Winchester Street).
• Lack of pedestrian–friendly infrastructure at
locations in, and adjacent to, Fashion Place Mall.

4

• Multiple residential neighborhoods lacking
sidewalks.

1

1.3 HOUSING RECOMMENDATIONS
the established Fashion Place West neighborhood
Figure 1.1 Map of subarea areas within the Fashion Place West study area. Residential use recommendations vary by subarea.

1.2.5 HOUSING TRENDS

as well as promote growth around it, future
development should be focused on providing more

Median Home Values in the study area are lower ($239,474) than the City

diverse housing options. These options and housing recommendations

($318,596) and the County ($327,451). The housing and transportation costs

should vary and be context sensitive depending on the location. Creating

per household in the study area are 28 percent of household expenses

subareas will help to give specific recommendations on housing types that

compared to that of the County at 27 percent.

complement the surroundings.

These statistics are an indication that the housing within the study area is
more moderately priced, fulfilling a need in the region that is difficult to find,
while also indicating that more diverse options should be encouraged and
considered in the neighborhood.

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

In order to maintain and protect the character of
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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Figure 1.2 The Fashion Place West neighborhood lacks adequate infrastructure for pedestrians. The map above illustrates improvements that would improve the pedestrian experience in the
study area.

1.4 CONNECTIVITY RECOMMENDATIONS
Connectivity recommendations in the study area should be guided primarily
by the way in which pedestrians and bicyclists access the Fashion Place West
TRAX station and the mall. Additionally, vehicular travel between the north
and south sides of the study area should be improved. Recommendations

Figure 1.4 The diagram above illustrates the ideal placement of residential buildings to
maximize the lot while addressing the street.

1.5 DESIGN GUIDELINES
Design Guidelines in the Fashion Place West study area should focus on
creating an inviting environment for pedestrians, and a pleasant destination
for residents and visitors. The guidelines should discuss elements such as:

including streetscape improvements and bridge reconstruction are

• Building placement

important to the flow in the study area with respect to vehicular traffic,

• Building design

public transit, as well as bicycle and pedestrian access.
Types of improvements should include:
• Updating overall active transportation connectivity between residential
neighborhoods, the TRAX station, and Fashion Place Mall.
• Developing a parking strategy.
• Adopting a streetscape improvement plan to ensure future connectivity.

• Ground floor details
• Ground floor transparency
• Prominent entrances
• Treatment of blank walls
• Articulation
• Signage design
• Street and streetscape design relating to active transportation and
vehicular travel
• Parking lot design and location

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

Figure 1.3 Implementation recommendations include adopting a streetscape
improvement plan that would include enhanced bicycle connectivity.
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1.6 STRATEGIC IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
1.6.1 INTRODUCTION
In order for the vision and objectives laid out in this plan to be realized, it will
likely be the result of a long–term process, where residents, City staff, elected
officials, as well as other public entities champion the vision to ensure the
revitalization of the Fashion Place West study area that they want to see. The
strategic implementation measures in this section present the vision and
illustrative plan for the study area.

6. Vehicular connectivity issues
Some of these barriers could be addressed by amending necessary land use
documents. Improving walkability and vehicular connectivity are issues that
should be tackled first by drafting and adopting a plan that lays out phasing
and responsibilities, so that all types of connectivity in the study area are
improved.
1.6.2 HOUSING PRIORITIES

Fashion Place West study area. They are intended to provide action items

Housing priorities within the study area were determined by a combination

that the City, UTA, UDOT, and other stakeholders would need to complete

of industry best practices, current market conditions, and desires of

in order for the area to succeed in becoming a vibrant transit–oriented

residents. These priorities include:
1. Offering services and amenities near housing

Strategic recommendations are broken down into the following five

2. Providing housing for all stages of life

categories:

3. Creating a walkable neighborhood

1. Housing

4. Increasing allowable residential densities along, and adjacent to, the
Fashion Place West TRAX station, I–15, and State Street

2. Connectivity
FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

5. Lack of walkability

The implementation outlines phasing and policy recommendations for the

neighborhood.
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4. Lack of financial incentives (opportunity zone tax credits, TIF financing)

3. Policy Updates and Land Use Amendments
4. Phasing
5. Economic Development
MARKET FORCES
In discussions with local developers during the planning process, barriers
were identified that may hinder future development and revitalization of the
Fashion Place West study area. Some of the concerns included:
1. Existing parking requirements
2. Existing zoning
3. Lack of publicly controlled property

Figure 1.5 The implementation strategies recommend ordinance amendments that would
allow a mix of uses at higher densities in the Fashion Place West neighborhood.

1.6.4 POLICY UPDATES AND LAND USE AMENDMENTS
1. Create new Fashion Place West overlay zone district (FPW). This new
overlay zone should consider the following:
(a) Parking
(i) Include shared parking provision
(ii) Reduce residential parking requirements based on proximity to
TRAX station and shared parking calculations
(iii) Implement parking maximums

5. Addressing established residential neighborhoods by creating
appropriate transitions between existing residential and new, higher
density developments
6. Incorporating a mix of uses into new residential developments as well as
existing single–use zone districts
1.6.3 CONNECTIVITY PRIORITIES
Connectivity enhancements to the Fashion Place West study area should be

(c) Implement maximum setback requirements
(d) Decrease open space requirements from 20 percent to 10 percent
(e) Implement Ground Floor activation recommendations
2. Support re–zoning areas within the study area boundaries per
recommendations of the General Plan Future Land Use map:
(a) Commercial District (C-D) to Mixed–use (M-U)
(b) Manufacturing (MFG) to Fashion Place West Overlay (FPW)
(c) Residential Neighborhood Business (R-N-B) to Fashion Place West
Overlay zone (FPW)

centered around improved traffic flow and increased comfort for pedestrians
and bicyclists. These include the following priorities:
1. Improving overall active transportation connectivity between residential
neighborhoods, the TRAX station, and Fashion Place Mall
2. Developing parking strategy
3. Adopting a streetscape improvement plan to ensure future connectivity
in key areas:
(a) Winchester Street
(b) Cottonwood Street
(c) Key intersections
(d) Fashion Place Mall access points

Figure 1.7 Housing priorities in the Fashion Place West Small Area Plan include zoning
amendments to allow more housing types in close proximity to the TRAX station.

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

Figure 1.6 Improving the connectivity for vehicles, cyclists, and pedestrians is a key
component of the implementation strategy in the Fashion Place West neighborhood.

(b) Consider reducing front yard setbacks from 15 feet and 25 feet, to 0
feet in order to encourage human scale development

7

1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1.6.5 PHASING
A phased approach to change to the Fashion Place West area aligns with the
limitations of the City and development community. The three phases of
redevelopment in the study area are detailed on the following pages, with
discussion of responsible parties and needed collaboration amongst entities.
SHORT TERM
1. Adopt streetscape improvement and connectivity plans.
2. Prioritize residential infill development adjacent to TRAX station.
3. Perform streetscape improvements:
(a) Sidewalks
(b) Street trees
(c) Right–of–way changes:
(i) Bike lanes
(ii) Vehicular lane configurations
(d) Street lighting
4. Improved UTA bus circulation and frequency with Route 209.

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

5. Amend zoning ordinance and adopt Fashion Place West overlay zoning.
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MEDIUM TERM
1. Work with UDOT to install a traffic signal at Creek Drive and State Street.
2. Work with Fashion Place Mall to improve internal pedestrian connectivity
and pedestrian access to mall site.
3. Work with UDOT to improve pedestrian and bicycle experience at
Winchester and State Street intersection.
4. Encourage the addition of structured parking at Fashion Place Mall.
5. Help facilitate increased densities that includes residential component on
West side of State Street.

LONG TERM
1. Reconstruction of Winchester and Cottonwood Street Bridges by UDOT.
2. Recommend construction of UTA Parking structure to facilitate
development of a more mixed-use destination for the City.
3. Support the increase of densities and residential development types
within mall property, especially adjacent to State Street and 6400 South
4. Facilitate property transition of existing industrial properties on west side
of study area

1. Bonding
2. Future Budget Allocation
3. Public–Private Partnerships
4. CRA/RDA funding for housing developments
5. Grants
(a) UTA
(b) UDOT
(c) Other public transit related funding

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

FINANCIAL TOOLS AND INCENTIVES TO CONSIDER
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2.1 AREA HISTORY
The Fashion Place West station area hosts a centrally located UTA TRAX
station, various types of light industrial and commercial businesses,
an apartment complex, condo development, and approximately
200 single–family homes. The TRAX station is a jumping off point for
shoppers, employees, and residents coming and going from around the
Salt Lake valley. The area has been primarily occupied by light industrial
and single–family residences since the neighborhood was originally
developed.
For much of its history, the study area was dominated by agricultural
production. Transportation corridors, both rail and auto, cut through
this area early in the development of regional transportation networks.
With State Street serving as a major north-south connection, a majority
of development in the study area was focused on this corridor. Aerial
photography from 1964 (Figure 2.0) illustrates the types of development
found in the area prior to the introduction of the Interstate Highway
system.

Figure 2.0 Study area, circa1964, shown with modern–day roads as an overlay. Prior
to Interstate Highway construction, the study area was primarily agricultural with
suburban development along State Street.

the Interstate 215 beltway. The area is directly connected to I–215 via
the State Street and 280 East exits. I–15 via I–215 can be accessed at the
interchange located one mile west of the State Street exit, immediately
adjacent to the western boundary of the study area.

Figure 2.1 Fashion Place Mall circa 1985.

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

The study area is bisected by two interstate highways, Interstate 15 and
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STUDY AREA			
NEIGHBORHOOD ASSETS
Figure 2.2 Study Area Asset Map

2.2 NEIGHBORHOOD ASSETS
The Fashion Place West study area is in close proximity to many valuable
community assets, with many of those within the study area itself.
Though isolated in some ways from the surrounding community, the
neighborhood is in close proximity to major thoroughfares such as State
Street, Cottonwood Street, Winchester Street, I–15, and I–215.
2.2.1 UTA TRAX STATION
The value and desirability of the Fashion Place West neighborhood is
influenced by the presence of a UTA TRAX station. Having a TRAX station
nearby with appropriately zoned properties can be very attractive to
future property owners, residents, business owners, and developers. The
Fashion Place West TRAX station is also one of the few stations in the
south end of the system that serves both the Red and Blue lines.

Figure 2.3 Fashion Place Mall is a regional destination for the City of Murray and can
be leveraged to attract more walkable, connected development to the study area.

2.2.3 FASHION PLACE MALL

and destination in the valley. This proximity gives the area a great

The Fashion Place West study area is in a prime location from a regional

opportunity to attract future higher density residential, office, and

perspective. The neighborhood’s proximity to transportation networks

mixed–use walkable development. The Mall is also a signifigant

that connect to the rest of the region gives the area great value. State

generator of sales tax for Murray City.

Street offers motorists easy access to both I–15 and I–215 while TRAX
offers a convenient mode of alternative transportation. By train, riders

2.2.4 COMMUNITY RESOURCES

can reach downtown Salt Lake City in 23 minutes, the University of Utah

The Fashion Place West neighborhood and vicinity have many

in 24 minutes, and the Salt Lake International airport within 30 minutes.

community assets including Grant Park, Jefferson Detention Basin public
space, two elementary schools, as well as Murray Senior Recreation

TIME TO GET TO...

via TRAX
12 minutes to Sandy
23 minutes to Downtown Salt Lake City
24 minutes to Daybreak
70 minutes to Provo
90 minutes to Ogden

Center. These and other community resources can be extremely
attractive to prospective residents and are valued by current residents.

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

Fashion Place Mall is a valuable and productive employment center
2.2.2 CENTRAL LOCATION
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2 EXISTING CONDITIONS
from the surrounding neighborhoods. These substantial barriers have
restricted the areas’ development as a cohesive neighborhood. While
bridges over these barriers offer a minimum level of pedestrian access,
none of them offer a quality experience for pedestrians or cyclists.
The Cottonwood Street bridge is in close proximity to the TRAX station,
and is a narrow two–lane bridge consisting of a single narrow sidewalk
on the west side, and the TRAX rail on the east side, leaving virtually no
room for expansion to consider pedestrians or cyclists. The Winchester
Street bridge is along the most direct route to Fashion Place Mall from
the TRAX station. This bridge is wider than the Cottonwood Street
Figure 2.4 Sidewalks and bike lanes on Winchester Street could benefit from
improvement.

bridge and includes protected sidewalks on either side as well as striped

2.3 NEIGHBORHOOD CHALLENGES

Place West TRAX station; however, the access to the station from the

bike lanes. The study area is primarily focused around the Fashion
surrounding area is poor, isolating the station from destinations and

While there are many community assets within the Fashion Place West

services.

study area, the neighborhood is also faced with its share of challenges.
Many of the challenges within the study area are related to physical

Fashion Place Mall lacks a relationship and connection to the

infrastructure as well as connectivity to and within the area.

neighborhood and also lacks connectivity within the mall site. Within

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

the parking that surrounds the mall, clear pedestrian paths and
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The focus on motorists within the study area has resulted in an

sidewalks are absent. When pedestrians are approaching Fashion Place

environment that doesn’t fully meet the needs of pedestrians and

Mall on foot from State Street as well as the other surrounding roads,

cyclists. This has created an unpleasant experience for those not

they are not welcomed with clear connections to the mall itself.

inside a vehicle. Vehicle speed, road noise, as well as inconsistent and
unattractive pedestrian facilities have created a community without

State Street is a Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) controlled

much in the way of quality infrastructure. In addition to a lack of

road. Currently, State Street’s design focuses solely on motorist capacity,

pedestrian infrastructure, the study area lacks standard cyclist and

to the exclusion of all human–scale design through the study area.

pedestrian amenities such as street trees, well marked bicycle lanes,

State Street has great potential in terms of redevelopment but this

seating, and well–marked frequent pedestrian crossings on major

redevelopment can be challenging due to long time frames and strict

roadways.

regulations in place by UDOT. These constraints should be considered
when proposing changes to the area, and additional time to collaborate

The study area is located directly adjacent to the I–15 and I–215
interchange. These freeways act as major physical barriers to the area

with UDOT should be accounted for.

and allow a more diverse mix of uses, as well as higher density
residential and mixed–use commercial developments. As such, design
guidelines in the area will also need to be amended. Reducing front
yard setbacks, changing height limitations, reducing open space
requirements, and reevaluating parking requirements should also be
considered to foster development.
Parking requirements and especially parking minimums can be a way
for cities to regulate and ensure adequate parking for residential and
commercial developments. However, strict parking requirements such

2.4 BARRIERS TO DEVELOPMENT
The Fashion Place West study area is challenged with several barriers

as these can also hinder development. Large, underutilized parking
lots are often a result of strict parking minimum requirements. A
more modern approach to parking management is to encourage and
incentivize shared parking when possible.

to future development that includes both physical and regulatory

At present, Murray City has not established a financial toolbox or

limitations. Physical barriers can include property ownership concerns or

programs to incentivize and encourage higher quality development

access and connectivity obstacles. Regulatory barriers to development

within the Fashion Place West study area. Additionally, working

can include elements such as capital improvement funding hurdles,

with local entities to establish a redevelopment project area in this

zoning, or possible inter–agency road blocks. These barriers may not

neighborhood would give the City and Redevelopment Agency

necessarily halt the planning and development process but should be

the capacity to use property tax increment as a way to reimburse

considered hurdles to future development.

developers for burden costs associated with site conditions. Burden

As a UDOT owned facility, State Street has a major impact on
development patterns along this corridor. The process to working with

costs are defined as development costs that are unique to a particular
site.

UDOT to update their infrastructure is lengthy, and will need to be

Another major barrier to development in 2020 is the cost of

considered as development occurs along State Street.

construction and lack of labor force needed to meet demand.

Current zoning and land use regulations within the study area should
be considered a regulatory barrier to development. In order for
development or redevelopment to occur in the Fashion Place West
neighborhood, zoning regulations, primarily along Winchester Street
and other major thoroughfares, should be reevaluated to encourage

With construction costs vastly out-pacing inflation, delaying
major construction projects such as road rebuilds or streetscape
improvements is only serving to increase their cost in significant ways.
The City should prioritize which projects may have the largest impact
and set a course of construction as soon as feasible.

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

Figure 2.5 Multiple parcels in the study area prime for infill development.
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portions of the southern and western sides of the
mall site.
The central portion of the study area is made up
of two single–family residential neighborhoods,
one north and one south of I–215, but also
includes two multi–family developments and a few
neighborhood businesses.
The western segment of the study area is
predominately composed of light industrial uses. It
is located along I–15, Cottonwood Street, and the
TRAX corridor. This is the second largest section by
land area and includes vacant and underutilized
parcels.

2.5.2 CURRENT ZONING
The parcels within Fashion Place West study area
boundary are designated as one of the following six

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

zones:
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•

R-1-8 Low Density Single–Family

•

R-M-15 Medium Density Multiple Family

•

R-N-B Residential Neighborhood Business

•

C-D Commercial Development

2.5.1 CURRENT LAND USES

•

M-G Manufacturing General

Overall, the Fashion Place West neighborhood has a mix of uses that fall

•

G-O General Office

Figure 2.6 Map of existing zoning designations. Future zoning changes should be based on achieving the goals for
the future of the Fashion Place West area.

2.5 LAND USE CONDITIONS

into three general land use categories: light industrial, commercial, and
residential. These three use types are segregated from each other within
the area between the eastern, central, and western areas.
The eastern most segment of the study area is primarily a commercial
area. It includes properties along State Street and 6400 South, and

Zoning around the Fashion Place West TRAX station does not address
the station itself in its zoning designations. Murray City should consider
amending its zoning ordinance to adopt more guidelines that promote
transit oriented development.

2.6 ECONOMIC
CONDITIONS

surrounding cities.
Median age data
is closely followed

2.6.1 POPULATION TRENDS

by developers

Utah’s population is projected to increase

and can impact

from approximately 3 Million in 2015 to

housing choices

5.8 Million in 2065. This represents an

and potential

annual average rate change of 1.3 percent.
Although the rate of growth in population

Figure 2.7 Study Area
population as a percentage of
Murray City’s (U.S. Census data,
Esri Forecast, 2019)

development types
within the City.

will decelerate over the next 50 years, it is

2.6.3 EMPLOYMENT AND JOBS

still projected to exceed national growth rates.

Total employment within Salt Lake County is estimated to reach 970,805

Murray City as a whole has a population of 50,433. This places Murray
toward the lower end of the spectrum compared to the population size
of neighboring cities such as Taylorsville, Sandy, Millcreek, and Midvale.

in 2020. By 2040, total employment is projected to reach 1,239,908, an
increase of 269,103 employees, according to the Kem C. Gardner Policy
Institute.

Murray City’s population is projected to reach 67,668 residents by 2040.

More central neighborhoods near employment centers have higher

The Fashion Place West study area has a population of 1,714 residents in

scores than others. When comparing Murray with the study area in

.55 square miles.

particular, and the County, the study area is considered to have high

Salt Lake County has a population of approximately 1,150,000 residents,
with an anticipated increase of more than 500,000 residents in the

access to jobs with a score of 7.4. Murray City has a score of 8.2 (out of
10), and Salt Lake County has a score of 6.4.

next 25 to 30 years. With the population throughout the state growing

A total of 4,757 employees are in the Fashion Place West study area,

rapidly, there is ever–increasing pressure for the development of more

which represents 2.77 employees per resident, a ratio far larger than

residential units. This development pressure is and will continue to be

the County and surrounding cities. This metric refers to the number

felt across the state, in Murray, and in the Fashion Place West study area.
2.6.2 MEDIAN AGE
Murray has a median age of 36.6 which is higher than that of the
Fashion Place West study area and the county–wide average of
32.5. The 32.3 year indicator in the study area is similar to those of
neighboring cities but the City’s 36.6 year indicator is much higher than

Figure 2.9 Median Age Comparison (Esri Demographic Profile, 2019)

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

increase of 2.8 Million people with an

Figure 2.8 The access to jobs in the study area is similar to
that of the City, and better than the County average. This
score is an index based on access to jobs and a variety of
employment.
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of employees in the community per resident. Cities with low ratios
are reflective of limited jobs, bedroom communities, and typically
high median household sizes (large families with children who are not

2.7.1 HOUSING CONDITIONS

employed). Areas which have higher ratios are typically reflective of

Of the approximately 245 acres and 777 parcels that make up the

employment centers or areas with lower median household sizes.

Fashion Place West Project study area, 577 or 74 percent of those are

This large ratio may be due to the fact that Fashion Place Mall is within
the study area. Cities further south show lower ratios as they generally
are more representative of bedroom communities than employment
centers.

$51,974 per year, which is lower than Murray as a whole ($65,132/year)
and significantly less than the Salt Lake County average of $73,627 per
year.

2.7.2 HOUSING STOCK

Most of the single–family homes were built in the 1960s and are single
story structures with various facade materials including brick, wood
siding and stucco. The most recent single–family development was built
in the mid 1990s. This development consists of predominately two–
story homes with stucco facades.

A lower median income in this area can indicate lower educational
attainment of residents of the study area, and can also correlate with
added dependence on the transit system. Creating connections with
opportunities for
FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

percent of the parcels and are occupied by non–residential land uses.

A majority of the existing homes were built in the 1960s and 1970s.

Median household income in the Fashion Place West study area is

educational programs,
as well as improved

Figure 2.10 Median Household Income
comparisons between the study area, Murray
City and Salt Lake County. The study area has a
significantly lower median household income
than the rest of the City and County. (Esri Income
Comparison Profile, 2019)

residential land uses. The remaining 200 parcels make up the other 26

The housing stock within the Fashion Place West neighborhood is aging.

2.6.4 MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME
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2.7 HOUSING TRENDS

There are two multi–family developments within the study area as well.
The South 67 Condo development was built in the 1970s (with over 100
units) and is an individually owned town home type development. The
Braewood Apartments is a five–building (51unit) apartment complex,
directly west of the condominium development.

connectivity to transit

Current zoning in the area permits accessory dwelling units (ADUs) as

service can have

an allowable use with types that include basement apartments and

a large impact on

apartments over garages. Accessory dwelling units are defined as a

neighborhood livability

secondary unit within or on the same parcel as an owner occupied

and opportunity access.

single–family home. Allowing and encouraging ADUs would create the
opportunity to provide more diverse housing options to residents at
affordable prices.
Areas with a diversity of housing choices are more stable and have more
to offer to residents. A housing–diverse area would have a broad range

of housing types, rental and ownership options, at varying price levels

the City average at $239,474, with Salt Lake County shown at roughly

that would include many options.

$327,451. Higher values are reflected in Midvale, West Jordan, Sandy,
and Millcreek, while lower values (in relation to Murray) are exhibited by

By the end of 2020, the median household size in Salt Lake County is
estimated to increase to 2.78 however, it is projected to decrease to 2.53
by 2040, according to the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute.
Median household size in Murray and the Fashion Place West study
area specifically, are both reported to be an average of 2.57 which is
slightly less than the county–wide average of 3. Neighboring cities like
Taylorsville (3.0) and South Salt Lake (2.7) also have a slightly higher
average household size.
Household size in Murray has remained largely unchanged in the last
ten years, reflecting a trend similar to other cities in the central portion
of Salt Lake County. Conversely, areas along the western and southern
boundaries of the County have reflected high household sizes, primarily
reflecting an influx of families into rapidly developing areas. Future

West Valley, Kearns, and Taylorsville.
Over the past decade, across the nation, homes in the most walkable
neighborhoods were also the ones that appreciated the fastest. In two–
thirds of large metro areas, walkable neighborhoods have higher home
values than car–dependent ones.
The walkability premium in Salt Lake County (the difference in the
average value of homes in walkable neighborhoods compared to the
average value of homes in car–dependent neighborhoods) was 32
percent higher in 2019.
Current trends across the country also show that homes in walkable
areas also gain value at a faster rate than those in car–dependent areas.
For example, in Salt Lake County walkable homes increase in value 19
percent faster than those of car–dependent homes.

trends will most likely show a continuing decline of median household

For the Fashion Place West study area, these statistics show that due

size in developed, aging areas, while new growth areas will represent

to the TRAX station and proximity of this area to Fashion Place Mall,

higher household sizes.

as the study area transitions to a more walkable and well–connected
neighborhood,

2.7.4 HOME VALUES

home values may

Housing prices in Murray have increased notably over the past several

be higher and may

years, commensurate with trends experienced along the greater

increase faster

Wasatch Front. Values for single–family, multi–family and vacant land

than other areas

have all appreciated.

in the valley that
are more car–

The median residential property value in Murray, as of 2019, was

dependent.

$318,596. By 2024, the median home value is projected to be $343,182.
The Fashion Place West study area has a median home value lower than

Figure 2.11 Median Home Value Comparison (U.S. Census,
2010, Esri Forecast, 2019).
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2.7.3 HOUSEHOLD SIZE
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2.7.6 HOUSING AND TRANSPORTATION INDEX
By taking into account the cost of housing as well as the cost of
transportation, the Center for Neighborhood Technology Housing and
Transportation Affordability Index (CNT H+T Index) provides a more
comprehensive understanding of the affordability of place.
While housing alone is traditionally deemed affordable when
consuming no more than 30 percent of income, the H+T Index
incorporates transportation costs (usually a household’s second largest
expense) to show that location efficient places can be more livable and
Figure 2.12 Housing and Transportation cost as a percentage of monthly income
comparisons between the study area and Salt Lake County (CNT H+T Index, 2020).

affordable. Dividing these costs by the representative income illustrates
the cost burden of housing and transportation expenses placed on a
typical household.

2.7.5 INCOME SPENT ON HOUSING AND TRANSPORTATION

According to the H+T Index, Murray is similar to Salt Lake County across

Murray households spend 24 percent of monthly income on

key housing and transportation indicators such as annual transportation

housing, slightly below the county–wide level of 27 percent. Most

costs—both averaging approximately $13,000 annually—illustrating

nearby surrounding cities show percentages similar to Murray, while

that both jurisdictions having high access to a variety of jobs.

communities to the south reflect higher percentages, as housing costs

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

are also notably higher.
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Costs spent on transportation represent 21 percent of income for
Murray residents, similar to the 23 percent shown for the County.
Immediately surrounding cities reflect similar amounts, while south
valley communities are spending a reduced portion of their income on
transportation (near 15 to 16 percent). On average, Murray households
spend roughly $13,267 per year on transportation costs.
New development should consider the proximity of transportation
options, and determine whether the ultimate cost of housing and
transportation fits within the competitive range of total spending.

2.7.7 INCOME REMAINING AFTER HOUSING AND
TRANSPORTATION
“Income remaining” indicates adjustments made to median household
spending after transportation and housing. This metric indicates
potential spending per household once essentials are covered.
Remaining income after housing and transportation costs is comparable
between Murray households and County households, with Murray at 55
percent remaining and the County at 50 percent remaining.
Also of note is the proximity to employment, which has become
more of a consideration for new development. Some planners and
developers have attempted to reduce the impact on roadways from
new development by locating in areas with high job concentrations,

and by catering to those who want a reduced commute time. The
Fashion Place West study area in particular is in an ideal location for new
development given its proximity to transit and transportation networks.

2.8 RETAIL TRENDS
2.8.1 TAXABLE SALES PER CAPITA
Taxable sales per capita reflects an important statistic regarding the

2.7.8 AFFORDABILITY INDEX

health of the local retail economy. For Murray City, total taxable sales

The “affordability index” measures the relationship between median

in 2018 equaled roughly $2.28 Billion, or approximately $46,508 per

household incomes and median property values. The higher the

resident. This is notably high in comparison to nearby cities such as

ratio, the less “affordable” an average home becomes to the median

South Jordan ($21,907 per resident), West Valley ($19,880 per resident),

household. Ratios decline as household incomes increase (assuming

and West Jordan ($15,990 per resident). Additionally, per capita statistics

constant values), or increase as values accelerate at rates faster than

for Salt Lake County are shown at taxable retail sales of $25,092. The data

incomes. Murray City shows an index reading of 4.27, fairly close to

points show that Murray is not burdened with sales leakage of any kind,

the county–wide figure of 4.23. South Salt Lake reflects an abnormally

largely due to the success of the Fashion Place Mall and surrounding

high number due to very low average household incomes, while cities

retail.

Murray. On a regional level, Salt Lake County is still considered more

2.8.2 CURRENT RETAIL CONDITIONS

affordable by this measure than other major cities, including Portland,

While consumer retail is an ever–changing industry, certain sectors are

Denver, Las Vegas, Phoenix, and others.

performing well, while others are not. High performing sectors include

Figure 2.13 Affordability Index comparison between Murray and nearby cities (Esri
Forecast, 2019).

Figure 2.14 Taxable Retail Sales Per Capita comparison between Murray and nearby
cities.
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such as West Valley, Kearns, and West Jordan show ratios below that of
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grocery stores, automotive services, restaurants, experiential retail, and
retail distribution. These sectors have remained relevant by adapting
their business models. Changes such as shrinking physical space,
expanding distribution, increasing convenience with pick–up or delivery
service, as well as decreasing table space, are all tools retail outlets are
using to succeed in Utah.
Poorly performing retail outlets include clothing stores, toy stores,

$630 Million in permitted construction value. 2019 proved to be another
strong year, as the office sector permitted nearly $503 million, making it
the third highest year on record (inflation adjusted).
2.9.1 REGIONAL OFFICE MARKET TRENDS
Salt Lake County led the state in office construction with nearly 70

shopping presence are also struggling.

percent of Utah’s total permitted construction projects.

In Utah, potential new retailers use various metrics when choosing a

The growth that the State and Salt Lake County are seeing in the office

site to locate a business. These metrics include; strong traffic counts,

sector can be attributed to Utah’s expanding employment, especially in

multiple points of access, growing nearby populations, strong daytime

the tech, professional and business services sectors.

using more detailed demographic data that identifies zip codes with
more of their target customers.

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

2018 was a record setting year from the office sector in Utah, with nearly

jewelry stores, and department stores. Stores without an online

populations, and destination locations. Retailers are also increasingly
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2.9 OFFICE TRENDS

According to a 2019 midyear Utah Market Report compiled by
Newmark Grubb Acres, a full-service commercial real estate and market
research firm based in Salt Lake City, demand for Salt Lake County office

Consumers and cities increasingly want retail and services within

space has remained very strong over the past 12 months, as available

walking distance of residential areas. This trend means that the Fashion

supply is at the lowest level the market has seen in several decades.

Place Mall and the areas surrounding it may transition to meet this need.

High demand is clearly evidenced by 1.1 million square feet of positive

A wider variety of uses including housing and office are needed in the

net absorption over the past 12 months, compared with 956,207 square

immediate proximity to encourage a more walkable district.

feet year over year—a healthy 12.3 percent increase. On the supply side,

In the case of Fashion Place Mall, the parcels that surround the mall
and face State Street are also occupied by surface parking. Increasing

direct vacancy stands at 7.13 percent at midyear 2019, down from 7.76
percent at year–end 2018 and 8.04 percent 12 months ago.

parking densities on site with structured parking make these locations

The construction of office buildings is flourishing in Salt Lake County,

ideal for the construction of liner buildings. To meet the needs and

with 2.8 million square feet currently underway. By comparison, 1.4

desires of residents, consumers, and developers, these liner buildings

million square feet was under construction at midyear 2018, but at 103.3

could house a number of uses including office, residential, and

percent, the year–over–year increase in office space under construction

restaurants. These uses would complement each other, creating a

is also a clear indicator of demand. It is worth noting that much of the

stronger daytime and nighttime population, better supporting existing

2.8 million square feet currently under construction has been pre–

retail.

leased.

Statistics indicate the positive metrics of the office market include the

than was vacated in the market. Negative net absorption means that

total square feet leased and the achieved average lease rates. Over

more commercial space was vacated in a particular market than was

the past four quarters, 4.1 million square feet were leased throughout

leased (or absorbed) by commercial tenants.

the county, a 40.1 percent increase over the previous four quarters.
Additionally, lease rates increased 3.6 percent to $25.01 per square foot
across all building classes over the same time frame. Interestingly, the
number of overall lease transactions declined 6.9 percent compared
with midyear 2018. However, transactions also grew larger in size year–
over–year; the average transaction was 12,013 square feet at midyear

The Central Valley market has a positive net absorption of 27,655 square
feet, which is much better than surrounding markets such as Millcreek/
Holladay that has had a negative net absorption of 39,699 square feet
over the same time period.
2.9.3 CURRENT ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT TOOLS

2019, compared with 8,011 square feet at midyear 2018. This data
suggests that, the lease terms and overall lease rates have increased,

Murray’s Community and Economic Development offices facilitate

further ensuring a stable market.

redevelopment efforts and assist in economic development, community
development and renewing urban areas. The Redevelopment Agency

2.9.2 CENTRAL VALLEY OFFICE MARKET TRENDS

(RDA) of Murray City assists in redevelopment efforts by encouraging

The Central Valley office market includes the western portion of Murray,

private and public investment in previously developed areas that are

Midvale, the eastern portion of Taylorsville, as well as a western segment

underutilized or blighted. Housing development is also a priority and
the RDA works to increase the amount and variety of affordable housing

of Millcreek.

within the community.

At midyear 2019, the Central Valley market had a direct vacancy rate of

The City currently has six active project areas predominately throughout

6.81 percent compared to 7.13 percent in Salt Lake County. The Central
Valley market’s vacancy rate was also lower than that of the Millcreek/
Holladay market, with a direct vacancy rate of 9.68 percent.
The Central Valley office market’s average lease rate by midyear 2019
was $19.53 per square foot, which is similar to that of the Millcreek/
Holladay market, which achieved lease rate of $19.45 per square foot.
However, the County’s average lease rate was substantially higher at
$25.00 per square foot.
Net absorption is the difference between the commercial space vacated
in a certain time period and the spaces leased by commercial entities
in the same area. Positive net absorption means more space was leased

the west side of the City with varying expiration years and sizes. The
Fashion Place West is not within a project area, but could be a prime
candidate for future consideration due to its land values and proximity
to the TRAX station and other important assets.

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

including the Fashion Place West study area, the northern portion of
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2.10 TRANSPORTATION ANALYSIS
2.10.1 MAJOR STREETS
The study area is defined by one major arterial road, State Street,
and three major collector streets, Winchester Street/6400 South,
Cottonwood Street, Fashion Boulevard, and Interstate 15 and 215.
According to the current Murray General Plan, there is concern about
traffic on neighborhood roadways originating from heavily congested
major streets.
According to the UDOT Numetric collision database there were 493
recorded collisions in the study area from 2017–2019, with 34 of those
resulting in injuries and none with fatalities. Of those collisions, 242
were considered intersection related. The largest clustering of collisions
occurred at the intersection of Winchester Street and State Street. This
intersection also saw the most injury crashes (7), bicycle crashes (3), and
pedestrian crashes (2).
The intersection of State Street and Creek Drive had 14 collisions, 11

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

of which were turning left. Most of these collisions occurred during
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daylight hours in dry weather conditions.
2.10.1.1 WINCHESTER STREET/ 6400 SOUTH

Figure 2.15 Map showing existing traffic counts on major roads in the study area.

cross section east of State Street up to the eastern edge of the study
area.
There is on–street parking along Winchester Street from the western
edge of the study area to 100 feet west of Cottonwood Street.
According to UDOT’s 2016 statewide estimates, Winchester Street

Winchester Street/6400 South is a three–lane cross section arterial

experiences an average annual daily traffic (AADT) volume of 11,000

between the western edge of the study area and State Street—making

vehicles per day between the western edge of the study area and State

it the main east-west corridor through the study area. Left–turn lanes are

Street, and it experiences an AADT volume of 25,000 vehicles per day

present at the intersections of Cottonwood Street, Fashion Place TRAX

between State Street and the eastern edge of the study area.

station, Travis James Lane, Jefferson Street, and Blaine Drive.
There are bicycle sharrows on both sides of Winchester Street from the
Besides these left–turn lanes, a central two–way left–turn lane services

western edge of the study area to the intersection with Cottonwood

individual driveways along Winchester Street between Travis James Lane

Street. From Cottonwood Street east to Jefferson Street, five–foot bike

and 150 feet east of Clay Park Drive. The roadway widens to a four–lane

lanes run adjacent to the curb on both sides of Winchester Street. From

100 feet east of Jefferson Street to Malstrom Lane, bicycle sharrows
again appear in place of bike lanes. The five–foot bike lanes resume
along Winchester Street from Malstrom Lane to 100 feet east of Clay
Park Drive.
Sidewalks exist on both sides of Winchester Street throughout the
study area. All sidewalks are four feet wide, except for a seven foot wide
portion between State Street and South Fashion Boulevard.
2.10.1.2 COTTONWOOD STREET
Cottonwood Street is configured as a two–lane cross section
throughout the study area, with additional right and left–turn bays
present at the northbound and southbound approaches to Winchester
Street. A left–turn lane also exists for the northbound approach to 6100
roadway from the northern edge of the study area to the southern end
of the I–215 overpass bridge. From this southern edge of the bridge, the
sidewalk widens to ten feet wide until the intersection with Winchester
Street, where the sidewalk narrows to eight feet wide until the
intersection with 6500 South. From 6500 South to the southern edge of
the study area, the sidewalk further narrows to seven feet wide.

Figure 2.16 The map above shows the existing
sidewalk scores for each street in the study area.
The quality of the pedestrian experience is scored
by various factors shown above.

and 6790 South. Two southbound left–turn lanes and one northbound
left–turn lane exist at the intersection with 6400 South, along with
a channelized right–turn lane on the southern approach. Two
southbound left–turn lanes also exist at the intersection with the I–215

According to UDOT’s 2016 statewide estimates, Cottonwood Street

eastbound ramps, along with a right–turn lane on the southern leg.

experiences an AADT volume of 2,100 vehicles per day across the study

South of the I–215 ramp, a left–turn lane serves the Supersonic Express

area. Additionally, a signalized train crossing exists 230 feet south of the

Car Wash on the western side of State Street. The intersection with the

intersection with Winchester for the TRAX Red Line train.

Sam’s Club driveway has two left–turn lanes on the northern approach
of State Street, as well as one left–turn lane on the southern approach.

2.10.1.3 STATE STREET
State Street (US–89) is a six–lane, 90–foot wide major north–south
arterial across the study area that widens with turn bays at major
intersections. There are left–turn bays on the northbound and
southbound approaches at the intersections of 6100 South, Creek Drive,

Sidewalks exist on both sides of State Street throughout the study area.
Along the roadway between 6100 South and 6400 South, the sidewalks
are seven feet wide on the eastern side of State Street and five feet wide
on the western side. Between the intersection with 6400 South, the
sidewalks on the eastern side of State Street remain at seven feet wide

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

South. A sidewalk narrower than six feet spans the western edge of the
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while the sidewalks on the western side widen to eight feet wide. Across
the bridge over I–215, the sidewalks on both sides of State Street narrow
to five feet in width. From the southern edge of the I–215 bridge to
6790 South, the sidewalks widen to six feet wide on both sides of State
Street.
Route 201, one of UTA’s most utilized bus routes, runs along State Street
across the study area with stops at the intersections with 6100 South,
Creek Drive, the Sam’s Club driveway, and 6790 South. UTA’s future Bus
Rapid Transit (BRT) will also run along State Street across the study area.
According to UDOT’s 2016 statewide estimates, State Street experiences
an AADT volume of 36,000 vehicles per day between the northern
edge of the study area and Winchester Street, and it experiences an
average annual daily traffic volume of 30,000 vehicles per day between
Winchester Street and the southern edge of the study area.
2.10.1.4 SOUTH FASHION BOULEVARD
South Fashion Boulevard has a 60–foot five–lane cross section (two

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

through lanes and one center left–turn lane) through the study area. At
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Figure 2.17 The map above illustrates and scores the quality
and existence of crosswalks in the study area. The quality
of the crossing experience is scored by various factors listed
above.

the intersection with Winchester Street, additional left–turn and right–

2.10.2 MINOR STREETS

turn lanes are also present for the southbound approach. Sidewalks exist

2.10.2.1 JEFFERSON STREET

on both sides of South Fashion Boulevard with widths of four to six feet.
However, most of these sidewalks have little or no buffer zone or park
strip between the pedestrian zone and adjacent travel lanes.
According to UDOT’s 2016 statewide estimates, South Fashion

Jefferson Street is a north-south neighborhood roadway extending from
Winchester Street on the north to the southern edge of the study area.
It is an unmarked 30–foot roadway with no sidewalks.

Boulevard experiences an AADT traffic volume of 12,000 vehicles per

2.10.2.2 CREEK DRIVE

day across the study area.

Creek Drive connects the northern neighborhood in the study area to
State Street. It is an unmarked 40–foot roadway with no sidewalks.

2.10.2.3 6100 SOUTH
6100 South is a 30–foot wide two–lane collector road extending from
its westernmost origin with 350 West to the eastern edge of the study
area. The roadway extends to 50 feet wide at the signalized intersection
with State Street to accommodate a left–turn bay and a right–turn bay.
Five–foot sidewalks exist on both sides of 6100 South for the entirety of
the study area. High–visibility crosswalks provide school crossings on
the western and southern legs of the intersection with Cedar Street.
2.10.2.4 SOUTH MALSTROM LANE
South Malstrom Lane is a 25–foot wide unmarked neighborhood
roadway with its northernmost point at Winchester Street that narrows
to 15 feet wide at the intersection with Caleb Place. The only sidewalk
is on the eastern side of the segment from the southern edge of the
roadway to 380 feet south of Caleb Place.

400 West turns off 6500 South and extends to the southern edge of
the study area. It is a 30–foot wide unmarked roadway that traverses an
industrial zone. Sidewalks exist on both sides of 400 West throughout

Figure 2.18 Map of existing and proposed bicycle connectivity in the study area.

2.10.4 BICYCLE CONNECTIVITY
The only bicycle infrastructure in the study area is on Winchester Street.
From the western edge of the study area to Cottonwood Street, bicycle

the study area.

sharrows exist on both sides of the roadways, giving way to dedicated

2.10.2.6 790 SOUTH

lane runs along the curb in place of the bike lane. There are no signs

6790 South is a 30–foot wide neighborhood collector roadway with
four–foot sidewalks on both sides. 6790 South connects neighborhood
access roads as far west as Jefferson Street to the State Street arterial.
Sidewalks extend from 70 West to State Street on both sides of the
roadway. There are no sidewalks along 6790 South from 70 West to the
western edge of the study area.

bike lanes up until 100 feet east of Jefferson Street. From here, a parking
or markings indicating this curbside transition between bike lane and
parking lane. Sharrows resume along Winchester Street until bike lanes
resume at Malstrom Lane. These dedicated bike lanes continue from
Malstrom Lane to 100 feet east of Clay Park Drive, where sharrows
resume to the intersection with State Street.
State Street has no bicycle infrastructure despite it being an important
vehicular connection for the area. It is possible that cyclists do not feel
safe to travel on State Street due to high vehicular traffic counts.

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

2.10.2.5 400 WEST
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The Wasatch Front Regional Council’s (WFRC) Regional Transportation
Plan and the Murray City General Plan outline several bicycle
infrastructure improvements for the study area. The Murray General Plan
also details current, future, and desired bicycle infrastructure. According
to the Murray General Plan, citizens would like to bike more but do not
feel safe to do so.

2.10.5 WALKABILITY
Sidewalks are present throughout much of the study area, all at least
four feet wide. State Street, Winchester Street, 6100 South, and 400 West
all have sidewalks on both sides of the roadway. A sidewalk exists only
on the west side of Cottonwood Street between the northern edge of
the study area to Winchester Street, then expands to both sides south of
Winchester Street to the southern edge of the study area.
Roughly half of the neighborhood roadways in the study area have
Figure 2.19 This 10 minute “walkshed” map illustrates the average distance covered by
walking for 10 minutes from the center of the study area.

According to the UDOT numetric collision database there were 10
FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

recorded bicycle–related collisions within the study area from 2017-
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2019. Seven of these collisions resulted in injuries, and three of these
collisions occurred at the intersection of Winchester and State Street
with drivers often noting that they were unaware of the presence of
bicycles. The intersection of Winchester Street and State Street sees
the most bicycle–related crashes of any intersection in the study area.
The bicycle infrastructure from Winchester Street is not carried into the
intersection with State Street.
According to Strava bicycle data, Winchester Street and Cottonwood
Street see the most bicycle activity of the study area, as shown in the
corresponding map.

sidewalks on both sides of the street, the other half of the roadways
have no sidewalks at all. There are few sidewalks throughout most of the
Western Park neighborhood, just north of I–215 between Cottonwood
Street and State Street. The Atwood neighborhood on the south side
of I–215 has more sidewalks than Western Park, but some streets such
as Jefferson Street and Malstrom Lane have only portions of or no
sidewalk at all. A narrow sidewalk on Cottonwood Street across the
busy interstate leaves pedestrians feeling unsafe as they travel between
the TRAX station and final destination. Jefferson Street and 6790 South
are important streets for the Atwood neighborhood, yet sidewalks are
incomplete on both sides of the roadways.
According to the Murray General Plan, people would like to walk more
but do not feel safe to do so or feel that desired destinations are not
walk–friendly (i.e., large parking lots in front of a store entrance, limited
park strip and street trees on sidewalks).

2.10.6.2 PUBLIC TRANSIT
UTA Route 201 connects Murray Central Station to the South Jordan
station, operating north-south on State Street in the study area and
stopping adjacent to 6100 South, Creek Drive, Sam’s Club driveway
(southbound only), and 6790 South. The 201 bus runs on half–hour
headways from 6am-8pm on weekdays and from 7am-8pm with hour
headways on Saturdays. The 201 bus does not operate on Sundays.
The UTA Route 62 bus connects the Oquirrh Shadows stop in South
Jordan to the Fashion Place West TRAX station. Within the study area,
the 62 bus runs east-west along Winchester Street from the western
edge of the study area to the Fashion Place West TRAX station,
stopping only at the Fashion Place TRAX station within the study area.
The route with hour headways from 6:30am-6:30pm on weekdays and
90–minute headways from 6:30am-9:30pm on Saturdays. The 62 bus
Figure 2.20 Map showing existing TRAX and bus service routes in the study area.

does not operate on Sundays.

2.10.6 TRANSIT SERVICE

The UTA 209 bus connects the Fashion Place West TRAX station to the

2.10.6.1 TRAX STATION CONNECTIVITY

North Temple TRAX station in downtown Salt Lake City. Within the

where the Blue line and the Red line run concurrently. The Red Line
connects to Daybreak Parkway in South Jordan and operates every 15
minutes from 5:15am-11:45pm on weekdays and every 20 minutes
from 6:00am-11:30pm on weekends. The Blue Line connects to Draper
Town Center and operates every 15 minutes from 5:00am-12:00am on
weekdays and every 20 minutes from 5:45am-11:30pm on weekends.
The Fashion Place TRAX station carries thousands of passengers into
and out of the study area every week, yet Fashion Place Mall is not easily
accessible from this station if traveling by a means other than personal
vehicle.

study area, the 209 bus runs east-west along Winchester Street from
the Fashion Place West TRAX station to the eastern edge of the study
area, stopping adjacent to Jefferson Street, Malstrom Lane, Clay Park
Drive, and Fashion Place Mall. The 209 bus operates on 15–minute
headways from 6:00am-10:30pm on weekdays, half-hour headways
from 7:00am-9:30pm on Saturdays, and on hour headways from
7:30pm-8:00pm on Sundays.
Most bus stops within the study area consist of signage only, with few
shelters, benches, waste receptacles, or other improvements present.
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The Fashion Place West TRAX station is the southernmost TRAX station
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Route

Stop Name

Total
Ons

Total
Offs

Average
Ons

Average
Offs

62

Fashion Place West

2,160

-

98

-

62

Fashion Place West

-

2,208

-

100

201

State Street 5590 South

27

224

1

10

201

State Street 6300 South

192

200

9

9

201

State Street 6200 South

86

21

4

1

209

Winchester Street 219 East

491

613

22

28

209

Winchester Street 50 East

298

244

14

11

209

Winchester Street 170 West

5

52

0

2

209

Fashion Place West

-

4,845

-

220

209

Fashion Place West

5,800

-

264

-

209

Winchester Drive 171 West

48

5

2

0

209

Winchester Drive 97 West

12

3

1

0

209

Winchester Street 31 East

471

337

21

15

209

Winchester Street 194 East

333

576

15

26

TRAX

Weekday

28,925

30,288

1,315

1,377

TRAX

Saturday

2,896

3,036

724

759

TRAX

Sunday

2,171

2,397

434

479

Figure 2.21 The table above outlines the public transit boardings
and alightings (exiting the bus) for all the stops and stations in
the study area during May, 2019.

The Fashion Place West TRAX station is the most utilized station in the
study area with over 1,300 average weekday boardings. Similarly, the
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bus routes in the study area experience their highest utilizations at
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the TRAX station connection. Route 62 has about 100 average daily
boardings, and Route 209 experiences over 200 daily boardings at the
Fashion Place West TRAX station connection.

2.10.7 LOCAL AND REGIONAL PLANNING
CONTEXT
The Murray City General Plan emphasizes the City’s desire to improve
accessibility by walking, biking, and public transit in the corridor
between I–15 and State Street to provide adequate infrastructure for
existing and planned commercial development. The General Plan
recommends the following improvements to mobility and circulation in
the study area:

• Construction on Cottonwood Street to relieve north-south
congestion on State Street and 700 West (Murray Boulevard). This
project is in progress. The reconstruction of the bridge over I–215
will include sidewalks and bike lanes.
• Encourage employers to offer incentives and alternatives to relieve
peak period vehicular congestion.
• Adopt a complete streets policy applicable to new and
reconstructed roadways where feasible.
• Identify transit use impediments and prioritize solutions.
• Develop and implement an Active Transportation Plan.
• Implement a dedicated funding source for the improvement of
pedestrian and bicycle facilities.
• Implement traffic calming measures on roadways where traffic
operates beyond the target speed.

2.10.8 WASATCH FRONT REGIONAL COUNCIL
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN
The WFRC Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) outlines several roadway
infrastructure improvements, summarized in map showing future
projects:
• State Street is planned for future operational road improvements.
• Winchester Street will be widened from two travel lanes (68–foot
right–of–way) to four travel lanes (86–foot right–of–way).
• A new Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) line will operate along State Street
throughout the study area, along with the existing Route 201.
• A priority buffered bike lane is planned for Cottonwood Street
between the northern edge of the study area and Winchester Street,
as shown in the Active Transportation Implementation Plan map.
• A shared–use trail is planned to run along the TRAX Blue line from
Winchester Street to the southern edge of the study area.

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

Figure 2.22 Walkability infrastructure scoring for the study area.
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3.1 INTRODUCTION
Housing investment is a vital component to continued growth and
vitality for any community. In recent years, interest in more urban and
concentrated housing options have grown across the country, including
Murray and the Salt Lake metro area. This interest is driven largely by a
demand for housing options that fit changes in demographics, lifestyle,
resource use, and budgets.
In order to promote growth and sustained development energy in
the Fashion Place West neighborhood, focusing on more diversity
of housing options is essential. Because of its location in the valley
and proximity to transit, the neighborhood will soon face similar
development pressures that are being experienced by other parts of
Murray and other cities throughout the Wasatch Front. The small area

•

15 MINUTES TO FASHION PLACE MALL

•

15 MINUTES TO LIBERTY ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL

Figure 3.1 Housing choices near transit service and other transportation networks are
a vital part of expanding economic development in the City and providing affordable
household options.

planning process is a proactive way for the City to define the way in
which the study area expects to plan for future growth.

•

12 MINUTES TO SANDY

of the day than retail or office uses. This change and growth will support

•

23 MINUTES TO DOWNTOWN SALT LAKE CITY

the nearby TRAX station by increasing the density around it, and with

•

24 MINUTES TO DAYBREAK

that, increase ridership, as well as support a greater variety of businesses,

•

70 MINUTES TO PROVO

services, and other uses in the Fashion Place West area.

•

90 MINUTES TO OGDEN

•

40 MINUTES TO PARK CITY

•

10 MINUTES TO BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON

•

23 MINUTES TO SLC AIRPORT

Figure 3.0 Ease of access to transportation networks and jobs centers from this area
make it a prime location for expanding housing choices.
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More housing brings more people to the neighborhood for more hours
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3 HOUSING
3.2 HOUSING DEMAND
3.2.1 POPULATION GROWTH

housing needs of both current
and future residents, tools must
be implemented that increase

Over the last few years Utah housing inventory has not kept up with the

inventory, diversify options, and

rate of population growth both in single and multi–family dwellings.

expand affordability. Planning for

Overall (for sale and rental) vacancy rates in Salt Lake County are the

continued population growth is a

lowest they have been in over a decade, at approximately 5.5 percent.

primary challenge that the region

Rental unit vacancy rates are a bit lower at 4.6 percent. Even though

faces in the short and long-term.

Utah has previously led the nation in homebuilding, constructing
homes and apartments at a rate of nearly three times the national
average, the state still faces a housing shortage. This lack of supply has
led to increasing home prices and rental rates. The Salt Lake Chamber
polled their members regarding their thoughts on affordable housing
in the region, and almost 95 percent of survey respondents agreed that
affordable housing is a major problem for Utah’s continued economic
growth.

3.2.2 AFFORDABILITY
3.2.2.1 MODERATE INCOME
HOUSING
Utah State Code Section 10-9a403 states that each municipality
is required to include a plan for
moderate-income housing as part

With Utah’s population expected to double by 2065, the demand for

of their General Plan. This plan must

affordable housing will only increase. In order to accommodate the

facilitate a reasonable opportunity

Figure 3.3 Survey responses regarding
housing affordability.

for individuals of moderate-income levels the option to live in the City.
FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

Moderate-income housing is defined by the Department of Housing
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and Urban Development (HUD) as, “housing occupied or reserved for
occupancy by households with a gross household income equal to or
less than 80 percent of the median gross income for households of the
same size in the county in which the City is located.”
This section uses the Salt Lake County Area Median Income (AMI) and
average household size to determine moderate income thresholds
for Murray City. This data will help the City and more specifically, the
Fashion Place West study area to determine housing needs, and thus
encourage and incentivize developers to build housing of different
Figure 3.2 Strong population growth in Salt Lake County will ensure increased
demand for housing in more walkable and bikeable neighborhoods near
employment centers.

types and for differing income levels.

3.2.2.2 COST-BURDENED HOUSEHOLDS

30 percent AMI), are severely cost

A household spending 30 percent or more of its gross income on total

burdened. These households are far

housing expenses—rent or mortgage, basic utilities, and property
taxes—is considered cost burdened. A household spending 50 percent
or more of its gross income on housing is considered to be severely cost
burdened.
In the state of Utah, one in three households (~66,000) face a housing
cost burden demanding at least 30 percent of monthly income, and
one in eight households (~125,000) face a severe cost burden. In Salt
Lake County, 24 percent of low income households (30-50 percent of
AMI), and 75 percent of extremely low income households (less than

more susceptible to changes in the
economy or personal emergencies,
either of which could result in dire
financial consequences or even
homelessness.
Providing support for the cost
burdened households in Murray is
needed to reduce the number of
short-term residents and create more
stable neighborhoods.
3.2.2.3 NEW MARKET–RATE
HOUSING

Figure 3.5 Market-rate housing
can increase supply and help
keep rental prices in check.*

There is a common misconception
around the construction of new
market–rate housing in lower income areas and how this development
Market–rate housing is defined as any type of residential dwelling—
whether the unit is to be owner or renter occupied—that is available at
the prevailing market value for the area, and similar to comparable real
estate transactions. Contrary to common concerns, new market–rate
construction slows local rent increases rather than initiate or accelerate
them. A recent study* performed by the Upjohn Institute shows that
new market–rate buildings have the capacity to decrease nearby rents
by 5-7 percent relative to locations slightly farther away or developed
later, and can also increase in-migration from low income areas. The

Figure 3.4 Renters in Salt Lake County make up the majority of cost-burdened
households.

*Asquith, Brian J., Evan Mast, and Davin Reed. 2019. “Supply Shock Versus Demand
Shock: The Local Effects of New Housing in Low-Income Areas.” Upjohn Institute
Working Paper 19-316. Kalamazoo, MI: W.E. Upjohn Institute for Employment
Research.
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affects housing costs of more affordable housing options nearby.
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Figure 3.6 Graphic showing necessary household income to purchase a home
in Salt Lake County.

Figure 3.7 With the projected increase in population over the next 20 years, marketrate and more income-dependent housing options will be important to maintaining
affordability.

study also shows that new construction decreases the average income

development. Regulatory restrictions on housing development can

of people moving to the area by approximately 2 percent, as well as the

lead to higher rents, and faster home price growth. This leads to fewer

number of people moving to the area who are from very low income

people moving into economically successful areas. Strategies that

neighborhoods by almost 3 percent. This is due to the fact that new

promote residential construction foster more economically integrated

buildings reduce costs in lower segments of the housing market.

neighborhoods, which also promotes economic mobility and housing
options for low income residents. Market-rate housing construction not

Another misconception about the construction of new market–rate

only improves regional affordability, but also neighborhood affordability.

housing in a lower income neighborhood is that this development
contributes to or initiates gentrification. The Upjohn Institute

3.2.2.4 ENERGY PRICES

study found that new construction actually tends to occur after a

In a world of higher energy costs, it will be essential to consider the

neighborhood has already begun to change, or gentrify. The end result

combined costs of housing, transportation, and utilities—to ensure that

is the eventual accommodation of pre-existing demand, diverting high-

families have adequate residual incomes to afford other necessities. This

income households from nearby units and reducing rents, instead of

in turn suggests the importance of policies and practices that help to

signaling that a neighborhood is now desirable.

reduce these combined costs, for example, by ensuring the availability

Murray City should adopt strategies that encourage housing

of affordable homes near public transit and job and retail centers—so

that families have options to
reduce car usage. Such options
may include walking, biking,
public transit use, or shorter and

Young couples may have children
and become young families.
Housing Types Needed:
• Townhomes
• Single Family Homes

fewer car trips.

Young people join a group household,
couple, or remain solo.
Housing Types Needed:
• Accessory Dwelling Unit
• Duplexes, etc.
• Apartment

3.3 HOUSING
SUPPLY
3.3.1 LIFE CYCLE
HOUSING
Murray City and the Fashion
Place West neighborhood should
be a place where residents
can live in the City and in their
neighborhood through any
stage of life. The General Plan

Young people leave the parental home to form
new households, leaving behind empty nesters.
Housing Types Needed:
• Accessory Dwelling Unit
• Duplexes
• Cottage Clusters
• Apartment

Young families mature and
increase in size.
Housing Types Needed:
• Townhomes
• Duplexes
• Cottage Clusters
• Single Family Home

discusses life cycle housing
throughout the document, with
housing types that respond
to housing needs, allowing
individuals to stay in their

Figure 3.8 Life cycle housing is a strategy to ensure that all households have access to housing choice in their neighborhood throughout their
lifetime.

communities as their housing

and more choices for any household. A neighborhood that has housing

needs evolve.

options for all of these groups is less dependent on any one particular

Life cycle housing involves reintroducing the model of providing a mix
of housing types in a neighborhood. Typical suburban development
tends to segregate people based on their income. By addressing all

demographic group, and will see more social stability as individual
households are able to stay within established social networks, despite
changes in household needs.

stages of life, ranging from young couples, the fixed–income student, to

Life cycle housing is a housing strategy that the City should continue to

the aging grandparent, a wide variety of individuals and families live in

support and identify how the housing stock in the Fashion Place West

proximity to each other, creating a more dynamic social environment,

area can be diversified beyond its current housing stock.

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

the goal to encourage diverse
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3.3.2 HOUSING OPTIONS
Neighborhoods centered around public transit and transit-oriented
development (TOD) are intended to provide a wider range of choices
in transportation, retail, and housing. Housing for people of all income
levels is especially appropriate in these types of neighborhoods.
Housing choices in transit-oriented developments allow a greater
number of people from a wider range of backgrounds and affordability
levels to access jobs without driving. Additionally, residents of lower
income levels are more often transit-dependent than residents within
middle-income brackets. Expanding housing styles, types, and providing
housing near frequent and effective transit increases quality of life and
access to employment opportunities and services. Increasing housing

housing needs of its diverse community, it is critical to begin to look
within the City for real and responsive change that will encourage
the market to develop the housing and infrastructure needed to
accommodate our growing community. This goal focuses on the need
to increase the diversity of housing types and opportunities in the City
by seeking policy reforms that can enhance the flexibility of the land
use code and create an efficient and predictable development process
for community growth. Strategic policy decisions that integrate the
transportation system, development related infrastructure, financial
institutions, and data, as well as innovative design and construction
methods, can break down social and economic segregation, thus
building a City for everyone.

choices and development will help meet the changing residential

While the Fashion Place West study area is predominately built-out,

demand and build a larger residential economic base.

there is ample opportunity for redevelopment and infill development

3.3.2.1 PHYSICAL HOUSING TYPES
In order to respond to Murray’s changing demographics and the

of existing parcels that complement current development patterns.
Context sensitive development can ensure the character of
neighborhoods is protected and enhanced by new development. While
the type and location of housing is largely driven by the market, land

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

use regulations and City policies can help guide the development. The
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Fashion Place West study area has the capacity for infill development
of appropriate types and locations, and can benefit from partnerships
with local housing developers who are already active in creating urban,
mixed–use, multifamily projects. The City and development community
can work together to address changes in housing preferences and
needs, and provide more housing choices for buyers and renters at all
price levels to meet housing objectives.
3.2.2.2 FOR RENT AND FOR SALE HOUSING
A healthy housing stock requires a diverse inventory of for-sale and
Figure 3.9 Housing supply of all kinds at all price points is lacking throughout the
region.

for-rent products. These products can and should take many different
forms. Units designed and constructed to be rented and owned can

include single–family homes, condominiums, townhomes, apartments,

transportation as a key variable

as well as accessory dwelling units (ADUs). Residents require different

to the availability of affordable

styles of housing at different points in their lives. Within the Fashion

housing. In order to make housing

Place West study area, for-sale single–family homes dominate the

cheaper, public transportation

landscape. As mentioned previously, the area does include both an

needs to be more accessible and

apartment and condominium development but other housing types

less expensive, and a municipality’s

do not exist. Diversifying the nature of the for-sale and rental market

definition of affordable housing

in the study area will further contribute to creating an affordable

should include transportation

neighborhood and City.

costs.

3.4 TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING

Affordable housing that is more

3.4.1 AFFORDABILITY AND TRANSIT

lowers housing costs. When

Increased public transit options and proximity to housing and

compact, residential development

job centers can have a great impact on the increase of affordable
housing options. The Metropolitan Planning Council and Center
for Housing Policy performed a study in 2010 that identified public

compact and closer to transit

is located near public transit
hubs or work centers, it can
decrease transportation costs

Figure 3.12 Connectivity for bicycles
offers an affordable mode of
transportation and recreation to an
area.

and cut down on travel time for
working individuals. Local policy makers, as well as those at the regional
regulations to encourage the
development of housing near
transit centers.

3.4.2 HOME VALUES
AND TRANSIT
According to a study performed
by the National Association
of Realtors (NAR), housing
next to public transportation
Figure 3.10 Public transit can
greatly increase home values.

Figure3.11

increases home values. These
neighborhoods have median

Figure3.13
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and state levels have the responsibility to adopt or amend current
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Figure 3.16 Walkability premium comparisons by major metropolitan area.

and $4,400 less than those farther away. Living near transit services
makes the most sense for anyone who needs easily accessible public
Figure 3.14 Walkable destinations are more attractive to visitors, businesses, and
future residents.

3.4.3 WALKABILITY

those of neighborhoods farther away

A recent study completed by the real estate website Redfin, showed
that in two-thirds of large metropolitan areas, walkable neighborhoods

in these transit-oriented communities
FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

vehicle wear and tear.

sales prices 4-24 percent higher than
from public transit. Home price gains
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transportation for daily work commuters, reducing driving costs and

have higher home values than car dependent ones. Additionally,

make sense because these areas

walkable neighborhoods appreciated faster than car-dependent ones in

typically are in high demand, where

44 of 51 large metro areas in the past seven years.

more businesses, restaurants, and

Houses with high levels of walkability (according to the website

opportunities tend to be located.

WalkScore) command a premium over otherwise similar homes in

According to the same study by the

less walkable locations. Estimates are that a single additional point of

NAR, homeowners also have flexibility

WalkScore is worth $3,500 in additional home value. As shown in the

when they live near public transit—1

graph above, in Salt Lake County walkable home prices are 32 percent

in 4 homes were shown to not own
a car. Additionally, average yearly
transportation costs of households near
transportation were between $2,500

Figure 3.15 Walkable
neighborhoods are expanding
faster than car-dependent
neighborhood in Utah.

higher than car-dependent homes. Additionally, walkable homes have
increased in price 19.3 percent faster than car-dependent homes.
The walkability premium is a clear market signal of the significant and

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

Figure 3.17 Murray City Future Land Use Map as determined by the 2017 General Plan.
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growing value Americans attach to walkability. It is also an indication
that we have a shortage of walkable urban centers to meet the demand
of walkable urban-style places. We have not been building new
walkable neighborhoods in large enough numbers to meet demand;
nor have we been adding housing in the walkable neighborhoods we
already have fast enough to house all those who would like to live in
them.

3.4.4 15-MINUTE NEIGHBORHOODS

Fashion Place West study area, 577 or 74 percent of those are residential
land uses. The remaining 200 parcels make up the other 26 percent of
the parcels and are occupied by non-residential land uses.
The existing housing stock in the Fashion Place West study area is aging.
Most of the single–family homes were built in the 1960s with one
smaller development built in the 1990s. There are also two multi–family
developments within the study area. The South 67 Condos were built in

neighborhood a place where residents can live as locally as possible.

the 1970s, and are an individually owned townhome style development.

in Melbourne, Australia by the Department of Environment, Land, Water

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

Of the approximately 245 acres and 777 parcels that make up the

The “15-minute neighborhood” principle is aimed to make each
The concept stems from sustainable community planning work done
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3.5 MURRAY POLICY

The existing single–family residential homes along Winchester Street

and Planning in the state of Victoria.

are not a complementary use, given the speed and frequency of traffic

A 15-minute neighborhood must be safe, accessible and well

in massing, while offering a variety and differentiated housing types

connected for pedestrians and cyclists in order to optimize active

than what currently exists. Overall, the housing stock within the Fashion

transportation. This neighborhood should offer open space, services

Place West neighborhood lacks diversity. The area is primarily market–

and destinations, access to public transit, diverse housing options, and

rate single–family homes with one apartment development, and one

be able to facilitate thriving local economies. Neighborhood activity

condominium development.

centers are fundamental to the “15-minute” principle and will provide
residents with services and destinations.

on the road. New residential construction should complement the area

3.5.1 2017 GENERAL PLAN AND HOUSING
The recommendations and strategies in the Housing section are built

More than anything, living as locally as possible cuts down on

on the City’s goals from the 2017 Murray General Plan. The Future Land

transportation costs, which has a positive effect on improving the

Use Map above gives a visual representation of the General Plan, which

affordability of housing in the neighborhood. This principle is important

discusses the concept of preserving existing housing and expanding

for the residents in Murray’s Fashion Place West neighborhood that may

housing choice throughout the City. Due to the current housing

have limited resources for housing and transportation. A 15-minute

shortage in the state, housing is a key issue to be addressed.

neighborhood gives residents access to their daily needs within a
15-minute walk, cycle, or public transit trip to and from their place of
residence. 15-minutes is considered a “walkable” distance for pedestrians
to meet most of their needs, including employment, housing, parks,
education, transit and other daily needs.

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

Figure 3.18 Map of existing zoning designations. Future zoning changes should be based on achieving the goals for the future of the Fashion Place West area.
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3.5.1.1 KEY INITIATIVE #3

3.6 CURRENT ZONING

Initiative #3 in the General Plan is based around creating Livable and

The zoning map, when it was adopted, predominately mirrored pre-

Vibrant Neighborhoods.

existing land uses. The current zoning in the study area allows for

In order create success around this General Plan Initiative,
corresponding land use and zoning regulations must be amended

The R-1-8, R-M-15, and R-N-B zones are the only zones in the study area

in order to provide more opportunities for life cycle housing within

that allow residential development. The R-1-8 designation is applied to

residential areas. Life cycle housing can include many different types,

all single–family homes within the study area, both north and south of

but diversity in housing means providing a variety of housing types that

I-215.

are accessible to all income levels. Single–family homes, town homes,

The Single–Family Residential (R-1-8) adjacent to Winchester Street

duplex and triplex units, apartments, and ADUs, (such as mother-in-law
apartments) are examples of the many different housing styles that the
neighborhood could utilize.
3.5.1.2 CHAPTER 5: LAND USE AND URBAN DESIGN
Chapter 5 of the General Plan describes general recommendations for

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

future land uses and urban design. Objectives that support this goal
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residential but predominately very low density.

should transition to a zoning designation that is more conducive to
the major arterial that is Winchester Street. Residential land uses that
are appropriate for parcels along major thoroughfares include higher
density residential and a mix of uses. The single–family housing stock in
the study area fills a need in the housing market and should largely be
left preserved with the existing zoning.

as it relates to housing include providing a mix of housing options and

The Multi–Family (R-M-15) zoning designation includes the apartment

residential zones to meet a diverse range of needs related to lifestyle

complex as the condominium complex within the study area. The

and demographics, including age, household size, and income.

density and height should be increased for those parcels that are

3.5.1.3 CHAPTER 8: NEIGHBORHOODS AND HOUSING

adjacent to the Commercial Development (C-D) zone. The parcels that
are adjacent to single–family homes should increase in density but be

The Neighborhoods and Housing section of the General Plan

required to be a lower height or density at the property line and step up

prescribes various methods to plan for the future of Murray’s residential

to the maximum density as the buildings near the Commercial District

neighborhoods. The goal of this section is to “provide a diversity of

zone.

housing through a range of types and development patterns to expand
the moderate-income housing options available to existing and future
residents.”

The zoning in the study area does not allow a mix of uses. In a successful
transit-oriented development, a mix of uses is encouraged. This mix
usually is in reference to ground floor active commercial uses with
residential units above. These residential units can be a for-sale or forrent product and of varying sizes.

3

4

1

Figure 3.19 Map of sub-areas within the Fashion Place West study area. Residential use recommendations vary by sub-area.
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The Manufacturing (M-G) designation is applied to a majority of the
parcels that surround the TRAX station as well as the western portion of
the study area along I-15.

3.7 HOUSING SUMMARY AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
In order for transit-oriented development to be successful, it is important

This area has natural breaks from the single–family homes with the rail

for advocates to also be strong supporters of new housing development.

line, I-15, and I-215. Those facts make this an ideal location to transition

The demand for walkable living across varying demographic groups is quite

to four to seven story residential towers in the future.

positive for most communities, particularly those that can provide good transit
service and access to job centers and recreation, like the Fashion Place West

Residential uses around transit stations and adjacent to freeways should

neighborhood.

include much higher densities as they are not adjacent to single–family
or lower density homes. The highest residential densities should be

One of the key strategies of the The Wasatch Front Regional Council’s (WFRC)

concentrated at points closest to the Fashion Place West TRAX station

Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is to focus growth around multi-modal

and the areas between the rail lines and I-15.

transportation neighborhood centers. These centers are created using
community input and are reflective of the desires of the local population. These

The Commercial District (C-D) zone is the eastern portion of the

centers can become the focus of a strong market for moderately priced and life

Fashion Place West study area. This zone includes Fashion Place Mall and

cycle housing for all income levels, as well as accessible jobs and services.

the east and west sides of State Street within the study area. While the
C-D zone has height allowances that are somewhat favorable for this

Unfortunately, many communities struggle to build more housing choices,

area, residential is not currently allowed in this zone.

often due to public misconception. Public and political resistance to increased

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

residential densities often needed in order for projects to be viable, often prolong
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While the Mixed–Use Development (M-U) zone is not applied to

the development process several months, if not years, making a community far

parcels within the Fashion Place Study area, the M-U zone is versatile

less attractive to developers.

enough that it could be applied in and around the Fashion Place West
Station area. Higher density uses including residential are encouraged,

With the current optimism and excitement apparent in Murray, it is vital that new

and single–family homes and duplexes are not permitted.

housing growth be seen as a positive rather than a negative. The support of City
officials is critical for the successful growth and development of context-sensitive

Text amendments are necessary in order to encourage and incentivize

housing. In addition, Murray’s Fashion Place West neighborhood has a great deal

more housing in the area. Increased densities are necessary given the

of under-utilized land that could be converted to more productive and active

geographic location, housing demand in the region and throughout the

uses, such as housing and mixed–use projects.

state, and proximity to the TRAX station.

SUB-AREA 1: ESTABLISHED RESIDENTIAL
ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS (ADU)

Figure 3.20 The single-unit neighborhoods within the Fashion Place West study area
are well established and are an asset of great value to the City. These neighborhoods
should be preserved, with the exception of infill development where underdeveloped
parcels exist within the neighborhoods. Using development along Winchester to
buffer this neighborhood can also create a wider range of housing choice within the
area.

Figure 3.21 Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) constructed over a single–family home’s
garage is an example of a way to provide life cycle housing in the study area. This
dwelling type is encouraged to allow more people to live in the neighborhood
without greatly impacting the look and feel of it.

DUPLEX DEVELOPMENTS

SINGLE–FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

Figure 3.22 Duplex units are an appropriate housing type in this sub-area. Duplexes
provide the benefit of adding housing units to the neighborhood, increase density, all
while maintaining the aesthetic of the area.

Figure 3.23 This sub-area is primarily a single–family neighborhood. This type of
housing remains an appropriate housing type in order to maintain the character of
the neighborhood.

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN
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SUB-AREA 2: URBAN MIXED–USE
HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL WITH GROUND FLOOR MIXED–USE

2
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Figure 3.24 The area along State Street including Fashion Place Mall may densify
over time. With State Street accommodating such a large volume of cars each day,
as well as the proximity to both I-15 and I-215, there will be a great demand for
this area to transition to a more urban style of development. Properties currently
adjacent to State Street are ripe for redevelopment, where taller buildings could be
constructed to address State Street to create a more urban environment. These types
of developments could support the higher costs of taller construction methods.
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Figure 3.25 Given the urban and commercial nature of the Street corridor, higher
density residential uses are appropriate. The most dense projects should be located
along main thoroughfares such as State Street and 6800 South.

2-4 STORY RESIDENTIAL WITH MIXED–USE

4-6 STORY MULTI–FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

Figure 3.26 Middle density residential with a mix of ground floor uses are appropriate
in this sub-area, due to the current land uses and densities, as well as nearby public
transit.

Figure 3.27 Four to six story residential development is recommended in the Urban
Mixed–Use sub-area where buildings are not adjacent to major thoroughfares or
single–family residential.

SUB-AREA 3: TRANSIT-ORIENTED MIXED–USE
ROW HOMES

Figure 3.28 Over time the area adjacent to the TRAX station will become even more
valuable given its proximity to transit service. New development will be more dense
than current land uses and will be primarily residential uses and commercial uses
including service related uses, restaurants, as well as other types of uses that support
and are supported by the proximity to the TRAX station.

Figure 3.29 Row homes are a more dense housing type than town homes. Row
homes are an appropriate housing type in sections of the sub-area where parcel sizes
are smaller and do not allow for development as dense as multi-story multi–family
residential.

2-4 STORY RESIDENTIAL WITH MIXED–USE

TOWN HOMES

Figure 3.30 Middle density residential with a mix of ground floor uses are appropriate
in this sub-area, due to the current land uses and densities, as well as nearby public
transit.

Figure 3.31 The TRAX station area is immediately adjacent to single–family homes in
some areas, and adjacent to freeways, rail lines, and industrial in others. Town homes
are an appropriate housing type that can be co-located near single–family homes in
this sub-area.

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN
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SUB-AREA 4: JOBS AND HOUSING MIXED–USE
OFFICE MIXED–USE DEVELOPMENT

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN
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Figure 3.32 In the long term, as the valley increases in population, this area will
increase in value and eventually transition from its current land uses to a densified
jobs center that incorporates residential components.

Figure 3.33 With great proximity to transportation networks and other job centers,
this area may transition to more office and mixed–use type developments.

2-4 STORY RESIDENTIAL WITH MIXED–USE

4+ MIXED–USE DEVELOPMENT

Figure 3.34 Middle density residential with a mix of ground floor uses are appropriate
in this sub-area, due to the current land uses and densities, as well as nearby public
transit.

Figure 3.35 As part of the job and housing mixed–use sub-area, condominium
developments are an appropriate housing type. Condos provide a for-sale option to
home buyers while providing more housing near transit service.

This implementation strategy weighs current market conditions,
regulations, and best practices. These important factors help to identify
and outline clear priorities and policy amendments that will improve
housing development and opportunity within the study area.

(ii) Reduce residential requirements contingent upon proximity
to TRAX station, shared parking calculation, etc.
(iii) Implement parking maximums.
(b) Reduce front yard setback from 15 feet and 25 feet, to 0 feet
(c) Implement maximum setback requirements.

3.8.1 HOUSING PRIORITIES

(d) Consider a decrease of open space percentage requirements
from 20 percent to 10 percent.

In order to expand housing choice in the study area, the following

(e) Ground floor activation, requirements, and language.

priorities have been identified:
1. Offer services and amenities near housing.
2. Provide housing for all stages of life.
3. Create a walkable neighborhood.
4. Increase residential allowable densities for development along and
adjacent to the Fashion Place West TRAX station, I-15, and State
Street, by increasing parking densities using structured parking in
conjunction with mixed–use developments.
5. Address established residential neighborhoods by creating
responsible transitions between existing residential and new, higher
density developments.
6. Incorporate a mix of uses into new residential developments as well
as existing single–use zone districts.

3.8.2 POLICY UPDATES AND LAND USE
AMENDMENTS
Policy changes the City can implement will begin the process of change
for the study area, including the following:
1. Create new Fashion Place West zone district (FPW) modeled off
existing TOD zone with the following revisions:
(a) Parking
(i) Include shared parking provision.

2. Re–zone areas within the study area per recommendations of the
General Plan.
• Amend zoning ordinance
• Rezone properties
• Prioritize infill development
adjacent to TRAX Station

• Help facilitate increased densities
that include a residential
component, west of State Street
• Consider a parking structure
at Mall (to increase residential
density options on–site)
• Consider parking structure on
UTA property in order to facilitate
higher density residential options
• Help facilitate increased densities
and residential development types
on Mall property
• Help facilitate property transition
of existing industrial properties on
west wide of study area

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN
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4.1 INTRODUCTION
The study area is home to the Fashion Place West TRAX station, a major
transit hub located over half a mile from Fashion Place Mall. Transporting
people, especially to and from the TRAX station to the mall, is key to
the area’s continued economic vitality. While motorized vehicular
infrastructure is well–established, pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
infrastructure are not consistent through the area, and safety features
could be added.

4.2 PREVIOUS PLANNING EFFORTS

Figure 4.0 Walkable and human scale nodes create a more inviting place.

4.2.1 2008 LIFE ON STATE

4.3 BEST PRACTICES

In 2008, the Life on State project established a shared vision for the
project was a collaborative effort between all six cities along State
Street, Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC), Utah Department of
Transportation (UDOT), Utah Transit Authority (UTA), Salt Lake County
(SLCo), Salt Lake Chamber, Murray Chamber of Commerce, and the
Downtown Alliance.

4.3.1 CONNECTIVITY
Establishing better connections and improving the street grid between
commercial areas, public transit, and surrounding neighborhoods
begins by identifying locations, such as Fashion Place Mall, where the
established street grid is not maintained, and establishing a plan to
extend the grid when new development or redevelopment occurs.

The vision for State Street was built on broad involvement with residents

This will increase connectivity and diminish the island effect that is

and stakeholders, and was detailed in the document. The belief was

commonly created by these types of commercial land uses.

that this collaborative effort would create a safe environment for private

Designing and planning to implement more human–scale building

investment consistent with the vision. The concept was that moving in

design standards and improved streetscapes will help to guarantee

a new direction was not as risky a proposition if it is backed by a strong,

that future development follows the grid with street design, building

enduring commitment from the partnership.

massing, and connectivity.

4.2.2 MURRAY CITY GENERAL PLAN

4.3.2 WALKABILITY

The Murray City General Plan emphasizes the City’s desire to improve

The experience of an individual on foot in an urban place can have

accessibility for pedestrians, bicyclists, and public transit riders in

lasting impacts on how a person feels about their community.

the corridor between I-15 and State Street to provide adequate

Walkability is influenced by many factors, many of which are the degree

infrastructure for existing and planned commercial development.

to which human–scale design concepts are addressed. Slowing auto

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

future of the valley’s 17–mile–long central corridor, State Street. The
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traffic, encouraging ground–floor activation of buildings, improving
streetscapes, incorporating public art elements, and shortening
distances between destinations can create more walkable places.
According to Foot Traffic Ahead, published in 2019 by the George
Washington University School of Business and Smart Growth America,
retail space in well connected walkable commercial areas can rent for
121 percent (over two times) over drivable suburban commercial space.
Walkable places are increasingly valued by potential residents, visitors,
business owners, developers, and property owners. Findings in a recent
report show that walkable urban places are also extremely economically
beneficial to the local municipalities in which they reside, with
properties in these areas also highly valued. Walkable urban office space
has a 105 percent rent per square foot over drivable suburban space.
Figure 4.1 Successful connectivity includes consideration of active transportation.

4.3.3 PLANNING FOR FUTURE TRAFFIC
With projected growth and development in and around the study area,
traffic is likely to increase. The following measures offer a variety of ways
to mitigate traffic and plan for future growth.

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN
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Personal vehicles are a primary mode of transportation in Murray,
leading to congestion on certain roadway segments during peak
hours. Signals throughout the study area should be optimized and
synchronized as an inexpensive and quick way to mitigate congestion.
If signal timing adjustments do not alleviate the congestion—turn bays
might need to be added or lengthened. Adding lanes should be a last
resort in alleviating traffic congestion as implementation is expensive,
occupies valuable right–of–way, increases the number of conflicts, and
increases crossing distances for pedestrians and bicyclists.
The oncoming development around Winchester Street and 700 West

will increase traffic along Winchester, likely impacting the study area. The
intersection should be properly adjusted using the above techniques
to ensure a satisfactory level of service. Additionally, the signal at
Winchester Street and Cottonwood Street should be synchronized with
the signal at Winchester Street and 700 West to prevent backups and
delay. As of 2016, Winchester Street had 11,000 annual average daily
traffic (AADT) of its 16,000 AADT capacity. Winchester still has 5,000
AADT capacity to absorb additional traffic from new development.
4.3.5 LEVEL OF SERVICE AS A MEASURE
Level of Service (LOS) has been the standard method to evaluate the
operational efficiency of an intersection for vehicles and for determining
vehicular impact from developments. LOS is a calculation of delay per
vehicle at a given intersection, ranging from A (least amount of delay) to
F (worst amount of delay). It is not until recently that communities have
begun to revise their measures of intersection quality and development

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

Figure 4.2 The Fashion Place West neighborhood lacks adequate bicycle infrastructure. The map above shows suggested future improvements that would increase overall bicycle
connectivity within the area and to the rest of the neighborhood
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impact. The state of California adopted Vehicle–Miles Traveled (VMT), a
method that measures the total distance traveled by individual roadway
users along a corridor or in a network, as the new method for roadway
flow evaluation, replacing LOS under SB-743. This new method analyzes
traffic along with land use to reduce necessary trips and accounts for
all users of a roadway network whereas LOS only analyzes the flow of
motorized vehicles through an intersection. VMT was prioritized over
LOS in California to report on the efficiency of a roadway network as well
as describe the environmental effects associated with fuel consumption,
emissions, and public health.
VMT is calculated by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip
Generation rate multiplied by the individual trip length. The further
users are required to travel, the higher the VMT. Similarly, as the number
of users required to travel increases, the VMT increases as well. Different
land use scenarios affect VMT— integrating daily services within
residential areas lowers the distance required to travel, thus lowering the

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

VMT.
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Figure 4.3 Traffic congestion along Winchester Sreet is a major community concern
as expressed in a recent survey of residents in the area.

of transportation before motorized vehicles. This has helped keep the
right–of–way at a manageable size for all modes of transportation and
also encouraged more economic growth. This same approach can

VMT projections are already included in the Wasatch Front Regional

be taken throughout the Fashion Place study area, particularly along

Council (WFRC) travel demand model and should be used when

State Street, Winchester Street, and Cottonwood Street as they provide

planning for future growth. This can be analyzed by an individual

direct connections to major attractions and residential neighborhoods

project (i.e., the trips to and from a new grocery store) or by the impact

in the study area. Prioritizing VMT over LOS will encourage a more

of an individual project on a network (i.e., the trips to and from a new

multi–modal and mixed–use environment, therefore reducing pollution

grocery store would reduce VMT to and from existing grocery stores,

and noise, making the area more enjoyable for both residents and

thus decreasing the VMT for the greater area). While VMT does not have

roadway users. The entire study area itself has the potential to become a

specific thresholds as LOS does, generally a reduction in overall network

destination, rather than solely the pockets around popular attractions.

VMT is considered successful.

Recommendations for the Fashion Place West study area include

In addition to utilizing VMT as a metric, accepting a lower LOS (i.e. LOS E

considering VMT in evaluating the efficiency of traffic flow with the

or F) is becoming more popular in the more urbanized areas throughout

understanding that a low–ranking LOS at certain intersections might in

the western United States. The Sugar House neighborhood in Salt Lake

fact promote other modes of transportation and move more vehicles

City is a local example where priority has been given to all other modes

through a corridor.

4.3.6 INDUCED DEMAND
Induced demand is the additional travel associated with a lower cost
or lower time necessary to make a trip. These extra trips often occur
due to the widening of an already congested roadway as additional
lanes initially reduce travel time and fuel costs. However, the corridor
soon reaches its capacity in a matter of years, as shown by a study
done by Fehr & Peers in conjunction with Caltrans, U.C. Davis, and the
California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. Induced demand
also applies to the installation of walkways and bike lanes. Creating a
safe space for these vulnerable users encourages an increase in non–
motorized traffic. Induced demand explains both the idea that more
lanes mean more traffic, and the notion that building infrastructure
for alternative modes encourages people to use those modes. Overall,
induced demand is the concept that proper infrastructure brings more

Implementation recommendations include safe pedestrian and bicycle
infrastructure to encourage an increase in non–motorized users to

Figure 4.4 15–minute neighborhoods provide all necessary services and
conveniences within a 15–minute walk from home.

reduce the amount of vehicular traffic on area roadways. Connections

4.3.7 15–MINUTE NEIGHBORHOODS

to the Fashion Place West TRAX station are particularly important as the
station is a hub for pedestrians and cyclists. Implementing bike lanes

The concept of the 15–minute neighborhood entails mixing land uses

and wide sidewalks along Winchester Street and Cottonwood Street

and optimizing transportation networks so that daily needs—from

would provide safe access for cyclists and pedestrians to the area’s

work, to shopping, to recreation—are within 15 minutes of the home by

neighborhoods and to Fashion Place Mall. A crosswalk on Cottonwood

foot or by bike.

Street at the northern side of the TRAX station would provide
convenient pedestrian access to jobs and homes on the northern side
of I–215. Providing safe and convenient infrastructure to non–motorized
users, particularly at this transit hub, offers a competitive alternative to
driving a car. This will in turn induce a higher use of active transportation
modes which activates spaces and increases the vibrancy of the area.
Adding more lanes to roadways in the study area should be avoided
where possible as this will encourage more vehicles on these already
high–volume roadways.

Proper transportation infrastructure increases the reach of this
15–minute neighborhood. Implementing pedestrian and bicycle
infrastructure in and around key destinations such as grocery stores,
office centers, and parks is an effective way to achieve this concept.
Pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure should not only be installed
wherever possible, but also designed as a fluid connection from one
destination to another. Increasing the number of daily trips that can be

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

users than existing conditions.
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made without a car will in turn reduce roadway congestion.

4.3.8 ACCESS TO OPPORTUNITIES (ATO)

Implementing the 15–minute neighborhood concept in the Fashion

Access to Opportunities (ATO), is a way to measure how well people

Place West neighborhood would improve public health and well–being,

can connect to basic needs and amenities including jobs, schools,

create more diversity in access to services, and better place–based

grocery, retail, parks, community centers, and entertainment. On a broad

design.

scale, ATO metrics quantify how well current and future transportation
networks and infrastructure coordinate with land uses in order to assist

More than anything, living as locally as possible cuts down on

local economies and communities to thrive.

transportation costs, which has a positive effect on improving the
affordability of housing in the neighborhood. This principle is important

Increased accessibility can have significant impacts on overall

for the residents in Murray’s Fashion Place West neighborhood who may

community livability while improving residents’ connections to the

have limited resources for housing and transportation.

services necessary to promote upward mobility such as education,
employment, healthcare, social services, and other basic amenities.

The Fashion Place West study area is well–suited for a 15–minute

ATO could also serve as a guide for Murray City to pursue the best

neighborhood. Fashion Place Mall is a central service hub, providing

possible transportation planning and land use decisions in support of

several daily needs in a single location. Furthermore, the Fashion Place

community choice and economic vitality.

West TRAX station provides access to other major urban nodes in the
Salt Lake City metropolitan area.
Implementing safe and consistent infrastructure—wide, well–lit
buffered sidewalks, well–maintained crosswalks, and dedicated bike
FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

lanes—will greatly increase non–motorized access to daily services.
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4.3.8.1 UNDERSTANDING NEEDS OF VULNERABLE
COMMUNITIES THROUGH ATO
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) defines under–served
individuals as those that are low Income, a minority, elderly, a child,
have limited English proficiency, or those with disabilities. Vulnerable

To complete the 15–minute neighborhood concept, first and last mile

Communities are those census block groups where any of the following

connections will require similar bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure.

conditions is met:

Sidewalks and bike lanes should be improved within Fashion Place Mall
parking lot, connecting users from the street to the mall doors. Likewise,
residential areas should feature trails and bikeways to connect users
directly to their home.
This concept aligns with many of the Fashion Place West Small Area
Plan’s stated goals for improved transit and active transportation use,
improving connectivity and improving overall neighborhood quality.

• Greater than 25 percent lower income populations are highlighted,
as a lack of access to reliable and efficient transportation can be a
major barrier to economic mobility
• Greater than 40 percent minority populations are included in this
definition, as many land use and transportation investments in the
U.S. have, historically, adversely impacted racial and ethnic groups.
WFRC strives to prevent future projects from having a similar
disproportionate impact

4.3.8.2 STRATEGIES FOR INCREASING ACCESS

• Greater than 10 percent zero–car households are included, as these
are populations which include those with disabilities, depend more
on transit, paratransit, walking, and bicycling to reach employment
and other destinations

An Access to Opportunities measure can facilitate decision–making
for and beyond transportation planning, in supporting upward
socioeconomic mobility. Cities and developers can improve access to

ATO can help communities understand the separation of residents from

opportunity in a myriad of ways by mixing uses and clustering growth

employment opportunities and other basic needs, at a neighborhood

near high speed and high frequency transit.

level. This is especially crucial for under–served populations that would
Land use solutions that improve Access to Opportunities include:

benefit most from alternative modes of transportation to access daily
Household Access to Jobs: Transit
For each traffic analysis zone (TAZ), colors indicate household accessibility to jobs,
services.
within a typical transit commute, relative to the average score for the highlighted area.
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The labels indicate the number of jobs accessible to each TAZ's households
within a typical transit commute. (84K = 84,000 jobs) More info: https://bit.ly/2QRt9gO
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4.3.9 WAYFINDING

4.4 STREETS AND BLOCKS

Wayfinding can be a low–cost high–impact tool to increase mobility

4.4.1 FREEWAY INFRASTRUCTURE

and promote commercial retail throughout the study area. Including
informational signage at popular area destinations that direct
pedestrians and bicyclists towards appropriate facilities will improve the
convenience and safety of all roadway users.

There are two freeway overpass bridges in the study area, one on
Winchester Street and one on Cottonwood Street. Both bridges are
in need of active transportation improvements due to narrow and
cluttered sidewalks. The Cottonwood Street bridge has limited space

The TRAX station should feature signs indicating the direction and

due to the TRAX rails and only features a sidewalk on the west side of

distance of key areas such as Fashion Place Mall, the Murray Senior

the bridge. This sidewalk is narrow (4 feet wide) and does not connect

Recreation Center, and Grant Park. Likewise, the mall should display

with the sidewalk on the north side of the bridge. While the Winchester

informational signs at entrances and exits to direct shoppers and

Street bridge features sidewalks on both sides of the roadway, these

workers to the various transportation options available: parking areas,

sidewalks are also narrow (4 feet wide), covered with garbage, are in

bicycle infrastructure, walkways, micromobility parking locations, bus

close proximity to traffic, and only separated by a chain–link fence

stops, and preferred route to the TRAX station.

from the freeway traffic below. It is an uncomfortable experience for
the pedestrian and bicyclists. Recommendations include removing the

Furthermore, signage should be implemented along these alternative

two–way left–turn lane to make space for a wider sidewalk with a buffer

mode routes to reaffirm the route and encourage economic travel

when the bridge undergoes repair.

towards the commercial retail centers throughout the study area.
Winchester Street is in particular need of wayfinding as it directly
FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

connects the TRAX Station with Fashion Place Mall. Signs should be
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located at the exits of both the station and the mall to guide users.
Wayfinding signs should also be placed at the intersection of State
Street and Winchester Street where cyclists must begin to turn into the
mall property. Directing cyclists to the most robust bike infrastructure
network can increase comfort and confidence of users.
Other locations that would benefit from wayfinding include Liberty
Elementary School, Grant Park, Jefferson Park, as well as the future Porter
Rockwell Trail extension.
Figure 4.6 Future streetscape improvements along the Winchester Bridge would enhance the
pedestrian experience and encourage use of more active transportation methods.

A second innovative option is to reconstruct the Winchester Street
bridge with a wider structure to provide space for small shops to be
located along the roadway. This would be a first–of–its–kind feature
for Murray City and the State of Utah as the nation’s first multi–use
freeway overpass. A mixed–use environment would also create
a lower–stress route for pedestrians to include a buffer between
the below freeway vehicles and the vehicles on Winchester Street.
This type of project would require heavy involvement from and
coordination with UDOT.
4.4.2 INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS
The intersection of State Street and Creek Drive had 14 collisions from
2017-2019, 11 of which were making left–turn movements, primarily
from State Street northbound onto Creek Drive and from the mall
entrance westbound onto State Street. This intersection is located

Figure 4.7 The intersection of State Street and Winchester Street currently lacks a safe bicycle experience.
Future improvement recommendations include better bicycle lane signage as well as sidewalk
improvements.

roughly 900 feet from the intersections at 6100 South and 6400 South,
well under the threshold of the required 2,640 feet for UDOT signal
spacing for this roadway. Restricting left–turn movements from either
or both roadways would reduce the number of potential conflicts,

The intersection of Winchester Street and 700 West is surrounded by
developing property and will experience a growth in traffic volumes
in the coming years. This growth will likely cause an increase in traffic
towards local destinations such as the TRAX station and Fashion Place
Mall, both of which are located along Winchester Street, likely causing
an increase in traffic along the corridor.
Figure 4.8 The existing intersection at Creek Road and State Street is lacking pedestrian amenities.
Improving this intersection will increase connectivity from the neighborhood to Fashion Place Mall.

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

increasing safety for the intersection.
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Figure 4.9 The map above illustrates suggested future improvements to the road network.

4.4.3 ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS
Arterials: High–volume and wide roadways often are accompanied with
higher speeds. It is very important to install buffers between sidewalks
and bike lanes and the roadway to provide a lower level of stress and
better sense of safety to non–motorized users. State Street experiences
the highest level of vehicular traffic and has the highest speed limit
in the study area. It is very important to implement proper pedestrian
infrastructure to ensure the safety of all roadway users. Adding a buffer
will increase pedestrian safety and decrease chances of vehicle–
pedestrian collisions. All signals along the State Street corridor should
be synchronized.
Collectors: These mid–speed roadways with great connectivity are very
suitable for bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. Cottonwood Street
and Winchester Street are connectors in the study area. Both roadways
should feature continuous bike lanes and sidewalks at least 6 feet wide
with a buffer between the roadway.

volume and are typically safer for cyclists to ride in the roadway. Several
neighborhood streets in the study area currently have no pedestrian
infrastructure. Pedestrian infrastructure is vital to connecting homes

Figure 4.10 The FHWA outlines a two–stage bicycle turn box design similar to the
ones implemented along 200 West in Salt Lake City which could be implemented at
the Winchester and State intersection (image source: NACTO).

to the larger mobility network. Recommendations include installing

4.5.1 CYCLING ENHANCEMENTS

sidewalks and advisory shoulders—dashed lanes at the edge of the

Incorporating bicycle friendly elements into the Fashion Place West

roadway reserved for non–motorist roadway users—where possible on

neighborhood can take shape in many forms, including the addition of

all neighborhood roadways.

bicycle amenities, as well as supporting infrastructure improvements.

4.5 ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION

Examples include bike racks, covered or indoor storage, and service

According to comments received during the public input process of the
2017 Murray General Plan, citizens would like to walk and bike more but
do not feel safe to do so. Implementing the following recommendations
can improve a user’s comfort when using active transportation
infrastructure.

stations for quick tune–ups or to fill flat tires.
Finally, bike lanes should be added to Cottonwood Street and 5900
South to provide a bypass for Winchester Street to the neighborhoods
north of I–215 and to Fashion Place Mall.

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

Neighborhood Streets: These roadways operate at a low speed and
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Connecting the bicycle infrastructure from Winchester Street to Fashion
Place Mall is of particular importance. A two–stage bicycle turn box
at the intersection of Winchester Street and State Street, leading to
a dedicated northbound bike lane (or sharrows if a bike lane is not
possible) on State Street should be implemented to guide cyclists
through this intersection that experiences the greatest number of cyclist
crashes out of any other intersection in the study area.
In addition to these signs and pavement markings, signs warning
motorists of cyclists should also be installed to increase awareness of the
multi–modal intersection. From here, sharrows should be implemented
from State Street through Fashion Place Mall parking lot to the mall
entrance. Sharrows should similarly be installed from the doors of
the mall through the parking lot to Winchester Street. Dedicated bike
lanes should be implemented along Winchester Street connecting the
infrastructure west of the intersection with State Street.
4.5.3 PEDESTRIAN RECOMMENDATIONS
Figure 4.11 Effective bicycle connectivity within the Fashion Place West neighborhood
has the capacity to increase activity in the area and reduce vehicular traffic.

Pedestrian infrastructure throughout the study area needs to be
improved, particularly along State Street. The sidewalks along State
Street should include a landscaped buffer at least 5 feet wide from the
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busy roadway to enhance the feeling of safety for users. Furthermore,
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4.5.2 BIKING RECOMMENDATIONS

drainage issues should be repaired at the intersections along State

The Fashion Place area experiences a fair level of bicycle activity as
shown by Strava bicycle data, primarily along Winchester Street and
Cottonwood Street. Beginning on the western edge of the study area,
bike lanes and improved lighting should be installed along Winchester
on the Interstate bridges to increase a rider’s sense of safety. Further
along Winchester Street, between Jefferson Street and Malstrom
Lane, the bicycle infrastructure switches from a dedicated bike lane to
sharrows back to dedicated bike lane to preserve on–street parking for
certain residences. This on–street parking in the public right–of–way
should be converted to dedicated bike lanes to reduce chances of
conflict between motorized vehicles and cyclists.

Street. Many crosswalks enter into a pool of leftover storm water making
it very difficult for pedestrians to safely cross. Additionally, a Pedestrian
Hybrid Beacon (PHB) or a full traffic signal should be implemented at
State Street and Creek Drive. Currently, residents around Grant Park
must divert up to a third of a mile through either the signal at State
Street and Winchester Street or State Street and 5900 South to reach
the edge of Fashion Place Mall parking lot. Installing a PHB signal or a
full traffic signal would give residents directly west of Fashion Place Mall
a convenient, direct and likely safer access point to the mall. It should
be noted that under UDOT’s current guidelines, a new signal would
closer than the allowable standard of 2,650 feet between lights to both

existing State Street signals at 6100 South, as well as at Winchester

Finally, general sidewalk conditions throughout the study area need

Street. The current method for determining an appropriate exception

to be improved. Sidewalks should be level, clear of vegetation and

for a PHB signal along a roadway such as State Street requires a study

debris, at least 6 feet wide where possible, and should include a buffer

of the number of jaywalking pedestrians in a given period of time.

between the walkway and the roadway. This is particularly important on

Jaywalking across this roadway is unsafe and alternative thresholds

Winchester Street and Cottonwood street to provide comfortable north-

should be explored with UDOT. While exceptions in signal spacing are

south and east-west access to the study area for TRAX riders who often

not common, an example currently exists along State Street at Williams

begin and end their trip on foot.

Street in Salt Lake City, as shown below.

4.5.4 CONNECTIONS TO SURROUNDING DEVELOPMENT
In order to create a true network of mobility, infrastructure must
consistently connect destinations to destinations. All vehicular, transit,
pedestrian, and bicycle infrastructure implemented should be designed
with connectivity in mind, both inside and outside the study area. The
planned extension of the Porter Rockwell Trail will be a key connection
to other communities, requiring a robust bicycle and pedestrian
network in the study area to encourage trail users to stop in the Fashion
Place West neighborhood. Other key destinations to connect to include
Murray City Center and the upcoming development at Winchester

Outside of the State Street corridor, a sidewalk and crosswalk should
be installed on the northern end of the TRAX station westward across
Cottonwood Street. Public input indicates that this pattern is already a
common route for pedestrians originating north of I–215.

Street and 700 West.
4.5.5 PARKING LOT PEDESTRIAN IMPROVEMENTS
Currently, Fashion Place Mall parking lots feature no bicycle or
pedestrian improvements. These connections are vital for the first/last
mile portion of any mall trip. By providing wide walkways and bikeways
from mall entrances directly to the adjacent roadways and transit stops,

Additionally, pedestrian infrastructure needs to be improved

non–motorist users will feel more comfortable and encouraged to travel

throughout Fashion Place Mall parking lot. Currently, no sidewalks or

to/from the mall utilizing alternative modes of transportation.

pathways exist connecting the City sidewalks to the mall entrances. This
causes an unclear, uncomfortable, and unattractive experience for mall
patrons traveling by foot. Providing a clear and welcoming walkway for
pedestrians will increase comfort and attractiveness of walking to the
mall.
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Figure 4.12 Example of Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB) signal on State Street.
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Figure 4.13 Future improvements to the transit system within the Fashion Place West neighborhood would increase ridership and improve the rider experience and quality.

Micromobility is an emerging mode of transportation bringing publicly
or privately operated e–scooters, bikes (including bikeshare), and other
shared mobile lightweight devices to a community. Micromobility can
offer a convenient last–mile connection between the TRAX station and
Fashion Place Mall, especially once complete cycling infrastructure is
implemented along Winchester Street.
To avoid clashes with future installations of micromobility, Murray City
should develop policies around micromobility before companies enter
the market. Policies should address topics such as fleet caps, service area
and distribution, fees and pricing, equity, maintenance and safety, data
sharing, community engagement, and parking.
Fleets should be capped by a revocable permit system based on a
dynamic rate such as number of residents or operational performance.
A cost analysis should be conducted to determine the true costs
of administering the program. Dynamic pricing offers the most
potential for revenue, and parking fees can generate extra cash while
encouraging riders to comply with parking policies. Implementing

pricing policies can help prevent abrupt price changes from operators.
Maintenance and safety guidelines should outline collection of incident
reports and inspection requirements. Data sharing is important for
infrastructure planning and the permitting process. It is recommended
to share data in either the General Bikeshare Feed Specification (GBFS)
or Mobility Data Specification (MDS) formats, depending on the
preferred level of detail and user privacy.
The City should also develop communication and education policies
to ensure operators are engaging with the community in an equitable
manner to minimize the burden of micromobility adoption on the City.
Finally, parking policies should detail strategies to enforce parking rules,
compliance with ADA requirements, and no parking at loading zones.
Infrastructure for micromobility includes parking zones and riding
infrastructure. Dedicated parking zones should be located near (but not
block) entrances to popular area destinations, such as the TRAX station,
Fashion Place Mall, and Grant Park. These parking locations should be
easily accessible from riding infrastructure. Bicycle infrastructure should
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4.5.6 MICROMOBILITY

Figure 4.14 Micromobility such as scooter and bike share programs offer
communities a low cost/ high value option to increase connectivity where it is
currently lacking.
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be used as micromobility infrastructure to discourage riding on the
sidewalk where possible in order to avoid conflict with pedestrians and
maintain an ADA–friendly environment. Improving bicycle infrastructure
therefore improves micromobility infrastructure. Ideally, bike lanes
should include a buffer to physically restrict conflict with motor vehicles.
This buffer can also provide space for micromobility parking if no extra
sidewalk space is available. Other enhancements can improve the
non–motorized user experience as outlined in the figure below. Any
of these enhancements would be particularly useful along Winchester
Street which connects two of the area’s destinations—the TRAX station
and Fashion Place Mall—along with the continuation of the bike lanes
between Jefferson Street and Malstrom Lane as a particularly helpful
improvement.
4.5.7 TRAX STATION IMPROVEMENTS
Signage and information about the bike, pedestrian, and transit options
could be installed to assist riders in accessing Fashion Place Mall from

Figure 4.15 Example of improved crossing arm
configuration at Central Pointe Station and 2100 South.
The sidewalk is rerouted to ensure no conflict between
pedestrian route and crossing arm.

Figure 4.16 Current crossing arm configuration at the
TRAX Station and Winchester Street. Note the conflict of
the ADA truncated plate.

the TRAX station.
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The 209 bus in particular should be utilized as a circulator bus between
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TRAX and Fashion Place Mall. Furthermore, the City in partnership with

Other improvements that should be considered at the Fashion Place
West TRAX station include:

UTA should consider redesigning the crossing arms so as not to block

• Implementing a crosswalk connecting TRAX to Cottonwood Street

access to the sidewalk causing pedestrians to back up onto the tracks.

• Creating a connection from TRAX to new sidewalk on the west side
of Cottonwood Street

The current crossing configuration also prohibits individuals with
mobility needs from crossing the TRAX rail. The following images show
an example of improved crossing arm configuration at Central Pointe

• Including landscape buffers, at least five feet wide from busy
roadways adjacent to station

rerouted to ensure no conflict between the ADA and pedestrian route

• Widen sidewalks adjacent to the station to improve pedestrian
comfort

with the crossing arm or the sidewalk.

• Ensure consistency in bike lanes to/from the station

Station and 2100 South in Salt Lake City. As illustrated, the sidewalk is

• Improve existing sidewalk conditions along Winchester Street

Figure 4.18 Location where sidewalk and crosswalk are
needed on Cottonwood Street with access to the TRAX
station.
Figure 4.17 The existing access to the Fashion Place West TRAX station is inadequate. Future improvements to the station
should include improving access from Cottonwood Street as well as across Winchester Street.

4.5.8 BUS STOP IMPROVEMENTS

a mall entrance. The current mid–block stop location on Winchester
Street forces riders to take a long route to reach the mall without proper
sidewalk infrastructure through the parking lots. A direct route for riders
improves pedestrian safety by decreasing chances of vehicular conflicts.
According to the UTA Bus Stop Master Plan, bus stops along Winchester
Street and State Street can also be improved to feature additional
amenities depending on frequency and ridership. The 209 bus currently
runs on 15–minute headways, and the Route 201 bus and the Route
62 bus both operate on headways that are greater than 15 minutes.
In the case that ridership does not meet the desired threshold for a

station improvement, Murray City can partner with UTA to fund the
implementation of the amenity. Increasing amenities at bus stops
makes the system more attractive and can increase comfort and safety
of users.
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Consider rerouting the Route 209 bus route to stop directly in front of
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4.7 CONNECTIVITY SUMMARY AND IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY
The Connectivity section of the Small Area Plan considers current
transportation and mobility in the study area, planned improvements,
and best practices. These factors were used to identify and outline clear
priorities and policy amendments to improve future transportation
within the study area.
• Amend zoning ordinance
• Adopt streetscape
improvement plan
• Adopt connectivity plan
• Perform streetscape
improvements
• Improve access from
Cottonwood Street to TRAX
station
• Improve UTA bus circulation
with Route 209
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• Work with UDOT to install
traffic signal at 6150 South
and Creek Drive
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• Work with Fashion Place
Mall to improve internal
pedestrian connectivity at
Mall site
• Work with UDOT to improve
pedestrian and bicycle
experience at Winchester
and State Streets
• Parking structure at Mall
• Winchester and
Cottonwood Street bridge
improvements by UDOT
• UTA parking structure

4.7.1. CONNECTIVITY PRIORITIES
1. Improve overall active transportation connectivity between
residential neighborhoods, TRAX station, and Fashion Place Mall
2. Modify UTA Bus route 209 to be a circulator between the TRAX
station and Fashion Place Mall
3. Develop parking strategy
4. Adopt streetscape improvement plan to ensure future connectivity
in key areas:
(a) Winchester
(b) Cottonwood
(c) Intersections
(d) Fashion Place Mall access

4.7.2. POLICY UPDATES AND LAND USE
AMENDMENTS
1. Create new Fashion Place West zone district modeled off of existing
TOD zone with the following revisions:
(a) Parking
(i) Include shared parking provision
(ii) Reduce residential requirements contingent upon proximity
to TRAX station, shared parking calculation, etc.
(iii) Implement parking maximums
(b) Reduce front yard setback from 15 feet to 25 feet, to 0 feet
(c) Implement maximum setback requirements
(d) Decrease open space percentage requirements from 20 percent
to 10 percent
(e) Ground floor activation, requirements, and language
2. Re–zone areas within the study area per recommendations of the
General Plan

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN
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5 DESIGN GUIDELINES
5.1 DESIGN GUIDELINES INTENT
5.1.1 DESIGN VISION
The Fashion Place West study area is located in the southwest
corner of the City of Murray. The scale of development ranges
from single–family and small scale multifamily to single–story
industrial, to Fashion Place Mall. The vision for new development
is to create a walkable, transit–oriented neighborhood. This
type of development in the study area will foster small scale
infill projects as well as allow for context sensitive larger scale
mixed–use projects that will provide a wide range of housing
choices, and an incubator for commercial spaces that serve the
neighborhood.

5.1.2 PURPOSE
The purpose of this section is to serve as a design guide
for development in the Fashion Place West study area. The
guidelines in this section are directly related to achieving the key
design objectives for the district.

Figure 5.0 Map of future subarea recommendations in the Fashion Place West neighborhood. Design
Guidelines will be applied in manner sensitive to the context of the neighborhood and each subarea.
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5.1.2.1 KEY DESIGN OBJECTIVES:
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• Provide the Fashion Place West study area with a distinct character

• Context–sensitive solutions for infill development projects in the
study area

Each guideline includes an intent statement that explains the purpose

• Emphasis on mixed–use, pedestrian–oriented developments and

of the directive to achieve one or more of these overall design

streetscapes that promote active use of the streets, sidewalks and

objectives. In many cases, alternative solutions to the guidelines may be

public spaces

suggested by the developer, designer, or applicant, as long the solution

• Ensure availability of a range of transportation choices including;
walking, bicycling, transit, and motor vehicles
• Apply principles of long–term economic, social, and environmental
sustainability in the design of infrastructure, site, and building
development

meets the intent statement.

5.2 DESIGN GUIDELINES STRUCTURE
Design Guidelines for the Fashion Place West study area contain two
sections—Site Design and Building Design. Site Design focuses on how
the parcel or piece of property is designed, while Building Design is the
concept of elements of the building itself. Each section includes the
following guidelines:
5.2.1. SITE DESIGN
• Building Placement addresses setbacks for buildings, landscaping,
and accessory units.

• Lighting suggests lighting types and locations for the public realm
such as sidewalks, parking lots, and public space.
• Pedestrian Connections recommends types such as crosswalks,
walking paths, and sidewalks, as well as appropriate features.
• Corner Sites explains the importance of corner buildings to a
streetscape, and how they should be situated on the lot.
• Treatment of Outdoor Storage and Equipment establishes
location and screening guidelines for items such as dumpsters and
mechanical equipment.
• Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) guidelines determine the location
of the ADU as well as the size in comparison to the size of the site.
5.2.2. BUILDING DESIGN
• Ground Floor Details specify what types of features the ground
floor of street–facing buildings should have.
• Ground Floor Transparency recommends various percentages of
ground floor buildings that should be windows, doors, or otherwise

Figure 5.1 Public space with the appropriate location of amenities and landscaping
attract people and invite them to stay longer.

transparent.
• Prominent Entrances describes the design of building entrances so
that they stand out and create an inviting space.
• Treatment of Blank Walls advises that blank walls fronting the
street or sidewalk are not desirable, and if needed, should be treated
with landscape or art features, as examples.
• Articulation refers to the variation in materials, height, and general
shape that buildings should be designed with.
• Transition of Scale addresses the need for new development
to consider existing development in terms of height and density.
Development adjacent to single–family homes should consider the
scale to which the development is near.
• Sign Design establishes guidelines for various types of signs in
different situation, in terms of materials, size, and location.
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• Parking Lot Design and Landscaping guides applicants with the
location of parking lots on a site, as well as the use of landscaping to
screen parking.
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5.3 SITE DESIGN

5.3.1. BUILDING PLACEMENT
To support and encourage pedestrian comfort, convenience and
activity, buildings should create a sense of enclosure within the street
corridor, by establishing a direct relationship between buildings and
sidewalks.
• Commercial and mixed–use buildings should be built along the back
of the sidewalk on all Type I and Type II streets, adjacent to any public
plaza, courtyard, seating area, or other space intended for public use.
• Multi–family buildings may include a modest front setback (3-7 feet)
to create a transition area between the public and private space.
Street wall reinforcing elements are encouraged to occupy in this
setback, such as:
• Porches and stoops

Figure 5.2 Commercial buildings within the Fashion Place West study area should be
built along front property lines and sidewalks to encourage pedestrian activity and a
sense of enclosure, whereby creating a sense of place.

• Landscaping

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

• 3 foot maximum fence height
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• Single–family and lower density residential structures on Type III
streets may have a front setback of 20-25 feet (or average of two
adjacent properties) to maintain the existing character.
• Detached accessory residential structures, such as accessory
dwelling units or detached garages should be set 0-10 feet from the
back lot line.

Figure 5.3 The diagram above illustrates the ideal placement of buildings so to
maximize the lot as well as addressing the street.

5.3.2. PARKING LOT SCREENING AND
LANDSCAPING
To diminish the amount of impervious surface and visual impact of
parked cars, parking lots should be buffered from other uses, to offer
shade to otherwise bare paved areas, and to visually soften expanses of
parking.
• Parking lots should integrate main drive aisles to appear more like
streets, and should include sidewalks, landscaping including trees,
and pedestrian scaled lighting.
• Masonry walls and other structural screening features should be
used only for corner accents or where screening of headlights is
necessary, and should not be used as a substitute for landscaping.

access to building entries. Outer parking aisles may incorporate
drainage swales between parking rows.
• Trees should be distributed throughout the parking area to provide
ample shading and visually soften the parking area, roughly 1 tree
for every 8 parking stalls. Adjacent to single–family residential uses, 1
tree for every 5 stalls should be planted.
• In addition to trees, shrubs and perennials should be planted as
understory at the base of tree planting beds.
• Grouping trees may be allowed to accommodate natural features,
so long as the equivalent number of trees are planted and so long as
the grouping is within the parking area. Curbs or other methods of
preventing vehicles from damaging the trees should be installed.
• Retaining existing trees in parking lots is encouraged.

Figure 5.4 Parking lots should not be located along the primary frontage but
rather along the secondary or at the rear of a building. Parking lots should
be screened from sidewalks and streetscape but still remain comfortable for
access by pedestrians.

Figure 5.5 Parking lots should be landscaped to soften the hardscape to offer a more
aesthetically pleasing environment. Landscaping should break up parking aisles as
well as provide paths for pedestrians.
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• Parking aisles should be organized to create a central pedestrian
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5.3.3. LIGHTING
Lighting should ensure a contribution to the character and safety of the
streetscape and public spaces, but not disturb adjacent developments
and residences.
• Use City–approved standardized fixtures for sidewalk lighting.
Fixtures should be consistent with adopted light fixture for the study
area.
• Lighting elements throughout and surrounding the site should be
complementary, including pedestrian pathway, accent, parking lot
lighting, lighting of adjacent developments, and the public right–of–
way.
• All lighting should be shielded from the sky and adjacent properties
and structures, either through exterior full cut–off shields or through
optics within the fixture.
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• Lighting used in parking lots should not exceed a maximum of 30
feet in height. Pedestrian–scale lighting should be a maximum of 16
feet in height.
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• Parking lot lighting should be appropriate to create adequate
visibility at night and evenly distributed to increase security.

Figure 5.6 Street lighting and lighting within public spaces should adhere to
character and identity established for the Fashion Place West study area and be at a
pedestrian scale. Additionally, this lighting should be down cast lighting to minimize
light spillage.

5.3.4. PEDESTRIAN CONNECTIONS
Safe pedestrian passage should be provided through any large blocks or
parking lots to provide convenient and direct pedestrian connections,
and to provide neighborhood–scale open space.
• Formalized mid–block pedestrian corridors or connections between
public rights–of–way through the blocks and redevelopment sites
on 300-350 foot intervals are highly encouraged, with at least one
through–block connection for any block face longer than 600 feet.
• All non–motorized corridors and connections should include:
• A 5 foot minimum building setback on either side of the
connection, which could include landscaping, lighting, and other
pedestrian amenities,
• A 6 foot 7 inch minimum walkway, and

Figure 5.7 The Fashion Place West study area lacks infrastructure for pedestrians.
Being bisected by two freeways limits the walkability capacity in the neighborhood.
Improving pedestrian connections between commercial and residential
developments can greatly increase walkability in nearby areas.

• Walkways should be paved with a differentiated pavement surface
treatment to alert drivers to the pedestrian right–of–way and
potential presence of pedestrians. Speed tables may be installed as
appropriate to further calm vehicular traffic.
• Alternate building entrances are encouraged to be located on
pedestrian connections and alley ways to provide a building face
along such pathways.
• Access from the street should include wayfinding signage to notify
pedestrians of the facility.

Figure 5.8 Midblock pedestrian crossings are lacking in the Fashion Place West study
area. Crosswalks exist mainly at traffic signals. Future streetscape improvements
should incorporate safe and highly visible midblock crosswalks along WInchester
Street and Cottonwood Street.
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• Appropriately scaled pedestrian lighting.
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5.3.5. CORNER SITES
Corner sites and buildings provide an enhanced pedestrian experience
by creating visual gateways, public plazas, courtyards and other
gathering spaces.
• Key intersections should be marked with setbacks that allow for
public spaces. Rather than meeting the corner, new buildings should
incorporate forecourts, plazas, or gardens that welcome the public
and offer a dramatic statement at the corner.
• Major entrances should also be located at the corners and
highlighted by elements such as higher or more expressive canopies,
higher bays, larger windows and doors, projections, different
window designs, or other physical features.
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• If potential views to noteworthy natural features and points of
interest exist, (either nearby or in the distance from the development
site), entrances and publicly accessible open spaces should be
located and oriented to take advantage of this view.
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Figure 5.9 Corner sites should be developed to encourage interaction with pedestrians
by allowing and requiring specific setbacks that allow for plazas and inviting
entrances.

Figure 5.10 Principal buildings on corner sites should have a grand entrance from the
sidewalk and offer a public space.

5.3.6. ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS (ADU)
The City recognizes that accessory dwelling units (ADUs) in single–
family residential zones can be an important tool in the overall housing
plan for the City. The purposes of the ADU recommendations are to:
• Allow opportunities for property owners to provide social or
personal support for family members where independent living is
desirable;
• Provide for affordable housing opportunities;
• Make housing units available to moderate income households that
might otherwise have difficulty finding homes within the City;

• Develop housing units in single–family neighborhoods that are
appropriate for people at a variety of stages in the life cycle; and
• Preserve the character of single–family neighborhoods by providing

Figure 5.12 Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) can be constructed as units attached to
the principal dwelling unit, but have their own private entrance and yard.

standards governing development of ADUs. (Ord. 09-23 § 2)
5.3.6.1. EXISTING MURRAY CITY ADU STANDARDS
1. Accessory dwelling units (ADUs) are allowed within single–family
zones in the City, on lots that are a minimum of 12,000 square feet.
2. The property owner, must occupy either the principal unit or the
ADU, but not both, as their permanent residence and at no time
receive rent for the owner occupied unit.
3. Only one ADU may be created per lot or property in single–family
zones.

Figure 5.11 Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) can be designed to be stand alone
dwelling units that are completely separate from the primary dwelling unit.

4. A separate entrance to the ADU shall not be allowed on the front
or corner lot side yard. Any separate entrance shall be located to the
side or rear of the principal residence.
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• Provide opportunities for additional income to offset rising housing
costs;
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12. The maximum height for detached ADUs is limited to one story and
to 20 feet or the height of the principal structure, whichever is less.
13. The total floor area of a detached structure containing an ADU shall
not exceed 1,000 square feet.
14. Conversion of existing accessory buildings (such as detached
garages) may only occur where the existing accessory building
meets the setback requirements for a primary residence in the zone
and meets the applicable building code.
15. The planning commission may place other appropriate or more
stringent conditions deemed necessary in approving ADUs to
protect the public safety, welfare and single–family character of the
neighborhood. (Ord. 09-23 § 2)
Figure 5.13 Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) constructed over a single–family garage
is an example of a way to provide life–cycle housing in the study area. This dwelling
type is encouraged also as a way to increase density.

5. The total area of an attached ADU shall be less than 40 percent of
the square footage of the primary residence and in no case shall
exceed 1,000 square feet.
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6. ADUs shall not contain more than two (2) bedrooms.
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7. ADUs shall be occupied by no more than two (2) related or unrelated
adults and their children.
8. Two (2) off street parking spaces shall be provided.
9. Detached ADUs shall not be located in a front or corner lot side
yard and shall meet the same setbacks as required for the primary
residence in the zone.
10. A detached ADU shall not exceed the allowable lot or rear yard
coverage standard for the underlying zone or encroach into the
required setbacks.
11. Detached ADUs shall be compatible with the exterior color and
materials of the principal dwelling.
Figure 5.14 Various types of Accessory Dwelling Units that are permitted in most
residential areas of Murray.

5.3.7. TREATMENT OF OUTDOOR STORAGE, AND
EQUIPMENT
Enclosures and screening should be used to reduce the visual impacts
of storage, trash, and service areas.

• Any storage, service and truck loading areas, utility structures,
storage tanks, elevator and mechanical equipment on the ground or
roof should be screened from public view.

Figure 5.15 Waste containers and dumpsters should be shielded from view using
permanent materials. This screening should decrease the visibility and visual impacts
of these types of areas.

• Trash collection and outdoor storage tank areas should be located
within enclosed structures constructed of similar materials and
quality of the associated buildings, with a gate that can be closed.
The gate should be similarly treated or located in an area not visible
from the street.

Figure 5.16 Buildings that require utilities or mechanical equipment to be positioned
on the roof, should be screened from public view using materials complementary to
the building facade and the surrounding neighborhood.
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• The total area allowed for outdoor storage or merchandise display
should be less than twenty-five percent (25 percent) of the total
gross square footage of building occupied by the use; provided,
however, that such area may exceed twenty-five (25 percent)
percent if it is fenced and screened. This standard does not apply
to temporary uses such as material storage during construction or
street vendors.
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5.4 BUILDING DESIGN
5.4.1. GROUND FLOOR DETAILS
Ground Floor Details reinforce the character of the streetscape and
provide pedestrian amenities.
• The first floor level should be at least 12 feet in height as measured
from the floor to the interior ceiling to provide for a generous space
for retailing, services, and restaurant functions.
• Facades of commercial and mixed–use buildings that face the street
should be designed to be pedestrian friendly through the inclusion
of at least three of the following elements:
• Kick plates for storefront windows
• Projecting window sills
• Pedestrian–scale signage
• Exterior lighting sconces
• Containers for seasonal plantings

Figure 5.17 New construction of residential and commercial buildings should be
designed with ground floors that address the street and are built on a pedestrian
scale. Elements include landscaping, scaled windows and entrances as well as
furnishings.
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• Window box planters
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• Benches and seat walls along 30 percent of the length of the
façade
• Decorative paving in the sidewalk
• Decorative brick, tile or stone work on the ground floor façade
• A feature not on the list that meets the intent of the guideline.

Figure 5.18 The diagram above illustrates specific elements that should be
incorporated into the design of new buildings within the Fashion Place West area.
Collectively, these elements create a sense of place and create an aesthetically
pleasing environment for the pedestrian.

5.4.2. GROUND FLOOR TRANSPARENCY
Ground Floor Transparency should utilize building façades to provide
safe and comfortable waiting areas for transit and provide visual
connections between activities inside and out.
• All commercial buildings should include windows with clear vision
glass on at least 50 percent of the area between two and twelve
feet above grade for all ground floor building facades that are visible
from an adjacent street.
• Street–facing, ground–floor facades of commercial and mixed–
use buildings should incorporate generous amounts of glass in
storefront–like windows. Amounts of clear, transparent glass should
meet or exceed the following:
• 40 percent along secondary streets

Figure 5.19 Whenever possible, the ground floor of buildings along primary frontages
should have facades that interact with the pedestrian and the street it sits on. This
should be accomplished with the use of windows and clear vision glass that allow
for 60 percent transparency along primary streets and 50 percent transparency along
secondary streets.

Figure 5.20 The diagram above visually illustrates transparency requirements. Height,
width, and location of windows largely contributes to appropriate percentages of
transparency.
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• 60 percent along primary streets
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5 DESIGN GUIDELINES

5.4.3. PROMINENT ENTRANCES
Building entrances should be designed to readily inform people of their
access and use.
• The primary (front) building façade and main entry of nonresidential
buildings should be well–marked, articulated and oriented and
facing the primary public street.
• Consider placing the main building entrance at a street corner.
• Entries should be lighted and protected from weather.
• Entries facing public streets should be made visually prominent and
receive architectural emphasis. A variety of techniques to accomplish
this include:
• Recessed entries
• Projecting entries

Figure 5.21 Entrances to buildings within the Fashion Place West study area should
be well–marked and oriented toward the primary frontage. Signage should be
implemented on a human scale and facades should include a well–articulated
entrance.

• Elevated entries with stairways for residential uses

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

• Entry–related cover or roof line articulation (such as canopy
articulation; parapet–roof articulation)
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• Arched entries
• Decorative lintels of molding above doorways
• Landscape treatment and emphasis
• Surface treatment (such as paver or tiles)
• Entry courtyard
• Transom windows
• Signage
• Other techniques as appropriate

Figure 5.22 Corner buildings should be constructed as the main building of new
development, and should display a prominent entrance on the corner. Entrances can
include decorative awnings, stone facade treatments, and stairs that are prominent
and address the street.

5.4.4. TREATMENT OF BLANK WALLS
Blank Wall Treatments ensure that buildings do not display blank,
unattractive walls to the abutting street or public areas.
• Use vegetation, such as trees, shrubs, ground cover or vines adjacent
to the wall surface. Green walls are strongly encouraged to manage
stormwater runoff.
• The use of façade articulation such as expressing the structural bays
of the building with pilasters or other detailing should be used to
help animate an otherwise blank area of wall.
• Use artwork, such as bas–relief sculpture, murals or trellis structures.
Use seating areas with special paving.
Figure 5.23 In cases where blank walls cannot be avoided, or are on secondary
frontages, treatments should be applied to these surfaces. Post–construction
applications can include landscaping such as a trellis structure, shown above.

Figure 5.24 Newly constructed buildings that contain blank walls should include
architectural detailing, articulation, or artwork, like the building above displays.
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• Use architectural detailing, reveals, and contrasting materials.
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5.4.5. ARTICULATION
Building Articulation should reduce the apparent bulk and maintain a
human scale proportion in multi–story or large buildings.
• Buildings should incorporate varied articulation on all sides. The
street–facing side(s) should receive the greatest amount of attention
with respect to richness of forms, details, materials, and craft.
• Elements such as sun shades, terraces, and rain water harvesting
features can be used to compose and articulate the building’s
façade.
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• Varied frontages. Building frontages should be divided into relatively
small units with storefronts, bays, recesses, offsets, balconies, a varied
and rich color palette, and other elements to avoid long, monolithic
facades.
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Figure 5.25 A key component of good urban design and creating a desirable place to
visit is to construct buildings whose facades offer varied materials and articulation.
This articulation should vary on all sides that have street frontage.

Figure 5.26 New construction should look to historic buildings for inspiration
regarding facade articulation and materials. Historic buildings, like the ones above,
often are of timeless architecture styles, and succeed at creating inviting destinations.

5.4.6. TRANSITION OF SCALE
Transition of Scale can be achieved by incorporating additional features

• Upper level balconies
• Upper level step backs

into higher density development when located adjacent to properties

• Gables

with lower density single–family use to enhance the compatibility

• Window patterns

between uses.
• Multi–family and mixed–use development located adjacent to
existing single–family residential should incorporate three or more of
the following architectural features:
• Recessed entry

• Flat, blank walls should not be visible from the street or common
areas.
• Tree retention or additional vegetative screening along neighboring
properties is encouraged.
• Building Height

• Dormers
• Higher quality material

Figure 5.27 The practice of using transition of scale helps municipalities include a mix of uses in a single area while remaining sensitive to lower density uses.
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• Pitched roof forms
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5 DESIGN GUIDELINES
5.4.7. SIGN DESIGN
5.4.7.1 PEDESTRIAN ORIENTATION
Signs will complement and

Signage should be part of the

strengthen the pedestrian realm
•

5.4.7.3. INTEGRATION WITH ARCHITECTURE

overall design approach to a

Pedestrian signs include

project and not added as an

projecting signs (blade signs),

afterthought element.

window signs (painted on
logo signs (symbols, shapes),

• The design of buildings
and sites shall identify
location and sizes for

wall signs over entrance, and

future signs. As tenants

monument signs.

install signs, it is expected

glass or hung behind glass),

Figure 5.30 Signage integrated into a brick
building’s architecture.

that such signs shall be in conformance with an overall sign program
Figure 5.28 Pedestrian scale signage.

that allows for advertising which fits the architectural character,
proportions, and details of the development.
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5.4.7.2. CREATIVITY AND UNIQUE EXPRESSION
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5.4.7.4 COORDINATED
WAYFINDING

Signage should be interesting, creative,
and unique approached to the design of

Public signage should reflect and enhance the

signs.

character of the area.

•

•

The design of signs are encouraged

The City should implement a coordinated

to use color, graphics, and

neighborhood identity program in the

handcrafted elements.

design of wayfinding signage.
Figure 5.29 Creative signage with
a design unique to the business.

Figure 5.31 Wayfinding
signage should have a
theme and be consistent
throughout the area.
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6 APPENDIX
6.1 PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT
6.1.1 OPEN HOUSE
On February 12, 2020 Murray City along with the consultant
team, held a public open house at the Clark Cushing Senior
Center, located within the northern portion of the study area.
The objective of the open house was to educate the public
about existing conditions in the area and the goals of the
Fashion Place West Small Area Plan, as well as to gain feedback
and insight from the participants about many key components.
A series of ten boards and individual questionnaires were used
to inform, and gather feedback.
Among the approximately 35 individuals that participated, half
said that they lived in the study area, and the other half were
commuters or Murray residents. Most participants had positive

Approximately 35 individuals participated in the Open House at the Cushing Senior Center.

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

reactions to the planning process, while also expressing their
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desire for better connectivity in the area, which aligns well with

When asked what types of destinations they wished were in the

the City’s vision for the Small Area Plan.

neighborhood, the most common answers were:

The most frequently asked question from participants was, “What

• Public space/parks

development is being proposed?” Staff and the consultant team educated

• Dining

residents about the need for a long range plan for this area, even though

• Grocery/market

there was no development proposed, or on the horizon.
When participants were asked which of Murray’s five key initiatives

When asked what type of housing they would occupy in the next phase of
life, the majority of respondents answered:

(established in the General Plan) seem most related to this neighborhood,

• Single–Family Home

many felt that Livable and Vibrant Neighborhoods and Multi–Modality were

• Townhome

most applicable.

• Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU)

The questionnaire asked respondents about their impressions of the study
area and what they have experienced, and would like to see changed.

6.1.2 SURVEY
While originally scheduled to hold a second open house, due to safety
concerns related to the COVID–19 pandemic, City staff and the consultant
team conducted an online survey from May 20th through June 20th.
Residents, commuters, shoppers, and other interested parties were invited to
participate by answering a series of 18 questions. The survey was advertised
through social media channels and received over 130 responses.
The goal of the survey was to gauge respondents’ understanding of
the components of the Small Area Plan, and aptitude for more specific
recommendations dealing with connectivity expansion, housing options,
and design guidelines.
A number of survey questions stood out as good indicators of concerns that
residents have and what they would like to see more of. Those included:
• What four words would you use to describe the attributes of the Fashion
Place West neighborhood?
• What do you see as challenges facing the neighborhood?

Question 4: What four words would you use to describe the attributes of the Fashion Place
West neighborhood?

• What types of housing do you wish were available?

When respondents were asked about the types of housing that they wished

• What housing issues do you feel exist in the neighborhood?

were in the neighborhood, many felt that mid–density housing types such

A majority of respondents appreciate the convenient and central location
of the Fashion Place West neighborhood. When asked questions regarding
access for bicycles and pedestrians, many respondents expressed desire for
better sidewalks and more bicycle lanes. A common concern throughout the

as cottage clusters, ADUs, and duplex/triplex units would make a good
addition. When asked about housing issues they felt the study area faced,
many respondents expressed the need for more housing affordability, and
construction quality.

survey responses was around traffic in the Fashion Place West neighborhood,

Overall, the survey was a key component to the public engagement

and the area becoming busier. Because of this concern, staff and the

approach, giving residents a safe and healthy avenue to express their

consultant team felt it important to address the effects of future growth on

concerns and ideas about the future of the neighborhood.

traffic, as well as ways to mitigate current and future traffic increases.
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• What is your primary destination when you visit the neighborhood?
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6.2.1. CATALYTIC PROJECT: STATE STREET/ WINCHESTER INTERSECTION

The future success of Fashion Place Mall and the surrounding area hinges on
FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

the ability to develop more densely where properties meet State Street (and
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Winchester Street). To make this future development possible the following
regulations should be reviewed and revised:
1. Create new Fashion Place West zone district (FPW) that includes:
• Shared parking provision
• Implementation of parking maximums
• Reduced front yard setback
• Ground Floor activation recommendations
SHORT TERM
• Amend zoning ordinance, rezone properties
• Prioritize residential and office use infill development adjacent to State
and Winchester Streets

• Perform streetscape improvements
MEDIUM TERM
• Work with Fashion Place Mall to improve internal pedestrian connectivity
and pedestrian access to mall site
• Work with UDOT to improve pedestrian and bicycle experience at
Winchester and State Street intersection
• Parking structure at mall
LONG TERM
• Help facilitate increased densities and residential development types
within mall property, especially adjacent to State Street and 6400 South.

6.2.2. CASE STUDY: BELMAR
LAKEWOOD, COLORADO
After more than 15 years of proactive redevelopment efforts by the City
of Lakewood and private developers, Belmar is considered to be the new
downtown. The total amount of retail area was reduced considerably, but
the developers added housing, office, lodging, and healthcare to the mix, to
create a mixed–use place.

The plaza in the warmer months is home
to festivals and markets.

The Hyatt House Hotel in the Belmar area.

Many of the retail spaces are located on
the ground floor, with residential on the
upper floors.

Housing is the most abundant new type of
development in Belmar.

In 1966, the Villa Italia, a regional mall was built. It was a 104–acre site with
1.2 million square feet of commercial space. The mall closed in 2001 due to
increasing competition and changing retail formats. The City of Lakewood
began to re–envision how Villa Italia could be renovated or redeveloped.

2019

NEIGHBORHOOD DATA
MEDIAN
RENTAL PRICE

MEDIAN
HOME VALUE

MEDIAN
HOUSEHOLD INCOME

$1,595

$493,151

$86,019

POPULATION

DAYTIME
POPULATION

BUSINESSES

SQUARE FEET OF DEVELOPMENT BY
TYPE

1999
1,264

4,066

235

2019

The largest land use after redevelopment of the Belmar area is residential,
with a reduction in the overall amount of retail square footage.
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6.2.3. CATALYTIC PROJECT: TRAX STATION AREA REDEVELOPMENT
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The area around the Fashion Place West TRAX station is ripe for

• Perform streetscape improvements

redevelopment over the next 20 years.

• Improve UTA bus circulation and frequency with Route 209.

In order to encourage this increase in density of uses such as commercial,
residential, and office, the area must be rezoned to decrease parking
requirements and increase density allowances.
SHORT TERM
• Amend zoning ordinance, rezone properties
• Improve access from Cottonwood Street to TRAX station with
Cottonwood bridge reconstruction
• Prioritize residential infill development adjacent to TRAX station

MEDIUM TERM
• Help facilitate increased densities that includes residential and office uses
LONG TERM
• UTA Parking structure
• Help facilitate property transition of existing industrial properties on west
side of study area.

6.2.4. CASE STUDY: MEADOWBROOK
188 WEST 3900 SOUTH, SOUTH SALT LAKE
The Meadowbrook station is located in an older industrial area near
the center of the Salt Lake Valley. Upon the construction of TRAX, the
surrounding parcels were primarily industrial and underutilized parcels.
Some office space, Harmony Park, and single–family homes inhabited the
area, as well.
Once the Meadowbrook station was built, the surrounding community
leveraged Envision Utah and the Wasatch Choice 2040 toolkit for future
development around the station. South Salt Lake and Salt Lake County have
employed a Form Based Code and other policies to remove barriers and
encourage the kind of growth the community envisions.

1997

Waverly Station Townhomes and Condominiums, built in 2007.
Plymouth Towns Townhomes, built in 2012.

2019

TIME TO GET TO...
via TRAX

DOWNTOWN UNIVERSITY SANDY DAYBREAK
13 minutes
24 minutes 14 minutes 29 minutes

AIRPORT
43 minutes

NEIGHBORHOOD DATA
MEDIAN
RENTAL PRICE

MEDIAN
HOME VALUE

$1,062

$332,394

MEDIAN
HOUSEHOLD INCOME POPULATION

$42,736

1,288

DAYTIME
POPULATION

5,730

A rendering of the new Hub of Opportunity, located on the corner
of 3900 S. West Temple. The Hub is an innovative project and is a
community–based, mixed–use development that will bring together
a unique combination of community services, workforce development
opportunities, and community living for individuals with disabilities.
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Construction of the Hub of Opportunity, expected completion in 2020.
The Hub will have a total of 156 residential units. 110 income restricted,
46 units market–rate. Another 16 units will be reserved as live/work units
as part of Columbus’ NextWork Hub that will provide vocational training
space to young adults with autism to help them transition to community
living and employment.
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6.2.5. CATALYTIC PROJECT: JEFFERSON PARK

The detention basin on Travis James Lane is a significant opportunity to provide the
neighborhood with a unique green space, but also play a role in modernizing elements of
the Salt Lake County Flood Control network.

Rendering of potential future improvements to the Jefferson Detention Basin including a
looping pedestrian/tricycle path, climbing rocks, a turf play field, and off–leash dog area.
Native plantings could naturalize part of the basin to create a green oasis.
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The Jefferson Detention Basin is a large, undeveloped green space that is dry
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for most of the year. Hillside amenities and facilities that can withstand water

FUTURE PLANS

when flooded will substantially improve recreation opportunities for nearby

When Murray City adopted its Parks and Recreation Master Plan in April

neighbors.

of 2020, the Jefferson Detention Basin park project was identified as an
upcoming project. Development opportunities include creating a terraced
hill, with seating at the top and a hill slide or hill climber extending down
into the basin.

The property on Travis James Lane is owned and maintained by Murray City but is under
the jurisdiction and control of Salt Lake County as part of their Flood Control Master Plan.
Any changes to this property would require permitting through Salt Lake County.

• Jefferson Detention Basin Development: 3-5 years
• Developed Acres Added: 4.3
• Project Description: Add nature play elements, walking paths, and family
gathering space to meet the needs of nearby neighbors.
• Project Type: Park Enhancement/ Expansion
• Estimated Capital Cost: $500,000
• Standard level annual maintenance cost: $35,000

6.2.6. CASE STUDY: TANNER SPRINGS
PARK
PORTLAND, OREGON

Tanner Springs Park was designed in 2003 by Atelier Dreiseitl (Germany),
Green Works, P.C. (Portland), Portland Parks and Recreation, Portland
Development Commission, and a project steering committee of public and
private stakeholders.
A series of community workshops were held between January and June
2003 and the park was named Tanner Springs Park in April 2005. The goal
was to transform contaminated city blocks (.92 acres) into a healthy urban
green space for contemplation and connecting with nature.
A recirculating bioswale was designed to reference the historical wetlands of
Couch Lake and Tanner Creek from the years prior to industrial development.
The artistic and synergistic design incorporated sustainability and historical

Maintenance: Portland Parks and Recreation maintains the park with a focus on
sustainability with an adaptive management approach. Friends of Tanner Springs Park
is a community group that grew out of the need for more community support for park
maintenance and use. They collaborate with Portland Park and Recreation.

reclamation to make the project unique to Portland and give a strong sense

Sustainability: The impervious surfaces of the urban environment produce excessive
precipitation runoff with pollutants and heavy metals. To mitigate this, the park collects
stormwater from the sidewalks and streets surrounding it. The park is a large bioswale
designed to absorb this runoff. It is a closed system so no pollutants enter the storm water
system.

Historical Reclamation: Located in the Willamette Valley, the park was designed to echo
the habitat that existed prior to settlement that is now endangered oak savanna and
upland prairie. The naturally sloping characteristics of the park mimic the sloping of the
Willamette Valley foothills.
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of place.
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6.2.7. CATALYTIC PROJECT: WINCHESTER BRIDGE
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transportation methods.

1. Phase I could include the reconstruction of the current bridge including
improved pedestrian and bicycle access, sidewalks, planted park strip,
and painted bike lanes.

Current conditions on the Winchester Street bridge create a disconnect
between the TRAX station and Fashion Place Mall for pedestrians and

2. Phase II could entail the construction of an adjacent bridge on the
west side of the current bridge. This second bridge could link the two
neighborhoods with buildings and storefronts on a single level—creating

Future streetscape improvements along the Winchester Bridge would
enhance the pedestrian experience and encourage use of more active

bicyclists. Improving this bridge in two separate phases would improve
overall connectivity as well as access to the TRAX station.
FUTURE PLANS
UDOT and Murray City have determined that the reconstruction of the
Cottonwood and Winchester Street bridges are scheduled to occur by 2034.

a pedestrian and bicycle friendly experience across the bridge, and to the
TRAX station.

COLUMBUS, OHIO

BACKGROUND
The Cap at Union Station in Columbus, Ohio demonstrates how
governments can partner with the private sector to create and share value in
highway–related investments.
Before the construction of The Cap at Union Station Project, a 200 foot–
long, chainlink–fence bordered walkway spanned the busy highway below,
creating a no man’s land.
To heal the scar created by the interstate, the solution was be to build a hard
cap over the expressway. The objective of the Cap was to create pedestrian
and retail space. A local developer, approached the City and expressed
interest in investing in the Project. The company signed a memorandum of
understanding with the City in 1999 to jointly develop a cap.
Under the terms of the Memorandum between the developer and the City:
• The City would pursue clear title to the air rights above the highway and
obtained permission from Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT)
and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to construct the Cap

platforms
• Once the above was achieved, the developer would enter a ground lease
for the platforms and construct the buildings.
• Developer would reimburse the City for up to $75,000 in architectural
fees for work that was necessary prior to construction of the buildings on
the Cap.
The Project was composed of three separate bridges: one for through–
traffic across the highway, and one on either side for the retail structures.
Construction of the Cap structures began in 2002, with the developer
beginning work on the buildings in April 2003.

REGULATORY HURDLES
AIR RIGHTS
Gaining air rights over the development proved to be a hurdle. When the
original interstate was constructed, the state acquired only ground rights.
The process required two years to find the owners of the air rights and for
the City to procure clear title to the Project site.
PERMITS FROM FHWA
The FHWA places restrictions on use of highway easements for commercial
use. It requires that in order for an easement to be granted, fair market rent
must be charged to the developer for use of the Cap platforms. This proved
challenging for several reasons. Ultimately, the City was able to negotiate
an alternative arrangement whereby the City would share in 10 percent of
the ongoing profits of the development in lieu of paying rent (the platforms
were leased to the developer for a nominal $1 per year).

MARKET CONSIDERATIONS
Key to the economic viability of the Project was the developer’s ability to
secure long–term, above market leases for the new buildings. In advance of
securing financing, the developer secured tenants willing to pay rents that
were approximately 20 to 30 percent higher than those in the surrounding

FASHION PLACE WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

6.2.8. CASE STUDY: RIALTO BRIDGE
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6.2.8. CASE STUDY: RIALTO BRIDGE
COLUMBUS, OHIO
area. The higher rents were enabled because tenants valued the cachet of
the new location, and proximity to nearby attractions. The developer also
took care to ensure a mix of day and night tenants to keep the space as
active as possible. The space currently features a wine bar, a clothing store,
an apparel and gift shop, and a few smaller specialty food stores.

KEY PARTNERSHIPS
CITY-DEVELOPER
The City worked with the Developer on the difficult task of extending utilities
to the Project across a bridge.

CONSTRUCTION OF THE CAP AND BRIDGES

FHWA-CITY

ODOT agreed to pay $1.3 million for the construction of the three bridges.

Since the FHWA funded the original construction of the expressway, the

The City paid an additional $325,000 required to extend utilities to the

alternative use of the highway easement required FHWA approval and buy–

platform via the concrete bay.

in.
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ODOT-CITY
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Similarly, since ODOT would be operating the highway, all of the design
elements of the Project required close coordination with and sign off from
ODOT.

CONSTRUCTION OF THE RETAIL BUILDING
The developer assumed the entire cost of the improvements on top of the
cap. To finance the construction, the developer originally used conventional
loan options and an equity contribution for the $7 million dollar price tag.
The developer also received a ten-year, 100 percent tax abatement on the

FUNDING

property for the City, improving the Projects’ economics.

DESIGN

TAKEWAYS

The City spent $115,000 on the preliminary design needed to secure the
necessary regulatory approvals. The developer reimbursed the City $75,000
of this cost.

• The Project shows an innovative partnership between a private
developer, a City, a state DOT and FHWA to support urban development.
• The project demonstrates how Interstate widening projects can
contribute to urban renewal with limited incremental cost to
government.

6.2.9. CASE STUDY: CENTRAL NINTH
850 S 200 W, SALT LAKE CITY
The Central Ninth area has a robust, and growing, neighborhood business
district on 900 South and is surrounded by an eclectic mix of multi–family
developments, single–family homes, and a growing number of small–scale
commercial and office buildings. The highlighted building footprints are the
newest developments in the area.
Before the construction of the 900 South TRAX station, the neighborhood
was mainly industrial with a cluster of single–family homes. According to
the Census, there were only 463 housing units within 1/2 mile of the future

The Market Building, located on 900 South
and in between West Temple and 200
West. The building is home to a market,

restaurants, and a bar. Next door to the
Market Building is a smaller development
with office space and a coffee shop.

The Alinea Lofts townhomes were built
in 2018. The development includes some
groundfloor commercial space on 900
South.

The Jefferson Walkway development
(above) includes six cottage–like
townhomes and public pedestrian
walkway that connects two streets.

station in 2000. By 2010, the housing units had more than doubled (1,093
units). The TRAX station was built in 2005.

NEIGHBORHOOD DATA
POPULATION

DAYTIME
POPULATION

MEDIAN
RENTAL PRICE

MEDIAN
HOME VALUE

2,433

6,670

$1,269

$293,015

TIME TO GET TO...
via TRAX

DOWNTOWN UNIVERSITY SANDY DAYBREAK
4 minutes
15 minutes 24 minutes 38 minutes

AIRPORT
29 minutes

Above is a rendering of the new Spy Hop Youth Media Arts Center, located on the corner of
900 South and 200 West.
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The Murray City Planning Division is requesting a recommendation on a
draft proposal to add chicken keeping on single-family residential
properties to the Murray City Land Use Ordinance.

Murray City Public Works Building

4646 South 500 West

Murray, Utah 84123

I.

BACKGROUND & STAFF REVIEW
Background
Keeping chickens on residential properties has gained popularity beginning in the early
2010’s. Murray City looked into both bee keeping and chicken keeping in 2012 where the City
Council directed the Community and Economic Development (CED) Staff to research the topic
and come forward with a proposal. CED Staff conducted two open houses in 2013 where 282
citizens participated. Of those, 78% were in favor of allowing chickens and bees. The results
were then provided to the City Council who instructed staff to draft an Ordinance.
In October of 2016, the City Council voted to adopt the Bee Keeping Ordinance and leave
chickens as illegal within Murray City. In the summer of 2020, the City Council expressed
interest in allowing residential chicken keeping on single-family properties. Staff was directed
to research the topic again and bring a new ordinance forward to be considered.

New Research
Planning Division Staff built upon the existing research that was conducted in the previous
proposals to permit chickens. Staff contacted multiple municipalities within Salt Lake County
to discuss the experiences of those cities. Of the seventeen municipalities that were
contacted, fifteen allowed chickens on single-family residential properties. The remaining
two allowed chickens only on single-family properties located in agricultural zones.
One main focus of Staff’s research was code enforcement. The Planning Division was able to
contact code enforcement staff from nine (9) municipalities, who provided the following
information:
Municipality
West Valley City
Holladay City
Sandy City (not allowed)
South Jordan City
Taylorsville City
Midvale City
Millcreek City (not allowed)
South Salt Lake City
Ogden City

2019 & 2020 Cases
77
3
10
12
24
8
28
4
36

Average Per Month
1.6
0.06
0.21
0.25
0.50
0.16
0.59
0.09
0.75

Population
136,401
30,697
96,901
74,149
60,192
33,636
61,270
25,365
87,325
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The two main complaints that were consistently brought up were roosters and the absence of
a permit. In the draft ordinance Staff has specifically stated that roosters are not allowed. To
address permit issues, the proposed ordinance does not require a permit.
The Planning Division set up a new survey to gauge public interest in residential chicken
keeping. A ten (10) question survey was distributed through various social media pages and
the Mayor’s monthly newsletter. The survey generated over 1,000 responses. A brief overview
of the results of the survey are below:
The first two questions are related to who is taking the survey and in what context are they
coming from. Question 1 asked what type of person was taking the survey; a homeowner,
renter, business owner or nonresident / nonbusiness owner. 81% of respondents stated that
they were a homeowner. 10% were renters, 2% were business owners and 7% were a
nonresident/non-businessowner. Question 2 asked what type of home the respondent lives in.
89% of the respondents stated that they live in a single-family dwelling. 7% stated they live in
a townhouse or condominium and 4% stated they lived in an apartment or mobile /
manufactured dwelling.
Q3: Do you feel chickens should be allowed in residential zones?
90.00%
80.00%

78.94%

70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%

21.06%

20.00%
10.00%
0.00%
Yes

No

Questions 3 and 4 relate to chicken keeping in general. With regards to question 3, it seems
clear that an overwhelming majority believe that allowing chickens is the right direction for
the city to take. Question 4 is interesting, in that almost 59% of the respondents have kept or
wanted to keep chickens. The comparison of the results of Question 3 and Question 4 seem to
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indicate that even though 41% of respondents do not want to keep chickens themselves, they
do want the option for their neighbors.
Q4: Have you ever kept or wanted to keep chickens in an urban area?
70.00%
60.00%

58.87%

50.00%

41.13%

40.00%
30.00%
20.00%
10.00%
0.00%
Yes

No

Question’s 5 and 6 relate to the number of chickens that should be allowed and whether a
permit should be required. 31% of the respondents stated that 1-3 chickens should be kept,
43% believed 4-6, and lastly 26% stated 7-10. This result is largely in harmony with other
municipal regulations that Staff reviewed. Surprisingly, 56% stated that a permit should not
be required to keep chickens. Staff has proposed an ordinance that does not require a citizen
to obtain a permit to keep chickens, in much the same way that Murray City does not require a
permit to put up a fence: there are regulations that must be followed, but a review is not
required unless an issue arises.
Question 7 asked for respondents to rank terms based on their importance. The resulting
rankings are provided below. As we drafted the ordinance, we made sure that we were
looking at these rankings and comparing them with what other municipalities and scientific
research suggests.
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Q7: Please rank the following issues that the City should address when
crafting an ordinance for keeping chickens.
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0

Question’s 8 and 9 asked how someone felt about a statement. It became clear when
respondents were able to provide comments in question 10 that question 8 was unclear and
seemed to ask two things at once. Staff has included the graph of the responses to the
questions below.
Q8: Chickens should be allowed in residential zones, but the city should
have regulations or require a permit.
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Q9: Chickens should only be allowed in agricultural zones and nowhere else
in the City.
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Neither agree nor
disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

The last question was an open-ended question that asked for additional comments or
concerns related to Residential Chicken Keeping. There were approximately 606 responses
with 337 in support of allowing chickens, 92 opposed to allowing them. The remainder were
general comments that were neither positive nor negative.

Proposed Ordinance
The proposed regulations are divided into five sections:
1. Purpose
2. Applicability
3. Definitions
4. Standards for Residential Chicken Keeping
5. Inspection
The purpose and applicability sections are used to provide intent of the code. Community and
Economic Development Staff have proposed that any chicken keeping will be limited to
single-family dwellings. The Definitions section provides information to the general public to
help understand verbiage that is used in the standards.
The proposed standards for residential chicken keeping were crafted to allow for simplicity
and ease of use. After review of multiple city’s regulations staff proposes the maximum
number of chickens allowed be based upon lot size. The number of chickens allowed has been
proposed based partially on a research paper titled “Illegal Fowl: A Survey of Municipal Laws
Relating to Backyard Poultry and a Model Ordinance for Regulating City Chickens” by Jaime
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Bouvier. Specifically, the model ordinance states that “a chicken ordinance should allow for at
least four chickens. Because chickens are flock animals, they do not thrive when left alone.”
To allow the greatest number of citizens the opportunity to keep chickens, Staff has proposed
four (4) chickens as the baseline for single-family dwellings. As the lot size increases so do the
number of chickens allowed. See the table below, which is also included in the proposed
ordinance for review.
Lot Size
Less than 6,000 square foot lot
6,000 – 9,999 square foot lot
10,000 – 11,999 square foot lot
12,000 square foot lot or greater

Maximum Chickens Permitted
Four (4)
Five (5)
Six (6)
Eight (8)

Roosters are not permitted in any form. Additionally, hens are to be kept within a coop and
run. This provides safety for the chickens from predators and prevents them from wandering
outside of their owner’s lot.
Requirements for lot, coop/run and health and sanitation are included and have been drafted
to allow for the safety, health and welfare of the chickens, those caring for the chickens, and
neighboring property owners.
As Staff began drafting and editing the proposed ordinance it became clear that for ease of
use and implementation a permit should not be required. This allows for citizens to
participate in residential chicken keeping without the burden of obtaining a permit and the
costs that are associated with doing so. Staff believes that if the regulations are clear and
concise, they can be used to benefit the community without creating an unnecessary burden
on the citizens of Murray.
The inspection section gives the Code Enforcement Officer the authority to make inspections
and, if a violation has occurred, to work with the resident to bring their property into
compliance. Any such issues would be addressed on a per compliant basis through the City’s
“Report a Concern” system.
Planning Division Staff believes that this is the simplest and most fair way of allowing the
greatest good for the greatest number of residents possible. The proposed ordinance makes
keeping chickens available to a vast majority of households within Murray City’s boundaries. It
also allows for more sustainable practices in food production and other benefits.
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II.

CITY DEPARTMENT REVIEW
The proposed ordinance was made available for review by City Staff from various
departments on November 30, 2020. No issues or comments were made by any of the
reviewing departments.

III.

PUBLIC COMMENTS
Notices of the public hearing for the requested text amendment to affected entities, the local
newspaper and posted on the State’s public notice website. As of the writing of this report,
staff has not received any written comments or phone calls regarding the application, besides
the survey respondents.

IV.

V.

FINDINGS
1.

The General Plan’s primary goal is to “Guide growth to promote prosperity and sustain
a high quality of life for those who live, work, shop, and recreate in Murray.”

2.

Initiative #3: Livable + Vibrant Neighborhoods calls for Murray to keep established
neighborhoods livable and vibrant. Allowing the keeping of chickens on single-family
dwelling lots can provide an opportunity for communities to provide locally grown
food for their households.

3.

The proposed text amendment to allow residential chicken keeping conforms to goals
and objectives of the 2017 Murray City General Plan and will support the continued
vibrancy of its neighborhoods

4.

The proposed text amendment to the Murray City Land Use Ordinance has been
carefully considered based on the characteristics of the city and region, and on the
policies and objectives of the 2017 Murray City General Plan and is in harmony with
the goals of the Plan.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Based on the background, staff review, and the findings in this report, Staff recommends that
the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of APPROVAL to the City Council for
the request to add proposed Chapter 17.67 Residential Chicken Keeping Standards to
Title 17, Murray City Land Use Ordinance.
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Proposed
Ordinance

Chapter 17.67

RESIDENTIAL CHICKEN KEEPING STANDARDS
SECTION:
17.67.010:
17.67.020:
17.67.030:
17.67.040:
17.67.050:

Purpose
Applicability
Definitions
Development Standards for Residential Chicken Keeping
Inspection

17.67.010:

PURPOSE

The purpose of this ordinance is to enable thechicken keeping of a limited number of residential
chickens on single-family residential lots for the purpose of family food production without a conditional
use permit. This ordinance is intended to facilitateencourage urban residential agriculture purpose while
preserving the health, safety and well-being of both humans and animals, minimizing potential
nuisances to neighboring property owners, as well as preventing minimizing issues with rodents, insects,
vermin, pests, and diseases proliferation. This ordinance establishes certain the requirements of sound
chickenfor keeping chickens practices which are intended to reduce potential negative impactsavoid
problems that may otherwise be associated with residential chickens in populated areas.
17.67.020:

APPLICABILITY

This chapter applies only to all properties used as a single-family detached home. single-family dwellings
in all primarily residential zoning districts in the city. that have lot sizes of 8,000 square feet or more.
The specific zoning district in which residential chicken is allowed are the following: R-1-6, R-1-8, R-1-10,
and R-1-12.
17.67.030:

DEFINITIONS

The following words and phrases when used in this chapter shall be construed as defined in this section:
COOP: An enclosed structure designed for the purpose of keeping and securing chickens.
DOMESTIC CHICKEN: Breeds of Gallus gallus domesticus. Not a household pet.
HEN: A female chicken, and may also be referred to as a pullet.
RUN: An area outside of the coop where hens can roam, and that is completely enclosed with chicken
wire or equivalent material.
ROOSTER: A male chicken.
17.67.040:

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR RESIDENTIAL CHICKEN KEEPING

A. General Provisions
1. Permit Requirements: A Murray City permit shall be required to register for chicken keeping on a lot
and shall include a basic site plan showing the coop and run location meeting the setback requirements
as outlined in this chapter. Plans shall also include information indicating that the minimum floor size
requirement will be met. A fee is required to obtain the permit. This permit does not run with the land
and any change in ownership of the property shall require a new application.

21. QuantityNumber of Chickens Permitted: Roosters are not permitted, only hHens are permitted
under this ordinance as determined in the table below:. A lot cannot exceed the quantity of hens as
determined below:
Lot Size
Less than 6,000 square foot lot
6,000 – 9,999 square foot lot
10,000 – 11,999 square foot lot
12,000 square foot lot or greater

Maximum Chickens Permitted
Four (4)
Five (5)
Six (6)
Eight (8)

a. 8,000 square foot lots are permitted five (5) hens;
b. 10,000 square foot lots are permitted six (6) hens;
c. 12,000 square foot lots are permitted eight (8) hens.
2. Roosters are not permitted.
3. Residential Chickens are required to be kept in a coop, and when permitted outside of the coop
chickens are required to remainshall be confined to a run.
4. Chickens are not permitted to roam free outside of a coop or run structure on a single-family
residential lot.
B. Requirements
1. Lot Requirements:
a. Chickens and coops are permitted in a fenced rear yard or completely fenced corner lot side yard. A
chicken run may not be considered as a fence or substituted for a fenced yard.
b. No Cchickens may not be kept in any front or side yard area;
bc. Coops shall be located a minimum of three (3)five (5) feet away from all property lines;
cd. Coops shall be located a minimum of ten (10) feet away from all dwellings;
d. Coops shall be located a minimum of fifteen (15) feet from all entrances to onsite dwellings;
e. Coops shall be located a minimum of twenty-five (25) feet from all dwellings on adjacent lots.;
f. Coop structures two-hundred (200) square feet or larger are require to be located outside of recorded
easements, and shall obtain a building permit.
2. Coop and Run Structure Requirements:
a. The combined coop and run structures shall have a minimum floor size of four (4) square feet per
chicken;
b. All coop and run structures shall not exceed seven (7) feet in height;
c. All sides of a coop and run are required to be enclosed, and secured from predators and rodents by to
includinge a rodent-proof ceiling and floor;
d. If a coop and run is stationary then it shall have a buried flange made of one-quarter (1/4) inch
hardware cloth, extending vertically downward six (6) inches, and horizontally outward from all sides for
twenty-four (24) inches;
e. A coop and run shall have adequate ventilation with access to light and air on more than one side;
f. All openings shall be covered with predator proof wire with openings no greater than one-quarter
(1/4) inch in diameter.
3. Health and Sanitation Requirements:

a. Coops and runs are required to be kept clean and maintained in order such a manner to promote the
health of the chickens, and to mitigate odor sources, and to limit the presence of rodents, insects,
vermin, pests, and disease;
b. Feed containers shall be made of rodent-proof and predator- proof materials;
c. Fresh water is required for chickens at all times and shall be enclosed within both the coop and run
structures;
d. Slaughtering of chickens is prohibited outdoors;
e. Dead birds and rotting eggs are required to be removed within 24 hours.
17.67.050

INSPECTION

1. Coops and runs shall be inspected by an authorized representative of Murray City at such intervals as
required by this ordinance which shall consist of, but are not limited to, annual inspections for permit
renewal.
2. Upon receiving a complaint or observation that the standardsrequirements of this section are in
violation, the ordinance enforcement officer or representatives of the Salt Lake Valley Health
Department are authorized to conduct necessary inspections to determine compliance. with is
determined then city staff may the provisions of this chapter. If a violation is determined, then city staff
may require removal of animals in conformance with the provisions of Title 617 of the Murray City Land
Use Ordinance Code.

Chapter 17.67

RESIDENTIAL CHICKEN KEEPING STANDARDS
SECTION:
17.67.010:
17.67.020:
17.67.030:
17.67.040:
17.67.050:

Purpose
Applicability
Definitions
Standards for Residential Chicken Keeping
Inspection

17.67.010:

PURPOSE

The purpose of this ordinance is to enable chicken keeping on residential lots for the purpose of family
food production. This ordinance is intended to encourage urban residential agriculture while preserving
the health, safety and well-being of both humans and animals, minimizing potential nuisances to
neighboring property owners, as well as minimizing issues with rodents, insects, vermin, pests, and
diseases. This ordinance establishes the requirements for keeping chickens which are intended to
reduce potential negative impacts that may otherwise be associated with residential chickens in
populated areas.
17.67.020:

APPLICABILITY

This chapter applies to all properties used as a single-family detached home.
17.67.030:

DEFINITIONS

The following words and phrases when used in this chapter shall be construed as defined in this section:
COOP: An enclosed structure designed for the purpose of keeping and securing chickens.
DOMESTIC CHICKEN: Breeds of Gallus gallus domesticus. Not a household pet.
HEN: A female chicken, and may also be referred to as a pullet.
RUN: An area outside of the coop where hens can roam, and that is completely enclosed with chicken
wire or equivalent material.
ROOSTER: A male chicken.
17.67.040:

STANDARDS FOR RESIDENTIAL CHICKEN KEEPING

A. General Provisions
1. Number of Chickens Permitted: Hens are permitted under this ordinance as determined in the table
below:
Lot Size
Less than 6,000 square foot lot
6,000 – 9,999 square foot lot
10,000 – 11,999 square foot lot
12,000 square foot lot or greater

Maximum Chickens Permitted
Four (4)
Five (5)
Six (6)
Eight (8)

2. Roosters are not permitted.
3. Residential Chickens are required to be kept in a coop, and when outside of the coop chickens shall be
confined to a run.
4. Chickens are not permitted to roam free outside of a coop or run structure on a single-family
residential lot.
B. Requirements
1. Lot Requirements:
a. Chickens and coops are permitted in a fenced rear yard or completely fenced corner lot side yard. A
chicken run may not be considered as a fence or substituted for a fenced yard.
b. Chickens may not be kept in any front or side yard area;
c. Coops shall be located a minimum of five (5) feet away from all property lines;
d. Coops shall be located a minimum of ten (10) feet away from all dwellings;
e. Coops shall be located a minimum of twenty-five (25) feet from all dwellings on adjacent lots.
2. Coop and Run Structure Requirements:
a. The combined coop and run structures shall have a minimum floor size of four (4) square feet per
chicken;
b. All coop and run structures shall not exceed seven (7) feet in height;
c. All sides of a coop and run are required to be enclosed, and secured from predators and rodents by
including a rodent-proof ceiling and floor;
e. A coop and run shall have adequate ventilation with access to light and air on more than one side;
f. All openings shall be covered with predator proof wire with openings no greater than one-quarter
(1/4) inch in diameter.
3. Health and Sanitation Requirements:
a. Coops and runs are required to be kept clean and maintained in such a manner to promote the health
of the chickens, to mitigate odor sources, and to limit the presence of rodents, insects, vermin, pests,
and disease;
b. Feed containers shall be made of rodent and predator proof materials;
c. Fresh water is required for chickens at all times and shall be enclosed within both the coop and run
structures;
d. Slaughtering of chickens is prohibited outdoors;
e. Dead birds and rotting eggs are required to be removed within 24 hours.
17.67.050

INSPECTION

Upon receiving a complaint or observation that the standards of this section are in violation, the
ordinance enforcement officer or representatives of the Salt Lake Valley Health Department are
authorized to conduct necessary inspections to determine compliance. If a violation is determined, then
city staff may require removal of animals in conformance with the provisions of Title 17 of the Murray
City Land Use Ordinance.

Survey Results

Murray City Urban Chicken Keeping Survey

Q1 Please select the option that best describes you.
Answered: 1,077

Skipped: 4
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Q2 What type of home do you live in?
Answered: 1,077

Skipped: 4
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Q3 Do you feel chickens should be allowed in residential zones?
Answered: 1,080

Skipped: 1
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Q4 Have you ever kept or wanted to keep chickens in an urban area?
Answered: 1,079

Skipped: 2
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Q5 If chickens are allowed in residential zones, how many chickens should
a property owner be allowed to have?
Answered: 1,063

Skipped: 18
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Q6 Should a permit be required to keep chickens in residential zones?
Answered: 1,076

Skipped: 5
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Q7 Please rank the following issues that the City should address when
crafting an ordinance for keeping chickens.
Answered: 1,057

Skipped: 24
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Q8 Chickens should be allowed in residential zones, but the city should
have regulations or require a permit.
Answered: 1,072

Skipped: 9
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Q9 Chickens should only be allowed in agricultural zones and nowhere
else in the City.
Answered: 1,078

Skipped: 3
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Question 10: Additional Comments or Concerns
•

•
•
•

•

•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

•

•
•
•

Chickens eat insects, make eggs, are no more inconvenient than other animals, brings joy and
w/ the right breed can be quiet and perhaps less annoying than a barking dog or a meandering
raccoon. I would love to have chickens in my yard.
Roosters should not be allowed. Only hens.
Plenty of people already keep them let's make it legal so other people feel comfortable
"I think it is important to make a distinction between keeping hens and roosters. Roosters are
consistently very loud at early hours, which would be very disturbing to surrounding
households.
It is surprising to me that there is public concern over the ownership of hens. A medium sized
dog produces much more fecal material, can make a lot more noise (excepting roosters), and
has a potential for violence."
The benefits some people find in having chickens is the ability to control pests and have a supply
of food (through eggs), however, I would hate to see residents having too many chickens in their
property and the place feeling too noisy and smelly. If those people who want them can have a
minimum amount on their property to reduce noise and smell. I won't have a problem with it.
it helps community members provide food for them and their neighbors critical during a
pandemic. i do it successfully in salt lake following city guidelines
Its a good learning experience for children and adults
Roosters should only be in agricultural zones; many other chicken nuisances can be controlled
by keeping their populations small. Ticketing and enforcement are key to compliance.
I think it’s important for food security especially during a pandemic
None. People may rely on chickens for help in feeding their families.
Thank you for considering allowing chickens.
Our neighbors have chickens. As a result we have rats!
I had a neighbor a few years ago with chickens and I was inidated with mice it cast me a lot of
money for an exterminator to get rid of the mice, I feel the neighbor should have paid that not
me. Once he got rid of them and moved I haven't had a mouse.
Chickens attract rats, raccoons, skunks and other predators which create problems in residential
neighborhoods. In addition, the noise and smell don’t belong in our neighborhoods.
My cousin in Bountiful has 4 chickens, which is a good amount. They are surprisingly clean and
quiet. I would like to own chickens, but live in a townhouse and our yard is too small, so lot size
should be important. When it comes to noise and smell, they should be treated similarly to
other pets.
During the pandemic times people are wanting to find ways to provide food stability for
themselves. If this means keeping a few chickens around for some eggs then they should be
allowed too. Small number of chickens up to 10 do not smell at all. Hens are very quiet. A
requirement about roosters could be made. Suggesting that only roosters be kept in areas
where the lot sizes are bigger to keep noise down.
People should be able to use their property how they want.
Chickens are great and the county no rooster policy ensures that.
We live by some that has chickens and they get into our yard and attract all types of rodents. It’s
terrible to live by.
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Chickens are as harmless as any household pet
I don't care as long as they aren't too loud, smelly, or bring in rodent/insects
Backyard chickens are the most ethical way to have eggs. And given that dogs are noisier than
roosters and hens, plus they can’t ever cause major damage to someone’s home or person like a
large dog can, chickens should be allowed.
No Chickens !!!!
Permits and proper educational resources or training requirements to ensure proper care and
humane treatment of the chickens
We would love to keep chickens for food security, sustainability, and education for our kids.
Thank you for considering this.
I personally do not want to keep chickens, but I feel others should definitely have that option.
We are so excited that you’re looking into this! We have been wanting chickens for a couple of
years now. My child even drew a picture to send to the city council- you can look for it in the
mail ; )
Allowing chickens has been a trend that has been increasing in popularity and it's time for
Murray to catch up. It has been successful in many many other cities and the drawbacks are less
than with dogs or cats which are already allowed.
Chickens are simple creatures. They can be setup relatively easy in small section of the backyard.
Easily contained. Provide a great learning experience for children. It’s also a great way to
provide a food source for a family.
permits are fine, but at as low cost as practical to keep the cost of owning chickens vs
purchasing eggs more cost effective
As long as people take good care of the chickens and their coops, to keep the rodents and smell
away and the chickens healthy, it should be allowed.
Crowing rooster cannot be tolerated in a residential area. Complaints of crowing will need
enforcement.
Residents that own their home should be allowed to have chickens just like any other pet :)
"Roosters should still only be allowed in agricultural areas. "
"Chickens are great, but requiring a license should also mean agreed to regulations for health
conserns. I'd worry that most people don't know how to care for chickens properly. And let's
face it, if I wanted to be woken up by a rooster, I'd live in the country. "
I think chickens in backyards is great for egg production, children learning about them and they
keep insect down while fertilizing the yard. Also their personalities are just fun!
People should be allowed to be self sufficient
No roosters
As long as chickens do not run wild and cause car accidents (people swerving to avoid hitting
them), residential chickens sound like a great idea for Murray City.
Freedom of raising their own food.
Chickens eat lots of bad insects, sleep when people normally sleep (at night), produce lower
cholesterol eggs than what you can buy at the store (and taste better), fertilizer is excellent for
gardens (lasts 7 years for keeping plants green), and fun for kids and families. Most avid master
gardeners would love to keep a few birds around. They reduce waste going to landfills also in
that chickens are omnivores (like us), they eat everything (so you don't have to throw out food
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scraps that would go to the landfill. A brochure about the best ways to keep birds safe is a good
idea and how to properly store their food in a plastic or metal container (the same as you would
with any cat or dog pet food). Thanks for considering allowing! Birds are fun and beautiful and
great for the yard. Some people are concerned about them attracting raccoons, but actually
recommending people also purchase a raccoon trap can help to eliminate these nuisance
animals that are not native to Utah. Actually can increase the overall safety of residential
neighborhoods if more people had an incentive to put out live traps for the raccoons. Raccoons
although they look cute, can carry rabies and cause much problems so if you can encourage
people who want chickens to purchase a raccoon live trap. Imagine if you had 50 residents
raising birds all with a raccoon trap, the raccoon problems could be drastically reduced.
"They are less noisy than dogs.
"
So many of my neighbors have them and they have never bothered us. One reason we moved to
Murray was for the option, then it was taken away a year after we moved here. If you want to
support sustainability and not dependency on everyone, allow chickens. Also, they are not any
more of a menace than dogs or cats (sometimes chickens are better because they don’t roam
the neighborhood or attack my kids!)
Allow in apartments too
Let people have a home source for food
Chickens are wonderful, please allow them
I would love to raise chickens in my backyard. SLC has allowed them years with few to no issues.
Rodents are only an issue if they have access to food (this includes dog, cat, chicken feed). If one
has a proper coop with secure food sources there shouldn't be any increase in rodent
population. Poison is not needed . Chickens can smell of not properly cared for, but so can dogs
and cats. Chicken owners should be given the same consideration as any dog or cat owner. If
they are negligent, then they should face similar consequences. Hens are relatively quiet and
much quieter than a barking dog. Over the years I've had neighbors with dogs that bark for
hours on end and neighbors with cats that fight with other cats in middle of the night (a terrible
sound). Chickens can make great companions and help children learn the responsibility of caring
for pets.
chickens should be allowed
We want chickens! This especially became important to us after we couldn’t find eggs on the
shelf during the pandemic. Allow us to be self reliant!
I think that people should be allowed a reasonable number of chickens to be able to supply eggs
and meat for their own family. Provided they have adequate space and pens to keep the
chickens healthy and they maintain the property so that smell and other such issues do not
become a nuisance to neighbors.
With the earthquake, pandemic, etc. don’t we want the Murray citizens to be more self reliant?
Chickens are such an easy way to make good gains toward become such.
only for eggs for owner only. No commerce/slaughtering
If you want to have chickens, move to a farm
If the ordinance is too onerous you will continue to have people keeping chickens illegally like
my neighbor is doing. We don’t call code enforcement because the neighbors chickens have not
been a problem. Our neighbor also only has two chickens and a large backyard on a third acre.
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That said, permits would be helpful to create a baseline of rules and make sure people are
educated about those rules.
I know many people that have backyard chickens including friends that live in holiday Lehi Salt
Lake City Taylorsville and even in Murray illegally. None of these people has ever had a problem
with rodents or insects or smells or other issues and when they’ve gotten roosters by mistake
they have sent them to live away on the farm. This is something that should be allowed in
Murray without any regulations or permits.
Noise and smell
Residents keep Coops clean and free of Smells and/or Rodents!
This is a silly trend that will go away in a few years because chickens are a pain in the neck for
99% of people, but some will have to try it anyway. In the process, it will cause a great deal of
aggrevation for neighbors. Disputes will have to be sorted by city staff and council. It's a
ridiculous fad that will annoy neighbors and cost the city/ taxpayers more time, resources, and
money. Let's be intelligent about this and just say, "No".
"We live in a city. Having grown up with chickens in a rural area that is where they belong. It
adds another area for disagreement between neighbors. Dogs and cats will get into coops and
kill chickens. Roosters will crow.
Some people won't be responsible owners. "
What a great way to create a sustainability in our community.
Speak to other cities too
We love chicken, atleast they not noisy as dogs. Why dogs not chickens?
I NEVER had nice in my shed for years. Neighbors got chicken Now noice in shed. Thanks for
nothing code enforcement.
We'd love to have chickens! This is such a fantastic proposal!
It is stupid. If you want chickens go live on a farm not in an established city!!
It’s great to allow residents to have freedoms over plants and animals that are used for
sustaining their lives
Roosters are noisy and up at the crack of dawn. Chickens should not be allowed in residential
areas
Allow bee hives too!
My greatest concern would be for the health and well-being of the chickens. If people are going
to own them perhaps they should have to pass a basic knowledge exam so that we can ensure
that the birds have a good life.
Local eggs! ��
Require coop inspections before they can purchase chickens
Let people be self sufficient
We have 6 chickens in our Sandy backyard. There is a lot of maintenance but we have asked
neighbors about noise and smell and have had no complaints. We do have to set traps for rats
Roosters should be prohibited
We are concerned about predators. I have seen fox and racoon in my neighborhood over the
years, would not chickens be an invitation to them?
Permits with inspection of facilities that include rodent mitigation plans and noise/smell
containment should be required and enforced.
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No roosters
No more than 10 chickens, must keep pen cleaned up
My opinion is that allowing chickens is a terrible idea. Why should the wants or needs of one or
a handful of residents be more important than everyone else who has to live near them. Unless
the distance from others is great, this will be a nuisance to someone. And once chickens are
allowed, the burden will be on the neighbors to show it is a nuisance, which would involve
having to call and complain, keep logs of the problems to provide evidence to get anything
done, etc, which is ridiculous. I live in a neighborhood where there is at least one dog barking at
almost every minute of the day. I can hear the barking inside my house forcing me to wear
noise canceling headphones inside my own house. Dog owners usually do not do anything to
prevent dog barking and the same is likely true of chicken owners.
Have a neighbor with chickens. It stinks and attracts rodents and pests.
This is a horrible idea!!!!!
Having had chickens in the past, they were working pets. I am of the belief that everyone should
have 1-2 chickens and enjoy their own eggs..They keep bug population down, gave eggs that
were shared with neighbors. It is not cheep to maintain chickens. In a residential setting
chickens are a productive hobby. Now, are the chickens for eggs or butcher might be a
consideration. A reasonable number for lot size. Say a .25 acre family home w/2 or more is
reasonable 12 or more is a part time job to reasonably maintain cleanliness. limitations are
reasonable. Adequate shelter/space per #., cannot have free roaming..
Let them have chickys!
Having owned chickens, so long as there are some restrictions on number, and the chickens
aren't free roaming all the time and are contained in a coup designed to keep chickens in and
rodents out, I see no logical reason why people couldn't have chickens.
"This is a Very bad idea this will bring about rodent problems and what could be neighbor
problems I for one
will not stand for it "
It's all well and good until people get roosters. The don't just crow once in the morning. The
crow all freaking day. Living in a neighborhood with multiple roosters is awful esp since there is
rarely enforcement.
Roosters
The roosters Crow too loud and too early in the morning
If an owner does not comply with all of the restrictions, I believe there should be strict penalties
with few chances to comply before the chickens would be removed.
The only problem I have is roosters
Only concern is rodent control. Chickens do well to keep spiders and bugs down. I think allowing
chickens is a wonderful decision, and would make Murray a very popular place.
Hens should be allowed in city but not roosters.
Please learn from the experience that Sugarhouse residents had. I've heard from many friends
and co-workers that they had a HUGE boom in the rat and other vermin population after their
neighbors started keeping chickens. Once they have invaded, it is very difficult to rid an area of
them. Please take that into consideration.
Mice being attracted to chicken feed. Neighbors with cats that roam, potential neighbor conflict.
If chickens are allowed it opens the argument to allow ducks and other livestock. Creates more
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work of enforcement for the city. People may be messy with their chickens and neglect them. It
gets very cold here. This would only affect people who can afford to live in a single family home.
Those in apartments may feel discriminated.
People need to eat
Should have regulations with no fee or minimal fee such as dog license
We lived behind a home in West Jordan. When they moved they sold the chickens. After we
were infested with rats. Exterminated killed 9 rat's.
People need to be able to be self sufficient during the pandemic and beyond, and chickens
aren't as big a problem as they're made out to be.
Please allow them
Chickens can be pets, too.
Chicken carry diseases. Virus . Not good to mix chicken with humans . They beling in a farm
Enforcement#1
Do not over-regulate/micro-manage the methods or circumstances of keeping chickens. Be
more permissive and base management on neighbor complaints.
Like other animals, chickens can be very effective ways to educate children about responsibility.
Plus eggs!
pls let me keep chickens �
Why is this even an issue? Let people do what they want to do with their property.
Only hens no roosters. The roosters are too loud for a residential neighborhood.
"When I lived in Sandy I owned chickens. Only female chickens should be allowed. Roosters
are SO loud. All day the male would make noise; was given away within a week. Highly
disrespectful to other neighbors.
Additionally our neighborhood already has rodent issues because of an unkempt house and the
river nearby. "
I want you to change the policy on having a goat/goats as a pet as well as chickens. Put that on
your agenda at the same time. Goats keep the weeds down and make great pets.
We had chickens in our Riverton home, many of our neighbors did. They are clean & quieter
than dogs
I've lived next door to chickens and as long as the coop is kept clean, they're great! Roosters
should be limited.
Permits would be nice to prevent Cock-fighting
Chickens must remain on the owner's property and cannot wander to the neighbor's property.
Chickens are awesome
Chickens are awesome pets, easy to care for, and provide food for families. But you have to be
willing to keep a clean pen or the smell comes and the mice do too. Houses that are stacked on
top of each other (where you have 10’ on every side of you house between the house and
fence) shouldn’t keep chickens. Be a decent neighbor and only have them if you have a decent
space between where your coop is going and your neighbors. Chickens cluck and can get
annoying if right by a window. NO ROOSTERS.
This has been a very challenging and decisive year for most of us. Politics, Covid, masks,
education, working from home, keeping businesses open, isolation from family and friends and
much more. This controversial issue regarding urban chickens has been addressed in Murray
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several times and ALWAYS causes contention, arguing and division between neighbors. Many
citizens aren't even aware this subject is being revisited and many of us do not have the time or
energy to get involved. PLEASE lets direct our attention towards love, compassion and ways to
unite our wonderful community instead of putting focus on one more topic that will stir up
conflicting conversation between neighbors, friends and the Murray community that so many of
us love.
Allowing chicken in a residential area will allow for families to become more self sufficient as
well as allowing children to learn how to care for an animal that provides a commodity to them.
Not onoy will it help tye financial stability of families who choose to have chickens, it will allow
children to be aware of where there food comes from and how much work goes into getting the
food to the table
I want some
It would be a great addition to Murray neighborhoods to allow backyard chickens.
Hens are fine, but roosters are TOO noisy
# 8 is a loaded question. I strongly agree chickens should be allowed in a residential area. I'm
okay with some regulations within reason. I disagree with requiring a permit. Chickens are quiet
& great to have as pets. Roosters are the ones that make Loud noises.
Good idea
"Cleanliness of chickens area
As in ... chicken Poop , how their food is stored and any remainders not eaten , bedding etc...
You won't be able to get rid of the rats in the neighborhood when chickens are around "
I feel allowing chickens would reduce the value of all the properties surrounding the chickens.
Our family had chickens we lived in a very rural area. They are very smelly and noisy. I would not
want to live near them in a city! Please do not approve chickens in Murray! Everyone is
concerned about the increasing rates of crime, cars being broken into and stolen, and property
items being taken in Murray. It is getting scary! Please work on addressing these problems and
let the farmers keep the chickens. Thank you!
A few chickens for daily egg dose should be allowed for everyone. Kids will have healthy
activities.
Chickens have no business in the city it will be terrible for homeowners that live nearby. On
farms only. This is a terrible idea. Of will kill resale value and I would consider moving if you
allow this
A chicken is no different than owning another animal, if taken care of it should be allowed, if
abused or neglected it should be treated as an abused or neglected dog, I see no issues with
owning an animal that poses no risk, threat or harm, while somewhat noisy they also sleep at
night, this argument and topic is a waste of time and taxpayer dollars, allow it and treat it like
any other animal.
Chickens are great pets. They help with insect and rodent issues. They dont smell if cared for
same as dogs, just clean up after them.
No chickens
I don’t want to deal with the noise or smell of farm animals in my neighborhood any more than I
want to deal with the irresponsible people who don’t pick up after their dogs or make sure their
dogs aren’t a nuisance. There are already plenty of nuisance pets and pet owners, this just adds
one more layer and brings in new problems. Personally, I feel that people who want to own
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livestock should have purchased a home where livestock is allowed. IF Murray decides to allow
this, it should not happen in neighborhoods with small lot sizes or in those neighborhoods
where there is minimal distancing between houses. There should be protections for dog owners,
should a chicken escape and find themselves in a yard with a dog. I have a bird dog who will not
hesitate to grab and maul a chicken. Does this make my dog a threat? As a licensed dog owner,
is this something that I need to worry about as a liability? The city and officers should be
prepared to address and enforce the types of conflicts as well as noise and cleanliness issues.
Residential chickens should be only for personal use, not for businesses. Allowable chickens
should be based on available yard space provided for the chickens
I would love to be able to have my own eggs.
Rodents should not be a concern with chickens. They will make very short work of any rodent
that crosses their path. Give one a mouse and it will be gone in 5 seconds flat. Roosters can be
loud without a doubt but the hens tend to only chatter when someone walks back in their space
or they hear the house door open. You will know if someone is in your yard. There isn't really a
need to have a rooster (many people think you do in order to get eggs - not the case) I would
say a limit of one rooster to 10 hens is reasonable.
Chickens need to be free range to be content not confined to a coop
Ordinances but not fees.. penalties if not following ordinances.
I would love to be able to have my own eggs.
I live in a residential area. And at least one family on my street has roosters. Several has
chickens. They are noisy. They never stop making noise. They attract foxes. The foxes scream all
night and tease my dogs. The damn rooster crows at the moon! They need to go! This isn’t a
farm! Eggs are cheap!
They are an easy animal to help teach responsibility to children and eggs are better for you
when taken care of them.
Allow hen chickens but not roosters in residential zones. I kept chickens as a boy. My parents
had them for 40 years. Two dogs in a yard will attract far more flies and produce more odor
than a dozen laying hens. Anyone keeping chickens that roam the yard should have a fenced
backyard.
They're just playing good for everyone
Chickens are a great pet to have.
Chickens are low on the priority list.
The city councilman and other residents in Burton acres that are currently breaking the current
law should not be allowed to have any chickens or pigeons. We already have a rat problem now
and if we allowed chickens in the area we will have a bigger problem. The city would have to
spend more money to enforce the ordnance and the rat problem. There are also gopher
problems in the neighborhood already that the city isn't taking care of.
If you require a permit and the regulations are enforced it will eliminate a lot of problems I
believe. Then people who want chickens can have them and they'll maintain them responsibly.
Do not allow chicken in the city limits. Because of the chickens that are in my neighborhood
(Burton Acres) we have rats running around. People are breaking the city’s ordinances now so
they should not be allowed to have them in the future.
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They are quiet(hens). They eat all of the bugs they may attract along with a mouse occasionally.
Minimal smell. As long as they are protected from the elements and provided water and food
there shouldn’t be any problems. Most of the surrounding cities allow chickens.
Not allowing roosters would be appropriate- i think chickens, however, should be allowed.
Chickens, not roosters. Roosters/Breeding should be kept in agricultural zones only
I have a neighbor that lives across the street in an urban area. she has 4 chickens , has 4 kids and
works during the day. The chickens are allowed to run across the street and get in my yard. I
HaTE that! Fine if she owns them but keep them in her yard!
Messy
Chickens are wonderful, and fresh eggs are amazing! �
Neighbors should be good neighbors and stay with a little government as possible
Rodents are the #1 concerns.
Please allow chickens.
I have seen chickens and chicken pens in peoples yards when I walk and did not know they were
only allowed in agricultural areas in Murray. These areas are definitely not agricultural. My point
here is not to be a whistleblower put perhaps allowing chickens within reason would help
people from going crazy with them (too many, roaming free, dirty, etc) and allow those who
want chickens that option and murray city could then enforce reasonable guidelines
Maybe permit for roosters
Fried is best
ALLOW THE CHICKENS! Why the hell is this even an issue? We have covid to worry about!!
The only thing I think is they should be kept in good, clean, healthy conditions.
Goats should be able to roam Murray properties also
I don't live in your city but my neighbor had 6 chickens. We never had a mice problem until they
got those chickens. Now despite our best attempts the mice have overrun the area. Its costs
the neighbors hundreds of dollars a year to keep them out of our homes. The mice are
unsanitary and leave their droppings and urine in the same locations our young kids play in. For
that reason alone, I would say please consider not allowing chickens in residential areas of your
city.
Farmers are the backbone of Murray. Let's thank them by making reasonable guidelines for
responsible chicken owners in our city. Thank you and have a blessed day.
There should be online resources to learn how to properly care for chickens.
Residential chickens should be kept to hens. Roosters bring many problems.
Grateful that you are review and giving this consideration. Thank you.
If in residential area “NO” rooster..! Should be determined on lot size, on amount chickens you
can have.
Chickens must stay in the owners property and yard must have rodent fence around the yard so
others dont have rodents to deal with
My main worry is smell. If permit required then city can easily shut down a person who does not
maintain their coop properly. A maintained coop will not smell.
They have brought so much joy in my life this year as a SLC resident and I know I would have
been even more reticent to make the leap if there was a permit in the way. We did end up
having to pay a permit which was fine except it seems like $50 spent on nothing. The city didn’t
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provide any service in return for that chicken permit. Anyway, I’d be very happy to know Murray
city encourages self sufficiency by removing obstacles for residential chicken ownership.
People should be allowed to have chickens. No permits and no restrictions of where they put
their coop.
Roosters should not be allowed at all.
7-10 chicken no permit need
Too noisy for residential areas. Expensive to enforce
I don’t want to be woken up at dawn by a chicken every day!
Chickens should be allowed with a limit on how many you can have
Allow chickens without permit. They are an easy way for families to supplement income during
a difficult time.
Chickens in neighborhoods would be a wonderful addition and make Murray an even better
place to live.
Number of chickens allowed should be based on lot size
"There are many other cities that regulate and allow for chickens to be kept in urban areas.
These are great examples of how this can work and be properly regulated. Keeping chickens
allows residents to become more sustainable and self-resilient. Fresh eggs are healthy and
improve the quality of life for citizens.

Roosters should not be allowed and flock size should be maintained. Those keeping chickens
should raise chickens responsibly and be held accountable if they do not follow regulations
and/or their chickens create community problems like rats, raccoons or other undesirable pests.
"
There awesome!
Approve backyard chickens
I live next to a small farm in Murray and the roosters are the ones that are noisy and we do have
a rat problem, not necessarily because of the chickens, but it doesn’t help. I don’t think chickens
should be allowed in residential neighborhoods.
Provide education for those looking to have chickens so they can raise and management
properly
Chickens are cool
Other ordinances are not enforced, so regulations on chickens would be hard to enforce also
I say bring on the chickens! There are already several urban areas in SL Valley that allow
chickens without any major impacts to the neighborhood. I think it is important to ensure
chickens are well cared for, so limiting number and ensuring proper shelter is important.
I think chickens should be considered like any other pet. Owners should be responsible for
themselves and work things out with consideration with neighbors like any other animal that is
owned. There are no health risks associated with chickens any more than other animals.
Chickens are great to have, in the past we had about 10. Requiring people to be able to keep the
chickens safe, and their surrounding property safe is a good thing.
There should be a chicken farm where people in apartments are able to help with the chickens
in return for eggs
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I think if you have the space and the means to care for chickens you shouldn’t need a permit.
I don't really know about if a permit is important or not. If you do have a permit system, it
should be free or a minimal fee, and really just a way to make sure people know what they are
getting into and maybe managing the number of chickens. I'm personally interested in having 2
chickens as a hobby & pets. We were really close to getting them before realizing they weren't
allowed in our zoning. It seems like other Cities allow small scale chickens in urban residential
areas, so I'm not sure why Murray would not allow it. My only concern would be someone
having a lot of chickens and neglecting them and not maintaining the coupe properly so they
become a smelly nuisance.
"I live technically in Taylorsville but I wanted to offer my advice as I live on the border of Murray.
Chickens can be amazing additions to a family's yard. I have kept chickens for years and have a
permit in Taylorsville for up to 10 hens but I have 6. The #1 problem with chicken keeping is
misinformation. Neighbors assume that stink and rats will come with chickens but that is not the
case with proper care.
Permits should be required

•

Proximity to neighbor's home should be considered for sound (even hens make their sweet egg
song but aren't normally noisy)

•

The chicken owners must have a proper coop AND run that protects the chickens from
predators a) neighbor dogs b) hawks c) racoons d) skunks

•

chickens should be for egg production and yard improvements (keeping down bugs and creating
fertilizer) NOT for the slaughter of meat birds

•

the homeowners must have a fenced yard to prevent chickens from entering the neighbor's
yard. chickens do not have territory sensitivity :)

•

homeowner agrees to random inspections from animal control for the purpose of permit and
compliance

•

I am happy to help anyone who is making decisions. I have a radio show and podcast that airs on
KKAT 860 called Gardening Utah and I teach about proper chicken care on some episodes. I'm
happy to provide more information to Murray City for the purpose of creating a sustainable
policy that allows for people to have hens in residential areas but does not disturb neighbors or
cause a distraction for animal control or the city. "
Make sure HOA's cant ban them :P
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I would want to know if they attract unwanted critters such as rats, requiring non chicken
owners extra expense of pest control.
We should allow chickens they are beneficial in gardening it would give more people fresh eggs
especially during a pandemic where there was a food shortage
I think people should be able to have there chickens it allows people to raise their own food.
Being able to affordably feed ones family is a basic need. Please allow our citizens to take care
of themselves.
It's time we allow people alternate sources of home grown and raised food
No roosters
"As a chicken owner since 2008 in both Taylorsville and West Jordan, I feel I have some good
input. Please don’t limit chickens to 4 or 5. Many of us alternate years with new chicks to keep a
steady egg supply. I currently have 11 chickens because of transition and it doesn’t make a
difference in any aspect of keeping them but I’m technically breaking city code.
I’ve NEVER had issues with rodents. In fact, chickens are amazing at killing mice. Also smells
aren’t an issue for backyard flocks. We aren’t dealing with hundreds of chickens. There’s no
point to get a permit when flock numbers change year to year.
Please see Utah Chicken keepers group and Utah backyard chicken enthusiasts for more in
depth about regulating chickens. "
Keep more government out of our lives
Only allow it if you’re willing to put some teeth behind the regulations.
They should be allowed l, it's a source of food for people.
NO CHICKENS and site people who have them already
We have learned that people need more control over food sources in uncertain times. Egg laying
hens would be good for some families. Fewer chickens in factory farm couldn’t hurt either.
No roosters. Keep it clean so there's no smell. In fenced back yards only.
No chickens. They bring rats and lice. We live too close to the Jordan River Parkway a d chickens
will bring raccoons, fox and more skunks.
Creating ordnance’s and creating road blocks to issues such as this only takes away your citizens
ability for self-sustainment.
My neighbor has chickens and they are a nuisance. Loud, smelly, and unsightly. It affects my
ability to enjoy my home and yard.
"Honestly, I’m not a fan of having chickens in tight residential areas. They are dirty and cause
rodent problems.
Maybe the owner of the chickens doesn’t care, but the neighbors of the chickens will care
because of rodent problems.
Oversight and regulation is needed. "
Why do we need to have regulations for them? Just let people keep chickens like they do any
other pet.
When I lived in Bountiful, the main requirement when applying to have chickens was the
distance of the coop from neighboring closed structures (sheds, houses, etc.)
"I want chickens �
I have not had any but know others that do
Never see roaming chickens
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I think people are capabale of having them and following BASIC rules
Don’t make it not fun to have chickens and regulate it beyond needed regulations "
I'm not sure what the difference between a license and a permit is, but if dogs need a license,
then chickens should require something similar but appropriate to the specific attributes of
chickens.
Chickens supply a reliable, self sustaining food source. They keep pests and insect infestations
down. A city like Murray that my great grandparents helped settle was founded on agriculture.
Keep our city a welcoming place for all.
As long as somebody is taking care of the chickens on their property and surrounding neighbors
aren’t complaining, no big deal.
It should be alright to provide fresh eggs to your family.
Maybe have different guidelines for houses vs townhomes or condo because of the size of yards
and shared areas. Also the amount of chickens base on how large the yard is. Under .18 (6
chickens) under .25 (10 chickens) and so on.
thanks for asking us about this. i love our murray community!
There are currently chickens in residential areas, roosters as well. No enforcement?
I feel that the people should be able to keep chickens so that they have a way to provide food
for their families in certain situations. Condos and apartments should not be allowed to have
chickens.
No roosters (noise) or for-profit poultry ventures in residential zoned areas (smell/intensive
pollution). Please require permits and coops.
Chickens aren’t necessarily the problem coming from rural area to city. It was the roosters in
residence areas that was the nuisance
Cities all around the country allow chickens. It’s about time Murray allows them.
"I feel all residents should be allowed to have chickens. Don’t make it hard for them to get them
either- fees, enforcement, etc.
we really wanted bees but with all the rules, signs, fees, etc. It doesn’t help the need of bees.
Same with Chickens. Don’t slam us with more money. Times are hard as it is. Being able to grow
my own food is important. We all should have a right to be able to provide for our families.
Especially now. "
Bagok
Chickens are great companions and provide valuable insect and disease control in yards and
gardens. Their manure allows for natural fertilization when either allowed to free range or when
added to compost as a soil amendment. Smell can be kept to a minimum with proper cleaning of
the coop and limiting the number of chickens owned per sq ft of space. I would LOVE to be a
backyard chicken ambassador for the citizens and city of Murray. Feel free to contact me
crshipes@yahoo.com
I think if people want chickens, let them have chickens. It’s only a rooster noise that I would be
concerned about
America is supposed to be the land of the free...Murray, UT should be one of those places. Let
people have their chickens & the city should stay out of it.
I had a neighbor here in Murray who had chickens. I lived three houses down and the noise was
terrible. I severely impacted my sleep and the sleep of my children. The smell was also horrible
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and we saw a marked increase in mice after the chicken coop was built. Chickens simply do not
belong in residential neighborhoods. If I wanted that kind of noise and smell and rodent
problem I would live in the country where you expect it. The neighborhoods in Murray simply do
not have large enough plots of land to allow for farm animals like chickens.
Noise and too many are the biggest problems
If it does not harm someone else, we should encourage our residents to be self sufficient by
raising or growing our own food and not relying of food from foreign locations
Keep this issue simple.
If people get chickens let me have a goat.
Please say yes to chickens!
Limit number of chickens per lot size minus square footage of buildings on lot. How are you
defining chickens? Does this exclude roosters?
Chickens are farm animals. Not pets
Its more healthier for us to eat fresh egg. I don't have chicken but I don't mind if the neighbors
want to have it.
4 chickens per standard size lot. No chickens for townhouses or condos. No roosters.
That they are kept up properly.
I have several neighbors who already have them despite them being illegal in Murray city. The
smell, sounds and rodents are a problem. It’s frustrating to know it doesn’t matter what the law
is, people won’t follow it anyway. I’m not sure it would even be enforced.
This becomes more of an issue of infringing on the quality of life of neighbors -- nothing against
chickens, but crowing at all hours, smell, and lack of care are not worth changing the law
Roosters should not be allowed unless the property is over an acre. Roosters are just too noisy!
No roosters
We don't need more issues for Murray to handle like chickens.
The welfare of the animals should be paramount. The needs of neighbors to avoid excessive
noise, smell, and attracted pests should also be important.
As long as people keep chickens contained to there own yards. I don’t have issues with people
having chickens.
I’d prefer for there to not be roosters allowed (way too loud!) in residential areas, at least when
you have neighbors relatively close by.
Stop trying to regulate your citizens and let them do what they want in
Really don’t want my neighbors to have chickens
Chickens are much less annoying than roaming cats and barking dogs. To have two dogs at your
home, a permit is not required. In cities like Herriman, draper, and many many more, chickens
are allowed, without a permit, and many many families are well served by their ability to have
chickens. Owners still need to be responsible so there should definitely be sound guidelines in
place. I strongly disagree with allowing roosters! Now that is a noise nuisance! Chickens are alot
of fun!
Adhere to property rights, plain and simple. People should have the right to do what they please
on their property. If they violate the property rights of others, e.g. right to quiet enjoyment,
actually enforce the violations of property rights.
I like the idea of chickens
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The decision should be up to the homeowners not the city.
I don’t know if an increase in chickens would decrease or increase amount of rodents. This was
sort of addressed but I’d love more info on that.
Chickens will be another reason for Cougars/Mountain Lions to roam around Murray
neighborhoods
A permit should not be a barrier from having. Permit fees, if any should be minimal. The permit
should protect owners of chickens from troubling neighbors as much as it protects neighbors
from neglecting chicken owners. Size of lot should be considered in number of allowed chickens.
No roosters, please
I’m less concerned with backyard chickens but more concerned with how you will regulate
roosters. Roosters create noise, they are way meaner if they get out (or are let loose by an
irresponsible owner), and are overall not conducive to a residential area.
Pet or food producer? They are each a different set of rules.
It would be nice as long as people had permits, and enforcement was done if problems arose
NO Crows! Figure out rats or chickens around riverbanks... But let's get some chickens! yay!!
Farm to table fresh eggs would encourage citizens to reduce their carbon footprint, recycle the
egg shells for calcium composting in gardens, plus provide a learning experience for families.
Please let us have chickens! They are less of a nuisance than most dogs and bring a lot of joy to
people. Plus, free eggs!
I��
Worry that someone will have so many chickens that will have smell, noise, rodents,. This is
common in agriculture areas with animals and should not be issue for other homeowners to
deal with.
No roosters, chickens are fine. Chickens are great education for children and this around.
Chickens provide many mental health benefits as well. They are excellent for gardens AND pest
control ( chickens eat mice)
Chickens, if taken care of properly, are a good asset to have for protein.
I want chickens at my house.
Let's have the chickens!
Let us have chickens
I would like to have chickens in my yard.
"It’s about time!! Murray needs to catch up with the rest of the urban world of urban chickens.
No roosters just hens. People all over Murray have them and it’s not fair that some get to and
slime don’t just because if neighbors. We should have a right to enjoy pets and raise our own
food for our families.

Thank you!!!"
I don’t want them in residential zones
I have had chickens while living in Murray, Hens only should strongly be considered Rosters on
farming land only. My chicken ate the mice never had issues with smell I did clean the coop once
a week and always but them in their coop at night
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Having the ability to raise chickens will help people have food in times of food insecurity. I'm all
for it.
Chicken should be allowed at the lowest amount without a permit. If, all goes well then the
number of allowed chickens can be increased.
"Maybe if it's a large lot and neighbors are distanced. But an unwilling neighbor shouldn't have
to deal with a neighbors chicken. Also yards would look terrible from them and some homes
already are just weed patches
"
Chickens help with bugs as they eat them
I think people should be able to have them
Enforcement is a must - surrounding neighbors must not be inconvienced
I support backyard chickens as long as conditions are humane
Do not allow this is not a farm area
Chickens but no roosters.
Question 8 was slightly misleading. I strongly agree that chickens should be allowed in
residential zones, but do not agree that it should require a permit.
I don't want chickens but have no objections to people who do. Up to 10 seems fine, and I worry
most about smell, rodents, and the humane treatment of the chickens.
Chickens bring rodents like rats. We do not want rats in our neighborhood!
No rosters
buk... buk... BUKKAW
To each their own
Depending on distance, neighbors should be allowed to weigh in on their neighbor's homing
chickens since their space will potentially be effected.
I didn't even know I cared about city chickens but the thought of hearing a rooster crowing
everyday makes me reconsider. If chickens are allowed I feel like rules should be in place.
Currently other issues are not addressed by Murray City so eventally this would become another
one when problems arise.
Consider the sustainability and health benefits.
We want all the chickens!
they carry disease. attract flies and predators and STINK
Neighbors with chickens have attracted an excessive number of rats to the neighborhood.
Another neighbor had a crowing rooster and he thought it was funny to annoy the neighbors.
We have a huge rat problem in my neighborhood. As much I would like chickens, I want rats
less.
The number of chickens would vary per lot size
I think chickens can provide benefits to a community such as insect control, food (eggs), and
fertilizer and should be allowed in all cities both urban and agricultural. However I do agree that
there should be some regulation to assure they are not a nuisance or health hazard.
Education can help people that want chickens. Such as they will attract predators such as
raccoons and skunks.
I know one of my neighbors has them and we have seen an increase in rats. Rodents are a big
problem and I don't think chickens should be allowed in residential areas.
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My neighborhood in Murray has chickens and it has never been a problem,
I think that the public survey several years ago demonstrated that the citizens of Murray WANT
freedom to raise chickens and have bees. If we want it responsibly done, then clear simple
guidelines should be made. Anything expensive or complicated will just tempt people to do
whatever they want. If you go the permit route, keep it cheap and easy. And maybe we need a
Murray Chicken and Egg Show each year to celebrate :-)
Due to the current pandemic I believe people should be able to be as self sufficient as possible.
No grandfathering if the city no longer allows them. Give residents 6 months to find a new home
for the chickens.
Chickens belong on a farm not in the city!
I strongly support keeping chickens in residential areas within Murray City
Please DO NOT allow chickens in residential property in Murray! Our backyard neighbors in
Murray had chickens for years and it was a nightmare! We didn’t know at the time that it wasn’t
allowed by the city. The chicken feed attracted rats and mice that were constantly in our
property. They smelled and were noisy. The chicken coop was ugly and an eye sore right out our
back window. We tried to sell our home at the time for unrelated reasons, and every potential
buyer that walked through our home mentioned not wanting to buy a house with chickens in
the neighboring yard. Our home sat on the market for 6 months and we feel that it dramatically
affected our home value. Even with proper rules and ordinances in place, the likelihood of
rodents, smells, noise, and ugly structures are unavoidable when owning chickens. They belong
only on agricultural zoned land in such a densely populated area! Property owners that want to
own chickens should buy agricultural property or should buy property in a more rural area with
ordinances for a less dense population.
As long as people are willing to get a permit and take care of the chickens properly then they
should be allowed to have the chickens
I believe chickens should be thought of as a pet and health and welfare of the chickens should
be regulated like dogs, cats, etc.
If people want to have chickens and can responsibly take care of the chickens then I see no
problem with them having them.
Chickens are awesome. Roosters suck, hens won’t make much noise at all.
I know 4 individual houses keeping chickens in my area.
No. Homes are too close together as it is and we're feeling and experiencing enough of
overcrowding just trying to get along with people & pets we already have.
Please let families have chickens, they are clean, easy and amazing!
A few chickens that are well managed should be allowed with a permit
Chickens keep insect population down and they don’t take up a lot of space
My neighbor has chickens and with these chickens there has been a noticeable increase of
rodents.
No roosters
My neighbor is always getting chickens. However, she would always have to get rid of them. The
condition she kept them in, was terrible. So they took them away. Plus they seem to always be
in my yard and there feathers were everywhere. She never cleaned up after them and it started
to stink. If you do allow it, she along with others probably wouldn't get a permit anyway. She's
never licensed her dogs or cats. And they were neglected also. I think unless someone has a BIG
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LOT that the chickens wouldn't bother any neighbors with the feathers and the smells. Then
they should be able to have them with a PERMIT and have someone check on the conditions of
the chickens every so often without notice. A lot of people think they want them, but have no
idea what they are doing. And then what do you do when everyone's tired of the chickens?
Where do they go then? There's a lot of people in Murray that have them now. But they need to
be regulated some how. If every house hold got 5-10 chickens. Murray would end up having to
open a Humane Society just for the unwanted chickens.. Again, I think they need to have a Large
Lot, have to get a permit, show they have somewhere like a coop for them to get shelter and not
just left out in the cold. I really think you're opening a can of worms. If people can have chickens
then we should be able to have a goat for our lawn, a mini donkey, because they're cute. As
many dogs and cats as we can afford. Or to foster. There's really no reason residents need to
have there own chickens. If they don't know what they are doing, a lot of people will probably
get sick from them. I say NO, only because I've lived by someone that doesn't take care of their
animals or children for that matter. So glad I moved to a bigger lot in Murray.
Excited to be able to have chickens!
They should be allowed. 0-6, any lot bigger the .20 must have coop,
We hope to see the allowance of chickens in Murray soon. They are good for our community in
so many ways!
I think any responsible, competent food growing endeavor Murray residents would like to do
lawfully should be given consideration.
I like chicken
I think thst if residents want to have chickens for fresh eggs and poultry, the city should allow it.
Murrah has always struck me as a self sustaining city. Besides there are residents who are
already raising chickens in the city.
Have we seen the mountain lion recently? She may eat chickens.
Keeping chickens is a great, environmentally friendly way to get eggs and keep down pests in
the garden! Many neighboring cities allow backyard chickens and Murray should too.
I think guidelines on coops and sanitation are a good idea. Not necessarily permits.
Honestly dogs cause the same issues as chickens if an outside dog. Barking, poop, noise, smell....
chickens are no worse
Let people have chickens. Dogs are also loud and serve no purpose.
Chickens are noisy and attract rodents
Most people I know that have chickens are respectful of neighbors and take care of them. I think
people should be able to have them so long as they are taken care of, under control and are
respectful of neighbors.
Chickens are more quiet than dogs. Their waste can also be used as fertilizer (dogs' cannot).
I want chickens for quality of food and self sufficiency. I think urban areas should not allow
roosters.
I understand peoples reasoning for owning chickens. However, in a community that doesn’t
have a lot of open space, I think a top priority should be consideration and thoughtfulness of
how it may affect our neighbors and overall community appearance, relationships, and
desirability is highly important.
For question 8, I agree that there should be regulations but disagree that a permit should be
required.
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I feel people should be allowed to have chickens, but should require a permit and some rules to
help them be responsible
If people want chickens they should live in a rural area zoned for agriculture and live animals.
Bad idea to allow chickens in residential zone.
Would be cool to have chickens. Require a coop unless lot is zoned as at or large enough. No
permit required please. Thanks!
I like fresh eggs. I don't want to keep chickens, but I like it when people around me do! Seems
like a good move for being prepared for disasters too.
The urban encroached on the rural. Where we live many people have lots sizes of almost 1/2
acre. Several neighbors have chickens. One did have to get rid of a noisy rooster but other than
that chickens have been good neighbors. Obviously lot size and distance should be major
considerations.
I think chickens should not be allowed to roam free in Murray. They need to stay on the PERMIT
holder’s property.
Chickens in a 1/4 acre lot or larger should be allowed with no permit required! Per 1/4 acre 4-6
chickens per 1/2 acre 7-10 chickens NO ROOSTERS unless 3/4 acre or larger.
I think people should be allowed to have chickens but limit roosters as they are the noisy ones.
Chickens are a great resource for people to have as they reduce waste by eating scrap foods and
provide the family that takes care of them with eggs and also meat if they so choose. With hard
times occurring chickens act as good food storage for emergency food preparedness.
there’s so many benefits to raising your own chickens, and people in murray should get that
chance to experience it
My lot is tiny and I do not want to be bothered with the noise. If allowed, lot size should
absolutely be a consideration.
Not a fan of chickens in residential areas, but if Murray allows this they need to be extremely
diligent about outlawing roosters. They are loud and obnoxious. I would also want a
commitment from the city that codes will be strictly enforced. As a previous resident of West
Valley City, they did not enforce codes and it made being surrounded by chickens and roosters
absolutely unbearable. I chose Murray for my new home to get away from that mess and would
hate to end up back in a similar situation.
Many of my neighbors have chickens and will continue to keep chickens, but right now there is
not oversight or guidance which could be provided by a permit process.
No chickens in Murray!
Chickens can be good natural pest control. They should be allowed in residential areas, but
there should be good regulations in regards to their care and health
"If taken care of chickens are less maintenance and less a nuisance than dogs. Many urban areas
support backyard chickens when kept at a minimum number (~10) for non-commercial
enjoyment. They are not prone to fly or stray eliminating any possible means of
contracting/spreading disease. Well maintained coops do not attract insects/rodents.
Most people do not know neighbors have chickens, but they know who has dogs and cats.
Appropriate/limited regulations are one thing, but licensing is over-the-top unless enforcement
becomes a problem. If license fees are excessive, like for bees, people will not get licensed.
Passing ordinances out of unfounded fears or impacts is not appropriate."
Chickens are great.
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Chickens cause a ton of rodent problems and other animals to get sick!
I think if people want and can responsibly care for chickens they should be allowed
Freedom equals keeping chickens if you want to. Disturbing neighbors should be the only thing
considered as an enforcement issue
I feel that chickens should be allowed if the city standards have been met
We share the eggs and the rest of the obligation
Chickens bring so many benefits to not only the owner, but their neighbors as well by providing
natural weed control and bug control. This beautifies the yards and keeps the bugs down for
everyone.
Let people have them. Every other county allows homeowners have chicken, then why can’t
Murray?
We’ve always wanted a chicken coup and we’ve lived in Murray for 13 years. But we’ve always
rented, we won’t buy a home in Murray until chickens are allowed, otherwise we will be buying
a home in a city that allows residential chickens.
I definitely think they should be allowed!
City doesn't enforce codes or laws anyways so who cares
I know many people who have chickens in other residential areas and it has been a very positive
experience for their families. It should be unregulated as long as they are careful to avoid
impacting their neighbors.
Please allow chickens in residential areas
Chickens can be kept with virtually no smell, rodents, or bugs when cleaned regularly. Keeping a
small flock will be quieter than the barking dogs that many neighborhoods are used to. In this
time of shortages in grocery stores, it is irresponsible to tell residents they can not take this step
towards self reliance. There is also a general awareness spreading that factory chickens are
unhealthy, produce eggs with less nutrients, and are subjected to terrible conditions and
treatment throughout their lives. A loving caretaker can raise birds that are healthy and taken
care of throughout their lives, producing eggs that are higher in nutrients. Many times, a chicken
keeper has some excess eggs during the summer, and many of us choose to share with our
neighbors. It's a great way to create a bind between neighbors and a feeling of togetherness
when neighbors may otherwise not have much contact.
As long as people have proper coops and keep them clean, I believe they should be able to have
them. Nothing better than fresh eggs. It also is a way for parents to teach care of animals and
responsibility to their children. I am all for people having chickens.
"1-3 birds
License
Enforcement "
No roosters allowed. Coops should be required. Do not allow chickens in apartments.
I’ve owned chickens and they made no noise if you only allow hens. They also don’t bring bugs,
they eat them.
We need to get this passed!
Can we not have more regulations? This city is getting over regulated.
I don’t understand how families can have as many children as they want, but I can’t have a few
chickens in a coop/pen. Kids are a lot noisier and more destructive than well cared for chickens.
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Salt lake county and all other cities allow it - I lived in SLC on a much smaller property and had
chickens and it was fine.
If people want animals they should have purchased in an area zoned for it. Neighbors shouldn’t
have to put up with the noise and potential issues or brings.
Chickens are great! They provide a food source, teach children responsibility, plus they are fun
to raise from chicks.
My biggest concern is the raccoons and skunks that come around chicken coops. My neighbor
has a few chickens and I think I obtained raccoons because of that. However, when I capped off
my fireplace, I didn't have a raccoon problem after that. Thank you
These questions did not allow someone to properly give their opinion. I believe residents should
be able to keep chickens but they should not have to have a permit. The ranking system on one
of the questions does not allow me to remove issues I don't care about at all. The only thing
that permit does is creates more work for the city. Chicken keeping issues can fall under normal
city code enforcement only when a complaint is made.
Question 7 is confusing
Many years ago we lived by someone who had chickens. I wouldn't mind, except they wake you
when the sun comes up, even if that is before 6 AM.
I have been wanting chickens for many years since I moved to Murray. This is my biggest
concern: Roosters should not be allowed. They are unnecessary and very loud. Lot sizes in
Murray are far too small to have roosters crowing sometimes in the middle of the night. I have
had chickens in other places throughout my life and roosters are excessively loud, aggressive,
and unaware of what time it is.
I don't see any problem with having chickens.
We’ve heard from pest control that our neighbor with chickens is what is attracting rodents to
the area. That is vile and unfair to those of us affected.
We need chickens. There are so many in Murray all ready.
Raising chickens teaches responsibility to children, and offer a food source, both in the eggs they
provide but also for the meat. Food source, especially with everything going on in the world, is
extremely important. Everyone should be encouraged to grow and raise their own food.
My grandparents, Has & Elizabeth Degen helped found this fair city, except it was called east
vine street or east Cottonwood they had chickens & pigs. Then they had to move to a decebt
house, since Hiland Dairy bought them out. They had chickens. I should be allowed a few
chickens if i went them, rite?
I think chicken are good for pets and for food there pretty harmless I enjoy chickens
Chickens should be allowed if properly cleaned up like any other pet
"Why are we having this conversation yet again?
Murray citizens have already weighted in on this topic. Yet, everytime a handful of people want
to turn our neighborhoods into farms we have to revisit this issue. THE MAJORITY HAS ALREADY
SAID NO. Keep the farm animals where the belong. "
There should be regulation depending on a permit price. Don't think there should be a high price
tag. There should be limits to number of chickens, how close they can be kept to homes or other
properties. It should be limited to homes with the space to have them.
"No roosters, chickens are fine. Chickens eat insects and mice. They rarely make noise.
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Trust residents to be responsible."
We went over this about 4 years ago... what changed? Did district one stop having a fear of
chickens flying and pooping on him? We already have laws on the books about nuisance issues.
Stop adding laws and regulations and just enforce the laws already in the books.
Asking questions in the way you have asked them shows that you are authoritarians. These
questions only allow certain answers. We should be able to keep chickens without any form of
permit and without any form of over site from a centrally planned economy. Your desire to
restrict citizens from growing their own food shows the extreme amount of upper class privilege
you all have. Life may be good for you in your ivory towers but for many citizens we have a
desire to provide for ourselves rather than demand that other people take care of us. I truly
want to emphasize how rank with upper class privilege you people all have. No regulations
should be required. It truly shows ignorance that you have rodent worries.
Chickens can help keep bugs down and teach kids responsibility
"Chickens are a great way to encourage self reliance among residents.
Thank you for considering this allowance. "
Nice that people want to be self sustaining.
I think if people have the space for them, and a permit to show they are responsible, then I'd
love for my neighbors to be able to share their eggs with me, hahah.
We have chickens and it was such a relief to have them at the beginning of this pandemic and
grocery stores had shelves that were pretty bare. I think residential chicken coops are a fantastic
way for people to be more self reliant.
No roosters in residential areas due to noise concerns?
No Roosters
worried about enforcement if this becomes a thing. I think it will not be enforced and will get
out of control.
Use common sense based on the criteria stated in this survey. Permit ownership of chickens on
a case-by-case basis.
Several of our neighbors have chickens which I assume means that no one has complained.
Please allow chickens, especially in these difficult financial and pandemic times
We have attended multiple meetings in the past, have filled out surveys, and have been
interested in keeping just a few hens for eggs. We have abided by the current ordinance to not
have chickens, but we would very much like the freedom to have them (as we realize some of
our neighbors do already). It's good for people to have a source for fresh eggs, especially in
these times.
If home owners can have dogs that bark at all hours, that don't clean up after their pets (letting
their yards smell like dog excrement), leaving food out that attacks wildlife/pests with out
having permits, other homeowners should be able to have chickens/ducks.
I feel like chicken keeping is a great way to be self reliant, if you have property 1/8 acre or more
you should be able to keep chickens
Coop conditions can get pretty nasty. Should be subject to some specs
Quality of care and sanitation should be a top consideration
Chickens keep pests down, which would reduce the chemicals people use to control pests. They
are giving creatures, and are a benefit to health, both for our soil and bodies. As long as we all
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agree to keep them under control, anyone should be able to make the choice to have chickens
as we do gardens.
Let people have ducks as well
Let the chicken fly!!!
The chickens provide a natural source of food especially during these times with the virus. They
also provide stress relief for the family and teaches responsibilities for taking care of the
chickens. They are also very entertaining to observe. The chickebs are no problem, there is no
smell.
No Chickens in Residental zones.
Having chickens and not roosters allowed in residential areas will not cause as many problems
as the city is anticipating, and will provide a lot of opportunities for education, outreach, and self
sustaining living that will improve quality of life for many people living in Murray.
No roosters
Each situation should be assessed as they come.
If one person can have chickens we all should. If not make everyone get rid of them. It's not fair
some people get to keep there's and others can't. Rosters should be a definite no but chickens
that lay eggs feeds families.
The noise, smell and insects that go along with them can be very bothersome.
Chickens are a great food resource for families, especially those struggling during a pandemic.
Chickens are low maintenance and are rarely a bother to surrounding neighbors. Homeowners
should be allowed to own their own chickens!
I think that chickens in a pen and coop are a good idea, not free range. I agree with limiting the
number of chickens.
"Cats and raccoons. For chicken safety ,coops need to be a thing. Cats and raccoons roam and
that is fair ... soon?????
I would love to have 3 or 4 chickens, but would need a coop for their safety. "
Please provide residents with opportunities for education on how to be responsible chicken
owners.
I think people should be allowed to have them as long as they are taken care of very well.
No roosters
Backyard chickens help with pest control and provide food for families.
Would like to see chickens allowed for larger lots
I am in favor of keeping chickens in residential areas as long as there are a few rules regarding
number, cleanliness, and noise. I don’t think a permit would be necessary as long as there are
guidelines for us to follow. I am in favor of enforcement if there are clear violations of the rules
that lead to neighbors’ complaints.
The regulations should reflect the standard already in place for dogs and cats In Murray City.
Question 8 is a two part question in one question. Misleading. I think chickens should be
allowed but I don't necessarily think there need to be regulations. I personally have had no
issues with the chickens nearby. And while I think 6 chickens is a lot, I have a friend with
chickens who started out with 5 or 6 and only 3 made it to adulthood, so I think limiting it to 3
chickens is rather sad.
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I strongly feel that allowing chickens could get abused by those participating. Who is going to
make sure that residence are following the law. We already have tons of codes that are not
enforced. I am 100% against the city allowing this.
Home owners must agree to replace (re-home?) roosters,
Chickens are almost like pets these days, plus they help people to become self-sufficient and I
think that is very important In This day and age.
All done within reason
Number of chickens should depend on lot size. Wouldn't exceed 6.
I know Murray used to be farm country but the landscape of Murray has changed. Having
chickens isn't going to help with ones family income. If they were using this as a profit making
adventure.
Recommend to read and follow Herriman City’s example
I don’t own chickens but people should be able to have chickens if they choose and if they keep
them in a humane way.
There are many in Sandy who have chickens. Never heard of any complaints
Chickens are ok. Roosters are not. Definitely a limit on number. Have them at own risk. If they
cause problems then they have to go. So a permit of some kind might be good to make sure
people understand the rules and responsibilities of having them. And should not be visible to
the front of the house.
Love chicken wings
Time for murray to move into the next century. Chickens are a good healthy food source that
are less of a nuisance than dogs.
I do t think it should be about whether someone has chickens or how many. If they impact
neighbors, noise, smell...then step in. Otherwise there’s no need for more regulations.
Should be able to have up to 6 chickens.
I think the city should allow chickens, but have rules in place to ensure that the coops are kept
clean to reduce issues with rodents and smell.
A reasonable amount of chickens in my back yard— yes please. It’s about time we take a more
sustainable stance on where we get our every day food items like eggs from.
There is no enforcement of "outdoor" cats . There is no enforcement of dogs who live in a back
yard. If food is left outside for these animals then rodents will be a problem. If dog droppings
are not regularly picked up then a problem with smell will occur. Dogs bark all day and night,
and it is very difficult to seek a resolution through enforcement. Outdoor cats fight, meow, and
yowl seemingly every time I sleep with my window open. I feel that chickens are facing undue
scrutiny. Thanks for your time.
They should be allowed
cats and dogs ok too
Chickens can aid in a healthy ecosystem, more diversity means healthier environment. The only
reason I can think of a use for a permit Is to use it to educate the owners about the proper care
of chickens.
We are near a greenbelt and our neighbors that have chickens are good neighbors-no problems
"I don't think anyone should have roosters - they are too noisy but chickens are less noisy than
dogs! I think they are great and should be allowed.

•
•
•
•

•
•
•

•
•

•
•
•

•
•
•

The survey at the top was unclear. I ranked my answers as #1 the highest concern and #10 as
the least."
I think it can beneficial. I may not keep chickens myself, but I would like more options to buy
eggs other than the store.
Check with other municipalities that allow a few hens to be kept at a residence and see what
their experience is.
Salt Lake City, Holladay, & Cottonwood Heights all have ordinances in place to allow backyard
chicken keeping. Murray is surrounded by these. It doesn’t make any sense to me that Murray
would not allow residents the option to keep heir own backyard chickens and provide fresh eggs
for their family. Raising backyard chickens is a great way to increase self sustainability. If
homeowners provide clean and safe shelter for these animals and there is no nuisance from
noise, smell, or otherwise, why wouldn’t any Murray homeowner be able to keep these
animals? I understand if people think there should be limits on how many birds people are
allowed to keep, but I also believe it should be tethered to the property lot size. Hens are not a
noise nuisance like roosters.
Anyone with chickens before an ordinance change should be grandfathered in. They can keep
their chickens, but not add new ones beyond new regulations.
No roosters
Me and my family have owned chickens for almost 4 years, and I love them more than anything.
they offer me so much love and affection. we work so hard to keep their home nice, and I have
no idea what I'd do if they got taken away. My Dominique chicken named Arwen is my best
friend. Chickens should be allowed everywhere. Not only are they adorable, intelligent, and
kind, but they also give you food and help your garden/yard. I love my chickies so much.
It’s ridiculous to not allow chickens. Most cities allow this, it’s great for everyone!
I think allowing residents to have chickens enhances food security, helps the environment, and
puts people in touch with the food they eat. It also lessens the burden on animals when they are
not all crowded in tiny cases and being mistreated. I strongly think people should be allowed to
have chickens
We should be able to raise our own food source
"I’ve had animals on my property since 1947 but because of current code I’m not supposed to.
It’s aggravating.
Also the the topic of chickens being allowed or not in my opinion is like whether or not we
should allow a 10 year old to have a hamster. It’s ridiculous. And generations are going to be
suffering because the lost practice of self sufficiency. Chickens are a baby step to being self
sufficient the way that hamsters are a baby step to owning a dog. "
If regulated to 1-5 chickens as per size of lot which single dwelling home is on, people could
grow natural agriculture.
Chickens provide a healthy and sustainable food source. They are also key to compost/
gardening.
I've never lived next door to people with chickens, but I've lived within a couple hundred yards. I
heard the roosters, but it never bothered me much. The LifeFlight chopper or FrontRunner
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trains are much more of a nuisance to me. That said, we live in a city. Noise is expected. I
support people raising their own food.
People should have the right to homestead on their property if they so choose. This includes
raising a small flock of chickens.
I had neighbors several years ago that had chickens. They were allowed to free roam, we had a
horrible pest problem and the smell became terrible. I’m not against having chickens but I don’t
know if you want to take on policing all the hassles.
It seems this is like opening pandoras box. Next will be pygmy goats, pigs, turkeys etc. I strongly
think if chicken's will be allowed, then a permit and regulations should be required.
We have neighbors who do not keep their yards clean/mowed now. Chickens would only make
this worse!
I grew up in Utah County where keeping chickens never seemed to be a problem. I think limiting
the number of roosters to 0 or 1 is probably advisable, but hens are really not much of a
nuisance and they can be very fun, tame, and productive animals to keep around. I personally
would like to keep 1 or 2 hens around for pets and for eggs. My lot is .22 acres and I think that
should be sufficient.
This issue has been in front of the city council and zoning commission 3+ years. Get it settled.
I would have bought a house in Murray if my chickens would have been allowed. I hope you
allow chickens in the future. Thank you.
There should be no limit to the amount of chickens people should be allowed to have.
each home owner should have a chance to have chickens. how ever neglect or filth should not
be tolerated. 2 to 4 birds is more than enough, no roosters, ((responsibility)) is #1
I don't think government has any business regulating this.
Let's get this passed.
If an ordinance is enacted it should focus on the rights of property. If a neighbor or neighbor's
property is harmed, then there should be recourse for that neighbor. Also, property owners
should have the right to do with their property as they please, provided they don't harm
another person or person's property. Numbers of chickens, free roaming requirements,
coop/pen requirements don't address direct harm to a person or person's property. Sound
ordinances should cover noises made by chickens as well as other animals, damage to property
should also be covered by other laws and ordinances. An ordinance specific to chickens may not
be necessary as the requirementsr in them tend to be arbitrary, unenforced, or unequally
enforced. I don't want chickens on my property for the foreseeable future, but I don't think a
restrictive ordinance may be necessary as harm to a neighbor could be covered by other
ordinances and laws. A repeal of the prohibition sounds like a good thing.
Chickens should not be allowed, period.
Cluck.
Chickens are a great way to produce food, there is less food waste since they can be feed scraps,
teach responsibility, eat bugs and mice actually
Don’t be dicks. Let people have their damn chickens.
No chickens!! If you allow one complaint means chickens removed
Chickens should be allowed in our city with no need for a permit.
Even if chickens are allowed Roosters should not be allowed in residential zones.
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We are not free if the city requires permits, and other restrictions. Make us a free city
There are actually a few foxes in the Murray area that roam at night, I’m not sure everyone is
aware of that. It should help determine where the chickens will be kept at night.
Chickens are not like dogs or cats - they are messy, noisy and can create lots of other issues. Do
city regulators really have the time to baby sit all these issues?
I'm surprised this is even a topic of conversation.
Residents should be allowed to have chickens in residential areas without having to require a
permit. They are a source of food and should be looked at as such.
Chickens are great for the community and are not noisy because roosters are the noisy ones.
Roosters should not be allowed
There are alot of chickens now with little to no problems. No permit needed just basic common
decency rules
Chickens and roosters are harmless and don't need special rules, permits or enforcement. There
are already noise and health ordinances to protect citizens from vermin and noise intrusions let's just enforce those. Let's not punish people out of snobbishness and elitism for trying to be
self sufficient and do good things for themselves.
We are in the largest recession since the Great Depression. Please allow families to keep
chickens.
I have never actually lived around chickens but I don’t see a problem.
No roosters
We have several neighbors with chickens and we love it! I haven't had to buy eggs in years
because of my neighbor's generosity. They are no problem and I enjoy the quiet cooing we hear
every once in awhile.
Even though I don't have chickens, I think this is a strong over-reach of the government. The
freedom of a home owner is paramount in my mind as long as the keeping of chickens doesn't
take from the rights of others. In terms of sound, dogs are definitely more of a problem. As long
as the number of chickens creating smell is under a dozen, I don't see it as a problem. My wife's
family has chickens and rabbits and neither of them present any infringement on the rights of
neighbors or neighborhoods.
Murray residents should be allowed to have chickens with a limit on the number of chickens,
but no permit required.
My grandma has chickens and she loves it. Everyone should be able to do so if they have the
proper space
I have had a neighbor who kept chickens in unsanitary conditions, they stank and the flies in our
backyard made outdoor living impossible. Code enforcement did nothing even though chickens
were not allowed. Furthermore, please check with medical which shows that illness is
associated with chickens and can make people sick. Residential is homes, not farms.
� I like the idea of locally sourced food
I don’t envy you having to sort this out. Thanks for looking into it and serving our city.
Owners should be aware of predators
I feel fine about people having chickens, however, rooster's can be loud and a nuisance.
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As long as the chickens are well cared for, they really don't cause problems. It is when their
living spaces are neglected and become filthy that rats and insects become an issue. To me,
that's why safety guidelines and enforcement of those guidelines should be a priority.
This is a residential community and not a farm. There have been no chickens in our community
since we purchased the house new 25 years ago and there can be no good reason to bring in
barnyard smell, unsanitary conditions. and a rodent problem associated with chickens.
Please allow people to be self-sufficient and own chickens. I'd rather have them be allowed with
regulations than not allowed at all. Food is expensive and chickens can provide valuable
nutrition (eggs) at a cheaper price in the long run. They also provide valuable and free compost
for gardening. Plus it teaches kids valuable skills about responsibility and hard work. Please
allow chicken keeping to stay!!
I agree that we should be allowed to have chickens.
I’m honestly unsure whether or not there are any agricultural areas in Murray. As long as they
are kept cleaned up and reasonably quiet, I have no problem with people having a few for fresh
eggs.
There should be an ordinance on number of dogs and barking before chickens
They would be lovely
Keep on clucking
We have a neighbor with chickens, which has not been a problem.
Enforcement should be based on complaints
We could have them before we got forced into Murray
What are the reasons why people want to have chickens? Is it personal use, are they selling
product. It just doesn't seem like a domestic idea - chickens are farm animals and bring noise,
smell, and other issues that residences shouldn't have to deal with mitigating through.
Chickens provide eggs (often called nature's most "perfect food") during uncertain economic
times. They can eat most table scraps, which eliminates waste. Hens alone are quiet and, since
they are flock birds, you need at least 3 to keep them happy. Also crucial to the quality of their
eggs and meat is the ability to roam free - this also helps control insect populations.
There great pets
When properly taken care of, chickens serve as a sustainable food source for residents and
neighbors. The coop/run does need to be kept clean, food needs to be stored properly and
adequate space be provided. Chickens are no more of a nuisance than dogs, cats or any other
type of "pet" and can be easily kept in a backyard with proper education and preparation.
I'd love to see this passed. It may be possible to have breed restrictions - for instance, Bantam
chickens or similar species are very quiet and shouldn't cause noise concerns.
No chickens in the city, there are pest control and disease issues to consider. Given the current
pandemic and zoonotic disease issues I’d emphatically say NO. Thanks for the survey.
I have a neighbor who keeps chickens, they are 70 feet from his home but next to my fence and
driveway. they are unkept but away from their home so they do not get how, smelly and rodent
infested the area is. If chickens are allowed the numbers need to be limited, they need to be
permitted and inspected at least yearly, un-announced in the summer!
Tough balancing act. I don’t want to stop someone who would like to raise chicken like my
grandpa did on his farm(much more rural area in Kanab) but I’m worried about one more source
of noise and odor.
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We've had our hens for over 4 years now. We've had countless hours of fun and enjoyment
from them. And fresh eggs can't be beat. We had no idea we were in violation of any ordinance.
We've provided eggs to our neighbors and family for years. When the pandemic hit in March, it
was even more important that we were able to have fresh eggs and food from our garden. We
even traded eggs to other neighbors for flour and rice. As the days turned to weeks and the
weeks to months, we felt some security knowing that we had a sustainable food source right in
our backyard. We couldn't visit with friends and family so we spent hours playing with and
hanging out with our chickens. It gave us a chance to smile when so much uncertainty
surrounded us. Please let my chickens stay. They are part of our family!
Only single family homeowners or renters should be able to keep chickens. Not recommended
for apartment dwellers. �
I don't own or desire to own chickens anytime soon, but I feel whether it goes through a permit
or not, there should be an avenue for some to own chickens on their residential property.
It seems many people already have chickens, so why not make the process easier and allow
them in residential zones. I do feel there needs to be a limit on how many are allowed, and if a
rooster is allowed or not. Regulate with a license or permit, just as you do for any other
pets/animals.
Chickens aren't an issue at all. Just let people have them. Roosters are the only issue that could
be a problem because that turns into a noise issue.
"Several years back our neighbor had chickens until thankfully Murray Code Enforcement made
them get rid of them. If you would like, I still have pictures of the garbage dump we had to deal
with and still deal with. They built there so called chicken wire Coop Cage next to our fence then
just let chickens run wherever they wanted laying eggs wherever. The fly's and the stench was
so bad we couldn't even sit on our back patio. (That's no Exaggeration).
The neighbor does not take care of there yard, so having chickens on top of that compounds the
problem and makes it a real health problem. Trust me, if you had that next to your house you
would not put up with it for a second.
Murray City is residential. If you want chickens move to a agricultural area. (No Way Should This
Be Voted In!!!)"
People have them, regardless of ordinances. This is a great opportunity to provide some
oversight. Limiting them controls smell, noise and other problems. We are not talking hundreds
of chickens like a farm, but 5-6 is easily control. Address the problems if they occur but don’t
forbid it when neighbors have shown it can be done properly.
Question about number of chickens allowed should have had an option to determine number of
chickens based on lot size.
Chickens OK with limits. roosters NO. Roosters crowing before the sun rises is not welcome.
"We need more eggs
"
Question # 8 is very poorly worded. People should be allowed to keep chickens. Let us feed
ourselves without having to pay money for permits, please. Limit bureaucracy; as it’s a waste of
time and money.
Roosters should probably be excluded. They are to noisy.
Let us have chickens guys. A lot of people are already doing it, without consequence apparently.
So make it okay and regulate it with enforcement.
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Ordinances that are not enforced consistently (i.e., keeping chickens in residential zones) ought
to be re-examined. Citizens deserve certainty and regulations, while not necessarily necessary,
would protect those for and against urban chicken keeping; those in favor should not be
concerned that their neighbors will report them to the city for keeping chickens simply by virtue
of proximity when other residents in the same neighborhood are not the targets of citizen
policing because their immediate neighbors are not bothered by a benign practice being done
on private property.
Chicken should be allowed with out permit if less than 4 chicken
Salt Lake County already allows chickens, so we should just adopt their ordinances.
Absolutely no chickens in residential zones.
Every city in the county allows chickens except Murray
If roosters are going to be allowed, I am against allowing chickens. Other cities that allow
chickens often exclude roosters. As we encourage people to be self reliant, this is one way to do
that.
I feel the health and well being should be the primary concern of the animals. Self sustainable
living should always be an option and encouraged.
Don’t think chickens should be allowed at all, the smell, the rodents, we have a dog and she
would go crazy
Chickens are cute, kind of fun and seem to be the latest fad going around these days; however,
they are noisy, smell and they attract skunks, foxes, insects and rats which is definitely a
negative and something no one wants in their neighborhoods. Ever had your dog or cat sprayed
by a skunk, it's nasty. I believe the City should stand by their residential zoning laws and let the
chickens reside in agricultural zones as they should. If you want to be a farmer move to an
agricultural zoned property.
Baaawk! Baaawk bawk bagaaaawk!
Already too many animals allowed
Neighbors have chickens and extremely annoying. Noisy in the mornings afternoon evenings
Who will take care of chickens when a family takes a one to two weeks vacation?
Residential owners should be allowed to have chickens in Murray City without the necessity of a
permit.
Most people do not know how to raise chickens.
We would love to have chickens and hope this passes!
All livestock should be allowed as long as they are cared for and don’t cause a nuisance.
"I’ve seen it work in other cities. I’m not sure about the regulations in those cities, but the
residents take care of their chickens and are mindful of their neighbors. I believe that is partly
because the chickens are not seen as pets but as resources (eggs, meat, pest control), and I think
that attitude makes a difference.
Permits might be good if they could be applied for and obtained online or in some other fashion
that would not put a strain on city employees beyond investigating complaints. The permit could
be obtained by reading or watching videos about the regulations and then answering questions
about the general information and their specific situation, agreeing to abide by the regulations,
and understanding that complaints will be investigated."
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Chickens should be allowed in residential zones, but the city should have regulations or require
a permit: Strongly Agree and Enforcement is Necessary.
"NO GODDAMN ROOSTERS ALLOWED!
Just chickens please."
The government that governs least governs best
Regulations are a good idea, but not paid permits.
Let's not make things more complicated than they need to be. Put a max on the number of
chickens you can have on a property and call it a day. Let people have some eggs for themselves
and neighbors.
I think Hen should be allowed but not Roasters.
Chickens are a problem and if they are allowed in residential zones the consequences will be
disastrous. Once they are allowed there will be no turning back. Please don't ruin Murray City
by allowing chickens in residential zoning districts!
I see no reason Murray residents shouldn't be able to own chickens, as long as there is yard
space.
Doesn't the county already have measures in place for health issues regarding keeping chickens?
Why does the city have to do it too? It seems like creating regulations for the sake of creating
regulations.
Why do people just get them, knowing they are not permitted (allowed) in the neighborhood?
Are they above the law?
Question 8: chickens should be allowed in residential zones. A permit should not be required by
the city
We had chickens when I was young living in a subdivision in Midvale. They are farm animals not
pets. They require a lot of care and clean up. They are susceptible to diseases. Not good choice
for our city.
If you’ve ever lived near chickens you would realize how ridiculous the idea of chickens in a
neighborhood is!!!! No!!!!!!
No roosters.
I feel "homes" should be allowed "some" chickens if wanted if cared for properly. If care is not
taken then the homeowner/renter should not be allowed to have them. Chickens should be
treated similar to a pet in having the proper care taken, clean coops, etc.
We already have to deal with people not taking care of there pets. We can’t even enforce those
laws. Chickens stink and I already have to deal with dogs and cats so yea I think this is a bad
idea!!!
"Question 8 is totally loaded and was written by someone with an agenda to push for permits &
regulations. It is an invalid question for gathering information on the topic because it appears to
be asking two questions. You should reword that question to something like ""If chickens are
allowed in residential areas, the city should have regulations or require a permit.""

Also, #7 is invalid because about half of them are non-issues to me but I have no way of
indicating that in this survey.
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I guess that's what happens when someone that wants to have these regulations writes the
survey."
I personally like hearing roosters crow and seeing chickens in yards throughout the
neighborhood. It’s a nice reprieve from city/suburban living. Plus I completely understand the
desire to have fresh healthy eggs available for your family and knowing exactly where your food
comes from.
Chicken being problems and Murray lots sizes are very small. Free roaming cats kill hens which
creates issues between neighbors. Chickens should only be allowed on lots with at least half an
acre.
Thanks for doing this survey, and being open to the idea. Chickens would be a welcome
residential perk.
My concern is the city cannot enforce the building and zoning now.. why add to the problem
I would prefer not the City to continue to not allow chickens.
I believe that allowing chickens to roam freely without supervision will likely lead to problems
with neighbors if allowed in a residential area. I think coops/enclosures should be required in
residential areas, with allowances for free roaming under the owner's direct supervision.
Coops/enclosures would also limit the amount of chickens that can be kept humanely, which
would likely reduce problems with smell, noise, and rodents.
Mother in law has chickens in Centerville. Number one issue is it smells bad. That smell doesn’t
stay in their yard. It crosses fences onto other peoples property. Number two issue is the noise.
Chickens aren’t necessarily quiet...they fight, cluck, etc. Number three issue is they frequently
have an outbreak of rodents, specifically rats that like the warm coop and mess of food. I get
that people want fresh eggs, but they better have a big yard so the nuisance that comes with it
doesn’t impact their neighbors property in any way.
I know they may bother some people and possibly attract rodents but the more self sustained
people are , the better their mentioned as long health. Chickens are good pets, they give back
with eggs and eat insects.I think they should be in coops unless they have 1/2 acre lots to free
range.
Our neighbors already have chickens and they are a pain in the Ass
I’ve lived in a variety of urban neighborhoods. Most allowed chickens. My only issue has been
ROOSTERS! Completely unnecessary for egg production, yet a noise nuisance every day, all day.
We already have a terrible time with rodents with the new homes by the Parkway disrupting the
wildlife. Adding chickens will just give them a food source.
"I'd love to have chickens allowed in residentials zones.
I think it should be regulated, permits required etc"
I think if there are any complaints by neighbors about the chickens, it should be investigated.
Neighbors would be able to accurately report on changes they may have noticed since the
chickens arrived next door. Complaints such as rodents, smell, noise, etc..... Just because you
can have chickens does not mean the homeowner is taking good care of the chickens.
love them
I personally don't mind having neighbors who have chickens provided that it requires permits,
kept in a coop, and there's enforcement of the number of chickens.
Enforce no roosters. The crowing is the only problem I have run into.
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Hens are fine, roosters should be limited to 1 or none. They're noisy and start crowing right at
first light at dawn.
Disease, family had chickens in SLC & as time went on the upkeep went down. Smell, noise were
always issue with neighbors. Chickens are meant for agricultural ground /areas not in
residential. Home values WILL be affected.
My sister has chickens in South Jordan in a residential area and they aren’t a problem at all. Plus
it is a great form of self reliance. They are even friendly and A stress relief for her. We love to
visit the chickens. We have been wanting to get some and have been waiting for Murray to
allow it.
If the lot is big enough to not disturb neighbors and the welfare of the animals is taken into
account, I don’t see why people couldn’t keep them. Permitting to maintain the welfare of the
animals with a yearly renewal to ensure people actually want to take care of the animals.
I was a homeowner in Murray until recently. Backyard chickens have educational value, helping
the community understand its connection to food systems.
Hens are OK. Roosters, not so much.
Why not? More free eggs to neighbors from chicken holders. Possible cheap or even free
chicken meat.
A lot of it depends on are they per eggs or are they to eat The coop needs to be sturdy and and
and and closure not to roam the neighborhood I don’t know if you can really find a balance
that’s affordable for people that want to get the eggs
Please stop the needless over regulation. Chickens are great for our community.
Noise, smell, and see issues with animals like cats and others killing the chickens. Then it takes
resources to monitor. Just see more depth then just having chickens.
When properly cared for chickens are not a problem at all I believe people should be able to
keep them as long as they have adequate space - probably pens to keep them from wandering
out into the street. Honestly it wouldn't bother me at all to have chicken neighbors.
The health of the chickens and neighbors should be the only concern of the city. No permit. No
fees.
Noise would be the worst! Trying to sleep.
No roosters. I think chickens are fine. I personally do not want them, but think they should be
allowed. But absolutely NO ROOSTERS.
I think fresh eggs is the best!!!
We should be able to have chickens as a source of food
Chickens
Barking dogs, clucking chickens, what next? Pigs and sheep?
Question 6: Should have requirements but not require a permit.

