Melinda Greenwood, Director

MURRAY CITY CORPORATION
COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Building Division

801-270-2400

Planning Division

801-270-2420

Murray City Planning Commission Meeting Agenda
Electronic Meeting Only – May 6, 2021, 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/pc050621 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
LAND USE ORDINANCE TEXT AMENDMENT
4. Accessory Structure Height in Residential Zoning Districts
Project #21-040
A-1, R-1-6, R-1-8, R-1-10, R-1-12, R-2-10, R-M-10, R-M-15, R-M-20 and R-M-25 Zones
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT & ZONE MAP AMENDMENT
5. Hamlet Development
Project #21-034 & 21-035
935 West Bullion Street (2 parcels)
General Plan Amendment from Parks & Open Space and Low Density Residential to
Medium Density and a Zone Map Amendment from A-1 (Agricultural) to R -1-6 (SingleFamily Medium Density Residential ) and R-M-15 (Multi-Family Medium Density
Residential)
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 29th day of April 2021, at before 5:00 p.m., a copy of the foregoing notice was posted on the Murray
City internet website www.murray.utah.gov. and the state noticing website at http://pmn.utah.gov.

_______________________________________
Jared Hall, Manager, Community Development Planning Division
Murray City Public Works Building

4646 South 500 West

Murray, Utah 84123

-DRAFT—
The Planning Commission met on Thursday, April 1, 2021, 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/pc040121 or submitted comments
via email at planningcommission@murray.utah.gov.
Present:

Excused:

Ned Hacker, Vice Chair
Travis Nay
Sue Wilson
Lisa Milkavich
Jeremy Lowry
Jake Pehrson
Melinda Greenwood, Community & Economic Development Director
Jared Hall, Planning Division Director
Susan Nixon, Associate Planner
Zachary Smallwood, Associate Planner
Briant Farnsworth, Deputy City Attorney
Citizens
Maren Patterson

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.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Travis Nay moved to approve minutes from February 18, 2021 and March 18, 2021 and Lisa
Milkavich seconded. A voice vote was made, motion passed 6-0.
CONFLICT OF INTEREST
There were no conflicts of interest. Sue Wilson read a statement that she has not made up her
mind on agenda item #4 prior to the meeting and added that her decision will only be made
based on the packet and presentations during the meeting. She mentioned that her comments
on social media should not be interpreted otherwise.
APPROVAL OF FINDINGS OF FACT
Sue Wilson made a motion to approve the Findings of Fact for Conditional Use Permit for Gene
Chavez Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU). Seconded by Travis Nay. A voice vote was made,
motion passed 6-0.
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GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT & ZONE MAP AMENDMENT – 935 West Bullion Street Project #21-015 & 21-016
Michael Brodsky of Hamlet Development was present to represent this request. Jared Hall
reviewed the request to amend the Future Land Use Map designation and Zoning of the subject
properties to facilitate a planned residential development of single-family detached homes and
townhomes at 935 West Bullion Street. An exhibit was presented showing that both properties
are located in the A-1, Agriculture Zone. There are two different applications for the subject
property being reviewed together. Mr. Hall clarified the process by stating the only applications
being considered at this time are for amendments to the Future Land Use Map and Zoning Map,
and that the residential development of the property will require additional applications and
another public meeting with the Planning Commission if the zone change is approved. The
Planning Commission is a recommending body for the applications being considered and
forwards a recommendation to approve or deny the request to the City Council, and the City
Council makes the final decision. Mr. Brodsky had previously held a neighborhood meeting to
show his concept development plan and to receive input and hear concerns from the
community. Even though the development project is not the item being reviewed it is a
reference to show what the developer is hoping to do if he receives the amendments. Many
comments have been received and have common themes. Many comments questioned why
there should be a General Plan if it’s not going to be followed. Mr. Hall clarified that General
Plans are not meant to be static documents and displayed a table of Wasatch Front Cities and
the frequency in which General Plan & Zoning amendments have been made.
An exhibit of the Future Land Use map was displayed to show that each of the properties in the
city have been assigned a different future land use category. Each designation includes
corresponding zones to use as a guide for what zones are appropriately applied to properties in
those categories. The two properties being reviewed are in two different categories: one in the
Open Space and Parks designation and the other in Low Density Residential. The Low Density
Residential designation has a density range between 1 and 8 dwelling units per acre. A typical
R-1-8 subdivision is 4 to 4.5 units per acre and Medium Density Residential designation that is
proposed has a density range from 6 to 15 dwelling units per acre. Mr. Hall showed the list of
corresponding zones for those density levels and reminded the commission that both properties
being considered are currently zoned A-1, and the request is to rezone to R-M-15. The Low
Density Residential designation does not include R-M-15 as a corresponding zone, which is why
the General Plan amendment request has been made. There are elements of the General Plan
that should be evaluated for such requested changes. Staff has focused on the Land Use and
Urban Design, Housing and Neighborhoods, and Moderate-Income Housing elements of the
plan. The Neighborhoods and Housing element states that Murray’s housing stock is
dominated by single-family homes and condos with large apartment complexes. It shows that
the type of housing most needed is what is termed “missing middle” housing, such as duplexes,
townhomes, and row homes which appeal to a diversified demographic. The proposal by Mr.
Brodsky does allow for that range of housing. The next few slides showed the natural buffers
that exist around the property that can help to manage and absorb the impacts of the additional
density on the site.
Many of the comments that were received included concerns with density and parking, and
several cited problems in the Fireclay area. Staff pointed out that the Fireclay area is zoned for
mixed-use, (the Transit Oriented Development, or TOD Zone) which does not limit density.
Multi-family projects in the Fireclay area range in density from 60 to 78 units per acre and have
very minimal parking requirements because they are within close proximity to the TRAX station.
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By contrast the proposed R-M-15 Zone allows a base density of only 12 units per acre. The
Balintore Subdivision (5600 South 900 East) was displayed to show an example of the same
type of density.
The Traffic and Parking report shows Bullion Street as a Minor Neighborhood Collector and 700
West as a Minor Arterial. The Traffic Study recommends no changes based on the traffic count.
Other issues include environmental contamination which the applicant will explain during his
presentation, impact to schools, and property values. Notices were sent to the Murray School
District generated no response, which is not unusual unless it is a significant impact. The
number of units will not be a significant increase in students. Staff does not expect a negative
impact to property values. Mr. Hall cited a recent University of Utah report by the Kem C.
Gardner Policy Institute which found that apartments built between 2010 and 2018 in suburban
Salt Lake County had no adverse effects on the value of nearby homes. Mr. Hall added there is
no evidence to suggest declines in property values due to new construction.
Mr. Hall summarized that the General Plan provides flexibility in implementation and execution
of the goals and policies based on individual circumstances. The requested amendment to the
Future Land Use Map of the 2017 Murray City General Plan represents a change which will
allow potential redevelopment of the site that can accommodate the needed demolitions and
environmental mitigation which otherwise limit traditional lower density subdivision. Staff
recommended approval of both requests. Mr. Hall reminded the commission that although the
requests were reviewed together in the Staff Report and presentation, and the findings and
conclusions apply to both the Planning Commission must take actions on each request
individually. The two separate recommendations of Staff are:
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 Future Land Use Map, re-designating the property located at 935
West Bullion Street from Low Density Residential and Open Space to Medium Density
Residential.
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 935 West
Bullion from A-1, Agriculture to R-M-15, Multi-Family Medium Density Residential.
Travis Nay asked about the open space on the site and how these were missed in the general
plan update and if there are any other examples of parcels that were missed that have come up
in other projects. Mr. Hall responded affirmatively and described an example from last year at 388
& 398 East 4800 South, where there were slivers of parcels around the property that had never
been combined to the larger lot. When the zoning districts were assigned in the area, the smaller
parcel was mistaken as pertaining to adjoining lots in a cul-de-sac behind the property in a
different zone. In the current case, one of the subject properties was mistaken as a part of the
power corridor because it is vacant and bordered on the west and south by properties that are
part of the corridor. Mr. Nay asked about the parking requirement. Mr. Hall explained multi-family
units are required to have 2 to 2.5 parking spaces per unit. Mr. Nay asked whether mitigation
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efforts to clean up in the past were held to the same requirements of contamination removal. Mr.
Hall stated that requirements weren’t as stringent as they are today.
Mr. Pehrson asked if the landowner is the one asking for the zone change, Mr. Hall replied that
the applicant Hamlet Development has the property under contract.
Ms. Milkavich asked for clarification about the traffic study at Bullion and Auburn. The report
describes that intersection as performing at a Level C currently and remaining a Level C if the
zone change is approved and the project built. She asked if there are plans or recommendations
now that we know it is a Level C. Mr. Hall said that the traffic study does not recommend changes
to any of the intersections, but that a traffic calming study had also been done and showed that
the top 85th percentile of speeding was only 5 mph over the posted limit. The traffic calming study
suggested moving speed indication signs and even narrowing lanes to help reduce speeds since
the hill, open space and wider lanes visually indicate higher speed. Mr. Hall clarified that those
are recommendations from the traffic calming report, but the traffic study itself does not
recommend any changes to intersections as a result of the development. Ms. Milkavich asked
who the recommendations are made to and when are they triggered. Mr. Hall said that they are
made to the City and would be forwarded to the Traffic and Safety Committee to determine if they
should be implemented.
Mr. Smallwood interjected regarding Mr. Pehrson’s previous question to let him know there is an
agent authorization in the packet that US Satellite Corporation has authorized Hamlet
Development to proceed with this request.
Ms. Milkavich asked about the contamination of the soil and if that is currently contaminating
through rainwater and if it is harming anyone if it isn’t developed. Mr. Hall stated he does not
believe there is any contamination through rainwater and added that Mr. Brodsky will give more
information in his presentation with the environmental report.
The applicant, Michael Brodsky stated the meeting was originally scheduled for February, but he
elected to postpone in order to offer a community meeting for the neighbors which resulted in a
number of changes to the proposed project. He indicated he had a presentation to go over but
asked if the committee would permit Ryan Hales of Hales Engineering who conducted the traffic
study to add some clarification about the traffic study.
Ryan Hales, Hales Engineering, stated that the level of service overall at peak period indicates
1900 cars daily on Bullion Street adding there is additional capacity available on this road. The
levels of service at the intersections are D or better and at that level they do not make
recommendations to increase the level of service as it would over plan the roadways, overbuild
the intersections which adds too much infrastructure and maintenance to the roadway systems.
The speeds are slightly higher than the speed limit but not enough to raise the speed limit. Adding
some electronic speed indicators will help with visual ques. Mr. Brodsky stated he would be willing
to implement the measures the City Engineer recommends.
Mr. Brodsky introduced himself as the owner of Hamlet Development. Mr. Brodsky stated over
the last 25 years he has developed several neighborhoods in northern Utah. He explained they
are headquartered in Murray and have developed several neighborhoods in Murray. Their
location on 84 West 4800 South is a Mixed-Use and was also a contaminated site that required
clean-up through the Department of Environmental Quality.
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Mr. Brodsky presented his request to re-zone the project property to an R-M-15 zone. He
originally suggested a development agreement that would restrict a specific use of the property
but found that Murray City does not have a provision in place to legislatively regulate the total
number of homes he builds on this site. He stated there have been a lot of objections to that
issue which will be addressed. He added the request is based on the unique issues surrounding
the property. The property is approximately 8.8 acres and contains a 24,000 sq foot office building
with an array of satellite dishes that were designed to provide Albertsons with a communication
facility. There is also a cell phone tower on the property. The current building is a non-conforming
use on the property and cannot be re-used and must remain there dilapidated until someone tears
it down and his company will need to demolish it in order to develop the property. Prior to entering
into a contract to purchase this property he was provided a phase 1 environmental assessment.
There have been several previous developers, including Murray City, that when they discovered
the extent of the contamination, they all backed out. The phase 1 identifies the property with lead
and arsenic, vermiculite was used to insulate the walls but was analyzed by a lab and found that
no asbestos was in the vermiculite. The lead and arsenic contaminants are on the ground but
are not soluble, they do not dissolve or spread with rain but are exposed on the surface which is
a hazard.
Mr. Brodsky stated Hamlet Development will enter into a voluntary cleanup program and since
the cost is so significant, they have asked the city to consider additional density to help absorb
the cost.
Hamlet had originally proposed a community park to be publicly accessed but there were a lot of
objections to the community park. They have eliminated the park and reconfigured the unit count
from 90 to a total of 75, including 20 single family homes that would border Bullion Street and 55
townhomes that would be in the middle of the property. The re-design includes an interior park
with many amenities which will be surrounded by homes. The concern for traffic along Bullion was
addressed by the traffic study and signifies how the applicant intends to mitigate the flow of traffic
along Bullion Street.
The phase 1 report identified that the site was originally the Highland Boys Smelter in the 1800’s.
The property was left with lead, arsenic and slag waste. Additionally, Geo Engineers discovered
illegal dumping on the property before the perimeter fence was installed, further supporting the
likelihood that this would result in a highly recognized environmental condition placing the property
at high risk of regulatory impacts. Hamlet hired Wasatch Environmental for investigation of the
impacts. Hamlet has worked with the state sponsored program for a Voluntary Clean-Up Process,
or VCP. Over the last 10 years Hamlet has done four other VCPs including several in Murray,
and they consider this a unique strength they possess. The benefits of the VCP for the developer
and community are extensive. There would be ongoing test borings that need to be done in a tight
grid across the entire 8 acres, along with invasive testing of the building and soils to determine
what is needed. The clean-up requires consistent on-site supervision by the State. Ongoing
testing needs to be done as debris leaves the site and monitors are placed around the perimeter
of the property to determine any airborne contaminates. Mr. Nay asked about the other
contaminates Hamlet has had to deal with on other sites. Mr. Brodsky cited a project on 4800
South and 300 West with lead and arsenic, and another project called Birkhill in which 15 acres
were contaminated with lead and arsenic. Another project contained lead arsenic as well as radioactive material; the radio-active material was tens of thousands of dollars to dispose of. Mr. Nay
said it’s fair to say Hamlet has had broad experience in this area.
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Mr. Lowry asked about an estimation of time for the clean up on that property. Mr. Brodsky
explained the investigation and approval process takes longer than the clean-up but with his most
recent project the clean-up itself took two months which is record time according to the DEQ.
Ms. Milkavich asked for clarification of what the repository consists of, who is responsible for the
clean-up, and who maintains it. Mr. Brodsky explained there is a hole in the ground about 2 feet
deep between the water table and the repository and then is capped with various materials, such
as clay and a layer of visqueen. He added that the price of the property was likely discounted
due to the contamination. Ms. Greenwood clarified Ms. Milkavich’s question stating that financial
lending institutions require the clean up to be done prior to lending the money to sustain the value.
She added that Murray has a lot of contaminated soil and when you do have the opportunity to
have the site cleaned up and it doesn’t involve funding from public agency or taxpayer funding,
and this is an ideal situation. Ms. Milkavich wanted to clarify her thoughts by adding how she
appreciates the applicant and feels he has gone out of his way to listen to and respond to the
community which is very respectful of this developer and wants to also respect the community.
She believes he is the very best applicant to develop this site but finds herself and the commission
in a difficult situation.
Mr. Brodsky stated he is proposing fencing on the south side with 6-foot high vinyl fence. They
want to install driveways where possible. They will make every effort to save the trees around
Bullion Street. He wanted to remind the commission and public that these are townhomes and
single family detached homes which will be individually owned. He stated the homes are not lowincome homes. Garbett homes will be building the homes and at the neighborhood meeting they
were told very bluntly that they were ugly, and Garbett Homes has since redesigned them to look
more traditional.
Mr. Brodsky wanted to discuss the buyer profiles of the average buyer of Hamlet Homes. He
described them as 25-55 years old, having an average earned income of $55,000.00 to
$95,000.00. 66% have an undergraduate degree and 18% have advanced degrees. Within
townhome neighborhoods 67% of households have no children.
Mr. Brodsky stated that lastly, he wants to suggest that his request be tabled. He explained the
reason is due to one of the major concerns from the public if the R-M-15 is received then there is
nothing to stop them from building out the full density. He stated that a suggestion was made by
Dan Fazzini, a former Taylorsville Commissioner and current Murray City resident, to re-zone a
portion of the property to R-1-6 and a portion of the property to R-M-15, and that doing so will limit
the maximum density that anybody is able to build in this neighborhood. Ms. Milkavich stated she
respects the applicant’s decision to consider this change and wanted to know from staff what this
means for the commission. Mr. Hall clarified that what the applicant proposed would require a
removal of the current application, and for new applications to be filed. Mr. Pehrson asked how
zoning works with the current property lines. Mr. Hall stated that it could be done by keeping the
two parcels separate and using the lot line adjustment process to line the two parcels up north to
south rather than east to west as they are currently. Ms. Nixon clarified that the applicant would
need to withdraw his application and then apply for the separate zonings, and that the boundary
line adjustments would require a parcel/boundary line adjustment process.
Mr. Brodsky reiterated the concerns that were expressed through comment and then made an
official statement to withdraw his application. Mr. Hacker expressed his thanks to the applicant
for his willingness to make the adjustments from listening to the public and neighbors and closed
the agenda item.
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OTHER BUSINESS
There was no other business.

Travis Nay made a motion to adjourn. Motion was seconded by Sue Wilson. A voice vote was
made, motion passed 6-0. The meeting was adjourned at 8:08 p.m.

________________________________
Jared Hall, Planning Division Manager

-DRAFT—
The Planning Commission met on Thursday, April 15, 2021, 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/pc041521 or submitted comments
via email at planningcommission@murray.utah.gov.
Present:

Maren Patterson, Chair
Ned Hacker, Vice Chair
Sue Wilson
Lisa Milkavich
Jeremy Lowry
Jake Pehrson
Susan Nixon, Associate Planner
Zachary Smallwood, 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.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
No minutes to be approved
CONFLICT OF INTEREST
There were no conflicts of interest.
APPROVAL OF FINDINGS OF FACT
No Findings of Fact to be approved.
PROVUE WINDOWS – 4647 South Cherry Street - Project #21-028
Joshua Johnson with ProVue Windows was present to represent this request. The applicant is
requesting Conditional Use Permit approval to allow a window contracting business within the
M-G Zone on the property located at 4647-4649 South Cherry Street. Zachary Smallwood
presented the request. He displayed the site plan and identified the zone as manufacturing
zone. There are 2 offices operating as one. There is also a 2nd floor. He showed some exterior
photos of the building. Staff is recommending that the Planning Commission approve a
Conditional Use Permit to allow the operation of a window contracting business at the property
addressed 4647-4649 South Cherry Street, subject to conditions.
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Joshua Johnson stated he has reviewed the staff report and will comply with the conditions. He
stated as a window dealer, the windows are delivered to his business where they are stored and
then taken out in the work trucks in the early morning hours. He clarified that the use shouldn’t
overpopulate the surrounding area based on the operations.
Ms. Patterson opened the item for public comment. There were no comments. The agenda item
was closed.
Ned Hacker motioned to approve a Conditional Use Permit to allow the operation of a window
contracting business at the property addressed 4647-4649 South Cherry Street subject to the six
conditions and seconded by Lisa Milkavich.

1. The project shall comply with all applicable building and fire code standards.
2. The applicant shall obtain a building permit for any interior or exterior construction on
the property.
3. The applicant shall work with Planning Division Staff to stripe parking that complies
with the Murray City Land Use Ordinance including ADA spaces.
4. The applicant shall maintain clear, appropriate vehicular access to the overhead
doors on the building at all times.
5. The applicant shall obtain permits for any new attached or detached signs proposed
for the business.
6. The applicant shall obtain a Murray City Business License prior to beginning
operations at this location.
Call vote recorded by Mr. Smallwood.
__A__ Maren Patterson
__A__ Lisa Milkavich
__A__ Sue Wilson
__A__ Ned Hacker
__A__ Jeremy Lowry
__A__ Jake Pehrson
Motion passed 6-0.

STROKER DIESEL – 364 West 6100 South #A – Project #21-0299
Richard Whittaker with Stroker Diesel was present to represent the request. Susan Nixon
reviewed the request for Conditional Use Permit approval to allow vehicle sales within the M-G
Zone on the property located at 364 West 6100 South, unit #A. Ms. Nixon indicated the
property is located in the Kramer Industrial Park. The applicant currently operates a vehicle
repair and auto sales business at 366 West 6100 South. She added that the applicant had
previously applied for auto sales at 366 West (north building) and wants to move the sales to
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the 364 West (south building). She indicated the parking is sufficient and the auto sales would
have up to 5 vehicles that will be inside the building. The unit is a 2,000 ft2 space. The unit will
have a 185 ft2 office area and the remainder of space is designated as vehicle sales area. The
applicant will maintain the vehicle repair business operations at the current location at 366
West. Vehicle sales requires Conditional Use review and approval in the M-G Zone. No
landscaping is required since there is no frontage to the building. Staff is recommending the
Planning Commission approve a Conditional Use Permit to allow the operation of a Vehicle
Sales business at the property addressed 364 West 6100 South #A, subject to conditions.
The applicant introduced himself as Richard Whittaker at 364 West 6100 South and stated he
has read and will comply with the conditions.
Ms. Milkavich asked if there is any waste disposal from repairing and washing cars. Mr.
Whittaker specified there would not be any waste occurring at the sales location.
Ms. Patterson opened the item for public comment, no comment was made. The agenda item
was closed.
Jeremy Lowry made a motion to approve a Conditional Use Permit to allow the operation of a
Vehicle Sales business at the property addressed 364 West 6100 South #A, subject to the
seven conditions and seconded by Ned Hacker.

1. The project shall comply with all applicable building and fire code standard and
following the IFC 2018 code and maintain or update alarm/sprinkler system if they
are present. The applicant shall ensure that the flow of traffic allows for emergency
vehicle access.
2. No more than five (5) vehicles will be kept on the interior of the building and no
outside display of sales vehicles is allowed.
3. The applicant shall designate a minimum of one (1) parking stall adjacent to the
south side of the building as reserved for customers. One ADA compliant stall is
required and must be located in close proximity to the two businesses.
4. The applicant shall maintain clear, appropriate vehicular access to all overhead
doors at all times.
5. The applicant shall obtain permits for any new attached or detached signs proposed
for the business.
6. The applicant shall maintain a Utah Motor Vehicle Dealer’s License.
7. The applicant shall obtain a Murray City Business License prior to beginning vehicle
sales operations at this location.
Call vote was recorded.
__A__ Maren Patterson
__A__ Lisa Milkavich
__A__ Sue Wilson
__A__ Ned Hacker
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__A__ Jeremy Lowry
__A__ Jake Pehrson
Motion passed 6-0.

FASHION PLACE MALL & LARRY MILLER AUTO – 6011 South State Street – Project #21-030
There was no applicant present to represent this request. The request is for Conditional Use
Permit approval to allow the storage of inventory vehicles and employee parking associated with
the Larry H. Miller dealerships on a portion of the 5.42-acre parking lot owned by the Fashion
Place Mall. The Planning Commission indicated they would like to have the presentation for the
application. Susan Nixon presented the request. The applicant is proposing to lease
approximately 196 of the 671 available parking spaces in the satellite parking area north of the
Fashion Place Mall to the Larry H. Miller dealerships for inventory storage and employee parking.
It is a large 5-acre parcel. The request is for 300 vehicles, however there are only 196 designated
stalls available on the overflow parking lot. The previous approvals were for 200 overflow stalls.
The Larry H. Miller Group would use these spaces during the non-peak shopping center period,
from January through October. If any dealership employees park on the site, they would be
shuttled to and from the site to alleviate parking problems some of the Miller dealerships are
currently experiencing. During November and December, parking on the property is utilized
exclusively as overflow for Fashion Place Mall employees and clientele. In May of 2018 the
Planning Commission granted a Conditional Use Permit to allow the inventory vehicle storage
and employee parking on a portion of this property with a one-year time limit expiring April 2019.
In April of 2019, the Planning Commission granted an additional Conditional Use Permit for a twoyear time limit. That Conditional Use is set to expire at the end of April 2021. Staff is
recommending that the Planning Commission approve a Conditional Use Permit for an additional
two (2) year time period to allow the proposed Vehicle Storage and Employee Parking on the
property located at 6011 South State Street subject to the following conditions.
1. Access for emergency vehicles shall be provided at all times. The applicant shall
maintain clear and well-marked drive aisles for Fire Department access throughout
the parking lot. If the gate is to be locked to secure the lot, the Fire Department shall
be advised in order to update their mapping system.
2. Precast concrete wheel bumper stops shall be maintained at the head of all parking
spaces adjacent to landscape areas.
3. The required landscaped areas shall be maintained in good condition at all times.
4. The applicants shall maintain a Murray City Business License in good standing and
abide by all associated regulations therein.
5. The use of the property for inventory vehicle storage and Larry H. Miller employee
parking is limited to the spaces within the area depicted on the Site Plan attached to
the Staff Report.
6. The Conditional Use shall be valid for a period of two (2) years and will expire April
30, 2023, at which time the applicant may submit a new application for Planning
Commission review and approval.

Planning Commission Meeting
April 15, 2021
Page 5

Ms. Patterson asked the commissioners if they want to approve or continue the request. Ms.
Milkavich stated that since this request has been brought to the commission three times and
initially was a temporary solution, she would like to ask the applicant about their permanent
solution. Ms. Patterson agreed to a continuation.
Jeremy Lowry made a motion for a continuation for May 20, 2021 and Sue Wilson seconded.
Call vote was recorded.
__A__ Maren Patterson
__A__ Lisa Milkavich
__A__ Sue Wilson
__A__ Ned Hacker
__A__ Jeremy Lowry
__A__ Jake Pehrson
Motion passed 6-0.
Jeremy made a motion for a 30-day extension of a Conditional Use Permit to expire at the end
of May 2021 and Lisa Milkavich seconded.
Call vote was recorded.
__A__ Maren Patterson
__A__ Lisa Milkavich
__A__ Sue Wilson
__A__ Ned Hacker
__A__ Jeremy Lowry
__A__ Jake Pehrson
Motion passed 6-0.

TIM & SHERRY WYATT SUBDIVISION AMEND & ERVIN BURKHARDT LOT SPLIT
SUBDIVISION 2ND AMENDMENT – 5859 & 5847 South Murray Parkway Avenue – Project #21032
Jason Graham was present to represent this request. The applicants are requesting an
adjustment of property lines and Subdivision Amendments for the Tim & Sherry Wyatt
Subdivision Amended (Lot #2) and the Ervin Burkhardt Lot Split 2nd Amendment (Lot #1).
Susan Nixon presented the request. The application is for approval to amend the existing Tim &
Sherry Wyatt Subdivision (Lot #1) and the Ervin Burkhardt Lot Split Amended (Lot #2) by
moving the boundary line approximately 9-10 feet to the east. The Tim & Sherry Wyatt
Subdivision was granted approval on July 10, 1995. The Ervin Burkhardt Lot Split was
approved in March of 1999, and later amended in May of 2004. The 2 properties are accessed
from Murray Parkway Boulevard. Ms. Nixon sited the properties as in the R-1-8 zone. A chain
link fence was installed on top of a rock wall that was not located on the established property
lines. The applicants wish to amend the property line to be consistent with the existing chain
link fence.

Planning Commission Meeting
April 15, 2021
Page 6

The two lots are located in distinct subdivisions, and the applicant must seek plat amendments for
both subdivisions in order to adjust the contiguous property line. The requested amendments of
the two properties will transfer 831 ft2 from Lot #1 to Lot #2 and align the boundary with the existing
chain link fence. If the subdivision amendment is approved by the Planning Commission, the
applicants will need to record the amended plat and record separate deed(s) which reflect the new
lot/parcel dimensions. Staff is recommending that the Planning Commission approve the
requested Tim & Sherry Wyatt Subdivision Amended (Lot #2) and the Ervin Burkhardt Lot Split 2nd
Amendment (Lot #1) for the properties addressed 5859 & 5847 South Murray Parkway Avenue
subject to conditions.
Jason Graham, applicant, was present and stated he lives at 5859 & 5847 South Murray
Parkway Avenue and is willing to comply with the conditions.
Ms. Patterson opened the item for public comment. There were no comments. The public
comment portion was closed.
Sue Wilson made a motion to approve the request of Tim & Sherry Wyatt Subdivision Amended
(Lot #2) and the Ervin Burkhardt Lot Split 2nd Amendment (Lot #1) for the properties addressed
5859 & 5847 South Murray Parkway Avenue subject to the five conditions. Seconded by Lisa
Milkavich
1. The project shall meet the Murray City Engineering requirements including the
following:
a. Meet City subdivision requirements for boundary line adjustment.
b. Meet City subdivision platting requirements.
c. Provide standard PUEs on the lots.
d. Record conveyance deeds prior to recording the plat.
2. Murray City Power Department easements are to remain in place.
3. The applicant shall prepare an Amended Subdivision Plat which complies with all
requirements of Title 16, Murray City Subdivision Ordinance.
4. The applicant shall meet all applicable regulations of Section 17.100 of the Murray
Land Use Ordinance.
5. The subdivision plat shall be recorded within one year of the final approval by the
Planning Commission or the final plat shall be null and void. The applicant may
request a one-time extension of up to twelve (12) months for special circumstances.
The extension must be requested prior to final plat expiration.
Call vote was recorded.
__A__ Maren Patterson
__A__ Lisa Milkavich
__A__ Sue Wilson
__A__ Ned Hacker
__A__ Jeremy Lowry
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__A__ Jake Pehrson
Motion passed 6-0.

LANDFORGE, INC. – 6556-6566 South Jefferson Street – Project #21-033
Derek Allen, LandForge Inc. was present to represent this request. The applicant would like to
amend the Zoning Map and change from the R-1-8, Low Density Single Family to R-1-6,
Medium Density Single Family. The request is supported by the 2017 General Plan. Zachary
Smallwood presented the request of Landforge, Inc. He explained that the applicants are in the
process of purchasing the property with the intent to redevelop the area into additional dwelling
units. This would be a permitted use within the R-1-6, Medium Density Single Family zone. To
allow for a thorough, unbiased evaluation, City Staff does not include potential development
plans in the review of a request to amend the Zoning Map. This allows the Planning
Commission and City Council to determine whether a change in the Zoning Map is appropriate
based on the allowed uses and development potential of the proposed zone. The Planning
Commission serves as a recommending body for the City Council. The density for R-1-8 is
8,000 ft2 lots and R-1-6 is 6,000 ft2 lots.
Mr. Hacker asked how many residential units would be allowed on the property under R-1-6
zone. Mr. Smallwood stated within the current zone the applicant could fit up to 15 dwelling
units. The R-1-6 would allow him 19 units which is 4 additional units to what is allowed in R-1-8.
He added the applicant could do twin homes or attached homes. He specified that a duplex is
two units that is owned by one person and twin homes are 2 single family homes connected
with a common wall.
Mr. Pehrson asked if there could be multi-family units connected. Mr. Smallwood said it is
possible to consider those types of units on this property. Ms. Milkavich wanted clarification
about the density stating the Land Map Designation classifies R-1-6 as low/medium density, but
the request poses the zone would go from low to medium density. Mr. Smallwood explained R1-6 is different in that it gets specified differently depending on what it’s used for. He added that
for this request it equates to 9 twin-home structures that total 19 units.
Derek Allen, LandForge Inc. stated his address as 150 S State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah he
agreed to comply with all conditions.
Ms. Patterson opened the item for public comment. One emailed comment was received and
read.
Jeff Jorgensen - 6588 Jefferson St
I am writing to share my opinion about the proposed zone map amendment from R-1-8 to R-1-6
for Jefferson Street. I am excited to hear about the potential for new homes in the
neighborhood, however, I have two observations to make. First, there is about three times the
space for future development along the east side of Jefferson Street. The zoning that gets
approved here will be a blueprint for the future development across the street. Increasing the
housing density on the west side of Jefferson paves the way for housing density increase on the
east side of Jefferson. Any way you look at it Jefferson is going to get a lot more homes. It’s just
a matter of time and a matter of density. Changing the zoning represents a 25% increase in the
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number of potential new homes, but the impact of this will be tripled with additional
development. This decision is bigger than the three lots in question. Second, Murray’s own data
shows that Jefferson Street is an extremely busy street. Hundreds of motorists use this street to
bypass the congestion of State Street. Jefferson Street is already too busy and motorists speed
down the road daily. The street is narrow. A single car parked along the street can cause
significant disruption. Additionally, and perhaps most importantly, there are no sidewalks on
Jefferson Street. This isn’t a good location to be changing zoning to increase vehicle traffic and
foot traffic. The street is not family friendly at all. We already worry about our children walking,
riding, and scootering down the road. Changing the zoning here is a blueprint for future
development. Jefferson Street will get even busier and the safety issues along the street will
come into play even more. Jefferson Street will get its development. Let’s not increase the
density 25% by changing the zoning. The street is already strained.
Becky Dawson – 6582 Jefferson Street
Stated she agrees with everything Jeff stated in his email. She commented that due to the fact
twin/town homes are an option is fairly certain that the zone change would bring that type of
development. There are many small children in the area. She wanted to move into Murray
because of the close community. She recalled her father stating that he chased a parrot down
Jefferson street when he was a kid. 39% of the land in Murray is R-1-8 and only 2.3% is R-1-6.
Changing the zoning will cause many issues in the long run such as more traffic, speeding,
increased crime rate, massive impact on the area with the Trax station, guest parking will be a
huge problem, children at the new houses will have nowhere to recreate but the streets. Will
have lower quality of life due to the denser housing. Currently the property has 3 houses and
will go to 15-19 is quite an increase. Ultimately, we should hang on to what makes Murray
special for as long as possible for future generations.
Steven Jensen – 218 Lisa Rae Circle
Mr. Jensen mentioned he agrees with the two previous comments made and stated he thinks
this is a bad idea. Jefferson Street can’t handle this increase. He added that Lisa Rae has 10
houses and is the same size as the proposed site where they would add 19. He said this
should be stopped as soon as possible.
John Boettcher – 125 West Lester Avenue
Mr. Boettcher clarified that many cars are using Lester Street for a bypass around Winchester
and State Street during the day, there are no sidewalks along Jefferson or Lester. There are
oftentimes kids in the street and adding unnecessary traffic is a bad idea. It will be a safety risk
for children and feels this should be kept at a minimum until the other issues can be addressed.
Mr. Smallwood said the City Engineer has evaluated this application and did not have any
objections. The small area plan shows both neighborhoods to the south and north are lacking
pedestrian infrastructure adding he has the goal of obtaining some grant funding for streetscape
improvements. This applicant will be required to install improvements which would include
approximately 102 ft of sidewalk. 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 properties located at 6556, 6562, and 6566 South Jefferson Street from
R-1-8, Low density single family to R-1-6, Medium density single family.
Ms. Patterson thanked him for that clarification and expressed that as part of the redevelopment of this site there will be conditions where those types of improvements will be
required. Adding that these units would have yards and that PUD’s generally have amenities
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and a certain amount of open space. Mr. Smallwood concurred that PUDs are required to have
amenity space.
Mr. Pehrson stated that changing this zone from R-1-8 to R-1-6 and that most of Murray’s land
is zoned R-1-8 and that the General Plan potentially supports a re-zone to R-1-6 or higher
density zones. He asked if this request is approved, then the entire sea of yellow on the zone
map will be a potential for R-1-6. Mr. Smallwood stated that wouldn’t be the case, the reason
this was considered was due to its location near Fashion Place Mall and with the recent
adoption of the Fashion Place West Small Area Plan it has designated that increased housing
and density should occur near Trax stations. This originally came in as a multi-family unit
application but while talking through it and understanding the applicants concept a proposed
option was to create the site in a single-family manner.
Ms. Milkavich stated it could be argued both ways, nationwide there is discussion about cost of
land and housing and one way to correct that is to offer homes on smaller plots of land. Mr.
Lowry said the plan will change and gets revised to reflect the current realities. When he moved
to Murray 17 years ago, the world was a different place then. The world will be a different place
in another 15 years and general plans are living documents for that reason. This body does not
have the authority to approve the request but is simply a recommendation if the commission
feels it is an acceptable use. He stated in looking at cities that have been in the growth pattern
for the greater Salt Lake City area is in as opposed to an area such as Denver and other
intermountain cities where they have had investment in light rail and public transportation. The
hottest real estate in those markets is very dense, very large multifamily, and close to light rail
similar to the Fireclay development in Murray. His opinion is that this will be a lower use density
than would be in the near future. Mr. Pehrson reiterated he agrees that zoning has to change
as population grows. Ms. Patterson clarified the change would give 4 more families the
opportunity to buy a house and added that we consider every property on its own and not all R1-8 zones could be changed to R-1-6. Ms. Milkavich reiterated the recommendation for the
Fashion Place West Small Area Plan is to have lower cost housing based on the proximity to
freeways and Trax stations. Ms. Wilson specified the zone change would only mean going from
15 to 19 units which isn’t a significant increase but gives 4 more people the opportunity to own
in Murray as opposed to an R-M-15 which are not owner-occupied and is a better option for the
area.
Mr. Lowry asked for clarification about infill subdivisions that would be considered for this area.
Mr. Smallwood displayed the Fashion Place Small Area Plan indicates that having infill
development where underdeveloped parcels exist within the neighborhoods. Mr. Lowry stated
he does miss the old neighborhoods he grew up in, but affordability and density is a reality and
feels this is an opportunity to have a development in an area that is close to transit for folks to
own a home in Murray and will be a positive catalyst for that area. Mr. Pehrson added he lives in
an R-1-6 subdivision.
Jeremy Lowry made a motion to forward a recommendation of approval to the City Council for
the requested amendment to the Zoning Map designation of the properties located at 6556,
6562, and 6566 South Jefferson Street from R-1-8, Low density single family to R-1-6, Medium
density single family. Seconded by Sue Wilson.
Call vote was recorded.
__A__ Maren Patterson
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__A__ Lisa Milkavich
__A__ Sue Wilson
__A__ Ned Hacker
__A__ Jeremy Lowry
__A__ Jake Pehrson
Motion passed 6-0.
OTHER BUSINESS
There was no other business.

Sue Wilson made a motion to adjourn. Motion was seconded by Lisa Milkavich. A voice vote
was made, motion passed 6-0. The meeting was adjourned at 8:12 p.m.

________________________________
Jared Hall, Planning Division Manager

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

ProVue Windows

APPLICANT:

Joshua Johnson

APPLICATION TYPE:

Conditional Use Permit

I.

REQUEST:
The applicant is requesting Conditional Use Permit approval to allow a window
contracting business within the M-G Zone on the property located at 4649 South
Cherry Street.

II.

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

III.

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

IV.

V.

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE:
A.

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

B.

The minutes of the public meeting held by the Planning Commission on April 15, 2021
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 complex 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 construction contracting services 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 a window
contracting business, and a survey of the site, staff concludes the following:
1.
The proposed use for a contract construction services business (LU #6600), is allowed
in the M-G Zoning District subject to Conditional Use Permit approval.
2.
With conditions as outlined in the staff report, the proposed use and property will
comply with the standards of the Murray City Land Use Ordinance.
3.
The proposed use is not contrary to the goals and objectives of the Murray City
General Plan in this area.

VII.

DECISION AND SUMMARY
The Planning Commission APPROVED the request for a Conditional Use Permit allowing a
window contracting business on the property. The vote was 6-0 with Commissioners Milkavich,
Hacker, Pehrson, Wilson, Lowry and Patterson in favor and none opposed. The approval is
contingent on the following conditions:
1.
The project shall comply with all applicable building and fire code standards.
2.
The applicant shall obtain a building permit for any interior or exterior construction
on the property.
3.
The applicant shall work with Planning Division Staff to stripe parking that complies
with the Murray City Land Use Ordinance including ADA spaces.
4.
The applicant shall maintain clear, appropriate vehicular access to the overhead
doors on the building at all times.
5.
The applicant shall obtain permits for any new attached or detached signs proposed
for the business.
6.
The applicant shall obtain a Murray City Business License prior to beginning
operations at this location.

VIII. FINDINGS OF FACT APPROVED BY THE MURRAY PLANNING COMMISSION
this 6th day of May, 2021.

________________________________________
Maren Patterson, Chair
Murray Planning Commission

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

Stroker Diesel, Project #21-029

APPLICANT:

Richard Whittaker

APPLICATION TYPE:

Conditional Use Permit

I.

REQUEST:
The applicant is requesting Conditional Use Permit approval to allow Auto Sales at the
the property addressed 364 West 6100 South, Unit #A.

II.

MUNICIPAL CODE AUTHORITY:
Section 17.152.030 of the Murray City Land Use Ordinance allows Vehicle Sales within the M-G
Zone 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 April 15, 2021
which are attached as Exhibit B summarize the oral testimony presented and are
hereby incorporated herein.

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

That the proposed use of the particular location is necessary or desirable to provide a
service or facility which will contribute to the general well-being of the community and
the neighborhood.
With compliance to city regulations, the proposed use will provide a service that will
contribute to the operations of a successful business in the industrial park 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 Vehicle 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 M-G 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 Vehicle
Sales on the property. The vote was 6-0 with Commissioners Hacker, Milkavich, Lowry, Pehrson,
Wilson, and Patterson in favor and none opposed. The approval is contingent on the following
conditions:
1.

2.
3.

4.
5.
6.
7.

The project shall comply with all applicable building and fire code standard and
following the IFC 2018 code and maintain or update alarm/sprinkler system if they are
present. The applicant shall ensure that the flow of traffic allows for emergency
vehicle access.
No more than five (5) vehicles will be kept on the interior of the building and no
outside display of sales vehicles is allowed.
The applicant shall designate a minimum of one (1) parking stall adjacent to the south
side of the building as reserved for customers. One ADA compliant stall is required and
must be located in close proximity to the two businesses.
The applicant shall maintain clear, appropriate vehicular access to all overhead doors
at all times.
The applicant shall obtain permits for any new attached or detached signs proposed
for the business.
The applicant shall maintain a Utah Motor Vehicle Dealer’s License.
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 6th day of May, 2021.

________________________________________
Maren Patterson, Chair
Murray Planning Commission

MURRAY CITY CORPORATION

Building Division

801-270-2400

COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Planning Division

801-270-2420

AGENDA ITEM #5
ITEM TYPE:

Text Amendment – Accessory Structure Height in Residential Zones

ADDRESS:

City wide

MEETING DATE:

May 6, 2021

APPLICANT:

Brad Lambert

STAFF:

Susan Nixon,
Associate Planner

PARCEL ID:

Not Applicable

PROJECT NUMBER: 21-040

APPLICABLE TO:

Code Sections 17.92, 17.96, 17.100, 17.104, 17.108,
17.112, 17.116, 17.120, 17.124, 17.128

REQUEST:

Brad Lambert is requesting a text amendment to the allowed height of
accessory structures in residential zoning districts in the Murray City Land
Use Ordinance.

I.

BACKGROUND & STAFF REVIEW
Background
In December of 2019 the City Council adopted an amendment to the allowed height of
accessory structures in residential zones which stated: “ An accessory structure may consist

only of a one-story building and may not exceed sixteen feet (16') to the peak of the roof
if the primary residential dwelling is less than twenty feet (20') in height. If the primary
residential dwelling is greater than twenty feet (20') in height, an accessory structure is
allowed at a height of twenty feet (20') to the peak of the roof.” Prior to the 2019

amendment, no accessory structure was allowed to exceed the height of the primary dwelling
on the property. The 2019 amendment removed that consideration, separating the primary
dwellings instead into two broad categories of greater than and less than twenty feet.
The text amendment proposed by the applicant would fully remove the consideration of the
height of the primary dwelling in determining the allowable height for accessory structures on
the property. The amended text would read simply: “An accessory structure may consist

only of a one-story building and may not exceed twenty feet (20’) to the peak of the
roof.”
The applicant’s proposed revisions would apply to the following zones:
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Chapter 17.92, Agricultural District A-1
Chapter 17.96, Single-Family Medium Density Residential District R-1-6
Chapter 17.100, Single-Family Low-Density Residential District R-1-8
Chapter 17.104, Single-Family Low-Density Residential District R-1-10
Chapter 17.108, Single Family Low Density Residential District R-1-12
Chapter 17.112, Medium Density Residential District R-2-10
Chapter 17.116, Multi-Family Low Density Residential District R-M-10
Chapter 17.120, Multi-Family Medium Density Residential District R-M-15
Chapter 17.124, Multi-Family High Density Residential District, R-M-20
Chapter 17.128, Multi-Family High Density Residential District R-M-25

Current & Proposed Language
Regulations for the height of accessory structures in the A-1, R-1-6, R-1-8, R-1-10, and R-1-12
Zones are found in subsection 090(G) and in 090(F) for the R-2-10 Zone, and currently state:

“Height: An accessory structure may consist only of a one-story building and may not exceed
sixteen feet (16') to the peak of the roof if the primary residential dwelling is less than twenty
feet (20') in height. If the primary residential dwelling is greater than twenty feet (20') in
height, an accessory structure is allowed at a height of twenty feet (20') to the peak of the
roof.”
The proposed text would replace the subsections, reading:

“ Height: An accessory structure may consist only of a one-story building and may
not exceed twenty feet (20’) to the peak of the roof.”
Regulations for the height of accessory structures in the R-M-10, R-M-15, R-M-20, and R-M-25
Zones are found in subsection 060(I) of those chapters, and currently state:

“Height: An accessory structure may consist only of a one-story building and may not exceed
sixteen feet (16') to the peak of the roof if the primary residential dwelling is less than twenty
feet (20') in height. If the primary residential dwelling is greater than twenty feet (20') in
height, an accessory structure is allowed at a height of twenty feet (20') to the peak of the
roof.”
The proposed text would replace the subsections, reading:
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“ Height: An accessory structure may consist only of a one-story building and may
not exceed twenty feet (20’) to the peak of the roof. ”

Research & Comparison
Planning Division Staff contacted multiple municipalities along the Wasatch Front to compare
regulations for the height of accessory structures. The results are summarized in the table
below.
Municipality

Allowed

Setback

Height

Additional Height

Coverage

Murray City

Side and
Rear yards

6' from dwelling
& 1' side & rear

16' – 20'

in relation to
dwelling

25% of the
rear yard area

Cottonwood
Heights

Side and
Rear yards

6' from dwelling
& 3' side & rear

14' +

Draper City

Side and
Rear yards

6' from dwelling
& 10' side & rear

25' max

20' max w/ a 1:1
height/setback
25' max (includes a
max exterior wall 15'
+ roof)

8% of total lot
area

Herriman

Side and
Rear yards

3' from property
line

Holladay

Side and
Rear yards

Lehi

Side and
Rear yards

3' from property
line
6' from dwelling
& 1.5' side &
rear

Midvale

Side and
Rear yards

6' from dwelling
& 2' side & rear

24'
20' w pitched
roof or 16' w
flat roof

Millcreek

Side and
Rear yards

6' from dwelling
& 3' side & rear

14'

Riverton

Side and
Rear yards

10' behind
dwelling & 1’
side & rear

20'

Sandy City

Side and
Rear yards

10' behind
dwelling & 2’
side & rear

20'

16'

20'

20' for <1/2 acre lots
25' for >1/2 acre w
10' min setback
Graduated height in
relation to main
dwelling and
setback up to 40 ft

25% of the
rear yard area

30% of the
rear yard area
960 ft2 or 13%
of lot
24' max w a 1:1
height/setback
25' (w 15' rear
setback) *may not
exceed height of
dwelling
*CUP for 1:1
additional height up
to the height of
dwelling

35% total lot
area
10% of total
lot area
25% of the
rear yard area
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South Jordan

Side and
Rear yards

Taylorsville City

Side and
Rear yards

West Jordan

Side and
Rear yards

West Valley

Side and
Rear yards

3' from property
line
6' behind
dwelling & 3'
side & rear
3' access path
from dwelling
3' from main
dwelling & 1'
side & rear

16'

25' max w 1:1
height/setback.
*CUP for structure
that exceed dwelling
height

< 60% of
dwelling
footprint

16' w max of
675 ft2

*Administrative CUP
for up to 20'

25%

17'

20 'max w/ a 1:1
height/setback

20%

14'

20' max w/ a 1:1
height/setback

25%

Summary
Staff supports the proposed text amendment. Neither the 2019 amendment nor the
applicant’s proposed amendment in this case impact the allowable area of accessory
structures (no more than 25% of the rear yard area), placement on the property, the required
setbacks, or the maximum allowed height of twenty feet for accessory structures. The current

and previous (pre-2019) code required the allowable height of an accessory structure to be
related to the height of the primary dwelling on the property.

The proposed amendment will allow for increased accessory structure height in cases where
the primary dwellings may have lower roof heights. With requirements for yard area coverage
and setbacks in place, staff does not find limiting the height of accessory structures by
relation to the height of the primary dwelling to be meaningful when weighed against the
potential benefits to property owners if a simple twenty foot maximum is allowed. If the
amendment is approved, not all property owners will elect to build an accessory structure to
the 20’ allowed height, but those that would like such a structure and whose property has the
physical space to accommodate it within the regulations will be allowed a fuller use of their
property.

II.

CITY DEPARTMENT REVIEW
The proposed ordinance was made available for review by City Staff from various
departments on April 23, 2021. No issues or comments were received.

III.

PUBLIC COMMENTS
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Notices of the public hearing for the requested text amendment to affected entities, the City’s
website and posted on the State’s public notice website. No comments have been received as
of the writing of the Staff Report.

III.

IV.

FINDINGS
i.

The proposed text amendments are consistent with the purpose of Title 17, Murray
City Land Use Ordinance.

ii.

The proposed text amendments are consistent with the goals and objectives of the
Murray City General Plan.

iii.

The proposed text amendments will allow Murray City residents more flexibility in the
reasonable use of accessory structures in residential zoning districts.

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 proposed text amendments in the stated chapters of the Murray City
Land Use Ordinance regarding Accessory Structure Height.
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MURRAY CITY CORPORATION
COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Building Division

801-270-2400

Planning Division

801-270-2420

April 23, 2021

Notice of Public Hearing

Electronic Meeting Only – May 6 , 2021, 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 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/pc050621. 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.
This notice is to inform you of a Planning Commission meeting scheduled for Thursday, May 6,
2021 at 6:30 p.m., to a Land Use Ordinance Text Amendment regarding Accessory Structure
Height in Residential Zoning Districts: A-1, R-1-6, R-1-8, R-1-10, R-1-12 ,R-2-10, R-M-10, R-M15, R-M-20 & R-M-25 Zones..
Public input is welcome at the meeting and will be limited to 3 minutes per person. A
spokesperson who has been asked by a group to summarize their concerns will be allowed 5
minutes to speak. If you have questions or comments concerning this proposal, please call the
Murray City Community & Economic Development Department at 801-270-2420, or by email at
planningcommission@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.

Murray City Public Works Building

4646 South 500 West

Murray, Utah 84123

Chapter 17.92
AGRICULTURAL DISTRICT A-1
17.92.090: USE RESTRICTION FOR YARD AREA
G. Height: An accessory structure may consist only of a one-story building and may not exceed sixteen feet (16')
to the peak of the roof if the primary residential dwelling is less than twenty feet (20') in height. If the primary
residential dwelling is greater than twenty feet (20') in height, an accessory structure is allowed at a height of
twenty feet (20') to the peak of the roof.
Chapter 17.96
SINGLE-FAMILY MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT R-1-6
17.96.090: USE RESTRICTION FOR YARD AREA
G. Height: An accessory structure may consist only of a one-story building and may not exceed sixteen feet (16')
to the peak of the roof if the primary residential dwelling is less than twenty feet (20') in height. If the primary
residential dwelling is greater than twenty feet (20') in height, an accessory structure is allowed at a height of
twenty feet (20') to the peak of the roof.
Chapter 17.100
SINGLE-FAMILY LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT R-1-8
17.100.090: USE RESTRICTION FOR YARD AREA
G. Height: An accessory structure may consist only of a one-story building and may not exceed sixteen feet (16')
to the peak of the roof if the primary residential dwelling is less than twenty feet (20') in height. If the primary
residential dwelling is greater than twenty feet (20') in height, an accessory structure is allowed at a height of
twenty feet (20') to the peak of the roof.
Chapter 17.104
SINGLE-FAMILY LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT R-1-10
17.104.090 USE RESTRICTION FOR YARD AREA
G. Height: An accessory structure may consist only of a one-story building and may not exceed sixteen feet (16')
to the peak of the roof if the primary residential dwelling is less than twenty feet (20') in height. If the primary
residential dwelling is greater than twenty feet (20') in height, an accessory structure is allowed at a height of
twenty feet (20') to the peak of the roof.
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Chapter 17.108
SINGLE-FAMILY LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT R-1-12
17.108.090 USE RESTRICTION FOR YARD AREA
G. Height: An accessory structure may consist only of a one-story building and may not exceed sixteen feet (16')
to the peak of the roof if the primary residential dwelling is less than twenty feet (20') in height. If the primary
residential dwelling is greater than twenty feet (20') in height, an accessory structure is allowed at a height of
twenty feet (20') to the peak of the roof.
Chapter 17.112
MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT R-2-10
17.112.090 USE RESTRICTION FOR YARD AREA
F. Height: An accessory structure may consist only of a one-story building and may not exceed sixteen feet (16')
to the peak of the roof if the primary residential dwelling is less than twenty feet (20') in height. If the primary
residential dwelling is greater than twenty feet (20') in height, an accessory structure is allowed at a height of
twenty feet (20') to the peak of the roof.
Chapter 17.116
MULTIPLE-FAMILY LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT R-M-10
17.116.060: YARD REQUIREMENTS
I. Height: An accessory structure may consist only of a one-story building and may not exceed sixteen feet (16')
to the peak of the roof if the primary residential dwelling is less than twenty feet (20') in height. If the primary
residential dwelling is greater than twenty feet (20') in height, an accessory structure is allowed at a height of
twenty feet (20') to the peak of the roof.
Chapter 17.120
MULTIPLE-FAMILY MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT R-M-15
17.120.060: YARD REQUIREMENTS
I. Height: An accessory structure may consist only of a one-story building and may not exceed sixteen feet (16')
to the peak of the roof if the primary residential dwelling is less than twenty feet (20') in height. If the primary
residential dwelling is greater than twenty feet (20') in height, an accessory structure is allowed at a height of
twenty feet (20') to the peak of the roof.
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Chapter 17.124
MULTIPLE-FAMILY HGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT R-M-20
17.124.060: YARD REQUIREMENTS
I. Height: An accessory structure may consist only of a one-story building and may not exceed sixteen feet (16')
to the peak of the roof if the primary residential dwelling is less than twenty feet (20') in height. If the primary
residential dwelling is greater than twenty feet (20') in height, an accessory structure is allowed at a height of
twenty feet (20') to the peak of the roof.
Chapter 17.128
MULTIPLE-FAMILY HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT R-M-25
17.128.060: YARD REQUIREMENTS
I. Height: An accessory structure may consist only of a one-story building and may not exceed sixteen feet (16')
to the peak of the roof if the primary residential dwelling is less than twenty feet (20') in height. If the primary
residential dwelling is greater than twenty feet (20') in height, an accessory structure is allowed at a height of
twenty feet (20') to the peak of the roof.
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MURRAY CITY CORPORATION

Building Division

801-270-2400

COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Planning Division

801-270-2420

AGENDA ITEM #5
ITEM TYPE:

General Plan Amendment / Zone Map Amendments

ADDRESS:

935 West Bullion Street

MEETING DATE:

May 6, 2021

APPLICANT:

Hamlet Development

STAFF:

Jared Hall

PROJECT NUMBER:

20-034
20-035

#21-14-251-011, #21-14-251-010

PARCEL ID:
CURRENT ZONE:

A-1, Agriculture

PROPOSED ZONES:

R-1-6, Single Family Residential
Medium Density
R-M-15, Multi-Family Residential,
Medium Density

General Plan, Land
Use Designation

Low Density Residential &
Open Space

PROPOSED
DESIGNATION

Medium Density
Residential

SIZE:

8.06 acres

REQUEST:

The applicant would like to amend the Future Land Use Map designation and
Zoning of the subject properties to facilitate a planned residential development of
single-family detached homes and townhouses.

Murray City Public Works Building

4646 South 500 West

Murray, Utah 84123

I.

BACKGROUND & REVIEW
On April 1, 2021, the Planning Commission held a public hearing to review applications from
Hamlet Development to amend the Future Land Use Map and Zoning Map designations of the
property at 935 West Bullion Street in order to accommodate a planned residential
development. Michael Brodsky represented Hamlet Development at the hearing. Prior to the
public hearing, Mr. Brodsky had held a neighborhood meeting where he presented plans for
the residential development of the property and took comments and questions. As a result of
that meeting, Mr. Brodsky modified the concept plans to reduce the overall density of the
project by replacing some of the townhomes with single-family detached houses. To
accommodate the original proposal, the application had been made to rezone the entire 8.06acre site from A-1 to R-M-15.
Many public comments had been received with concerns that while the applicant had revised
his development proposal to include only 75 units, the R-M-15 Zoning of the property would
allow him to develop at greater densities, and there was no way to limit that potential once
the zone change had been approved. In response, Mr. Brodsky withdrew his previous
applications at the public hearing on April 1, 2021 and stated that in order to alleviate those
concerns he would re-apply for R-M-15 Zoning on the portion of the property where he
intended to develop townhouse units, and for R-1-6 on the portion of the property adjacent to
Bullion Street where he intends to subdivide single-family lots.
On April 13, 2021 Mr. Brodsky filed a new application to amend the Zoning of the north 3.36
acres of the property from A-1 to R-1-6, and the south 4.64 acres of the property from A-1- to RM-15. He also filed a new application to amend General Plan’s Future Land Use designation of
the properties from Parks & Open Space and Low Density Residential to Medium Density
Residential in order to support the proposed R-M-15 Zone on the southern 4.64 acres. The
intent of proposing both the R-1-6 and R-M-15 Zones is to limit the potential density of any
residential development of the property to no more than 75 units.

Surrounding Land Uses & Zoning
The subject property is comprised of two parcels totaling 8.06 acres in the A-1 Zone located on
the south side of Bullion Street, west of 700 West. There is a large utility corridor to the west
and a 70’ wide extension of that utility corridor adjacent to the south. The Murray City Power
Department owns the property to the east, which is used for utilities. The staff report will
focus on review and comparison of the differences between the existing and proposed Future
Land Use and Zoning Map designations of the 8.06-acre subject property.
Direction
North
South
East
West

Land Use
Single Family Residential
Open (easement), and residential
Utility
Open / utility corridor

Zoning
R-1-8 (across Bullion)
A-1 & R-1-8 (past the easement)
A-1
A-1
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Updated Concept Plan / R-1-6 & R-M-15 Zones
On February 23, 2021 the applicant (Michael Brodsky) held a community meeting over Zoom
to show the neighborhood his intended plans, answer questions and take comments. In
response to the comments he received at the meeting, Mr. Brodsky revised his concept
development to mix single-family detached homes with townhomes in the proposed
subdivision reducing the overall unit count and density. See the exhibit below.

Figure 1: two-zone plan exhibit
The applicant has prepared legal descriptions and an application to adjust the boundaries
between the two parcels of the subject property to reflect the exhibit in figure 1 if the Zone
Map amendments are approved. The concept presented in the exhibit is not an application on
the Planning Commission’s agenda. The residential development illustrated by the exhibit
would require applications for Planned Unit Development (PUD) subdivision and Conditional
Use Permit approval, both of which would require additional public review by the Planning
Commission. The concept indicates 20 single family detached homes on the north and 55
townhome units on the south adjacent to the power corridor easement. The project density
depicted by the PUD shown in the exhibit is nine (9) units per acre. Staff has reviewed the
concept and can confirm that the applicant’s proposed two-zone plan represented in the
exhibit at these acreages would limit the density of a residential development on the subject
property to no more than 75 units.
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Zoning Considerations
The subject property is located in the A-1, Agriculture Zone. While most surrounding
properties are located in the R-1-8 Zone, all directly adjacent properties are located in the A-1
Zone. Staff supports the proposed zone map amendments noting that the existing, natural
buffers of the utility corridor easements help to manage any potential impacts of the greater
density allowed by the R-1-6 and R-M-15 Zones. Comparisons of land uses and other zoning
regulations in the existing and proposed zones follow. Other issues related to the proposed
changes in zoning such as traffic impacts and environmental contamination on the site are
also reviewed in this section.

R-1-8

Subject Property

R-1-8
Figure 2: Zoning Map segment, subject property highlighted

Allowed Land Uses
The most significant difference between the allowable uses in the existing A-1 Zone and the
proposed R-1-6 and R-M-15 Zones is the allowed residential density. Aside from actual
agriculture allowed in the A-1, the permitted uses and conditional uses themselves are very
similar or the same.
•

Existing A-1, Agriculture Zone:
Permitted Uses in the A-1 Zone include single-family dwellings on lots with a minimum
area of 1-acre, utilities, medical cannabis pharmacies, cannabis production
establishments, parks, field and seed crops, orchards and vineyards, non-commercial
beef cattle, horses, chickens, rabbits, apiaries, aviaries and general agriculture
including range and pasture land.
Conditional Uses in the A-1 Zone include communications, radio and television
transmitting stations, nurseries, cemeteries, protective functions, schools and
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churches, various commercial recreational uses, commercial animal husbandry uses
and services, and commercial agriculture.
•

Proposed R-1-6, Single Family Medium Density Residential Zone:
Permitted Uses in the proposed R-1-6 include single-family detached dwellings on
6,000 ft2 lots, utilities, charter schools, and residential childcare facilities.
Conditional Uses in the proposed R-1-6 include attached single-family dwellings (in
Planned Unit Developments, or PUDs) telephone stations and relay towers, radio and
television transmitting stations, parks, schools and churches, utilities, cemeteries,
libraries, and group instruction in single-family dwellings.

•

Proposed R-M-15, Multi-Family Medium Density Residential Zone:
Permitted uses in the proposed R-M-15 include single-family detached dwellings on
8,000 ft2 lots, two-family dwellings on 10,000 ft2 lots, utilities, charter schools, and
residential childcare as permitted uses.
Conditional uses in the R-M-15 Zone include attached single-family dwellings, multifamily dwellings (12 units per acre), bed and breakfasts, retirement homes,
cemeteries, radio and television transmitting stations, parks, schools and churches,
utilities, cemeteries, libraries, and retirement homes.

Zoning Regulations
The more directly comparable regulations for setbacks, height, and parking between the
existing A-1 and proposed R-1-6 and R-M-15 zones are summarized in the table below.
A-1 (existing)

R-1-6

R-M-15

Single-Family Lot Size
and/or Multi-Family
Density
Height

10,000 ft2 min per lot

8,000 ft2 min per lot
12 units per acre

35’ or 40’ with CUP

6,000 ft2 min per lot
*Attached singlefamily allowed in PUDs
30’

Front yard setback
Rear Yard setback
Side Yard setbacks
Corner Yard setback
Parking Required

30’
25’
10’
20’
n/a

20’
25’
5’
20’
n/a

25’
25’
8’ (total of 20’)
20’
2.5 spaces per unit

Figure 3: Compared Regulations in existing and proposed zones

Up to 40’ max as
approved by the
Planning Commission
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Environmental Contamination & Other Site Development Constraints
The subject properties and the areas around them were part of the 56-acre Highland Boy
copper smelting operations from 1899 to 1907. In 1983 a communications facility was
constructed on the east parcel. The communications facility has been vacated for several
years. Contaminated materials from the smelting operations remain on the site and must be
remediated for development to occur. The building, satellite dishes, and other structures
must also be removed, and the site re-graded significantly. The cell tower on the site is to
remain, and no residential structures can be located closer than 165’ to it, also impacting
redevelopment of the site.

Traffic Impact Study
Many public comments involved traffic on Bullion Street and the impacts of residential
development at higher densities allowed by the proposed R-M-15 Zone. The applicant has
provided a traffic impact study (TIS) that analyzes traffic operations at key intersections for
existing conditions with and without the proposed project. The TIS evaluated four key
intersections: Hollow Springs Drive / Bullion Street, Walden Meadows Drive / Bullion Street /
West Project Access, 700 West / Bullion Street / Auburn Drive, and East Project Access /
Bullion.
Peak period traffic counts were conducted at the existing intersections as referenced above
excluding the “East Project Access / Bullion.” The counts were conducted on Tuesday,
February 16th, 2021. Peak hours were determined as 7:45 to 8:45 am and 4:30 to 5:30 pm. Hales
Engineering adjusted traffic volumes to determine average movement counts during a normal
(non-Covid-19 pandemic) year. The engineering firm determined that each intersection
currently performs at a Level of Service that is acceptable under normal “state of the practice”
professional standards. Below is a table outlining the existing conditions of the three
intersections.
Intersection
Description
Hollow Springs Dr / Bullion
Walden Meadows / Bullion

Traffic Control Type
All Way Stop
South Bound Stop

Bullion / Auburn / 700 West

East/West Bound
Stop

Level of Service
(average vehicle delay at intersection)
Morning Peak
Evening Peak
A (4.1 seconds)
A (4.0 seconds)
A (5.4 seconds for
A (3.9 for South
South Bound Left
Bound Left Turn)
Turn)
C (20.4 seconds for
C (22.4 seconds for
east bound left turn)
east bound left
turn)

The TIS was created with the potential of ninety (90) townhomes. A total of 640 daily trips is
anticipated for this project. Forty-four of those will be conducted in the peak morning hour
and fifty-four of those in the peak evening hour. These number were then input into the
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existing conditions to provide a level of service that includes the project. Staff has provided a
table that shows the impact below.

Intersection
Description
Hollow Springs Dr / Bullion
Walden Meadows / Bullion /
West Access

Traffic Control Type
All Way Stop
North/South Bound
Stop

Bullion / Auburn / 700 West

East/West Bound
Stop

East Access

North Bound Stop

Level of Service
(average vehicle delay at intersection)
Morning Peak
Evening Peak
A (4.2 seconds)
A (4.0 seconds)
A (6.2 seconds for
A (4.9 for South
South Bound Left
Bound Left Turn)
Turn)
D (25.7 seconds for
C (22.7 seconds for
east bound left turn)
east bound left
turn)
A (3.6 seconds for
A (2.8 seconds for
north bound right
north bound right
turn)
turn)

The TIS states that there is no significant impact to the conditions of the intersections for this
proposed development.
In addition to the Traffic Impact Study, a Traffic Calming Study was conducted along Bullion
Street. It found that there are approximately 1,900 average daily trips. Murray City categorizes
Bullion as a Local Road, which are designed to handle between 4,000 to 6,000 average daily
trips. As part of the Traffic Calming Study a speed analysis was conducted and found the
average speed was 26.6 miles per hour (mph). The 85th percentile was 31.2 mph. Hales
Engineering recommends an upgraded westbound driver feedback sign be installed.
Additionally, a new east-bound driver feedback sign and narrowing of lanes may be
considered in the future to help lower traffic speeds.

General Plan Considerations
In order to support the Zone Map amendment to R-M-15, the applicant has made an
application for General Plan amendment, specifically to amend the Future Land Use
designations of the subject property from Low Density Residential and Parks & Open Space to
Medium Density Residential. General Plans are not intended to be static documents.
Significant evaluations and revisions are common every five to ten years, and in growing and
complex communities like Murray it is reasonable to expect that additional adjustments may
be appropriate and should be considered individually.

Future Land Use Map Designations
Map 5.7 of the Murray City General Plan (the Future Land Use Map) identifies future land use
designations for properties in Murray City. The designation of a property is tied to
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corresponding purpose statements and zones. These “Future Land Use” designations are
intended to help guide decisions about the zoning designations of properties. The subject
properties are currently designated differently from one another. The eastern parcel, where
the vacant communications facility is located, has been designated “Low Density Residential”,
while the western parcel which is vacant has been designated “Parks & Open Space”. The
applicant proposes to amend the Future Land Use designations described above to “Medium
Density Residential”. The R-1-6 Zone is a recommended zoning designation tied to both the
Low and Medium Density Residential categories, but the proposed R-M-Zone is not tied to the
Low Density Residential category.

west parcel

east parcel

Figure 4: Future Land Use Map segment

•

Existing, West Parcel: The west parcel is currently designated as “Parks & Open Space”.
The property is adjacent to the regional power corridor, which includes several large, open
space parcels adjacent to the corridor itself. When the Future Land Use Map was adopted
as a part of the 2017 General Plan, this property was assumed to be part of the corridor by
mistake and subsequently designated for open space along with the adjacent parcels. The
inclusion with the corridor was not intentional, and the property should have been
included in the “Low Density Residential” category at that time.

•

Existing, East Parcel: The east parcel is currently designated as “Low Density Residential.”
This category is intended for “residential uses in established/planned neighborhoods, as
well as low density residential on former agricultural lands. The designation is Murray’s
most common pattern of single-dwelling development.” The illustration below is from
page 5-12 of the General Plan.
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Figure 5: from pg. 5-12, Murray City General Plan
•

Proposed, East & West Parcels: The applicants propose to amend the Future Land Use
Map designations of the subject property to “Medium Density Residential.” The Medium
Density Residential designation allows a mix of housing types that are single-dwelling in
character or smaller multi-family structures. The designation is intended for areas near or
along centers and corridors. Densities should range between 6 and 15 units per acre.
Corresponding Zones are:
o R-1-6, Low/Medium Density Single Family
o R-M-10, Medium Density Multiple Family
o R-M-15, Medium Density Multiple Family
Both the Low and Medium Density Residential categories assume that areas within this
designation “generally have few or very minor development constraints (such as
infrastructure or sensitive lands).” Significant development constraints exist on this site,
including the contaminated soils which must be remediated, demolition of existing
commercial structures, and residential dwelling setbacks from the cell tower. Any one of
these listed constraints are substantial in nature. The combined existence of all the
constraints on the subject properties is a primary factor in Staff supporting the proposed
amendments to the General Plan. Staff finds that the impacts of the change to Medium
Density Residential can be adequately overcome through conditional use permit review
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combined with the existing natural buffers to the single-family development around the
subject property. The illustration below is from pg. 5-13 of the 2017 General Plan.

Figure 4: from pg. 5-13, Murray City General Plan

General Plan Objectives
There are several goals and objectives taken from elements of the General Plan that would be
supported by development of the subject property under the R-1-6 and R-M-15 Zones. For
example, strategies of Objective 3 (below), of the Neighborhoods & Housing element of the
General Plan is illustrated below.

The strategy and objective above are one of many intended to support the overall goal of the
element, which is to “Provide a diversity of housing through a range of types and development
patterns to expand the options available to existing and future residents.”
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Objective 9 of the Land Use & Urban Design element is shown below (from pg. 5-20 of the
General Plan)

The applicant’s proposed two-zone plan, which is supported by the amended land use
designation, will result in a development with a mix of housing types and densities. The
overall density will be greater than the surrounding area; however, limited to 9 units per acre
by the dual zoning it will not have unmanageable impacts, especially given the specific
context of this subject property.
The proposed amendments best support objectives in Chapter 9 of the General Plan, the
Moderate Income Housing element.
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General Plan Consideration Summary
Recent data provided by the Geographic Information Systems (GIS) Division shows that 46% of
all the land in Murray is zoned for single-family residential development, and most of that land
is located in the R-1-8 Zone. Although the subject properties are located in a large area of
relatively low density residential development, Staff maintains that the proposed
amendments the Future Land Use Map and Zoning Map represent an opportunity for infill
residential development with greater density and mixes of housing types that are supported
by elements of the General Plan. The resulting development will be a significant contribution
to both city and regional efforts to provide more affordable housing while managing any
impacts.

II.

CITY DEPARTMENT REVIEW
The applications have been made available for review and comment by City Staff from various
departments including the Engineering Division, Fire Department, Power Department, Water
Division, and Sewer Division. As with the previous applications there were no objections or
concerns from the reviewing departments.

III.

PUBLIC COMMENTS
145 notices of the public hearing for the requested amendments to the Future Land Use Map
and Zone Map were sent to all property owners within 500’ of the subject property and to
affected entities. Notices were prepared on Thursday, April 22, 2021 and mailed out on Friday,
April 23, 2021. Staff has received one phone call asking for clarification that these were new
applications, and one email from a neighboring property owner in opposition which has been
attached to this report for review and consideration. No additional comments have been
received as of 2:00 p.m. on Friday, April 30, 2021 – the date of this report.

IV.

ANALYSIS & CONCLUSIONS
A. Is there need for change in the Zoning at the subject location for the neighborhood or
community?
The proposed change in zoning from A-1 to R-1-6 and R-M-15 will allow medium density
residential development at a scale and density that can offset the costs inherent to the
site which include significant demolition, environmental mitigation, and fill.
Redevelopment of the property will provide mitigation of the environmental
contamination and contribute to the local and regional planning efforts to provide more
affordable housing and missing middle housing which is much needed in the community.
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B. If approved, how would the range of uses allowed by the Zoning Ordinance blend
with surrounding uses?
While the R-M-15 Zone provides an allowed base density of twelve (12) units per acre, the
areas proposed for rezoning to R-1-6 and R-M-15 will combine to allow an overall density
of nine (9) units per acre in a residential development on the subject property. Multifamily development projects are subject to conditional use permit reviews which allow
the Planning Commission to consider the imposition of conditions to mitigate the
reasonably anticipated impacts of a development such as height, buffering, and access.
The development of a mix of townhomes and single family detached at the overall density
of 9 units per acre represents medium density housing that could be very reasonably
accommodated on this property. Careful consideration of buffering and heights can
provide a development that blends with the surrounding uses. Natural separations exist
between the subject property and the surrounding low density single family uses, which
include utility uses and corridors to the east and west, Bullion Street to the north, and the
large power easement to the south. The potential impacts of medium density residential
development can be managed through the conditional use and site planning process, and
an appropriate, context sensitive development allowed.
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?
Available utilities and services at this location are not impacted by the proposed change in
zoning. Reviewing service providers include sewer, power, fire, and engineering
department personnel. None had concerns or comments regarding impacts from the
proposed change.

V.

FINDINGS
1.

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

2.

The requested amendment to the Future Land Use Map of the 2017 Murray City
General Plan represents a change which will allow potential redevelopment of the site
that can accommodate the demolitions and environmental mitigation which
otherwise limit traditional lower density subdivision.

3.

The proposed Zone Map Amendment from A-1 to R-1-6 and R-M-15 has been
considered based on the characteristics of the site and surrounding area. The
potential impacts of the change can be managed within the densities and uses
allowed by the combination of the proposed R-1-6 and R-M-15 Zones.

4.

The proposed Zone Map Amendment from A-1 to R-1-6 and R-M-15 conforms to
important goals and objectives of the 2017 Murray City General Plan and will allow an
appropriate development of the subject property.
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VI.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
The requests have been reviewed together in the Staff Report and the findings and
conclusions apply to both recommendations from Staff, but the Planning Commission must
take actions individually. The two separate recommendations of Staff are provided below:
REQUEST TO AMEND THE MURRAY CITY GENERAL PLAN
Based on the background, analysis, and the findings in the Staff Report, Staff recommends
that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of APPROVAL to the City Council
for the requested amendment to the Future Land Use Map, re-designating the property
located at 935 West Bullion Street from Low Density Residential and Parks & Open Space
to Medium Density Residential.

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 935
West Bullion from A-1, Agriculture to R-1-6, Single Family Medium Density Residential
and to R-M-15, Multi-Family Medium Density Residential as described in the Staff Report.
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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 – May 6 , 2021, 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 applications made by
representatives of Hamlet Development regarding the properties addressed 935 West Bullion Street :
•
•

Amend the Future Land Use Map designation of a portion of the properties from Parks & Open Space and
Low Density Residential to Medium Density Residential; and
Amend the Zoning Map designations of the properties from A-1, Agriculture to R-M-15, Multi-Family
Medium Density Residential and R-1-6, Single-Family Medium Density Residential

If you would like to comment on this agenda item at the meeting please register at: https://tinyurl.com/pc050621
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 will be read into the meeting record.

Subject Properties
Subject Properties

This notice is being sent to you because you own property within 500 feet of the subject properties. If you have
questions or comments concerning this proposal, please contact the Murray City Planning Division at 801-2702420, or e-mail planningcommission@murray.utah.gov.

Public Notice Dated | April 22, 2021
Murray City Public Works Building | 4646 South 500 West | Murray | Utah | 84123

Figure 1: Existing Zoning designation, A-1 Agriculture

Figure 2: Proposed Zoning designations, R-1-6 & R-M-15

Murray City Public Works Building

4646 South 500 West

Murray, Utah 84123

Zachary Smallwood
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Diane St pierre <diane8412374@yahoo.com>
Friday, April 30, 2021 1:36 PM
Planning Commission Comments
[EXTERNAL] Zoning at 935 West Bullion Street

Dear Planning Commission,
Here on my comments on the the Zoning map designations of the properties at 935 West Bullion
Street from A-1 to R-M-15 and R-1-6
The developer of this re-zoning site was kind enough to host a meeting with the residents to address
our concerns and I respect him for it. It seems to be a recurring theme however, that these olive
branches to residents are nothing more than that. Those in the levers of power decide what will be
will be regardless of what the people want and move ahead with the plans originally established
despite the outcry from those they are to serve.
I have an obligation to express my dissent at the re-zoning plan from low-density to medium
density. If I wanted to live next to a "density housing" development I would have purchased my home
next to a "density housing" development. I don't appreciate the planning commission setting the
precedent to "re-zone" an area already zoned for low-density housing whenever the whim strikes with
home-owners paying the price in a reduction of property value. It is unjust.
During the last election cycle, a candidate running for local office told me her reason for doing so was
because a developer paid 16k to each council member in her district to approve a "density housing"
development that none of the residents wanted. In spite of outcry, it went through and has negatively
impacted their once peaceful neighborhood.
Tell me, what are residents supposed to think when we hear these things? Now we have the same
outcry and see the re-zoning plans moving forward in spite of what we the residents want?
Again, I'm voicing my dissent to "re-zone 935 Bullion Street from Low-density to Medium Density and
Multi family Medium Density.
Diane St Pierre
838 Bullion,
Murray, UT
801.809.9647
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MURRAY/BULLION HAMLET EXHIBIT

EDM

SLCO PARCEL NUMBERS 21-14-251-010 AND 21-14-251-011
LYING WITHIN THE NORTHEAST QUARTER (NE 1/4) OF SECTION 14, TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 1 WEST,
SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN, MURRAY CITY, SALT LAKE COUNTY, UTAH

Partners LLC

2815 East 3300 South, Salt Lake City, UT 84109
(801) 305-4670
www.edmpartners.com
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BULLION SOUTH ZONE
A PARCEL OF LAND BEING DESCRIBED AS THE ENTIRETY OF WARRANTY DEED, RECORDED
AS ENTRY NUMBER 3577494, IN BOOK 5262, AT PAGE 1210, IN THE OFFICE OF THE SALT
LAKE COUNTY RECORDER. SAID PARCEL OF LAND IS LOCATED IN THE NORTHEAST
QUARTER OF SECTION 14, TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 1 WEST, SALT LAKE BASE AND
MERIDIAN THE BOUNDARY OF SAID PARCEL OF LAND IS DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
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BEGINNING AT A POINT N00°12'39”W 889.15 FEET ALONG THE EAST LINE OF SAID
NORTHEAST QUARTER AND N90°00'00”W 1779.95 FROM THE EAST QUARTER CORNER OF
SAID SECTION 14; AND RUNNING THENCE S08°03'44”W 102.20 FEET; THENCE S83°30'50”E
108.81 FEET; THENCE S00°06'21”W 114.08 FEET; THENCE S87°02'22”W 779.43 FEET;
THENCE N01°42'22”E 315.23 FEET; THENCE S83°27'25”E 126.24 FEET; THENCE
N72°28'24”E 73.56 FEET; THENCE S83°27'25”E 483.02 FEET TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING.
CONTAINS 4.64 ACRES OR 202,118 SQUARE FEET IN AREA

N01°42'22"E 315.23'

S08°03'4
4"W 102
.20'

SOUTH ZONE
CONTAINS 4.64 ACRES
OR 202,118 SQUARE
FEET IN AREA

108.81'

C:\Users\jdmon\EDM Partners Dropbox\Projects\Murray - Bullion\Survey\Zone Descriptions.dwg

S00°06'21"W 114.08'

S83°30'50"E

BULLION NORTH ZONE
A PARCEL OF LAND BEING DESCRIBED AS THE ENTIRETY OF WARRANTY DEED, RECORDED
AS ENTRY NUMBER 3577494, IN BOOK 5262, AT PAGE 1210, IN THE OFFICE OF THE SALT
LAKE COUNTY RECORDER. SAID PARCEL OF LAND IS LOCATED IN THE NORTHEAST
QUARTER OF SECTION 14, TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 1 WEST, SALT LAKE BASE AND
MERIDIAN THE BOUNDARY OF SAID PARCEL OF LAND IS DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
BEGINNING AT A POINT N00°12'39”W 889.15 FEET ALONG THE EAST LINE OF SAID
NORTHEAST QUARTER AND N90°00'00”W 1779.95 FROM THE EAST QUARTER CORNER OF
SAID SECTION 14; AND RUNNING THENCE N83°27'25”W 483.02 FEET; THENCE
S72°28'24”W 73.56 FEET; THENCE N83°27'25”W 126.24 FEET; THENCE N01°42'22”E 51.40
FEET; THENCE N11°46'22”E 189.39 FEET; S83°25'43”E 146.52 FEET; THENCE S83°27'25”E
522.54 FEET; THENCE S08°03'44”W 209.82 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.
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