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Executive Summary
CONTEXT - This 2021 General Plan is a first 
for White City, Utah. In this Plan, readers find 
information about the planning process and 
community context, methods of data collection, 
the public engagement process, three topical 
elements—land use, transportation, and lifelong 
communities—and a work program tailored to 
each element. 

This Plan addresses the current conditions and 
future aspirations of the community and is 
intended to guide community decision-making. 
This Plan should be used by elected and 
appointed officials, staff, and the public to 
understand on-the-ground conditions, the 
community’s collective vision, and how to take 
appropriate actions to realize that vision. 

This Plan is heavily driven by public feedback 
and by data collection and analysis. In fact, 
public participation is one of White City’s 
greatest strengths as a community. While a small 
community of 5,810 people, over  744 written 
comments were collected from surveys, emails, 
virtual comment boxes, and paper comment 
boxes throughout the two-year process. Four 
in-person workshops and over thirty public 
meetings were held to discuss the Plan. The 
public’s knowledge of the community is supple-
mented with credible, comprehensive resources 
such as the U.S. Census Bureau’s American 
Community Survey and Esri’s Community 
Analyst Program, which provided many of the 
statistics. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS - Home to 5,810 people, 
White City consists of 432.7 acres in the south-
eastern part of Salt Lake County, Utah. Uniquely, 
White City is an island community completely 
surrounded by Sandy, a city of 96,385 people. 
Additionally, White City is bisected by a coun-
ty-run park, Dimple Dell Regional Park, that 
residents utilize for recreation. While White 
City’s surroundings feel more urban, White City 
has retained its close-knit, small-town feel.

White City is more affordable than nearby 
places in the Salt Lake Valley. For example, 
2021 estimates put the median home value at 
$338,931 for  White City, compared to $406,810 
for Salt Lake County as a whole. In the latest ACS 
5-Year Estimates, White City’s median household 
income was $63,446, which was significantly 
lower than the county-wide median household 
income of $74,865. Residents value their more 
affordable lifestyle and often cite it as a means 
of attracting young families and first-time home-
owners.

In White City, land is used primarily for residential 
purposes: 94.7 percent of land is zoned single-
family residential, and 5.2 percent is zoned 
agricultural. Only one property is zoned for 
commercial uses; however, 34 business licenses 
were issued in 2020, indicating the presence of 
home-based occupations. Other land uses and 
resources of particular community value are 
the 14.6-acre Big Bear Park, the White Towers 
Swimming Pool,  and the White City Water 
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Improvement District. Additionally, White City 
enjoys amenities offered in nearby Sandy City.   

KEY STRENGTHS AND CHALLENGES - Key 
strengths include White City’s strong culture of 
public participation; its groundwater source; the 
small-town feel; affordable housing; the fami-
ly-friendly environment; its relative location 
to major transportation corridors, recreation 
opportunities, and job hubs; and its retention of 
agricultural land. Key challenges include being 
completely built out, few sales-tax generating 
commercial properties, gaps in pedestrian infra-
structure that support walkability, limited places 
for community gatherings and interactions, 
worn infrastructure, and fear of government and 
planning efforts.

KEY OUTCOMES - Among diverse and sometimes 
conflicting viewpoints, this Plan sought to 
nurture a collective vision that all residents 
could stand behind. As such, this Plan focuses on 
preservation of White City’s existing character 
and suggests small, gradual, and targeted 
changes aimed to increase White City’s access 
to opportunities and bolster residents’ quality of 
life. The next pages (6-7) outline the Plan’s five 
key recommendations and nineteen goals. The 
specific actions to accomplish these recommen-
dations and goals can be found at the end of the 
document in the Work Program.

Photo credits, from top to bottom:  Mikala Jordan, GSL-MSD; 
Maridene Alexander, GSL-MSD; Maridene Alexander, GSL-MSD; 
Google Street View; Maridene Alexander, GSL-MSD; Google Street 
View.
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Key Recommendations and Goals

Goals:
The following goals were developed 
in the public Steering Committee 
meetings for each element of the Plan. 
These goals provide a broad direction 
toward how White City moves forward 
with land use, transportation, and 
lifelong communities decisions.

Land Use (LU)
LU1: Ensure that effective land use 
planning is kept in balance with 
preserving the freedom and rights of 
individual landowners.

LU2: Maintain and promote White 
City’s neighborhood-scale housing 
character (primarily detached resi-
dences) while also promoting a quality 
of life that attracts and sustains new 

Five key recommendations emerged 
from this Plan. These areas guide the 
focus of implementation moving 
forward.

1) Focus on area-specific, small-scale 
infrastructure improvements that 
incorporate place-making; these will 
enhance the day-to-day experiences 
of residents on their land and in public 
spaces. 

2) Update land use codes to be tailored 
to White City’s specific wants and 
needs.

3) Work toward implementing street-
scape improvements that increase 
the safety of all modes of travel, the 
aesthetics of the public right-of-ways, 
and the walkability of White City.

4) Work toward infrastructure imple-
mentation that supports successful 
aging in community, community 
resilience to natural hazards, and envi-
ronmental sustainability.

5) Increase sales tax revenue to support 
desired projects by a) supporting 
at-home businesses through resources 
and fast internet speeds and b) 
updating land use ordinances to allow 
small, quiet, local businesses in future 
mixed-use areas.
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families and the housing needs of the 
Salt Lake valley. 

LU3: Promote a sense of pride and 
identity in the community through 
maintaining and  enhancing place-
making infrastructure. 

LU4: Establish landscaping and mainte-
nance standards that make White City 
a distinctly scenic, fun and appealing 
place to live and visit. 

LU5: Enhance recreational amenities 
and access to public parks and open 
spaces.

LU6: All land use decisions include 
efforts to maintain or improve air and 
water quality.

Transportation (T)
T1: Provide good access to and smooth, 
safe transitions between key locations 
within and outside of White City.

T2: Make transportation areas more 
aesthetically pleasing, environmen-
tally friendly, culturally interesting, 
and health-conscious.

T3: Achieve well-maintained transpor-
tation infrastructure.

T4: Provide adequate and safe parking.

T5: Increase pedestrian and bicyclist 
access, safety, and comfort.

Lifelong Communities (LC)
LC1: Foster transparency, collaboration, 
and clear communication among officials, 
staff, the public, and other agencies.  

LC2: Enhance and expand digital infra-
structure to support home-based work, 
entertainment, and education opportu-
nities. 

LC3: Support small-scale local and 
home-based businesses with access to 
resources for financial assistance and/
or business training and education. 

LC4: Ensure that the built environ-
ment supports people of all ages and 
abilities, allowing safe and easy navi-
gation within the community as well 
as access to important places outside 
the community. 

LC5: Strengthen resilience through 
emergency preparedness and 
response. 

LC6: Improve the quality of  the natural 
environment and mitigate negative 
environmental impacts in built envi-
ronment decisions. 

LC7: Maintain and make needs-appro-
priate improvements to infrastructure 
to support the resilience of the built 
environment.  

LC8: Preserve the heart of White City’s 
character. 
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CHAPTER ONE:

ALL ABOUT PLANNING

What is a General Plan?
A General Plan is a document that guides future 
development in a place.  Through the planning 
process, existing conditions are examined, 
desired future conditions are established, and 
a path is laid out to bring a community from 
its present state to its envisioned future. Deci-
sion-makers, residents, and other stakeholders 
can and should use the General Plan to coordi-
nate and implement decisions about land use, 
infrastructure, parks, recreation and open space, 
city services, housing supply and affordability, 
and other public resources. As such, a General 
Plan is a living, fluid document that should be 
regularly reviewed and updated. 

Why make a General Plan?
Municipalities make plans for many reasons. The 
main purpose of a General Plan is to aid a com-
munity in defining and achieving its desired fu-
ture. More specifically, municipalities make Gen-
eral Plans because:

◊ Utah State Code 10-9a-401 requires each 
municipality in Utah to prepare a General 
Plan (LUDMA, 2019).

◊ Plans strengthen community autonomy: 
by establishing a community vision, priori-

ties, and goals, communities avoid change 
“just happening” to them.

◊ Plans enhance decision-making: syncing 
data, local knowledge, and on-the-ground 
conditions enable decisions to be compre-
hensively informed.

◊ With plans, communities can bolster 
strengths, achieve goals, minimize and 
resolve problems, and prevent threats.

◊ Through the establishment of common 
goals, the planning process brings together 
various community members.

Planning Authority
White City became an independent municipality 
with its own governing authority in 2017 after a 
vote of White City residents in 2015. The munic-
ipality is governed by an elected legislative 
council, one of whom is selected by the others 
to be the Mayor. The Mayor serves as the chair 
of the Council.  The Metro Township Council 
has the authority to enact laws and ordinances 
to carry out its responsibilities such as land use 
and development regulations (zoning) as long 
as these laws and ordinances are consistent with 
the Utah Municipal Code and other state statutes.  
The Metro Township has all the municipal 
powers allocated by the Utah Municipal Code, 
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and as of the 2021 legislative session, even the 
same powers of taxation. The Metro Township 
does not have the power to enact a property tax. 

White City is a member of the Greater Salt Lake 
Municipal Services District (GSL-MSD or MSD). 
The MSD is a local district, created in 2015 under 
the “Special District Code 17B 2a-11” (Provi-
sions, 2014). The MSD is comprised of five metro 
townships (Copperton, Emigration Canyon, 
Kearns, Magna, White City), one town (Brighton), 
and unincorporated Salt Lake County. 

Utah Code 10-2a-4 allows townships to be 
recognized as municipalities (Municipal Incor-
poration, 2015). The Metro Townships gained 
official recognition as municipalities on January 
1, 2017 through a general election of the citizens 
in 2015. The MSD, together with the govern-
mental alliance of the Metro Townships, has 
formed the first district of its kind in the United 
States. The MSD is empowered to levy a property 
tax on real or personal properties located within 
its boundaries, through the decision of the indi-
vidual metro townships and the MSD board.

The MSD provides the member municipali-
ties with planning and development, business 
license, and code enforcement services as 
part of its membership agreement. The White 
City Council appoints a Planning Commission, 
working with MSD planners, to make recom-
mendations regarding land use decisions to the 
Council. 

During the making or updating of General 
Plans, the White City Council (WCC) appoints a 
General Plan Steering Committee (Figure 1). This 
Steering Committee, composed of residents 
representative of White City’s different back-
grounds and ideas, works with MSD Long Range 
Planners on the development of White City’s 
General Plan. The Steering Committee and MSD 
planners produce a document that the Steering 
Committee then passes to the Planning Commis-
sion. The Planning Commission, at a public 
hearing, makes recommendations to the Council 
regarding the adoption and amendment of the 
General Plan. The Council, at a public meeting, 
can adopt, reject, or revise the General Plan.

Figure 1: The general planning process (adapted from http://www.ruralplanning.org/assets/
general-plan-guide.pdf ).

All About Planning
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How do I use this  document?
This document uses visual clues to help guide the 
reader. Text differences indicate the following:

Section Title
Section Subtitle
PARAGRAPH TOPICS
Emphasized text/Figure captions
Normal content text

Additionally, pages (normal letter print sized 
paper) or spreads (screen view, two pages 
together) follow visual structures:

What is in this document?
There are five sections in this document. Each is 
further divided into chapters. 

Section one consists of  the acknowledgments, 
table of contents, executive summary, and key 
recommendations.

Section two provides the background informa-
tion that supports the content in section three. 
It includes Chapters 1-3:

◊ Chapter 1 - All About Planning: explains 
what a general plan is and White City’s 
authority in making one, as well as what is in 
the document and how to use  it. It outlines 
the data-gathering methodology too.

◊ Chapter 2 - Community Engagement: 
details how, where, and when public 
feedback was collected and incorporated. 

◊ Chapter 3 - Community Background: 
summarizes White City’s existing demo-
graphic and economic conditions. 

Section three is the meat of the plan; each of 
Chapters 4-6 delves into a specific topic:

◊ Chapter 4 - Land Use: delves into how 
White City’s land is used now and envisions 
future land use by character areas.

◊ Chapter 5 - Transportation: examines  
modes of transportation, infrastructure, 
connectivity, and accessibility.

◊ Chapter 6 - Lifelong Communities: 
examines White City’s conditions and needs 
related to governance, economic opportu-
nities, aging in community, and resilience 
and sustainability.

Look to these boxes... for background information on 
planning concepts or ideas.

Look to purple Takeaway text... for the main idea 
from a section. The Takeaway suggests how to move 
forward with the information presented.

Look to white boxes with black text for quotes 
from residents or survey responses.

Section four has the Work Program. It includes 
the major takeaways and action items from the 
other chapters.

◊ Chapter 7 - Work Program: displays the 
tangible actions, with info such as cost and 
funding source, that support the accom-
plishment of the goals, priorities, and vision.

Section five provides additional information: 

◊ Chapter 8 - References and Resources

◊ Chapter 9 - Appendix A - Glossary 
& FAQ, Appendix B - Survey Results, 
Appendix C - Moderate Income Housing 
Plan, Appendix D - GPSC Meeting Reports.
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Data Gathering & Methodology
This General Plan utilized several reputable 
sources and softwares to gather and analyze 
information on White City’s existing condi-
tions. Several resources assisted in the data 
gathering for most of the chapters. One of these 
is the United States Census Bureau’s American 
Community Survey 2019 5-Year Estimates, 
which provide information about population 
size, demographics, economic traits, commuting 
traits, housing conditions, household sizes, and 
more. ESRI Business Analyst Online reports were 
also used frequently; these reports utilize Census 
data as well as ESRI’s own spatial and consumer 
analyses to provide current conditions as well as 
project future trends for a host of topics.

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT - Surveys were 
created and taken virtually through  the program 
Survey1-2-3. The Long Range Planning website, 
which housed all virtual information for the 
General Plan, was hosted via the MSD using the 
program ArcHub. Once the website was created, 
surveys were linked to on this website.

COMMUNITY BACKGROUND -  Statistics came 
from the United State Census Bureau’s American 
Community Survey, 5-Year estimates from 
2019, including tables: DP02 - Selected Social 
Characteristics, DP04 -  Selected Housing Char-
acteristics, DP05 - Demographic and Housing 
Estimates, and S2001 - Earnings in the Past 12 
Months.

LAND USE - Data regarding parcel-based land use 
came from the Wasatch  Front Regional Council’s 
2018 Salt Lake County Parcels file geodatabase. 
This information was accessed, displayed, and 

analyzed using Geographic Information Systems 
(ArcPro). The tables of information on acreage, 
market value, housing built years, and more 
included in each Character Area also utilized this 
data source. 

Data for the mapping and analysis of parks and 
trails came from the  State of Utah Automated 
Geographic Reference Center. Additionally, 
Geographic Information Systems geoprocessing 
tools were used by staff to trace the section of 
Dimple Dell Park between 700 E and 1300 E. 
Geoprocessing tools were also used to identify 
buffers of various distances around the State of 
Utah trails and parks layers. 

TRANSPORTATION - Information regarding 
the functional classes of roads in and around 
White City comes from the Utah Department 
of Transportation (UDOT, n.d. A). This infor-
mation was visualized using ArcPro. Data on 
Sego Lily parking, speeding, and other condi-
tions comes from the unpublished Sego Lily 
Corridor Study. This study was conducted by 
White City engineers and Avenue Consulting, 
and the preliminary results were shared at a 
White City Council’s June 4, 2020 meeting and 
with planning staff. The accessibility analysis 
was conducted by the Wasatch Front Regional 
Council for all land within their service area, 
including White City. 

LIFELONG COMMUNITIES - As an interdisciplinary 
topic, this chapter pulled information from many 
sources, including the United States Census 
Bureau, Salt Lake County Health Department, 
Utah Governor’s Office of Economic Develop-
ment, and ESRI Business Analyst.

All About Planning
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CHAPTER TWO:

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

As a living document, the hope is that future 
updates and related outreach and education 
utilize both in-person and virtual engagement 
methods, which have both been successful.

MEETINGS - The WCC appointed a General 
Plan Steering Committee (GPSC) to lead the 
charge on this General Plan. The GPSC started 
with 20 members; due to the switch to remote 
meetings and changes in   White City’s legisla-
tion on committees, the process finished with 
ten members. Between January 2019 and April 
2021, 25 GPSC meetings occurred as well as 3 
updates at Planning Commission (PC) meetings 
and 9 updates at WCC meetings. All meetings 
were open to the public, and members of the 
public did attend. Meeting agendas were posted 
on the Utah Public Notice website and linked to 
on the White City Long Range Planning website 
more than 24 hours prior to meetings; directions 
for accessing meetings were communicated via 
the Newsletter, on the website, and by postcards 
mailed to all White City households. 

LONG RANGE PLANNING WEBSITE - In August 2019, 
a website for the General Planning process was 
established. Draft plan documents, a timeline of 
the plan’s progress, topical information, active 
surveys, survey results, maps, and more were 
posted on the website. The website was adver-
tised on postcards mailed to every household.

The Importance of Community 
Engagement
Community engagement, together with data on 
existing conditions, forms the backbone of any 
good plan. This is especially true for this General 
Plan, White City’s first ever, which lays out a path 
to achieve the community’s future vision. 

Why? A valid community vision cannot be iden-
tified without community input. Broad outreach 
is necessary to gather this input, especially 
because there is no single opinion on any given 
topic. Occasionally, strong, conflicting opinions 
on White City’s future arose during the General 
Planning process. Understanding that different 
opinions exist and why, and providing opportu-
nities to discuss these opinions was essential to 
producing a robust General Plan that addresses 
everyone’s concerns. 

Knowing this, the White City Council (WCC) and 
planning staff prioritized obtaining broad and 
substantial community input, and community 
input drove this General Plan and its outcomes. 

The Engagement Process
Due to the COVID19 pandemic, the public 
engagement process looked different than 
planned. Virtual methods of engagement 
replaced open houses and in-person workshops. 
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Photo credit:  Mikala Jordan, GSL-MSD

What types of public  
engagement    are    there?
The gold standard for understanding public 
engagement processes is called the IAP2 
Spectrum (IAP2, 2018). It categorizes five types 
of engagement--inform, consult, involve, collab-
orate, and empower--based upon the public’s 
increasing ability to impact decisions. With 
informing, the public has the least impact on 
decisions; staff provides the public with infor-
mation. With empowering, the public has the 
most impact on decisions; the final decision is 
in the hands of the public, and the public has 
been working with staff throughout the process. 
During this general planning process, all five 
levels of public engagement were utilized at 
different times. For instance, staff communicated 
information on planning concepts (inform), and 
members of the public created the goals for 
each chapter during meetings (collaborate). 

Following the Process:
Starting in December 2019, after GPSC meetings, 
staff sent out a report summarizing the meeting’s 
purpose, attendees, process, and outcomes. 
Reports were sent to the GPSC to ensure docu-
mentation of meeting efforts and enable a clear 
written record that committee members could 
easily reference to jog their memories between 
meetings.

Additionally, official meeting minutes and/or an 
auditory meeting recording were posted on the 
Utah State Public Notice website. 

Find the meeting reports in Appendix D.

IN-PERSON EVENTS - In addition to the standard 
public meetings, four in-person Open Houses 
and Workshops were hosted as well. Find details 
about the noticing, attendance, and outcomes 
of these events on pages  16-23 of this chapter.

SURVEYS - Especially after the emergence of the 
COVID-19 pandemic, the Steering Committee 
and staff utilized public surveys to gather 
community feedback. Three surveys were 
distributed to the public: Transportation and 
Land Use, Land and Character, and Area Needs 
and Priorities. All together, 197 sets of responses 
were collected from these surveys. For each 
survey, every household in White City received 
a postcard in the mail detailing the content and 
purpose of the new survey and how to access it.

OTHER WRITTEN FEEDBACK - Once any chapter 
of this General Plan was drafted*, it was posted 
on the White City Long Range Planning website, 
along with a virtual comment box. This allowed 
anyone to access the chapters and provide 
feedback to the Steering Committee.  Addition-
ally, planning staff shared their phone numbers 
and emails, and fielded questions, comments, 
and concerns via those mediums.

*Except the Housing Chapter: this was added to the website later.

Community Engagement
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17 JAN 2019: General 
Plan Kick-off Event, 
including SWOT & 
APAE, occurs.

1

24 APR 2019: Commu-
nity-wide Workshop, 
including Top 6 Priori-
ties, occurs.

23 APR 2019: GPSC 
meetings start, 
approximately one 
per month.

25 JUNE 2019: Vision 
Statement is created 
at GPSC meeting.

28 SEPT 2019: Moder-
ate-Income Housing 
Open House, with 
voting on strategies.

14 NOV 2019: Moder-
ate-Income Housing 
Element is adopted.

30 JAN 2020: Trans-
portation Values 
Workshop occurs.

8 APR 2020: Transpor-
tation and Land Use 
Survey is launched.

General Plan Engagement Major Events Timeline

11 AUG 2020:  Long 
range planning and 
general plan website 
is launched.

8 AUG 2020: Land and 
Character Survey is 
launched.

2

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3
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3 NOV 2020: Area 
Needs and Land 
Priorities Survey is 
launched.

5 JAN 2021: GPSC 
meetings begin 
occurring twice per 
month.

13 APRIL 2021: Last 
GPSC meeting occurs.

? ?? 2021: WCC hears 
public comments and 
votes on the plan.

? ?? 2021: PC hears 
public comments 
and provides a plan 
recommendation.

13

12

11

14

15

T H R O U G H O U T

2 5  G e n e r a l  P l a n  S t e e r i n g 
C o m m i t t e e  m e e t i n g s

3  U p d a t e s  a t  P l a n n i n g 
C o m m i s s i o n  m e e t i n g s

9  U p d a t e s  a t  C o u n c i l 
m e e t i n g s

T O T A L S

7 5 2 +  w r i t t e n  c o m m e n t sw r i t t e n  c o m m e n t s

1 9 7  s u b m i t t e d  s u r v e y s

5  o n l i n e  f e e d b a c k  
o p p o r t u n i t y  b o x e s   w i t h  

1 3   s u b m i s s i o n s

5  i n - p e r s o n  w o r k s h o p s

7  m a i l e r s  w i t h  u p d a t e s  t o 
r e s i d e n t s

Community Engagement
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General Plan Kickoff 
On January 17th, 2019, White City held its 
General Plan Kickoff event at Eastmont Middle 
School. This open house started off the process 
for White City to create this General Plan.

As part of the open house, residents shared 
their impressions of White City. First, residents 
completed a Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportu-
nities, and Threats (SWOT) analysis.  They listed 
any ideas or observations that came to mind 
when they considered White City’s strengths, 
weaknesses, opportunities, and threats as a 
community. This analysis aims to understand 
a community’s needs and possibilities. The 
list to the right showcases all of the residents’ 
comments.

Then, residents participated in an Achieve, 
Preserve, Avoid, and Eliminate (APAE) analysis. 
This analysis looks at the interplay between “yes” 
and “no.”  Community members answer yes or 
no to the questions: “Do we have it?” and “Do we 
want it?”  The answers to these questions guide 
whether a particular condition, event, or charac-
teristic should be achieved, preserved, avoided, 
or eliminated. The list to the left includes all 
resident comments for the APAE. 

Together, SWOT and APAE analyses provide the 
baseline understanding of the community from 
which the plan is built. The analyses reveal a 
community’s understanding of its current condi-
tions and desired future. The SWOT and APAE 
show the value White City places on accessing 
amenities, keeping infrastructure well-main-
tained, walkability, and being family-friendly, 
community-oriented, and affordable.
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White City residents gather around the “Threats” 
worksheet during the General Plan Kickoff event.

Throughout this plan, the SWOT and APAE 
comments related to each chapter’s topic are 
pulled out and presented in that chapter.

This diagram illustrates the interplay between 
“yes” and “no” with regard to “Does White City 
have it?” and  “Does White City want it?”

Community Engagement

Photo credit:  GSL-MSD
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Community-Wide Workshop
White City hosted a community-wide workshop 
on April 24, 2019 in the auditorium at Eastmont 
Middle School. 107 people attended. The goal 
of this workshop was to process the SWOT and 
APAE lists as a community and derive the main, 
overarching ideas from them. Residents voted 
on the relative importance of these ideas. Thus, 
an  understanding of the community’s top prior-
ities emerged.

Top 6 Priorities

1. Preserve single family housing

2. Eliminate blight

3. Horse property

Photo Credit: Google Maps.

Photo Credit: Google Street View.

Photo Credit: Steve Hardy, The Advocate.

What is blight?
“Eliminate blight” emerged as the second highest 
priority for White City. So what exactly is blight? Do 
any properties in White City fall into this category? 
According to Utah State Code 17A-2-1221, blight 
is an area with two or more of a list of ten charac-
teristics, including issues regarding construction, 
overcrowding, dilapidation, and inadequate venti-
lation or sanitation, among others (Senate Bill 53, 
1997).

When residents mentioned blight in Steering 
Committee meetings or during other public outreach 
processes, they talked about maintenance issues. 
Roofs, siding, or fences needing repair; over-veg-
etated yards; and junk in yards were commonly 
discussed problems. As the fifth characteristic in the 
State Code includes “deterioration”  and “dilapida-
tion,” some properties may meet one, but not two, 
of the characteristics of blight. Therefore, “eliminate 
blight” as presented in this plan refers to mainte-
nance and upkeep issues, as opposed to an official 
legislative definition of blight. Often, these issues 
arise from aging, illness, or financial struggles of the 
householder.



- Page 19

General Plan Steering 
Committee Meetings
The General Plan Steering Committee meetings 
are where the bulk of the plan creation occurs. 
Here, appointed, volunteer members and any 
members of the public in attendance work 
together. They develop knowledge of existing 
conditions and of public opinions. They first use 
this knowledge to develop an understanding of 
where White City wants to be ten, twenty years 
down the road. Then they ideate ways (policies, 
actions, and projects) to make that future vision 
possible. 

When the Committee was happy with drafts, 
they were shared with the Planning Commis-
sion (PC) and Council (WCC). The PC and WCC’s 
feedback was collected at their meetings. The 
Steering Committee discussed this feedback 
and determined which suggestions to act on.

Vision Statement
A vision statement summarizes what a 
community aspires to be and to embody. It gives 
an idea of a community’s desired future. White 
City’s vision statement was created during a 
GPSC meeting on June 25, 2019. The Steering 
Committee used the SWOT and APAE results as 
well as the Top 6 Priorities to derive the vision 
statement. It declares:

“White City is a safe, affordable, 
close-knit, family-oriented, and 
unique community with access to 
amenities that meet the diverse 
needs of its residents.”

4. Preserve natural resources

5. Walkability

6. Explore neighborhood commercial

Photo Credit:  Maridene Alexander, GSL-MSD.

Photo Credit: Google Street View.

Photo Credit: Flickr, Complete Streets.

Community Engagement
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Moderate-Income Housing 
Open House
A Moderate-Income Housing Open House 
occurred on 28 September 2019 for White City, 
Kearns, and Magna. Each household in White 
City received a mailed flyer that advertised the 
event. The Open House flyer was also posted 
to the State of Utah Public Notice and White 
City municipal websites. The Council, Steering 
Committee, and Planning Commission were 
emailed and provided information on the open 
house, and they were asked to invite friends 
and neighbors. Local and state agencies and 
non-profits concerned with housing were 
invited as well. 

PART 1 - At the Open House, Salt Lake County 
Regional Development spoke about home 
repair initiatives. White City could partner 
with these kinds of programs to strengthen its 
moderate-income housing supply. Following 
this presentation, People + Place, LLC spoke with 
residents about community needs, including 
regional housing concerns.

PART 2 - Participants were then asked to provide 
feedback and share their opinions.  Planning 
staff worked with communities in break-out 
sessions. Large printed maps of current zoning, 
housing, and transportation systems were used 
as visual aids. Attendees discussed the 23 Menu 
Items presented by the State of Utah in Senate 
Bill 34 as potential strategies for providing 
moderate-income housing. They talked through 
what they thought could be implemented and 
what they thought would be effective. They 
expressed concerns over zoning changes. 

Part 1 of the Open House - Informing: Residents 
listen to presentations about planning for moder-
ate-income housing, moderate-income housing 
programs, and regional housing concerns.

The Open House Flyer.

Photo Credit: GSL-MSD.
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PART 3 - Community members then voted on 
their top three preferred Menu Items prescribed 
by Senate Bill 34. These items were listed in large 
print on easels. Each community was assigned a 
different color sticker for planning staff to record 
those items preferred by each community. White 
City residents voted for 14 of the 23 items (Figure 
2). Additionally, a Comments Box was provided 
for the public to leave opinions not captured 
by the voting exercise, or people could email 
comments. Sixteen White City residents left 
written comments for the Housing Element. The 
Housing Element was adopted on November 14, 
2019.

Figure 2: All 14 menu items that received votes. 
The top five are highlighted in pink.

Part 3 of the Open House - Empowering: 
Residents vote for up to their three favorite 
moderate-income housing strategies.

Part 2 of the Open House - Collaborating: 
Residents gathered around this map and 
discussed the moderate-income housing strate-
gies most appropriate for White City.

Photo Credit: GSL-MSD.

Community Engagement
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Transportation Planning Values 
Workshop
On January 30, 2020, members of the Greater 
Salt Lake Municipal Services District gathered 
to discuss transportation values and principles 
applicable to all the GSL-MSD communities. The 
Council, Planning Commission, and Steering 
Committee were asked to represent their 
communities in this workshop. Additionally, the 
workshop was open to members of the public. 
The workshop had three objectives:

◊ to provide background information on 
transportation trends and innovations to key 
GSL-MSD decision makers

◊ to produce a suite of key transportation 
values that can be used to guide transporta-
tion planning across the GSL-MSD, and

◊ to produce a suite of key transporta-
tion principles that can be used to link the 
GSL-MSD to surrounding areas.

PART 1 - Speakers from the Wasatch Front 
Regional Council and Salt Lake City Division of 
Transportation  Planning provided background 
information on transportation. 

PART 2 - Participants formed breakout groups to 
share their thoughts on values in the GSL-MSD. 
A list of values categorized as environmental, 
social and cultural, economic, or process-based 
was provided to assist with brainstorming. After 
discussion and rounds of voting, staff tallied the 
results (Figure 3).  

Three White City residents chat before Part 1 of 
the Transportation Values Workshop begins.

Residents from different municipalities, 
including White City, sit together in Part 2 of the 
workshop. They share their thoughts on local 
and regional values that inform transportation 
planning in the MSD-areas.

Photo Credits:  Mikala Jordan, GSL-MSD.
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Figure 3: Top Transportation Values picked by GSL-MSD Municipal Representatives

PART 3 - The breakout groups were assigned one 
of the top five most voted for values. Each group 
discussed some principles that might help to 
clarify the values and how transportation plans 
could be implemented in alignment with those 
values.

RELEVANCE - Because transportation planning 
crosses jurisdictional boundaries, regional 
coordination and collaboration regarding trans-
portation is important. At the same time, local 
transportation conditions and needs differ. For 
these reasons, when local plans understand 
regional ones, and when regional plans consider 

local ones,  both are strengthened. One, the 
exchange of specific, localized information and 
broad, overarching information supports depth 
of knowledge presented in both plans. And two, 
the alignment of various plans makes imple-
mentation of those plans more feasible. 

This workshop was summarized to the General 
Plan Steering Committee, and the values 
generated from the workshop were found to 
align with the transportation goals identified by 
the Steering Committee.

Community Engagement
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Transportation and Land Use 
Survey
BACKGROUND - A Transportation Workshop 
for White City specifically was planned for 
March 2020. A flyer  for the event was mailed 
to each household. However, when the novel 
Coronavirus-19 broke out, the workshop was 
postponed. When it became obvious that an 
open house would not be possible for an indef-
inite period, staff and the Steering Committee 
agreed to gather widespread public opinion  on 
transportation needs with a survey.

PROCESS - The Transportation and Land Use 
Survey launched April 8 and closed on August  
21, 2020. It was distributed using electronic 
and paper methods. It was sent to the Council, 
Planning Commission, and Steering Committee 
via email, posted on the GSL-MSD website and 
social media (with paid advertising), and posted 
on the White City municipal website. Two flyers 
with the link and QR code were sent to each 
household. The survey was also mentioned in a 
blurb in the White City newsletter.

RESULTS - 70 sets of responses were collected, 
with 208 written comments. The responses 
correlated closely with Steering Committee 
discussions. Findings conveyed that residents 
value safe neighborhoods and would like to see 
better maintained infrastructure, more public 
transportation options, and increased walk-
ability. See highlights in Figure 4 to the right, or 
find the entire survey in Appendix B.

Figure 4: How important are the following trans-
portation concerns? Not important, Important, 
or Very Important?
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Land and Character Survey
BACKGROUND - land use planning includes under-
standing a community’s character (unique traits) 
and its design preferences. This visually-based 
survey aimed to understand how residents expe-
rience White City: do parts of White City differ 
from each other, and therefore require different 
planning efforts? It asked residents to upload 
pictures of places or characteristics of White City 
that they liked, didn’t like, wanted preserved, 
or wanted prevented. Residents could upload 
example images or submit written descriptions. 
The second part of the survey showed images of 
built environment features and asked residents 
which images they preferred.

PROCESS - The Land and Character Survey opened 
on August 8 and closed on October 1, 2020. Like 
the Transportation and Land Use Survey, it was 
distributed using electronic and paper methods. 
It was sent to the Council, Planning Commis-
sion, and Steering Committee via email, posted 
on the GSL-MSD website and social media, and 
posted on the White City municipal website. A 
flyer with the link and QR code was sent to each 
household, with contact information if a resident 
needed assistance with the survey. 

RESULTS - 53 sets of responses were obtained, 
leaving 247 written comments and 33 pictures. 
White City’s small town feel and residen-
tial character were emphasized. Results also 
indicated varying opinions on incorporating 
mixed use. However, responses about built envi-
ronment standards can guide design regardless 
of development type. See highlights in Figures 
5 and 6, or find the entire survey in Appendix B.

Please upload pictures of, or describe, places/
features of White City that you like, and think 
should be preserved. Some submitted images 
included White Towers Swimming Pool and the 
agricultural properties:

Figure 5:  Select the mixed use building designs 
that fit the character of White City. 

Figure 6: In the future, where do you think it 
would be most appropriate to allow mixed use 
areas in White City?

Images submitted by unknown White City residents.

Community Engagement
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Area Needs and Land Priorities 
Survey
BACKGROUND - This survey asked residents to 
identify specific likes and dislikes in five different 
areas within White City. It also asked residents 
about land use policies and priorities.

PROCESS - The Area Needs and Land Priorities 
Survey launched November 3 and closed on 
December 10, 2020. Like previous surveys, it was 
advertised using electronic and paper methods. 
It was posted on the GSL-MSD website and social 
media, and posted on the White City municipal 
website. A flyer with the link was mailed to each 
household. 

Figure 7: The graph below depicts the number of  “Very Important”  responses to five themes: Preserving 
White City’s agricultural land, especially the ability to raise and ride horses; Preserving the single-family 
bungalow, ranch, and minimal traditional style housing characteristic of White City; Supporting at-home 
businesses whose sales tax revenues help fund capital improvement projects in White City; Protecting 
and valuing natural resources, such as the parks and trails; and, Respecting individuals’ rights to use 
their properties.

RESULTS - When the survey closed, 74 sets of 
responses had been collected, with 273 written 
comments. Land use considerations regarding 
natural resources, residential opportunities, 
property rights, and home businesses are 
all viewed as important, to varying degrees. 
Residents identified distinct characteristics of, 
and future visions for, each area. Responses for 
the Canal Corridor, Sego Lily Corridor, and Resi-
dential Neighborhoods areas illustrate a highly 
unified vision for each of those areas. Responses 
regarding the Southern Spur and 10600 
Corridors convey more than one vision for each 
of those areas. See highlights below in Figure 7, 
or find the entire survey in Appendix B.
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“Share Your Thoughts”: Online 
Comment Boxes
BACKGROUND - When draft chapters (elements) 
of this General Plan were produced, they were 
posted on the White City Long Range Planning 
Hub site. 

PROCESS - Comment boxes were provided so 
that residents could leave feedback on the 
draft chapter (Figures 8a and 8b). Additionally, 
a version of this question was posed for each 
chapter: “Does the draft element generally 
reflect your preferences for the future of [that 
element] in White City?” This question was asked 
for the Transportation, Land Use, and Lifelong 
Communities elements. When mailers were sent 
to residents to inform them of new surveys, 
the opportunities to leave feedback on draft 
elements were included as well. 

RESULTS - Thirteen sets of responses were 
submitted, including eight written comments. 
Of the sixteen responses regarding whether a 
chapter generally reflected a residents’ prefer-
ences, eleven agreed or strongly agreed, three 
were neutral, and two disagreed or strongly 
disagreed. Comment boxes for individual 
chapters closed on March 24th, 2021. Upon 
the closing of the individual comment boxes, a 
comment box for the entire plan was activated 
on the website. This comment box is accessible 
throughout the formal public comment process 
that happens after the Steering Committee 
passes the fully drafted plan to the Planning 
Commission and before the Planning Commis-
sion hosts their public hearing to consider 
recommending the plan.

Figure 8a: Feedback Appearance on Website

Figure 8b: Feedback Survey

Community Engagement
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(Salt Lake Surveyor’s Office, 1933), and in 1950, 
Sandy had 2,092 residents (Salt Lake County 
Surveyor’s Office, 1951). 

In the 1950s, settlement in the Salt Lake Valley  
began to pick up again. Two developers, Ken 
White and Cannon Papanicholas, began building 
in an area that Ken White dubbed “White City” 
(White City, n.d.). White City soon became a 
census-designated place. The community grew, 
becoming an unincorporated  township in 2006 
and an incorporated metro  township in 2017. 

Today
White City today is a community of 5,810 people 
located in the southeastern part of Salt Lake 
County, Utah (United States Census Bureau, 
2019) (Figure 9). White City is surrounded by 
Sandy City but retains a distinct, unique identity. 
Find a summary  infographic of demographic 
and economic trends on pages 30-31; it uses 
data from the United States Census Bureau’s 
“American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates,“ 
2019. For a thorough report on White City’s 
recent existing conditions, look at the 2019 
White City Technical Assessment which predom-
inantly uses 2017 American Community Survey 
data (GSL-MSD, 2019 B). 

CHAPTER THREE:

COMMUNITY BACKGROUND

History
Native American hunter-gatherers first inhabited 
what would become Utah as early as 10,000 
B.C.E. (Lewis, n.d.). In approximately 400 C.E., the 
Fremont peoples made northern and eastern 
Utah their home (Ibid). Later, the Shoshone, 
Paiute, Goshute, and Ute peoples lived in parts 
of the Salt Lake Valley (SLCo, n.d. A) and likely 
traveled in what is today White City. 

In 1847, pioneers of the Church of Jesus Christ 
of the Latter-Day Saints entered the Salt Lake 
Valley. Some farms were established in the 
southeastern area of modern day Salt Lake 
County; otherwise, the area experienced limited 
development until the 1860s. In 1864, silver was 
discovered in Little Cottonwood Canyon (Notar-
ianni, n.d.). This discovery spurred the building 
of mills and smelters in the area. Additionally, 
railroad expansion, including the Denver and 
Rio Grande Railroad’s Little Cottonwood Branch, 
encouraged development (UtahRails.net, 2019).

Sandy City was the first community in the area 
to incorporate, in 1893 (Notarianni, n.d.). Growth 
in Sandy and the greater southeastern Salt 
Lake County area remained low during several 
decades of a “bust,” when mining operations 
slowed. In 1930, Sandy had a population of 1,436 
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Figure 9: White City, Utah

Community Background
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$63,446
median household income

WHITE CITY AT A 
GLANCE

452 people and 8.9% of 
families live below the 

poverty line

 
432.7 acres

0.67 square miles

S o u t h e a s t e r n 

Salt Lake County, 

Utah

1,929 households

5,810 people

3,398 people
are in the labor force

POPULATION

$50,692
male median earnings

$33,400
female median earnings

Data from United States Census Bureau, 2019.

3.0 is the average 
household size

34.8% of households  
have at least one child 

under 18 years old

15.7% 
of people have a disability
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47.2% have lived in White 
City for 20+ years

119  households are without 
a vehicle

86.8% speak only English at 
home

7.4% speak Spanish at home

$338,931*

median house value

87.3%

high school graduate or 
higher

24.9%

bachelor’s 
or graduate 

degree

EDUCATION

HOUSING

1,674

255

owner-occupied units

renter-occupied units

13.2% speak a language 
other than English at home

962 people aged 65+ years

Community Background

*2021 Estimate from Esri Community Analyst; All other data 
presented was derived from United States Census Bureau, 2019.

7.5% of households are a 
person 65+ years living alone

91.2% identify as white

2.7% identify as two or more 
races

2.7% identify as Asian

There are 362 one-person 
households and 1,522 
family households.
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CHAPTER FOUR:

LAND USE

Photo credit: Maridene Alexander, GSL-MSD

Key Recommendations:
Focus on area-specific, small-scale 
infrastructure improvements that 
incorporate place-making; these will 
enhance the day-to-day experiences 
of residents on their land and in public 
spaces. Update land use codes to be 
tailored to White City’s specific wants 
and needs.

Goals:
◊ LU1: Ensure that effective land use 
planning is kept in balance with preserving 
the freedom and rights of individual land-
owners.

◊ LU2: Maintain and promote White City’s 
neighborhood-scale housing character 

(primarily detached residences) while also 
promoting a quality of life that attracts and 
sustains new families and the housing needs 
of the Salt Lake valley. 

◊ LU3: Promote a sense of pride and identity 
in the community through maintaining 
and enhancing place-making infrastructure. 

◊ LU4: Establish landscaping and main-
tenance standards that make White City a 
distinctly scenic, fun and appealing place to 
live and visit. 

◊ LU5: Enhance recreational amenities and 
access to public parks and open spaces.

◊ LU6: All land use decisions include efforts 
to maintain or improve air and water quality.
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The Importance of Land Use
The Land Use Element establishes a vision for the 
future pattern of development in a community. 
It is the single most important element of the 
General Plan, bridging each of the plan’s unique 
sections together. Understanding current land 
use challenges and planning for future land use 
opportunities is critical because land use is part 
of the fabric of a community. Why? Land use 
impacts everything: housing, transportation, 
economic opportunities, access to daily needs, 
and quality of life.  

For example, thoughtful land use ensures that 
households have access to transportation and 
recreational amenities, that schools are not 
located near sources of pollution, that local busi-
nesses receive the traffic they need to stay afloat, 
and that municipal services and infrastructure 
can be provided efficiently. The pattern of land 
use in a community is thus a major determinant 
of area character and quality of life. Even though 
White City is entirely built out, having a well-in-
formed, community-driven land use element is 
essential for the community to realize its vision 
for itself. 

Throughout this chapter, the connections 
between White City’s land use and the afore-
mentioned topics are explored through 
data-analysis, public feedback, and on-the-
ground experiences. 

What does the State Code say 
about Land Use?
The state of Utah acknowledges the importance 
of land use regulation to community develop-
ment and wellbeing. To comply with state law, 
Utah municipalities must incorporate a land 
use element into the General Plan. According to 
Utah State Code 10-9a-403, General Plans must 
include in the land use element:

“The long-term goals and the proposed extent, 
general distribution, and location of land for 
housing for residents of various income levels, 
business, industry, agriculture, recreation, 
education, public buildings and grounds, open 
space, and other categories of public and private 
uses of land as appropriate” (LUDMA, 2020).

Additionally, the land use element may include:  
“a statement of the projections for and standards 
of population density and building intensity 
recommended for the various land use catego-
ries covered by the plan” (LUDMA, 2020).

This chapter of the General Plan meets and 
exceeds these requirements. Various land uses 
are analyzed and discussed, and standards for 
density and intensity for different areas are 
proposed. Additionally, a clear vision, with both 
qualitative and quantitative descriptions, is 
provided for each area, in order to ensure that 
development decisions align with the commu-
nity’s wants and needs.

Land Use
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What does the community have 
to say about land use?
MEETINGS - Nine GPSC meetings focused on land 
use (May 2020 - January 2021). GPSC meetings 
tackled controversial topics, such as private 
property rights and how much land use change 
should occur in White City’s future; committee 
members represented various opinions on these 
topics. 

SURVEYS - White City residents expressed their 
thoughts on land use via three  surveys described 
in the Community Engagement Chapter:  Trans-
portation and Land Use, Land and Character, 
and Area Needs and Land Priorities. In total, 197 
unique responses on land use were collected via 
these three surveys. Surveys showed a desire to 
maintain White City’s primarily residential feel 
and to improve land use aesthetics via mainte-
nance and landscaping. Surveys also revealed 
some desire for increased business opportuni-
ties, such as by allowing small-scale mixed-use 
(commercial or institutional and residential) 
properties in specific areas.

VISION STATEMENT - White City’s Vision Statement 
emphasizes the values placed on community 
and on neighborliness; these values can and 
should be supported by land use decisions.

PRIORITIES: - The Top 6 Priorities all relate to land 
use and indicate interest in a predominantly 
residential community with a mix of other uses.

SWOT AND APAE ANALYSES - Both the SWOT 
and APAE analyses convey multiple issues and 
opportunities related to land use. Find the public 
comments from these analyses on page 35.

Photo Credit: White City Metro Township

Who is involved with land use 
planning in White City?
White City has land use authority over the areas 
within its boundaries.  White City has an elected 
body, the Council, and an appointed body, 
the Planning Commission, both of which are 
involved with land use decisions. The Planning 
Commission makes recommendations to the 
Council regarding General Plans, zoning, land 
use ordinances, and subdivision applications. 
The Council has final land use authority and, as 
the legislative body, determines land use ordi-
nances.

Land use planning occurs at local, regional, 
and state levels. White City contracts with the 
GSL-MSD to provide land use services, including 
planning and ordinance development. However, 
land use values relevant to White City appear in 
state and regional spaces, such as the regional 
plan, Wasatch Choice 2050 (WFRC, 2019). It is 
important to recognize these values, as aligning 
White City’s goals with regional and statewide 
values increases the likelihood of acquiring 
funding and successfully implementing projects. 
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Takeaway: Exploring small-scale commercial 
development is viewed both negatively and posi-
tively; it appears under “threat” and “avoid,” yet 
the lack of commercial tax base is a “weakness” 
and annexing businesses is an “achieve”: finding 
a balance is important.

Takeaway: White City should maintain  its resi-
dential, neighborhood feel, explore options to 
improve community aesthetics, protect property 
rights, and protect outdoor amenities.
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Map Credit: Salt Lake County Surveyor’s Office.

A Brief History of Land Use in 
and around White City
While two White City structures were built 
before 1900 (one farmhouse on the corner of 
Buddlea Drive and Columbine Circle, and one 
on 10600 South), development of White City 
took off in 1955 (Figure 9). The first part of White 
City to be settled was Galena Drive. Develop-
ment continued around Galena, in the area west 
of the Canal Trail between Emerald Drive to the 
north and Larkspur Drive to the south, and east 
of the Canal Trail around Antimony Lane and 
Barrium Lane. The majority of the rest of White 
City developed before 1980. Based on the clear 

pattern with few outlying structures, there have 
been few rebuilds in White  City up to this point.

Through this time, White City’s boundaries have 
experienced some change. In 1980, White City 
was a community but not a recognized township 
and  included additional land below 10600 South 
but no land above 9400 South (Figure 10). The 
boundary around S Dolomite Lane and E Cobalt  
Lane also shifted. Today’s boundaries were 
established in 2006 when White City became 
an unincorporated township. Dimple Dell Park 
bisects White City but is is not under the juris-
diction of White City nor within its boundaries.

Figure 10: Boundaries from 1980
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Figure 9: White City developed from the northwest down to the southeast.

Land Use
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Parcel-based Land Use
Land use varies at the parcel level (Figure 11). 
Variation among parcels can occur within 
the same zone. For example, within a single-
family residential zone, one parcel might have 
a two-story home, while one adjacent parcel is 
vacant and another hosts a school. Grouping 
parcels allows land use patterns to emerge. 

The WFRC produced a dataset in 2018 that 
uses aerial imagery to categorize how parcels 
are used. While this system is not guaran-
teed to reflect uses with 100 percent accuracy, 
comparing the relative amount of parcels per 
land use category provides an overall picture of 
land use in the community. 

SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL - Land is primarily 
used for single family residential purposes. In 
fact, 386.0 acres, or 70% of White City’s 551.5 
acres, is used for single family residences. An 
additional 0.55 acres (0.1%) are associated single 
family parcels.

Parcel count: 1,889

Median parcel acreage: 0.19 acres

Median building square feet: 1,972

Median parcel value: $222,900

Earliest & latest year built: 1903, 2017

OPEN AND/OR PARK SPACE - White City land is 
also used for open and/or park space. Big Bear 
Park and the Canal Trail together take up 21.5 
acres (3.9%).

Parcel count: 26

Median parcel acreage: 0.13 acres

Median parcel value: $6,450

GOVERNMENT AND INSTITUTIONAL - 24.5 acres 
(4.4%) are used for government and institutional 
purposes, including one school and several 
churches. 

Parcel count: 16

Median parcel acreage: 0.14 acres

Median building square feet: 2,006

Median parcel value: $160,650

Earliest & latest year built: 1969, 2018

COMMERCIAL - 1.7 acres (0.3%) of land are used 
for commercial purposes.

Parcel count: 2

Median parcel acreage: 0.95 acres

Median building square feet: 6,364

Median parcel value: $575,400

Earliest & latest year built: 1968, 1996

ROADWAYS AND UTILITIES - 114.1 acres (20.7%) 
and 50 parcels are taken up by roads and utilities.

VACANT - 1.4 acres and 8 parcels register as 
vacant via the aerial imagery analysis.

OTHER - 1.8 acres and 2 parcels are used for other 
uses, including the pool.

NEARBY LAND USES: While land near White City is 
primarily single family residential as well, there 
is a greater mix of other uses. Commercial and  
government/institutional properties are concen-
trated in the State Street and I-15 Corridors 
to the west, the 700 E Corridor, and between  
8600 S and 9400 S. These commercial areas are 
likely frequented by White City residents. Several 
large, regional parks are located in the vicinity 
too - most notably, Dimple Dell Park.
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Figure 11: Current Land Use

Land Use
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Zoning
While the previous land use analysis looks at 
how each parcel is used (regardless of zone), this 
zoning analysis looks at the zoning ordinances 
present in White City. So, for example, White 
City’s churches are considered government/
institutional land use, but they sit in the R-1-8 
zone. However, the zoning analysis generally 
reflects the parcel-based land use: The vast 
majority of White City is zoned single-family resi-
dential, creating a municipality that feels like one 
big neighborhood (Figure 12). White City also 
includes one commercial property and several 
agricultural properties. Find the breakdown of 
land by broad zoning category below and by 
specific zone in the Zoning Map.

BROAD ZONING CATEGORIES

Single-family residential, zones R-1-21 and 
R-1-8:

◊ Takes up 414.67 acres, or 94.7 percent of 
White City’s land

◊ R-1-21: low density residential, 2.0 units 
per acre, minimum 1/2 acre lots

◊ R-1-21/zc: the same zone as R-1-21, except 
that the property has been granted a condi-
tional use too. This occurs on a case-by-case 
basis.

◊ R-1-8: 4.5 units per acre, minimum 8,000 
square foot lots

Commercial, zone C-2:

◊ Takes up 0.47 acres, or 0.1 percent of 
White City’s land

What is zoning? 
Zoning is a mechanism for a municipality to 
exercise authority regarding its land uses and 
built environment (any human-constructed or 
manipulated surroundings) standards. All land 
within a municipality is assigned to a zone. In 
Euclidean zoning (which is what White City 
has), the use of land is dictated by ordinance. 
Each zone has a set of regulations, including 
permitted and prohibited uses, that guide 
development specifically in that area. In most 
residential single-family zones, for example, one 
single-family home is permitted per lot, while 
stores or factories are prohibited. 

Euclidean zoning is meant to promote the 
public’s health, safety, and welfare. For instance, 
it can ensure that incompatible  uses, such as 
polluting factories and elementary schools, 
remain separate. However, separating all 
distinct uses causes some negative effects too. 
For example, with large residential-only zones, 
residents cannot walk to a cafe, an office, or 
the library. Thus, Euclidean zoning can lead 
to dependency on vehicles, increased traffic, 
suburban sprawl, and low access to amenities.

While Euclidean zoning is the most common 
way municipalities exercise land use authority, 
other regulations exist too. With some types of 
zoning, land use is not dictated. Form-based 
code, for example, regulates the built environ-
ment by setting standards for design, among 
other factors. Both Form-based and Euclidean 
zoning address issues like setbacks and building 
heights. Many communities that choose form-
based or hybrid form-based/Euclidean zoning 
hope to maintain a certain design character.
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◊ C-2: community commercial develop-
ment, limited to 60 percent lot coverage 

Agricultural, zones A-1 and A-2:

◊ Takes up 22.58 acres, or 5.2 percent of 
White City’s land

◊ A-1: low density residential plus limited 
agricultural uses, minimum 10,000 square 
foot lots

◊ A-2: low density residential and agricul-
tural uses, minimum one-acre lots, limited 
to 70 percent lot coverage

White City’s current zoning ordinances and land 
use codes come from Salt Lake County and are 
not tailored to White City specifically. White 
City had to adopt these codes upon its incor-
poration, but can update them according to 
an adopted General Plan. Although White City 
has five zones, there are 50 distinct zones in the 
municipal code (Muni Code, 2018). Because the 
zones are included in the code, a landowner 
could appeal to the Planning Commission to 
rezone their land to one of the listed zones, 
even though the list includes dozens of zones 
not desired for or applicable to  White City 
(industrial zones, forestry zones, high density 
commercial zones, etc.). 

Additionally, new technologies and conditions 
have emerged since the zoning ordinances 
were created almost four decades ago. The 
emergence of rideshares, increased internet 
use and capacity, and that demand for housing 
outstrips supply of housing in the Salt Lake 
Valley, for example, are three factors that impact 
land uses and needs. Accordingly, these should 
be considered in zoning ordinances.

Takeaway: Zoning ordinances and other land use 
codes need to be updated and tailored to White 
City’s voiced needs and desires via a thorough 
public process, including a working group with 
planning staff, community representatives, 
residents, and other staff as needed. Zones not 
desired for White City should be removed from 
the ordinance, and remaining zones should 
take into account current and future needs and 
opportunities.

Figure 12: Zoning
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When asked, “Please describe places/features 
of White City that you like, and think should 
be preserved,” the top theme in the written 
responses was parks, trails, and walking 
paths. 24 of the 53 responses mentioned this 
theme - Land and Character Survey, Summer 
2020.

The benefits of Parks and Trails:
From health to the economy, there are many 
benefits of parks and trails to communities. 
These include:

◊ improved physical and mental health of 
residents;

◊ generates customers for nearby busi-
nesses;

◊ improved community cohesion arises 
from residents seeing each other out and 
about;

◊ ability for children to have a place to play 
regardless of a home’s yard size;

◊ ability to showcase community history 
and culture using artwork and signage at 
parks and along trails; and,

◊ ecological benefits.

Photo Credit: Maridene Alexander, GSL-MSD

Takeaway: It is important to communicate  to 
Salt Lake County the value of  Dimple Dell Park 
to White City.

Parks, Trails, and Open Space
ACCESS - White City enjoys one 14.6 acre park, 
Big Bear Park. It sits in northeastern White City 
and includes amenities such as a pavilion, play-
ground, historic bear statue, and sports fields. 
Dimple Dell Park, a county park, bisects White City 
and includes multiple trails. The Sandy-Draper 
Canal Trail, a multi-use, paved, traffic-separated 
path, runs through White City (becoming the 
White City Canal Trail) from 10600 S up to Big 
Bear Park. Additionally, Lone Peak Park is located 
in Sandy adjacent to White City’s western border.

66.9 percent of White City sits within 0.25 miles 
of a park (including parks of any jurisdiction), 
while 75.9 percent of White City sits within 0.25 
miles of a trail or pathway (Figure 13).  Within a 
0.25 mile, 81.7 percent access either a park or a 
trail, and 61.0 percent access both a park and a 
trail. About 18.3 percent of White City cannot 
access a park nor a trail within 0.25 miles; 
however, all of White City can access either a 
park or a trail within 0.5 miles. These access 
calculations used direct distances; in reality, the 
built environment may force less direct routes.

LEVEL OF SERVICE - According to the National 
Recreation Association, municipalities ought to 
provide 10.0 acres of park space per 1,000 people 
(NRPA, n.d.). With 5,810 people, White City’s 
parks-to-people level of service is 2.5 acres per 
1,000 people. Including parks of any jurisdic-
tion (i.e. Dimple Dell) the level of service is 14.8 
acres per 1,000 people. 
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Figure 13: Access to Outdoor Recreation
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Natural Conditions & Resources
The western half of Utah, including part of Salt 
Lake County and White City, sits in the Great 
Basin Region. The Great Basin Region can be 
variously defined: by the water system and flow 
(The Hydrographic Great Basin), the pattern of 
mountains and valleys (The Basin and Range), 
and the temperate desert climate and ecosystem 
(The Great Basin Desert) (National Park Service, 
2017). 

The Hydrographic Great Basin occupies about 
200,000 square miles, and all precipitation that 
lands in the region either sinks into the earth, 
flows into lakes (not any ocean), or evaporates 
(NPS, 2017). 

The Basin and Range is the topographic pattern 
of north-to-south oriented mountain ranges 
adjacent to flat valleys, including the Wasatch 
Range to the east of White City (NPS, 2017). This 
topography often traps pollution and leads to 
the Salt Lake Valley’s notoriously poor air quality.

The Great Basin Desert offers a climate character-
ized by hot and dry summers, short springs and 
autumns, and snowy winters (NPS, 2017). Where 
White City sits, native trees and flowers include 
the narrowleaf  cottonwoods, prairie aster, and 
firecracker penstemon (UNR & USU, 2001). 

In response to “How important are the 
following?”  61 respondents (83.6 percent 
of respondents) ranked “Protecting and 
valuing natural resources, such as the parks 
and trails” as “very important.” - Area Needs 
and Priorities Survey, November 2020.

Water
White City enjoys pristine water, courtesy of a 
deep underground aquifer. The aquifer supplies 
both drinking and irrigation water to White City, 
and is a critical resource for White City. The water 
is managed by the White City Water Improve-
ment District (WCWID, n.d.), the boundaries of 
which are depicted in the map above (Figure 14). 

The very northernmost and southernmost 
parcels of White City are not served by the 
WCWID (Figure 15). Rather, the northernmost 
parcels are served by the Jordan Valley Water 
Conservancy District, and the southernmost 
parcels are served by Sandy City Corporation 
Water. 

Figure 14: White City Water Improvement District
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Natural Hazards
◊ White City falls in an “area of minimal 
flood risk” according to FEMA. But, the part 
of Dimple Dell that bisects White City is in a 
“special flood hazard area” (FEMA, 2020). 

◊ White City is at low risk of danger from 
radon (SLCo, 2019). 

◊ The northwestern most quarter of White 
City has a low potential for liquefaction, while 
the rest has a very low potential for liquefac-
tion (SLCo, 2019).

◊ If a magnitude 7 earthquake occurs with 
an epicenter in Salt Lake City, then models 
predict White City will have  “very strong” 
shaking, at 6.3 to 12.2 inches/second (SLCo, 
2019).

◊ 80 percent of White City houses are made 
of unreinforced masonry (SLCo, 2019).

◊ All White City land is considered “urban/
developed,” placing it at low risk from 
wildfires; however, structures closest to 
Dimple Dell Park may be at higher risk if the 
park were to catch on fire (UDNR, 2020). 

Takeaway: Preventing groundwater contami-
nation, lessening the number of unreinforced 
masonry structures, and reducing air pollution 
are the three most important ways to improve 
resilience to natural resource concerns and 
hazards.

Figure from White City Water Improvement District.

Figure 15: Water District Boundaries

Land Use
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Character Areas
Five character areas have been identified:

1. Residential Neighborhoods

2. 10600 South Corridor

3. Canal Corridor 

4. Sego Lily Corridor

5. Southern Spur Area
Each character area includes a narrative that lays out 
a vision, specific goals, appropriate land uses, and 
implementation strategies for that unique area. This 
narrative is written from a declarative, future-per-
spective. For example, if community engagement 
reveals a need for crosswalks within the Canal 
Corridor, then the narrative reads: “Safe crosswalks 
connect residents to the Canal Trail.” Writing the 
narratives this way helps us clearly imagine what it 
would ideally be like to live, work, or travel through 
each area.

Included in these analyses are considerations 
regarding future land use. For each character area, 
appropriate future land uses are proposed, which 
are predominantly similar to current uses. Proposed 
future land uses are based upon the synthesis of data 
analysis and public input. The actual delineation of 
land use categories would be established at the time 
a property owner applies for a rezone (i.e. Salt Lake 
County could apply for a rezone of Big Bear Park 
from its current R1 zone to a park/open space zone) 
or proposes a redevelopment (i.e. a homeowner on 
106 S decides to convert their house into a live-work 
mixed-use unit). Such decisions go before the White 
City Planning Commission. In some cases, consid-
erations are categorized as near-term (0-5 years), 
mid-term (6-15 years), or long-term (15+ years), 
indicating when suggested land use changes may 
be appropriate.

What are character areas?
White City has several character areas: places 
of particular importance to, or displaying the 
distinct personality of, White City. Character 
areas are specific geographic areas that:

◊ have unique or special characteristics; 

◊ have potential to evolve into a unique 
area when provided specific guidance; or 

◊ require attention suitable to its unique-
ness. 

Building, landscape, and streetscape features 
combine to form character areas. Within an area, 
these features are similar; compared to another 
area, one more of these features may differ, and 
so the areas feel distinct from one another. 

Relating to the Vision Statement:
White City’s vision statement: “White City is a 
safe, affordable, close-knit, family-oriented, and 
unique community with access to amenities that 
meet the diverse needs of its residents”  provides 
an overarching image for the community’s 
future. Making this vision statement come true 
requires establishing spatial context: what parts 
of White City need increased safety measures? 
What parts of White City have family-oriented 
amenities that should be preserved?  The answers 
to such spatially-oriented questions become 
apparent through the lens of character areas. 
Each character area has its own narrative, which 
is more specific than the vision statement, but 
simultaneously supports it. Specific narratives 
enable implementable actions that ultimately 
help accomplish the vision statement.
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Figure 16: Character Areas

*Please note that this map was current as of February 2021. Building footprints may have changed since that time.
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CURRENT ZONE(S)- A-1, R-1-8

CURRENT LAND USES - Single family residential, 
Open space, Government/Institutional, Vacant, 
Roadways/Utilities, Other

EXAMPLE CHARACTER IMAGES

Residential Neighborhoods
LOCATION - most of White City. Highlighted in 
pink.

NARRATIVE VISION - The Residential Neighbor-
hoods area of White City is an area defined by 
low density single-family homes, predomi-
nantly local roads, and neighborhood amenities 
such as a school, park, and pool. 93.6 percent 
of residences in White City were constructed 
in the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s (USCB, 2019). 
Housing styles include bungalows, split-levels, 
bi-levels, ranches, and minimal traditional. Most 
residences in White City are owner-occupied 
(89 percent), but some are rented (11 percent) 
(USCB, 2019). Residents are a mixture of old 
and young; some people have called White City 
home for more than four decades. New owners 
make improvements to the generally older, 
modest homes, while long-term owners make 
improvements as they are financially able and/
or find assistance with the labor. 

Code enforcement and a culture of neigh-
bor-helping-neighbor help improve the 
community’s aesthetics, creating well-main-
tained yards, buildings, and streetscapes. The 
streetscapes particularly contribute to White 
City’s character. Where appropriate, there are 
“place-making” strategies, such as creative street 
calming measures, as well as walking and biking 
paths and wide, ADA-compliant sidewalks. 
Energy efficient lighting enables safe use of 
the streets at night. The culture of community 
comes across most strongly in the streets, where 
residents wave hello as they walk their dogs or 
push strollers, and in community meetings.

Residential Neighborhoods
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“...More attention to high weeds, junk cars, junk 
under tarps in the from and side yards, and trash 
in general needs to be addressed and enforced. 
These unsightly homes bring everyone’s property 
values down, and creates an unhealthy environ-
ment” - Resident, Area Needs and Land Priorities 
Survey, November 2020.

“All roads need to be lined with side walks...We 
need to offer assistance through our community 
for elderly or disabled to help out ...” - Resident, 
Area Needs and Land Priorities Survey, November 
2020.

“...The only thing I’d like to see would be more 
parking for people using Bear Park” - Resident, 
Area Needs and Land Priorities Survey, November 
2020.

“White City is a simple town built on an economy 
budget...This makes it more affordable than living 
in Sandy. White City enjoys nearby amenities, 
opportunities, facilities, and transportation 
options” - Resident, Land and Character Survey, 
Summer 2020.
“White City is diverse, with a mixture of young and 
old, different races and ethnicities, and socioeco-
nomic backgrounds. It’s also a bit rough around 
the edges, in the best way” - Resident, Land and 
Character Survey, Summer 2020.

“White City is a pocket of solitude in Salt Lake 
County. It’s quiet. You can see stars at night and 
hear crickets. You know your neighbors and care 
about them. The kids are safe walking to school 
each day or playing on the playground after 
school” - Resident, Land and Character Survey, 
Summer 2020.

Photo Credits: Maridene Alexander, GSL-MSD, except for Alta View 
image, from https://altaview.canyonsdistrict.org/

ASSETS - Established affordable residential 
neighborhood, elementary school, swimming 
pool, pristine groundwater, primarily connected 
local street network, framed by major and minor 
arterial roads, proximity to amenities, an historic 
farmhouse, Big Bear Park, age diversity.

Residential Neighborhoods
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Photo Credits: Google Street View.

POTENTIAL CHANGES:

This area will see few land use changes. In the 
near-term, Big Bear Park should be rezoned as 
open space to preserve its use as a park. Density 
may increase if homeowners choose to add 
ADUs to their property, as allowed by state code 
(with certain restrictions). If ten percent of home-
owners in this area add ADUs to their property, 
gross density would increase from 3.84 du/acre 
to 4.22 du/acre. Even if twenty-five percent of 
homeowners in this area add an ADU, gross 
density would increase to 4.79 du/acre (low 
density)*. ADUs are appropriate throughout this 
character area, with the exception of locations 
zoned for A-1, A-2, or R-1-21.

FUTURE USES: 

This area will continue to be a residential neigh-
borhood. Appropriate uses include:

◊ Small-scale housing (single family, ADUs)

◊ Churches and religious institutions, 

◊ Schools, 

◊ At-home businesses (home office, 
daycare/preschool)

◊ Parks and Open Spaces

◊ Micro Parks**

◊ Roadways and utilities

PROHIBITED USES:

◊ Industrial development

◊ Commercial development (strip malls, 
stand-alone stores, malls, big-box stores)

◊ Apartment complexes

◊ High-rise development of any sort

Residential Neighborhoods

What are micro parks?
Micro parks are tiny parks. They can be as simple 
as a patch of green space, or more intricate, 
with features like outdoor workout equipment, 
a couple sculptures, a water fountain, or flower 
boxes. Micro parks are often found alongside 
trails or in alleyways between publicly-owned  
buildings.

Photo Credit: Skokie Park District.
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EXAMPLE FUTURE CHARACTER IMAGES

Example of a Free 
Little Library next to 
a sidewalk. 

Photo Credit: Renee Stretzer, 
Streets for the People.

Example of a 
walking path with 
energy efficient 
lighting. 

Photo Credit: Vecan.net.

Example of placemaking with a mini music park. 
Photo Credit: Jeremy Ruark, NewsGuard.

Example of placemaking and street calming 
with a colorful crosswalk and street art. 

Photo Credit:  Jeremy Ruark, NewsGuard.

FUTURE BUILT ENVIRONMENT CONSIDERATIONS: 

Zones: R-1, Open Space

Target Floor Area Ratio: N/A

Target Building Height: 1-2 stories (not 
including basement) and maximum 30 feet

Target Gross Density Range: 3.0 - 5.0 du/acre

Maximum Gross Density: 5.0 du/acre

Parking and Unloading: on-street, on-site-off-
street (driveways, carports, garages)

Other Design Features:

Encourage use of waterwise landscaping in 
yards, park strips, and medians. 

Increase lighting in pedestrian areas.

Encourage upkeep and maintenance of private 
spaces, and discourage practices that could 
introduce pollutants to White City’s ground-
water.

Add crosswalks and other safety-enhancing 
pedestrian infrastructure, especially near 
schools.

Introduce small place-making strategies where 
appropriate, such as free little libraries, colored 
crosswalks, or signs sharing White City’s history.

Preserve historic and place-making Bear Statue 
in Big Bear Park.

Monitor landscaping at intersections, to ensure 
high visibility.

Rezone Big Bear Park as park/open space.

*Find definitions of density in the glossary.

What is place-making?
Place-making is a people-centered approach 
that utilizes urban design, creativity, and a 
community’s identity to enhance public spaces. 
Place-making infrastructure is the physical items 
that support this approach.

Residential Neighborhoods
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10600 South Corridor
LOCATION - properties immediately adjacent to 
10600 South. Highlighted in green.

NARRATIVE VISION - This area faces unique chal-
lenges and opportunities, as 10600 is an arterial 
road with high traffic volumes and bordered 
by multiple communities. Living opportunities 
include rented and owned homes, similar in style 
to other White City residences. Engineers work 
with residents to ensure that driveway-to-road 
transitions are as safe as possible. Signs in the 
area welcome passerby and residents alike into 
White City. Residents enjoy sidewalks, proper 
lighting, and storm drainage on both sides of 
10600 S. Street calming measures encourage 
appropriate vehicle speeds. Residents access 
nearby commercial and institutional assets. 

While property owners along 10600 S retain 
their personal choice in residing there, over 
time properties along this area could appeal 
to the Planning Commission to become uses 
more appropriate to the existing opportunities 
and constraints. Long-term future appropriate 
uses include live-work units comprised of small-
scale institutional or commercial mixed-uses (i.e. 
insurance business in prior home, or café on the 
first floor with a living space above). Residences 
transition to these uses only as desired by the 
property owners and when following proper 
administrative and legal channels; if any prop-
erties transition to institutional or commercial 
mixed-uses, they will be unobtrusive and fit in 
with the primarily residential character of White 
City in building and parking lot design and scale.

See page 111 for a detailed example of small-scale mixed 
use.

CURRENT ZONE(S)- 

R-1-8, A-2, R-1-21, R-1-21/zc,

CURRENT LAND USES - Single family residen-
tial, Open space, Government/Institutional, 
Commercial, Roadways/Utilities, Other

EXAMPLE EXISTING CHARACTER IMAGES

10600 S Corridor
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“With the commercial entities on the south side 
of 106th, this can be a concern down the road for 
possible conversion of some property to commer-
cial. While this is not a desirable use in the near 
future, I feel eventually that may become a real 
possibility. Good planning needs to take place 
particularly along this corridor. The remainder of 
the areas within the boundary should remain resi-
dential” - Resident, Area Needs and Land Priorities 
Survey, November 2020.

“I know that commercial has been thrown around 
for this area, and I’m not completely opposed to 
it as long as it is well-planned and not a series of 
hap-hazard strip malls that are frequently vacant” 
- Resident, Area Needs and Land Priorities Survey, 
November 2020.

“I like it how it is and would not enjoy it changing 
to a non residential area. Street lamps would be 
nice” - Resident, Area Needs and Land Priorities 
Survey, November 2020.

“Rezoning to multi family homes and businesses” 
- Resident, Area Needs and Land Priorities Survey, 
November 2020.

“The only improvement I would like to see happen 
is people maintaining their property a little better” 
- Resident, Area Needs and Land Priorities Survey, 
November 2020.

EXAMPLE FUTURE CHARACTER IMAGES

Photo Credits: Google Street View.

ASSETS -  Affordable residences, religious insti-
tutions, pristine groundwater, direct access to 
a minor arterial road, proximity to amenities, 
viewshed of Wasatch mountains.

Thinking about the future, 51 percent of respon-
dents said mixed-use would be appropriate 
somewhere (38 percent chose near major inter-
sections; 28 percent chose near major roads). 
49 percent of respondents said no mixed-use 
anywhere - Land and Character Survey, Summer 
2020.

10600 S Corridor

*Please note that this map was current as of 
February 2021. Building footprints may have 
changed since that time.
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POTENTIAL CHANGES: 

In the near future, residential and accessory uses 
such as churches, remain the primary use of this 
area. Limited changes may include infrastructure 
upgrades, such as: street calming measures, high 
visibility crosswalks, landscaping, welcome signs, 
and bike and pedestrian infrastructure. As UDOT and 
Sandy have jurisdiction over parts of 106 S, collabo-
ration is needed to make the greater corridor work 
for all effected communities. Changes to some parts 
of 106 S are outside of White City control.

In the long-term future, small-scale mixed uses (resi-
dential plus commercial or institutional) following 
strict guidelines could be introduced (per property 
owner’s desire and following proper administrative 
and legal channels). Specifically, “one or two unit - 
above commercial/institutional” spaces would be 
appropriate. This built type mirrors the scale (height, 
width) and appearance of single-family residences 
(see Boulder Case Study). It has several benefits: uses 
such as cafes, ice cream parlors, or insurance offices 
increase the community’s revenue and provide 
services. With this built type, business owners live 
affordably above their business. Institutional uses 
(library or a satellite university study space) could 
also be ground-floor uses. With this setup, business 
owners would not commute or contribute to conges-
tion. Together with walkability improvements, this 
area would attract foot traffic from residential areas. 
Uses such as cafes would provide places for positive 
community interaction and desired amenities.

If 1/4 of properties become two units above commer-
cial, density becomes 4.96 du/acre (low density).  
Even if all properties did so, density remains under 
eight at 7.93 du/acre (low to medium density). 

Read about Economic Opportunities (pg. 98-103, 108-113) to 
learn more about benefits and public feedback related to small-
scale mixed use. 

FUTURE USES: 

◊ Small-scale residential development 
(single family, ADUs - except in restricted 
zones)

◊ Churches and religious institutions

◊ At-home businesses (home office, 
daycare/preschool)

◊ Small-scale live-work mixed-use: 

◊ one or two residential units above 
a family-friendly, quiet business 
or institutional use (i.e. library, 
community art center, satellite 
university office/study space)

◊ structures are encouraged to look 
like single family houses

◊ Roadways and utilities

PROHIBITED USES: 

◊ Industrial development

◊ Strip mall or big box commercial uses

◊ Noisy, disruptive, or heavily polluting 
commercial uses

◊ Apartment complexes

◊ High rise development of any sort

FUTURE BUILT ENVIRONMENT CONSIDERATIONS:  

Zones: 

 Near-term: R-1 (Residential Single Family)

 Long-term: R-1 & MU-A (Mixed Use A: one or  
 two unit above commercial/institutional).

Target Floor Area Ratio: 1.0-1.5

10600 S Corridor
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Case Study: 
Outer Broadway, Boulder, CO 
Broadway, a street running through the center 
of Boulder, Colorado, transitions through various 
kinds of development. Broadway, as it runs 
through a residential area, exemplifies what the 
10600 S Corridor could be with a re-imagined 
right-of-way. It has wide sidewalks separated 
from the road, making walking safer. The area 
between the sidewalk and the road is well-land-
scaped, which serves to make walking in the 
area more enjoyable as well as to calm traffic 
and to dampen automobile noise. Bus stops 
along Broadway have weather guards, lighting, 
and seating. Intersections have high visibility 
crosswalks. Development along Broadway has 
retained its residential character: a variety of 
beautiful historical houses line the street. Some 
houses have remained residences, while others 
have been converted into small, local businesses, 
which passerby notice only from the small signs.   

Photo credits:  Google Street View.

Target Building Height: 1-2 stories (not 
including basement) and maximum 30 feet 

Target  Gross Density Range: 3.75 - 8.0 du/acre

Maximum Gross Density: 8.0 du/acre

Parking and Unloading: for R1: on-site-off-
street parking (driveway, carport, garage); for 
Mixed-Use: on-street parking and 1) small side 
lots with landscaping between street facing side 
and the street, or  2) small back lot

Other Design Features:

Public right-of-way is beautified wherever 
appropriate with waterwise landscaping. Enclo-
sure-enhancing landscaping is encouraged and 
does not inhibit visibility of vehicles and pedes-
trians to each other at intersections. Landscaping 
choices have a positive impact on water quality 
and do not harm White City’s groundwater.

Add crosswalks, lighting, and other safety-en-
hancing pedestrian infrastructure. Separate 
sidewalks from the road. Include traffic calming 
measures.

Introduce small place-making strategies where 
appropriate, such as “Welcome to White City” 
signs or creatively colored crosswalks. 

Any houses that transition to mixed uses retain  
their residential appearance. Any rebuilds 
resemble houses and are oriented toward the 
street. 

Signs for businesses are unobtrusive. 

Ground floors on mixed-use rebuilds aim for at 
least 30% transparency. Infrastructure changes 
and new rebuilds are at human-scale. See 
glossary for explanation.

10600 S Corridor
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Canal Corridor
LOCATION - properties adjacent to the Canal 
Trail. Highlighted in blue.

NARRATIVE VISION - The Canal Corridor encom-
passes a residential neighborhood with unique 
access to a multi-use trail. Residences along 
the trail reflect the character of White City resi-
dences: homes are small to moderate sizes, in 
bungalow or traditional minimal styles, and built 
in the mid-1900s. While other properties have 
the public eye on their front yards only, resi-
dences within the Canal Corridor are exposed to 
the public view on all sides. Fences of standard 
look give residences the privacy they desire. 

Households here enjoy immediate access to 
outdoor recreation and an active transportation 
corridor. Residents can use the trail to exercise, 
have a safe place to walk separated from vehicle 
traffic, or commute. Activity zones along the trail 
delineate the space in which cyclists and pedes-
trians should move. Not only is the Canal Trail 
well-maintained, with adequate street lighting, 
doggie bag dispensers, garbage cans, abatement 
of goatheads and other weeds, and proper 
signage, but it is also a source of community 
pride and enjoyment. Signs convey the history 
of White City. Waterwise landscaping lines the 
trail, beautifying it, and there are several seating 
opportunities. Physical access to the trail is well-
thought-out, ensuring residents and visitors can 
safely get on and use the trail, such as by clear 
entrances and crosswalks at trail/road intersec-
tions.

CURRENT ZONE(S)- R-1-8

CURRENT LAND USES - Single family residential, 
Open space, Government/Institutional, Vacant, 
Roadways/Utilities

EXAMPLE CHARACTER IMAGES

Photo Credit: Salt Lake County

Canal Corridor
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“The canal trail is a great addition to our 
community. I would like to see some type of land-
scaping or just general maintenance done, such 
as weed control, controlling people who are 
throwing their cut tree branches over their fence 
to get them out of their yards, etc. I also would like 
to know if the trail will be maintained in the winter 
so people can still use it.” - Resident, Area Needs 
and Land Priorities Survey, November 2020.

“The cross walk passing Larkspur Drive is extremely 
dangerous. Drivers come speeding down the road 
and the path crosses at a slight hill...Maybe put 
in speed bumps in this area to slow drivers down. 
I love the new addition of the trail. Good work to 
everyone involved!” - Resident, Area Needs and 
Land Priorities Survey, November 2020.

“Lighting along the trail, that is directional and on 
a motion sensor, with the exception of the bridge, 
that should have lighting on at night. Keeping 
the weeds down and the goats heads under 
control will be a good idea. The trail is fantastic” - 
Resident, Area Needs and Land Priorities Survey, 
November 2020.

“...Some of the homes do have nicer front yards, 
but their back yards leave the impression that 
this is a “run-down” community. Not everyone 
has time to focus on backyard landscaping, and a 
fence would help with community image. PLEASE 
provide more garbage cans and dog-baggie 
stations...Also, the goat heads have wrought 
havoc on bike tires! They need to really be pulled, 
not sprayed so they just go to seed!” - Resident, 
Area Needs and Land Priorities Survey, November 
2020.

Photo Credit: Google Street View

ASSETS -  Established affordable residential 
neighborhood, direct access to multi-use paved 
trail, pristine groundwater, White City Improve-
ment District office, proximity to amenities.

Photo Credit:  Google Street View

Photo Credit: SandyJournal.com

Canal Corridor

*Please note 
that this map 
was current as of 
February 2021. 
Building footprints 
may have changed 
since that time.
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POTENTIAL CHANGES:

This area will see few land use changes. Density 
may increase if homeowners choose to add 
ADUs to their property. If ten percent of home-
owners here add ADUs, gross density would 
increase from 3.75 du/acre to 3.99 du/acre (low 
density). If 25 percent of homeowners did so, 
gross density would increase to 4.68 du/acre 
(low density).

FUTURE USES: 

This area will continue to be a residential neigh-
borhood. Appropriate uses include:

◊ Small-scale housing (single family, 
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs))

◊ Churches and religious institutions

◊ Small-scale government and institutional 
uses (WCWID, library)

◊ Schools, 

◊ At-home businesses (home office, 
daycare/preschool)

◊ Parks and Open Spaces, Micro Parks

◊ Roadways and utilities

PROHIBITED USES:

◊ Industrial development

◊ Commercial development (strip malls, 
stand-alone stores, malls, big-box stores)

◊ Apartment complexes

◊ High-rise development of any sort

Example of a high visibility crosswalk.

Photo Credit: Bay Village Police Department Facebook

Photo Credit: Maridene Alexander, GSL-MSD

Image from Google Street View.

EXAMPLE FUTURE CHARACTER IMAGES

Example of interpretive, educational, and 
wayfinding signs. 

Photo Credit: Landmark Design

Canal Corridor
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Best Practices: Tidbits from the 
Rails-to-Trails Conservancy
The Rails-to-Trails Conservancy “build[s] a 
nation connected by trails. [They] re-imagine 
public spaces to create safe ways for everyone 
to walk, bike and be active outdoors” (Rails-to-
Trails Conservancy, n.d.). With over 24,000 miles 
of trails nationwide, they have a plethora of 
lessons-learned and best practices for trails:

◊ Art along a trail can showcase a commu-
nity’s identity, history, and culture. Example: 
Kansas City’s Riverfront Heritage Trail.

◊ To help users with wayfinding, have inter-
pretive signs at trailheads; use mile markers 
throughout.

◊ Centerline striping can increase safety in 
high use sections of trails.

◊ Partner with local schools, non-profits, 
businesses, or other organizations to 
sponsor trail signage. Example: Westline, 
Pennsylvania’s Kinzua Valley Trail.

FUTURE BUILT ENVIRONMENT CONSIDERATIONS: 

Zones: R-1

Target Floor Area Ratio: N/A

Target Building Height: 1-2 stories (not 
including basement) and maximum 30 feet

Target Gross Density Range: 3.0 - 5.0 du/acre

Maximum Gross Density: 5.0 du/acre

Parking and Unloading: on-street, on-site-off-
street (driveways, carports, garages)

Other Design Features:

Encourage use of waterwise landscaping in 
yards, park strips, medians., and along the canal 
trail. Maintain canal trail landscaping. Monitor 
landscaping at intersections, to ensure visibility 
for pedestrians and vehicles remains high.

Increase lighting, especially along the canal trail.

Encourage upkeep and maintenance of private 
spaces, and discourage practices that could 
introduce pollutants to White City’s ground-
water. 

Add crosswalks and other safety-enhancing 
pedestrian infrastructure, especially at canal 
trail access points.

Introduce small place-making strategies where 
appropriate, such as free little libraries or 
creatively colored crosswalks. Consider signs 
sharing White City’s history along the canal trail, 
and partner with local organizations to sponsor 
them.

Consider privacy improvements along canal 
trail. Photo Credit: Chugach Mountain Bike Riders

Canal Corridor



White City General Plan - Page 60

Sego Lily Corridor
LOCATION - properties adjacent to Sego Lily 
drive. Highlighted in purple.

NARRATIVE VISION - While generally similar to 
the character of most of White City’s residential 
areas, the Sego Lily roadway makes this corri-
dor’s character unique from other areas. One of 
White City’s busiest roads, Sego Lily transects 
the middle of White City and links to commercial 
and institutional areas on either side, including 
White City’s only commercially zoned parcel. 

Without infringing upon the properties adjacent 
to the road, the existing Sego Lily right of way 
has been re-imagined (via public outreach 
through the Sego Lily Corridor Study), trans-
forming the road from vehicles-only to vehicles 
plus an active transportation corridor. Residents 
get immediate access to outdoor recreation, 
and other pedestrians and cyclists enjoy recre-
ating on the path lining the road. Streetlights 
and marked crossings allow safe enjoyment 
of the active transportation corridor as well 
as safe access to adjacent schools for various 
user groups. Traffic calming measures, such 
as creative landscaping, help manage speeds 
while improving the aesthetics of the area. The 
landscaping around Sego Lily helps quiet traffic 
sounds for adjacent residences.

CURRENT ZONE(S)- R-1-8, C-2

CURRENT LAND USES - Single family residential, 
Open space, Commercial, Roadways/Utilities

EXAMPLE EXISTING CHARACTER IMAGES

Sego Lily Corridor
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“More street lighting is needed on the major artery. 
Also sidewalks need to be all the way through the 
area, not just from 13th to 10th. Also they need 
to be on both sides of the street, not the plan that 
showed a combo bike path on one side. Speed is 
still an issue on the street, any plan to increase 
the speed limit is not a good idea. They already 
go 10mph over the speed limit” - Resident, Area 
Needs and Land Priorities Survey, November 
2020.

“Needs curb, gutter, sidewalks where missing. 
Needs proper patrol and landscaping to reduce 
speed and minimize dangerous driving habits” - 
Resident, Area Needs and Land Priorities Survey, 
November 2020.

“Have people clean up their ugly yards and old 
cars. Better lighting all along Sego Lily. Have 
something out for people that think they can go 
40 in a 25 mile zone” - Resident, Area Needs and 
Land Priorities Survey, November 2020.

“We need to add sidewalks along Sego Lily Drive, 
there currently are none. This would make it easier 
for students to walk to and from schools safely, 
also make it safer for people to walk up and down 
the street as well” - Resident, Area Needs and 
Land Priorities Survey, November 2020.

“I would like to see sidewalks running the full 
length.” - Resident, Area Needs and Land Priori-
ties Survey, November 2020.

ASSETS -  Established affordable residen-
tial neighborhood, direct access to a major 
collector road, road traffic load much lower than 
road capacity, viewshed of Wasatch mountains, 
pristine groundwater, proximity to amenities.

Photo Credits: Google Street View

Sego Lily Corridor

*Please note that this map was current as of 
February 2021. Building footprints may have 
changed since that time.
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EXAMPLE FUTURE CHARACTER IMAGES

Example of a creative crosswalk, street calming, 
place-making, and a separated-from-traffic 
sidewalk. 

Photo Credit: Sean Sullivan, 2020, Natick

Example of street calming, a high visibility 
crosswalk, and streetscape beautification.

Photo Credit: Sustainable Transport, 2003

Example of a separated-from-traffic sidewalk 
with amenities (waste can, lights) and a land-
scaped, traffic-calming median.

Photo Credit: Google Street View

POTENTIAL CHANGES:

This area will see few land use changes. Density 
may increase if homeowners add ADUs. If ten 
percent of homeowners here got approval to 
add an ADU to their property, gross density 
would increase from 5.20 du/acre to 5.71 du/
acre; at 25 percent, this increases to 6.50 du/acre 
(low density).

FUTURE USES: 

This area will continue to be a residential neigh-
borhood. Appropriate uses include:

◊ Small-scale housing (single family, ADUs)

◊ Churches and religious institutions

◊ Schools

◊ At-home businesses (home office, 
daycare/preschool)

◊ Parks and Open Spaces, Micro Parks

◊ Roadways and utilities

The existing commercial property at 10220 
S 1300 E can remain commercial, with uses 
compatible to its neighborhood environment 
and proximity to a school.

PROHIBITED USES:

◊ Industrial development

◊ Commercial development (strip malls, 
stand-alone stores, malls, big-box stores) 
EXCEPT the one existing commercial 
property

◊ Apartment complexes

◊ High-rise development of any sort

Sego Lily Corridor
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Case Study: Grand Rapids, MI and 
Residential Complete Streets

FUTURE BUILT ENVIRONMENT CONSIDERATIONS: 

Zones: R-1, C-2 (the one existing property)

Target Floor Area Ratio: N/A

Target Building Height: 1-2 stories (not 
including basement) and maximum 30 feet

Target Gross Density Range: 4.5 - 6.0 du/acre

Maximum Gross Density: 6.0 du/acre

Parking and Unloading: on-street, on-site-off-
street (driveways, carports, garages)

Other Design Features:

Encourage use of waterwise landscaping in 
yards, park strips, and medians. Monitor land-
scaping at intersections, to ensure visibility for 
pedestrians and vehicles remains uninhibited. 

Increase lighting in pedestrian areas.

Encourage upkeep and maintenance of private 
spaces, and discourage practices that could 
introduce pollutants to White City’s ground-
water.

Add crosswalks and other safety-enhancing 
pedestrian infrastructure, especially near 
schools. Separate sidewalks from the road. 
Include traffic calming measures.

Introduce small place-making strategies where 
appropriate, such as free little libraries or 
creatively colored crosswalks.

When re-imagining the public-right-of-way, 
prioritize pedestrian mobility and safety so that 
Sego Lily can become an active transportation 
corridor.

Grand Rapids, 
Michigan shows how 
a Complete Streets 
approach is not 
one-size-fits-all and 
is helpful in residen-
tial settings too (GR, 
M, 2012). The images 
from Grand Rapid’s 
Complete Streets 
plan exemplify how 
the Complete Streets 
approach makes 
roads safer and more 
accessible. 

In the images with a 
“yes,” sidewalks are 
wide and separated 
from traffic, and 
landscaping efforts 
provide a sense of 
enclosure to the 
street that calms 
traffic. In the images 
with a “no,” there is 
no safe space for 
pedestrians and no 
traffic calming. The 
roads are only usable 
for vehicles. Notice 
that the three “yes” 
images have streets 
of different widths, 
lane amounts, and 
striping: the complete 
streets approach 
is adaptable to the 
needs of the area.

Photo Credits: Grand Rapids 
Complete Streets, 2012.

Sego Lily Corridor
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Southern Spur Area
LOCATION - area south of 10600 S. Highlighted in 
light blue.

NARRATIVE VISION - This area is very distinct from 
other parts of White City and from adjacent 
areas of Sandy. It is predominantly agricultural. 
The farm culture of this area connects White 
City to the historic settlement of the Salt Lake 
Valley. Many households raise and ride horses, 
as they easily access the horseback riding trails 
at Dimple Dell Park. Houses and farmhouses 
sit on larger lots (median lot size is a half-acre, 
including the houses in the R1 and A2 zones), 
contributing to an area of lower density than the 
rest of White City (1.38 dwelling units per acre 
compared to 3.84 dwelling units per acre for the 
Residential Neighborhoods Area). Home occu-
pations as well as strictly agricultural-related 
businesses, such as riding stables, farm-to-table 
markets, or produce stands, provide economic 
opportunities that incentivize agricultural uses 
to persist in this area.

The Southern Spur Area is a quiet haven amidst 
growing development. The area is close to two 
minor arterial roads, 10600 S and 1300 E, and the 
properties along 1300 E closest to the Southern 
Spur Area have become commercial. Property 
owners in the Southern Spur area retain their 
personal choice in residing there and pursuing 
agricultural-based lifestyles. However, in the 
long-term future (15+ years), properties along 
this area could appeal to the Planning Commis-
sion to become other uses if the area ceases to be 
characterized by agricultural roots (less then 66 
percent use). If  this happens, then it may be an 

CURRENT ZONE(S)- A-2, R-1-21, R-1-21/zc

CURRENT LAND USES - Single family residential, 
Commercial, Vacant, Roadways/Utilities, Other

EXAMPLE CHARACTER IMAGES

Photo credits: Google Street View

Southern Spur Area
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“This area is great...I like living close to horse 
property and farms” - Resident, Area Needs and 
Land Priorities Survey, November 2020.

“Keep it residential unless it more than 60% of 
the space is not used for horses. Then we should 
consider options of semi condensed housing and 
commercial” - Resident, Area Needs and Land 
Priorities Survey, November 2020.

“Keeping this area as an agricultural/horse 
property is essential. We are so fortunate to have 
this in the area adjacent to the horse trails in 
Dimple Dell” - Resident, Area Needs and Land 
Priorities Survey, November 2020.

“Provide incentives for people to not develop/ 
subdivide there horse properties. Such as land 
trusts or tax benefits” - Resident, Area Needs and 
Land Priorities Survey, November 2020.

“I am not directly involved in anything utilizing 
that area. I think it is important to listen to the 
voices of those who do. I know having an area for 
horse related husbandry is important to many. 
These type of spaces are becoming rare as urban 
sprawl continues, and I believe that area is worth 
preserving” - Resident, Area Needs and Land 
Priorities Survey, November 2020.

appropriate place to consider small-scale mixed 
uses, including live-work places. Residences 
would transition to such uses only as desired by 
the property owners and when following proper 
administrative and legal channels. But, as long 
as property owners here maintain agricul-
tural lifestyles, agricultural uses should be 
preserved.
ASSETS -  Agricultural area, ability to raise/ride 
horses, large lots, affordable residences, access 
to a minor arterial road, proximity to amenities, 
viewshed of Wasatch Mountains.

Photo credits: Greg Shelton

Southern Spur Area

*Please note that this map was current as of 
February 2021. Building footprints may have 
changed since that time.
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POTENTIAL CHANGES:

This area will see few land use changes in the 
near-term future. 

FUTURE USES: 

In the near-term future, this area will continue 
to be a residential, agricultural neighborhood. 
Appropriate uses include:

◊ Small-scale housing (single family)

◊ Family-scale agricultural uses (animal 
raising and husbandry, and row, crop, tree, 
and nursery cultivation)

◊ Agricultural-support businesses accessory 
to the primary agricultural use (riding 
stables, produce stands)

◊ At-home businesses (home office, 
daycare/preschool)

◊ Parks and Open Spaces

◊ Micro Parks

◊ Roadways and utilities

PROHIBITED USES:

◊ Industrial development

◊ Commercial development (strip malls, 
stand-alone stores, malls, big-box stores)

◊ Apartment complexes

◊ High-rise development of any sort

◊ Industrial agricultural uses (processing 
plants, dairy farms)

Photo Credits: Greg Shelton

Southern Spur Area
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FUTURE BUILT ENVIRONMENT CONSIDERATIONS: 

Zones: A-2, R-1-21 (same as existing zones)

Target Floor Area Ratio: N/A

Target Building Height: 1-2 stories (not 
including basement) and maximum 30 feet

Target Gross Density Range: 1.0 - 2.0 du/acre

Maximum Gross Density: 2.0 du/acre

Parking and Unloading: on-street, on-site-off-
street (driveways, carports, garages)

Other Design Features:

Encourage use of waterwise landscaping in 
yards, park strips, and medians. 

Increase lighting in pedestrian areas.

Encourage upkeep and maintenance of private 
spaces, and discourage practices that could 
introduce pollutants to White City’s ground-
water.

Consider safety of horseback riders traveling 
from this area to the Dimple Dell trails in infra-
structure choices; for example, by working to 
implement a mid-block crossing over 10600 
South.

Photo Credits: Greg Shelton

RIDING IN NEARBY DIMPLE DELL REGIONAL PARK

Southern Spur Area
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Future Land Use
As shown through the public feedback and 
data analysis previously presented in this 
chapter, White City is a primarily residential 
community with preference toward preserving 
the existing character, future transportation 
and infrastructure improvements, and planning 
and decision-making that increases access to 
amenities. The character area analysis revealed 
the qualities that make White City unique, 
the location of community amenities, and the 
opportunities for specific areas to evolve to 
better support White City’s needs and desires.

From this process, the Future Land Use Map 
emerges (Figure 17). It proposes few changes to 
the existing land use map; the vast majority of 
White City land remains the same (low density 
residential zones). The commercial property 
remains commercial. The agricultural properties 
in the south remain agricultural. 

Adjustments include the following: first, Big Bear 
Park gets rezoned from low density residential 
to an open space zone, so there is no question of 
its desired use.  Second, the agricultural proper-
ties in the very north of White City are proposed 
to change from agricultural to low density resi-
dential, so that the zone and the on-the-ground 
use of the properties are consistent. Third, prop-
erties immediately adjacent to 10600 South are 
in a “transitional” zone, where property owners 
can remain in existing residential uses or choose 
to appeal for a zoning change to a small-scale, 
mixed use. As explained earlier, future small-
scale mixed uses would follow strict structural 
and design guidelines and fit into the existing 
residential character of White City.

Why is there a “transitional” zone? Why consider Why is there a “transitional” zone? Why consider 
allowing any small-scale, live-work mixed-use?allowing any small-scale, live-work mixed-use?

Land use changes are a sensitive topic. Feedback 
reflected this sensitivity, conveying various 
stances on what land uses should be present 
in the community. Strong voices emerged as 
proponents for no changes ever, and other 
strong voices emerged as desiring well-thought 
out changes to specific parts of White City. 
There was also key agreement: most people 
envision a future White City that closely resembles 
the character of today’s White City and believe 
in supporting the rights of individual property 
holders. The future land use map supports this 
agreement, focusing on preservation while 
providing flexibility consistent with community 
needs.

Completing community improvements that 
enhance walkability, safety, natural resource 
protection, and beautification efforts require 
funds. Utah municipalities get funds from sales 
tax revenues and class B and C roads. New class 
B and C roads are unlikely. That leaves increasing 
sales tax revenues as the way to bring in funds 
needed for improvements. Businesses are 
necessary for sales tax revenues, which is why 
limiting land uses to only residential can hinder 
the community’s ability to adapt to regional or 
naturally-induced changes and cripple White 
City economically in the long term. Addition-
ally, one of White City’s top goals is improving 
walkability. Improving walkability requires 
destinations: places worth walking to that 
make a walk purposeful and interesting (Speck, 
2013). Such places could include parks, small 
businesses, or libraries. Thus, the community 
benefits from increasing the mix of uses.
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Figure 17: White City Future Land Use Map

Land Use
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KEY RECOMMENDATIONS:
Focus on area-specific, small-scale 
infrastructure improvements that 
incorporate place-making; these will 
enhance the day-to-day experiences 
of residents on their land and in public 
spaces. Update land use codes to be 
tailored to White City’s specific wants 
and needs.

LAND USE GOALS:
LU1: Ensure that effective land use 
planning is balanced with preserving 
the freedom and rights of individual 
landowners.

LU2: Maintain and promote White 
City’s neighborhood-scale housing 
character (primarily detached resi-
dences) while also promoting a quality 
of life that attracts and sustains new 
families and the housing needs of the 
Salt Lake Valley. 

LU3: Promote a sense of pride and 
identity in the community through 
maintaining and  enhancing place-
making infrastructure. 

LU4: Establish landscaping and mainte-
nance standards that make White City 
a distinctly scenic, fun and appealing 
place to live and visit. 

LU5: Enhance recreational amenities 
and access to public parks and open 
spaces.

LU6: All land use decisions include 
efforts to maintain or improve air and 
water quality.

LAND USE TAKEAWAYS:
◊ White City should maintain  its resi-
dential, neighborhood feel, explore 
options to improve community 
aesthetics, protect property rights, 
and protect outdoor amenities.

◊ Exploring small-scale commer-
cial development is viewed both 
negatively and positively; it appears 
under “threat” and “avoid,” yet the 
lack of commercial tax base is a 
“weakness” and annexing businesses 
is an “achieve”: finding a balance is 
important.

◊ It is important to communicate  to 
Salt Lake County the value of Dimple 
Dell Park to White City.

◊ Preventing groundwater contam-
ination, lessening the number of 
unreinforced masonry structures, and 
reducing air pollution are the three 
most important ways to improve resil-
ience to natural resource concerns 
and hazards.
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◊ Zoning ordinances need to 
be updated and tailored to White 
City’s voiced needs and desires 
via a thorough public process, 
including a working group with 
planning staff, community repre-
sentatives, residents, and other staff 
as needed. Zones not desired for 
White City should be removed from 
the ordinance, and remaining zones 
should take into account current and 
future needs and opportunities.

◊ White City has five distinct 
character areas. Each character area 
has a unique vision, with specific 
future built environment consider-
ations that should guide land use 
decisions in those areas.

◊ Residential Neighbor-
hoods: For this area to be a 
family-friendly, amenity-rich 
residential community, infra-
structure and transportation 
improvements are needed. 
Big Bear Park should be 
rezoned as open space in 
order to preserve its use and 
prevent future development.

◊ 10600 South Corridor: This 
is a transitional area. Property 
owners maintain the right to 
keep their properties as resi-
dences, while the option to 

consider small-scale mixed 
use is allowed as well.

◊ Canal Corridor: Trail and 
transportation improvements    
enhance the aesthetics and 
functioning of this area 
while preserving residential 
character.

◊ Sego Lily Corridor: Trans-
portation improvement 
re-imagine this area into 
a beautiful corridor that 
supports the safe travel of 
pedestrians and cyclists as 
well as vehicles.

◊ Southern Spur Area: Ordi-
nances continue to support 
agricultural lifestyles. Trans-
portation enhancements 
better connect this area to the 
rest of White City and Dimple 
Dell Regional Park.

Land Use
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CHAPTER FIVE:

TRANSPORTATION & MOBILITY

KEY RECOMMENDATION: 
Work toward implementing street-
scape improvements that increase 
the safety of all modes of travel, the 
aesthetics of the public right-of-ways, 
and the walkability of White City.

Goals:
◊ T1: Provide good access to and smooth, 
safe transitions between key locations 
within and outside of White City.

◊ T2: Make transportation areas more 
aesthetically pleasing, environmen-
tally friendly, culturally interesting, and 
health-conscious.

◊ T3: Achieve well-maintained transporta-
tion infrastructure.

◊ T4: Provide adequate and safe parking.

◊ T5: Increase pedestrian and bicyclist 
access, safety, and comfort.

Photo Credit:  Maridene Alexander, GSL-MSD
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The Importance of  
Transportation and Mobility
Driving to the grocery store, riding a UTA bus to 
work, hailing an Uber from the airport, or walking 
the dog – transportation is a part of people’s 
daily lives.  As these examples convey, trans-
portation involves both mobility – the ability to 
travel between places – and accessibility – the 
ability to reach valuable destinations within a 
reasonable amount of time. Both mobility and 
accessibility enable the expression of personal 
freedom. We can choose where we go and 
how to get there. For White City, transportation 
planning is important to uphold a safe, acces-
sible, and enjoyable transportation system that 
enables residents to meet their needs in the 
ways that work for them.

What does the State Code say 
about transportation and 
mobility?
The State of Utah requires communities to plan 
for transportation. In Utah State Code Section 
10-9a-403, the State mandates that General 
Plans include a “transportation and traffic circu-
lation element” (LUDMA, 2020). This element 
must contain the location of different road 
types as well as public and active transportation 
infrastructure, and it must connect to demo-
graphic projections and the land use element. 
Communities without a major transit invest-
ment corridor – such as White City – must plan 
for improved linkages among housing, employ-
ment, education, recreation, and commerce.

Photo Credit:  Maridene Alexander, GSL-MSD Photo Credit:  Maridene Alexander, GSL-MSD

Transportation
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Linking local and regional efforts
Transportation planning cannot occur in 
isolation. Think about streets: not only do they 
often cross political boundaries, neighborhood 
districts, and various land uses, but they also 
allow people to move across various bound-
aries. When planning for a road that stretches 
40 miles and crosses seven municipalities, a 
regional perspective to transportation makes 
sense. At the same time, the perspective of 
each of those seven municipalities is necessary 
for the successful implementation of goals and 

objectives  across scales. 
Alignment ensures different entities work 
toward compatible goals – what one entity does 
can support the efforts of another entity, and 
vice-versa. Alignment also opens up opportu-
nities for collaboration, from cross-jurisdictional 
project implementation to funding acquisition 
and more.

Roles and Responsibilities
Broad thinking strengthens transportation 
planning. Several entities and agencies’ trans-
portation values and plans are important for 
White City’s local efforts. The MSD provides 
planning and development services for White 
City, including this General Plan and its Transpor-
tation Chapter. The MSD will continue working 
with White City to implement transportation 
projects and programs identified in this chapter. 
Additionally, the MSD works with various entities 
to meet White City’s transportation needs 
and plan for accomplishing transportation 
outcomes. These include the Utah Department 
of Transportation, the Utah Transit Authority, 
Salt Lake County, and Sandy City.

UTAH DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (UDOT)

UDOT “aim[s] to Keep Utah Moving. That 
includes everything from improving our roads 
and traffic lights to providing alternate means of 
getting from A to B, like bike lanes and public 
transit. We want to make sure that whatever is 
being moved, freight and cargo or the people in 
a vehicle, arrives safe and promptly. It isn’t easy, 
but Keeping Utah Moving is what keeps UDOT 
going” (UDOT, n.d. B). White City works with 
UDOT regarding any non-local roads within and 
adjacent to White City’s boundaries, such as 700 
E and 10600 S. Additionally, UDOT has an Active 
Transportation Division that can support White 
City’s initiatives regarding walking and biking. 
Receiving state funding for transportation 
projects in White City is dependent upon White 
City meeting Senate Bill 34 requirements about 
planning for Moderate-Income Housing.
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UTAH TRANSIT AUTHORITY (UTA)

UTA “provides integrated mobility solutions to 
service life’s connections, improve public health 
and enhance quality of life”; they “provide an 
integrated system of innovative, accessible and 
efficient public transportation services that 
increase access to opportunities and contribute 
to a healthy environment for the people of 
the Wasatch region” (UTA, n.d. A). White City 
will coordinate with UTA about public transit. 
Communicating feedback about route pathways, 
infrastructure conditions, and frequency of stops 
can be useful for UTA and help public transpor-
tation better meet White City’s needs.

WASATCH FRONT REGIONAL COUNCIL (WFRC)

The WFRC is the Metropolitan Planning Orga-
nization (MPO) that covers Box Elder, Davis, 
Morgan, Salt Lake, Tooele, and Weber counties. 
The responsibilities of the WFRC include regional 
transportation planning. White City works 
with the WFRC on regional initiatives involving 
various numbers of municipalities, from two or 
three to the entire WFRC. WFRC also provides 
funding for various types of transportation 
projects, for which White City is eligible.

SALT LAKE COUNTY (SLCO)

Salt Lake County Public Works Engineering 
Department provides engineering services to 
the MSD, including White City. Public Works Engi-
neering helps to build and maintain roadways 
and sidewalks, administer encroachment, exca-
vation and special event permits, and enforce 
stormwater (MS4) management compliance 
(SLCo, n.d. B).

SANDY CITY

As White City is entirely bounded by Sandy, 
working with Sandy on transportation projects, 
opportunities, and challenges is critical for 
success. Understanding Sandy’s vision and goals 
regarding transportation is likewise important. 
Currently, Sandy’s transportation decisions are 
guided by their 2009 Master Transportation 
Plan. Sandy City also looks to their Parks, Recre-
ation, and Trails Master Plan and their Proposed 
Trail Changes to inform active transporta-
tion projects. Additionally, Sandy and Draper 
started a joint Active Transportation Plan, which 
includes potential trails and routes that would 
link through White City or touch its borders. 

Takeaway: High quality transportation options 
are necessary for White City, as the residents 
leave municipal borders for groceries, health 
care, and more. Moving forward, coordinating 
and cooperating with other agencies and 
entities will improve transportation conditions 
within White City as well as between White City 
and nearby communities.
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What does the community say 
about transportation?
MEETINGS - Five GPSC meetings focused on 
transportation (December 2019 - July 2020). Addi-
tionally, the Transportation Values Workshop 
provided an opportunity for White City leaders 
and members of the public to discuss the link 
between White City’s transportation needs and 
the overarching, regional transportation system. 
Walkability was often discussed.

SURVEYS - White City residents expressed their 
thoughts on transportation via the Transpor-
tation and Land Use Survey.  In total, 74 unique 
responses on transportation were collected 
in this survey. However, comments offered in 
the two land use surveys also provided insight 
into transportation preferences in White City. 
Together, the surveys showed a desire to 
improve walkability, increase safety, and add 
street lighting, sidewalks, and crosswalks. 

VISION STATEMENT - White City envisions itself as 
safe and family-friendly with access to amenities, 
indicating that  transportation should be multi-
modal (kids and teens can bike and walk but not 
drive) with an emphasis on safety features. A 
safe, walkable system would also allow residents 
to access nearby amenities without depending 
upon a vehicle. 

PRIORITIES - Walkability is a top six priority. 
Preserving natural resources, another priority, 
relates to transportation too: less driving 
improves air quality, and adding landscaping to 
streetscapes provides habitat for vegetation and 
pollinators.

SWOT AND APAE ANALYSES - These analyses 
convey issues and opportunities related to trans-
portation, such as sidewalk needs, speeding 
issues, close proximity to the freeway, and lack 
of viable public or alternative transportation 
options. Find the public comments from these 
analyses on page 77.

Takeaway: Residents have identified small-scale 
infrastructure improvements to the streetscape; 
these will help fulfill the community’s stated 
desires to increase safety and walkability.

Photo Credits: Mikala Jordan, GSL-MSD
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What is connectivity? Why does 
it matter?
Connectivity is the ability to travel more as the 
crow flies: to reach more destinations. In a more 
connected place. Olivia accesses her doctor’s 
office, bank, local park, and favorite café all 
within a mile; in fact, she enjoys a safe walk to 
reach them. In a less connected place, Xavier 
travels several miles in different directions to 
reach these destinations, and he must drive. 
Connectivity matters because it allows greater 
access to opportunity. A person can reach their 
valued destinations in a reasonable time period, 
spending less time and money on transpor-
tation to meet their needs. Connectivity has a 
positive impact on the economic wellbeing of 
a community (Sisson, 2019); the WFRC explains 
this relationship as convenience + amenities = 
financial health for a community (WFRC, 2019). 
In more connected areas, active transportation 
increases. This has six great impacts:

◊ reduces congestion,

◊ reduces air pollution,

◊ increases physical and mental wellbeing,

◊ increases community visibility of the 
street and activity on the street, thereby 
increasing safety, 

◊ increases people out and about 
supporting the local economy, and

◊ physical connectivity supports social 
connectivity.

Street Network
White City’s street network can be classified as 
a Curvilinear Loop Design, the street network 
design common from the 1930s to 1950s (CNU, 
n.d.) (Figures 17 and 18). In this network, some 
streets are linear while others are curved. Addi-
tionally, few streets have dead-ends and most 
streets link to more than one other street. This 
Curvilinear Loop network is more connected 
than modern cul-de-sac designs, but less 
connected than a traditional grid network.

The connected street network benefits White 
City in several ways. One, it disperses vehicular 
traffic. Multiple options exist to travel from one 
destination to another, thereby decreasing traffic 
loads on any one street. Congestion decreases 
not only because cars have multiple routes to 
choose from, but also because more people can 
walk or bike: connected streets lead to more 
walking and biking (Napier,  2011).

Additionally, engaging in more physical activity 
improves health outcomes (Haskell, Blair, & Hill, 
2009). Having multiple routes available can 
increase the sense of safety of an individual, as 
an individual may not feel comfortable walking 
a predictable route. A sense of safety also 
increases with more people out and about on 
the streets. Thus,  this network and the benefits 
associated with it are assets for White City in 
terms of congestion relief, active transportation 
habits, and safety.
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Figure Credit: Congress 
of the New Urbanism, 
Street Network 101

Figure 17: The Designs of Street Networks

Figure 18: White City’s Street Network
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In Figure 19, black X’s and arrows indicate 
potential connectivity issues. X’s resemble 
dead ends. Arrows indicate parallel areas of 
close proximity that have limited connection. 
Sometimes connectivity is limited for pedes-
trians but not vehicles; sometimes vice-versa; 
and sometimes the street network impacts 
connectivity for both. For example, Dimple Dell 
cuts through White City and limits vehicular 
connections between the northern and 

In some places,  purposeful disconnection, such 
as cul-de-sacs, make sense. When necessary, 
connectivity for pedestrians remains possible. 
For example, look at Silica Drive in the north-
eastern part of White City (Figure 20). Because 
Silica Drive ends with open property rather than 
a private house, residents along Silica Drive 
enjoy a short, direct route to Big Bear Park.

Takeaway: Maintaining or improving connec-
tivity should be a consideration in any proposed 
land use changes or transportation projects.

southern parts of White City. However, the lack 
of east-west connections across the Canal Trail 
in central White City impacts pedestrians and 
vehicles.

Street Network, Continued
Figure 19: Areas of Disconnection

Figure 20: Access to Big Bear Park
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Achieving Connectivity: Retrofits
Think about Rome, Italy: while the buildings 
changed many times since the age of the Roman 
Empire, the location of the roads has remained 
largely the same. Given that street networks 
are essentially permanent, how can existing 
communities increase their connectivity?

Connectivity can be enhanced at various levels. 
It is often possible to increase connectivity for 
pedestrians and bicyclists without altering 
vehicular pathways. Cul-de-sac cut throughs, 
such as those depicted below, link a neighbor-
hood and a shared-use path. Now, the residents 
of the neighborhood can enjoy the trail system 
and the river. The feasibility of cul-de-sac cut 
throughs depends on factors such as side-yard 
size, setback requirements, and property owner 
desires.

Another retrofit for enhancing connectivity 
is through redesigning the right-of-way. For 
example, if a four-lane, 60-foot road consistently 
supports the number of vehicles of a three-
lane road, then that road would be opportune 
for redesigning. The existing 60-foot right-
of-way – with no expansion – could turn into 
a three-lane road with an elevated, separated 
sidewalk and on-street parking on one side. 
Suddenly, active transportation becomes viable 
and parking capacity increases. See the Street 
Connectivity Guide prepared by the Lehigh 
Valley Planning Commission for more examples 
of achieving connectivity, connected areas, and 
disconnected areas: https://lvpc.org/pdf/street-
Connectivity.pdf (LVPC, 2011). 

Photo Credit: Ted Knowlton, Presentation, 2019. Photo Credit: Ted Knowlton, Presentation, 2019.
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Street Classifications
The Functional Classification system is based 
on anticipated traffic throughput and access to 
property. According to this system, White City’s 
streets are arterial, collector, or local roads (Figure 
21) (UDOT, n.d. A). No roads within or immedi-
ately adjacent to White City are freeways. Street 
classifications for streets within and/or adjacent 
to White City are highlighted below:

700 E (71): principal arterial 

Sego Lily Drive: major collector

9000 S (209): principal arterial 

Larkspur Drive: minor collector

1300 E: minor arterial 

Flint Drive: minor collector

9400 S: minor arterial

10600 S: minor arterial

All other streets: local roads

With the Functional Classification system, the 
assumption is that all streets under one classi-
fication should be maintained, planned, and 
updated the same way, despite the streets’ 
various purposes and needs. While useful for 
some planning, the Functional system may not 
be specific enough to deal with the nuances of 
a community that is predominantly composed 
of local roads. White City has many local roads, 
but they are not one-size-fits-all. People utilize 
different streets to meet different needs. In 
fact, a street’s surrounding land use influences 
how the street is used. Some local roads bring 
residents to important destinations, such as 

churches, Big Bear Park, and schools. Other local 
roads access residential areas on cul-de-sacs. 
Streets host various types and/or amounts of 
travelers. For example, Carnation Drive sees high 
use and connects to two arterial roads (700 E and 
10600 S), yet UDOT classifies it as local. White 
City’s local roads differ in characteristics such as 
width, amenities (i.e. street lights), connectivity 
(ie. cul-desac ending versus connected street), 
grade, adjacent land use (i.e. types of structures 
or location of structures relative to the road), 
and active transportation features (i.e. sidewalk).

Takeaway: A more nuanced classification 
approach would help planners and engineers 
better understand and strategize for the trans-
portation needs of residents on various streets. 
Developing a typological classification system 
for White City’s local roads, via a study, would 
help achieve this.

On Carnation Drive and E 10600 S: “A right 
turn lane on the north-east corner to turn into 
Carnation heading north would be beneficial. You 
could...add some landscaping and some art to 
beautify an entrance into White City” – Respon-
dent, Transportation and Land Use Survey, 2020.

On S 1300 E: “Lack of walkability. Development 
discourages neighborhood shops, only options 
involve crossing very busy large roads, virtually 
no buses, not many bike lanes, etc.” – Respon-
dent, Transportation and Land Use Survey, 2020.
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Figure 21: Functional Road Classes

Transportation
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Classifications of Streets
FUNCTIONAL - Traditionally, streets are classified 
into the following categories: Freeway, Arterial, 
Collector, and Local. These categories—called 
Functional Classifications—are based upon 
anticipated traffic throughput and access to 
property. Freeways carry the highest traffic loads 
and allow high speeds but have limited access, 
while local roads carry the lowest traffic loads, at 
slow speeds, but provide access to many places. 
Local roads are generally the most comfortable 
and safest for bicyclists and pedestrians.

TYPOLOGICAL - In recent years, planners and 
transportation professionals have shifted away 
from the Functional Classification framework 
and into a Street Typologies framework. The 
Typologies framework differs from the tradi-
tional Functional framework in that it: 

◊ Accounts for surrounding land use when 
planning streets

◊ Considers active transportation, such as 
walking and biking

◊ Includes street design considerations, 
such as lighting and benches

◊ Materializes through public input 
– officials cannot accurately create Typolo-
gies without public feedback

◊ Considers person mobility, vehicle 
mobility, placemaking, access, and 
greening for each street, prioritizing those 
five purposes for each street

Traffic Volume and Safety
SEGO LILY DRIVE

White City Engineers with Avenue Consultants 
conducted a study on Sego Lily Drive. The Sego 
Lily Corridor Study included parking invento-
ries in March and April 2020 and an analysis 
of historic aerial imagery of parking between 
2016 and 2019. The study also analyzed vehicle, 
bicycle, and walking trends. The following data 
resulted from this study.

Sego Lily Drive cuts through the center of White 
City, east-west. As a major collector road, its 
traffic volumes are some of the highest in the 
community. Sego Lily supported about 6,600 
vehicle trips per day before the Corona Virus 
19 outbreak. However, the road is designed 
for 12,000 to 18,000 trips a day, so it is far from 
capacity and not expected to reach capacity any 
time in the near future. Since the Corona Virus 
19 outbreak, daily trips dipped to under 4,000.

Sego Lily’s estimated 85th percentile speeds 
range from 27 to 34 mph, depending upon the 
direction and exact location on the road (Figure 
22).  Surprisingly, more people speed going up 
the hill than down the hill. However, overall 
Sego Lily boasts few crashes due to speed. Main-
taining low crash rates is especially important 
on Sego Lily because Sego Lily is a prospec-
tive active transportation corridor, and crashes 
between vehicles and pedestrians or cyclists can 
be particularly deadly.
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Classifications of Streets, Con’t
Below, find an example of two Street Typologies: 
a local street with urban low intensity develop-
ment (left), and a local street with urban medium

Figure 22: Speed Statistics on Sego Lily Drive

Figure Credit: Sego Lily Corridor Study, 2020

Takeaway: Traffic calming measures would slow 
85th percentile speeds on Sego Lily and create 
a more welcoming environment for pedestrians 
and cyclists along the street, especially in areas 
lacking sidewalks.

intensity development (right). The designs 
and plans for the streets differ because of the 
adjacent land use differences.

Figure Credit: Plan OKC
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Commuting Patterns
White City is located on the east side of the Salt 
Lake Valley. Much of White City’s workforce of 
610 commutes to adjacent Sandy City or west to 
West Jordan City (USCB, 2017) (Figure 23). Other 
commuting destinations include Draper (34 
people), South Jordan (33), West Valley City (22), 
and Salt Lake City (20). 

Single-occupancy vehicles are the most 
common method used for commuting by White 
City residents, but a significant portion carpool 
as well (Figure 24) (USCB, 2019). Compared to 
Sandy City, Salt Lake County, and Utah, propor-
tionally fewer White City residents commute 
by driving alone while more commute through 
carpooling. Following Corona Virus 19, the 
percentage of residents who work from home 
has likely increased significantly and may remain 
higher than 2019 values in the future. 

Takeaway: Encouraging use of other modes 
and improving infrastructure that supports 
other modes would reduce dependency on 
single-occupancy vehicles, thereby reducing 
wear and tear on roads, lowering air pollution, 
and increasing access (especially for those who 
cannot drive). 

Figure 24: Commuting Patterns in 2019

Figure 23: Workforce to Sandy and West Jordan
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Public & Alternative Transit
Some public transportation connects White City 
to other places (Figure 25). Three percent of 
residents take public transport to work, which 
slightly exceeds Utah’s state average. BUS STOPS 
sit on and near White City’s borders on 9400 S, 
10600 S, and 1300 E. Routes F94 and F456 sit 
closest, while F514 and 201 are accessed within 
1.5 miles from some points in White City. Access 
to LIGHT RAIL is limited. The Blue Line can be 
accessed at Sandy Civic Center Station or Sandy 
Expo Stations, located between 1.1 to 3.0 miles 
away. Residents have suggested a bus route 
through White City to the light rail stations.

MICROMOBILITY is a new form of public trans-
portation that includes:

◊ VIA is a van shuttle system that services a 
designated area. Rates are the same as bus 
rates. UTA tested this in southern Salt Lake 
County, and it may be viable for White City 
though it has not yet been tested here (UTA, 
n.d. B).

◊ Electric scooters and bike shares recently 
boomed in popularity. Great for making 1st/
Last Mile connections between home and 
work, these inexpensive forms of transpor-
tation could likely expand into White City.

White City residents value trip-chaining:

57 percent of White City respondents said the 
inability to effectively trip chain (reach several 
destinations in one trip) was an important or 
very important transportation concern of theirs 
- Transportation and Land Use Survey, 2020.

Takeaway: Because public transportation service 
depends on reliable ridership, educational and 
promotional efforts can make White City a more 
attractive place for service providers. Micromo-
bility is a less costly alternative that provides 
options for residents.

White City residents desire improved public 
transportation:

80 percent of White City residents expressed 
concern about inadequate public transporta-
tion - Transportation and Land Use Survey, 2020.

“I love the new trail and the bridge that connects 
us to the north side and Bear park. It makes it so 
much easier to get around in the neighborhood 
without having to go down to 7th or up the 13th. 
Both very dangerous roads...”  - Respondent, Land 
and Character Survey, Summer 2020.

“Sidewalk corners do not always allow for strollers, 
wheel chairs and bikes to go off on a ramp. We 
end up clunking off the edge. It would mean so 
much to have each corner shaved down so we 
don’t have to deal with this problem anymore!“ 
-  Respondent, Area Needs and Priorities  Survey, 
November 2020.

Over half of respondents (54 percent) consider 
unsafe travel a “very important” transportation 
concern of theirs - Transportation and Land Use 
Survey, 2020.
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Figure 25: Transit
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Active Transportation
Active transportation is any form of mobility 
achieved solely through human power – most 
commonly, walking and biking. Rollerskating, 
roller blading, and skateboarding are other forms 
of active transportation. In White City, walking is 
the most common form of active transportation. 
In fact, about two percent of residents commute 
between work and home by walking (USCB, 
2019). And, 76 percent of respondents walk daily 
or weekly (Transportation and Land Use Survey, 
2020). 

There are several key components in planning 
regarding active transportation: infrastructure 
(sidewalks, bike lanes, lighting, road finishing 
material), land use (relative location of active 
transportation corridor), existing routes (where 
do people walk now, where does pedestrian infra-
structure exist now), and gaps in routes (where 
are pedestrians prevented from traveling, where 
is walking and biking happening but unsafe or 
without supportive infrastructure).

What’s the low-down on active 
transportation?
Active transportation has dozens of individual 
and societal benefits. Some powerful benefits 
of active transportation include:

◊ Improved physical health

◊ Improved mental/emotional health

◊ Cost-savings: Reduced wear & tear on 
roads

◊ Lessened traffic congestion

◊ Reduced air, noise, and water pollution

◊ Inexpensive

◊ Supports local business by bringing 
people onto the streets

◊ Safety – driving is the single most 
dangerous activity the average American 
engages in (Driving is Dangerous).

Takeaway: Active transportation is beneficial 
to White City as a community as well as indi-
vidual residents. Increasing participation in 
active transportation requires a multi-faceted 
approach that considers infrastructure, land use, 
and route information. Conducting an active 
transportation study is the first step in achieving 
this.

Utahns want to walk and bike more:

◊ 70 percent would like to walk more

◊ 53 percent would like to bike more

(Utah Statewide Household Travel Survey, 2012).

39 percent of White City respondents said they 
walked daily and 37 percent said they walked 
weekly - Transportation and Land Use Survey, 
2020. If more people work from home, people 
may walk more regularly. Having safe and 
adequate sidewalks and bike lanes would spur 
activity also.
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PEDESTRIAN INFRASTRUCTURE

Pedestrian infrastructure is infrastructure that 
makes biking and walking viable modes of trans-
portation. It includes trails as well as structures 
such as benches, lighting, signage, sidewalks, 
crosswalks, pedestrian bridges, pedestrian 
tunnels, bike lanes, and shared-use pathways. 
Understanding where infrastructure is present 
and where it is needed  is important; this work 
began with the General Plan via dozens of 
resident comments and concerns in the surveys 
(Appendix B). Additionally, a sidewalk inventory 
is underway, prioritizing where sidewalks are 
needed and identifying where maintenance for 
existing sidewalks is required. 

Two main active transportation areas exist for 
White City residents: the Sandy Draper Canal 
Trail and various pathways through Dimple 
Dell Park. (Figure 26). A new paved multi-use 
trail, the Sandy Draper Canal Trail, runs north to 
south from 10600 S  across Dimple Dell Park via 
a pedestrian bridge, and will run around Bear 
Park when completed. Upon completion, this 
trail will be dedicated and turned over to White 
City ownership. Running through Dimple Dell 
Regional Park are unpaved, multi-use trails; while 
not White City property, these trails are acces-
sible to White City residents and frequented 
often. However, the Dimple Dell trails are 
primarily used for recreation and not for getting 
from point A to point B. Additionally, expected 
by 2023 is a future active transportation corridor 
along Sego Lily Drive. 

Residents called the new pedestrian crossing 
over Dimple Dell as an asset but also pointed 
out privacy and security concerns for home-
owners whose properties border the trail, Area 
Needs and Priorities Survey, November 2020.

STREET DESIGN AND SEGO LILY

White City Engineering with Avenue Consul-
tants led a Corridor Study on Sego Lily Drive. The 
project aimed to assess the feasibility of re-imag-
ining Sego Lily within the existing right-of-way 
as well as to understand what the public desires 
are regarding the road. In a survey targeted at 
but not limited to residents along Sego Lily, 
119 residents voted on design options. The 
two most popular designs included increased 
active transportation options, which makes 
sense given that Sego Lily supported over 5,000 
bicycling trips in one year (SLCo Engineering 
& Avenue, April 2020). One design offered two 
five-foot bike lanes, one on the north side and 
one on the south side (SLCo Engineering & 
Avenue, June 2020). The second design offered 
one 10-foot multi-use paved path on the north 
side of the street (SLCo Engineering & Avenue, 
June 2020). Work continues to determine the 
final design before implementation. Cost, safety, 
aesthetics, supported parking, and supported 
traffic volume are variables that will influence 
the final decision.

“The new bike/walk bridge over dimple dell will 
be wonderful. It allows pedestrians and bicy-
clists the option to stay away from vehicle traffic, 
yet connecting them through an active path for 
exercise,” Respondent, Transportation and Land 
Use Survey, 2020.



  - Page 91

Figure 26: Trails

Transportation
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Accessibility
Accessibility is a measure of how many desti-
nations can be reached within a reasonable 
distance. The WFRC measures job accessibility 
by automobiles and by transit. By personal auto-
mobile, White City residents can reach 254,000 
to 264,000 jobs (Figure 27) (WFRC, n.d.). By 
public transit, White City residents can reach 
10,000 to 32,000 jobs (Figure 28). Compared to 
other southeast Salt Lake County areas, White 
City’s job accessibility by automobile is slightly 
below average, while White City’s job accessi-
bility by transit is below average. Western White 
City ranks in the bottom 20 percent of job access 
via transit.

Takeaway: While White City’s current accessi-
bility is low, it would improve by  allowing small 
scale mixed use on 10600 South, improving 
internet speeds to support home occupations, 
and engaging in regional planning efforts that 
connect White City to other places.

Figure Credit: WFRC, n.d.

“Access into White City by bus has not always 
been non-existent. The populous is getting older, 
many are becoming unable to drive. With fewer 
options and fewer conveniences” – a respondent 
identifies the link between access and age, 
Transportation and Land Use Survey, 2020.

Figure 27: Access to Jobs via the Automobile

“I want local small business to move in! I want to be 
able to walk to a small business and inject money 
into the area I live in instead of giving everything 
to Sandy and Draper. I'd like to see more multi-
family housing go up. I'd like to see sidewalks” - a 
respondent links the economy, housing oppor-
tunities, transportation, and accessibility, Land 
and Character Survey, Summer 2020.



  - Page 93

Figure Credit: WFRC, n.d.

Figure 28: Access to Jobs via Transit

Transportation
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Future Transportation
White City’s opportunities and challenges 
regarding transportation fall into several 
categories: modal choice, collaboration and 
communication, infrastructure maintenance, 
safety, connectivity, and place-making. Connec-
tivity between homes and jobs will remain 
important for White City going forward. 

ACCESSIBILITY - The WFRC predicts that, by 
personal automobile, White City residents will 
reach 347,000 to 415,000 jobs in 2050 (WFRC, 
n.d.). By public transit, White City residents 
may reach 32,000 to 79,000 jobs (WFRC, n.d.). 
Therefore, the number of accessible jobs by 
either mode is predicted to increase. Relative to 
accessibility of other communities, White City’s 
accessibility remains the same for automo-
bile and improves slightly for transit. That the 
number of jobs accessible will increase is due to 
improved travel options and/or new jobs added 
closer to White City.

TRANSPORTATION AND DEMOGRAPHICS - As 
shown through the 2020 Transportation and Land 
Use Survey and the American Community Survey 
results, White City depends on single-occupancy 
vehicles to travel. Yet, White City’s demographics 
indicate that a more multi-modal transportation 
system, with safe active transportation options, 
will be increasingly important to the community 
in the coming years. Sixty-eight percent of White 
City’s population is categorized as “Parks and 
Rec” by ESRI’s Tapestry program (ESRI, 2018). The 
“Parks and Rec” group “take[s] advantage of local 
parks and recreational activities. Their exercise 
routine is a balance of home-based exercise; a 

session at their local community gym; or a quick 
jog, swim, or run” (ESRI, 2019 B). Additionally, 
about 17 percent of the population is 65 years 
and older, and 8.7 percent of the population is 
75 years and older (USCB, 2019); some residents 
may no longer be comfortable driving and will 
depend on walking or public transportation to 
access daily needs. Bringing back previous bus 
routes or adding additional bus routes may 
bolster access for those unable to drive.

Additionally, “kid-friendly neighborhoods” such 
as those in White City are “now attracting a 
new generation of young couples” (ESRI, 2019 
B). White City’s population pyramid also points 
toward this trend: there is a bulge of residents 
between 25 and 39 years-old – the ages that 
start or have young families (GSL-MSD, 2019 B). 
Why do these patterns matter? Aging couples 
who prefer no-cost exercise, such as running or 
biking in the neighborhood, as well as families 
with young children who take family walks, both 
value safe, walkable areas. Thus, demographics 
indicate that investing in a high-quality active 
transportation system will be beneficial and that 
the system would be well-utilized. 

TRANSPORTATION, COMMERCE, AND  
EMPLOYMENT - With only one commercially 
zoned property in White City, residents rely on 
transportation to access almost all economic 
needs. Most residents commute for work, to 
dine out, to purchase clothing or other goods, to 
access health care, and to pursue education. This 
makes efficient, safe travel in and out of White 
City critical to the financial stability of residents. 
Transportation connections between White City 
and Sandy City and West Jordan, (the first and 
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second most traveled to cities for work), are 
especially important. 

With current alternative transportation options, 
White City residents primarily use personal 
vehicles, which are the most expensive transpor-
tation mode (Gössling et al, 2019). On average, 
Americans spend $10,288 per year on direct 
automobile-related costs (INRIX, Inc, 2018). By 
another metric, shifting 1,000 miles of travel by 
automobile to travel by active transportation, 
for example, saves communities and individuals 
$14,300 from roadway cost savings, vehicle cost 
savings, parking costs, air pollution reduction, 
and more, after taking pedestrian infrastructure 
costs into account (Litman, 2020). Additionally, 
driving is the single most dangerous activity the 
average American engages in (Drive Safely, n.d.). 

Dependency on an expensive and less safe mode 
of travel to make a livelihood does not bolster 
security for White City residents, especially 
those of lower-socioeconomic status. Opportu-
nities to expand modal choice and connectivity 
can reduce this dependency, increase residents’ 
financial security, and support residents’ value 
of personal freedom. This does not mean driving 
should be discouraged: personal automobiles 
are important and beneficial transportation 
modes for many people; rather, by adding to 
the already acceptable transportation condi-
tions in White City via personal automobiles, 
residents gain choice. Many of the 14.8 percent 
of residents with disabilities (USCB, 2018), for 
example, would experience enhanced freedom 
and connectivity with expanded public trans-
portation options.

TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING - Per Senate 
Bill 34, White City must plan for moderate-in-
come housing options. One strategy that White 
City selected to increase moderate-income 
housing options is Accessory Dwelling Units 
(ADUs). Because owning a car is expensive (i.e. 
car payment, car insurance fees, maintenance 
costs, gas, license and registration fees), the low 
or moderate-income families who would seek 
ADUs for housing options may not be able to 
afford a vehicle or may have more household 
members commuting to workplaces than cars 
available for the household. Therefore, moder-
ate-income housing options offered in White 
City would be most beneficial when located 
closest to the bus stops and nearby commercial 
areas of Sandy; this way, residents can access 
goods and transportation without owning a 
vehicle. If future ADU renters own cars, however, 
the data shows White City is not near on-street 
parking capacity. On Sego Lily Drive, White City’s 
main thoroughfare, only 11 percent of available 
parking spaces were utilized at the busiest time 
(the busiest time documented was March 21, 
2020 from 1:22 – 2:27 pm) (SLCo Engineering & 
Avenue Consultants, April 2020). 

Additionally, White City’s neighbors are focusing 
on active transportation: Sandy and Draper have 
put energy into active transportation projects 
to much success. In conjunction with White 
City’s more affordable housing, pursuing active 
transportation projects will help White City 
economically compete, attracting new families 
who value walking and biking.
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TRANSPORTATION AND LAND USE - Transporta-
tion and land use are tightly connected; in White 
City’s case, this is especially true when it comes 
to improving walkability and enhancing acces-
sibility. While White City is entirely built-out 
and primarily residential, the introduction of 
pedestrian-oriented infrastructure can connect 
residents to nearby businesses and reduce 
vehicular traffic. Potential future land use 
changes along 10600 South would introduce 
amenities to the community, reduce auto-de-
pendent travel when compared to having to 
reach those amenities in other communities, 
and help convert 10600 South into a complete 
street. 

KEY RECOMMENDATION:
Work toward implementing street-
scape improvements that increase 
the safety of all modes of travel, the 
aesthetics of the public right-of-ways, 
and the walkability of White City.

TRANSPORTATION GOALS:
T1: Provide good access to and smooth, 
safe transitions between key locations 
within and outside of White City.

T2: Make transportation areas more 
aesthetically pleasing, environmen-
tally friendly, culturally interesting, 
and health-conscious.

T3: Achieve well-maintained transpor-
tation infrastructure.

T4: Provide adequate and safe parking.

T5: Increase pedestrian and bicyclist 
access, safety, and comfort.

Photo credit: Maridene Alexander, GSL-MSD
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TRANSPORTATION TAKEAWAYS:
◊ High quality transportation 
options are necessary for White City, 
as the residents leave municipal 
borders for groceries, health care, 
and more. Moving forward, coordi-
nating and cooperating with other 
agencies and entities will improve 
transportation conditions within 
White City as well as between White 
City and nearby communities.

◊ Residents have identified small-
scale infrastructure improvements to 
the streetscape; these will help fulfill 
the community’s stated desires to 
increase safety and walkability. 

◊ Maintaining or improving 
connectivity should be a consid-
eration in any proposed land use 
changes or transportation projects.

◊ A more nuanced classification 
approach would help planners and 
engineers better understand and 
strategize for the transportation 
needs of residents on various streets. 
Developing a typological classifi-
cation system for White City’s local 
roads, via a study, would help achieve 
this.

◊ Traffic calming measures would 
slow 85th percentile speeds on Sego 
Lily and create a more welcoming 
environment for pedestrians and 
cyclists along the street, especially in 
areas lacking sidewalks.

◊ Encouraging use of other modes 
and improving infrastructure that 
supports other modes would reduce 
dependency on single-occupancy 
vehicles, thereby reducing wear and 
tear on roads, lowering air pollution, 
and increasing access (especially for 
those who cannot drive). 

◊ Because public transportation 
service depends on reliable ridership, 
educational and promotional efforts 
can make White City a more attractive 
place for service providers. Micromo-
bility is a less costly alternative that 
provides options for residents.

◊ Active transportation is beneficial 
to White City as a community as well 
as individual residents. Increasing 
participation in active transpor-
tation requires a multi-faceted 
approach that considers infrastruc-
ture, land use, and route information. 
Conducting an active transportation 
study is the first step in achieving 
this. 

◊ While White City’s current acces-
sibility is low, it would improve by  
allowing small scale mixed use on 
10600 South, improving internet 
speeds to support home occupa-
tions, and engaging in regional 
planning efforts that connect White 
City to other places.

Transportation
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CHAPTER SIX:

LIFELONG COMMUNITIES

Key Recommendations:
Work toward infrastructure implemen-
tation that supports successful aging 
in community, community resilience 
to natural hazards, and environmental 
sustainability.

Increase sales tax revenue to support 
desired projects by a) supporting 
at-home businesses through resources 
and fast internet speeds and b) 
updating land use ordinances to allow 
small, quiet, local businesses in future 
mixed-use areas.

Goals:
◊ LC1: Foster transparency, collaboration, 
and clear communication among officials, 
staff, the public, and other agencies.  

◊ LC2: Enhance and expand digital infra-
structure to support home-based work, 
entertainment, and education opportuni-
ties. 

◊ LC3: Support small-scale local and home-
based businesses with access to resources 
for financial assistance and/or business 
training and education. 

◊ LC4: Ensure that the built environment 
supports people of all ages and abilities, 
allowing safe and easy navigation within the 
community as well as access to important 
places outside the community. 

◊ LC5: Strengthen resilience through 
emergency preparedness and response. 

◊ LC6: Improve the quality of  the natural 
environment and mitigate negative envi-
ronmental impacts in built environment 
decisions. 

◊ LC7: Maintain and make needs-appro-
priate improvements to infrastructure to 
support the resilience of the built environ-
ment.  

◊ LC8: Preserve the heart of White City’s 
character.
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The Importance of Lifelong 
Communities
Lifelong communities are places where people 
can live safely and comfortably throughout 
all life stages, from childhood to retirement 
age and beyond. Lifelong communities enable 
older residents to stay at their home of several 
decades, rather than be forced to leave for 
more age-friendly places. Such communities 
invite healthy lifestyles through walkability,  
clean air, and clean water. Their social and 
built environments, such as community orga-
nizations and neighborhood gathering places, 
both encourage strong relationships. Lifelong 
communities provide access to meaningful job 
opportunities, affordable housing, community 
services, recreational opportunities, and partic-
ipation in local government and community life. 
All in all, lifelong communities support happy, 
healthy individuals and happy, healthy towns.

Planning for lifelong communities is becoming 
increasingly important. First, the United States 
is aging. By 2030, one in five Americans will be 
older than 65 years (AARP, n.d.). White City’s 
demographics align with this projection: about 
17 percent of White City’s population is currently 
65 years old or older (USCB, 2019). Second, 
involving all voices in government, community, 
and planning processes is becoming increas-
ingly recognized as necessary for making the 
most resilient, appealing, equitable, and close-
knit communities.

White City’s lifelong communities element takes 
a holistic approach to planning for White City’s 
future. It investigates and envisions White City 

as a lifelong community through the lenses of 
governance, economic opportunities, aging in 
community, and resilience and sustainability.

Why do we talk about governance, economic 
opportunities, aging in community, and resil-
ience and sustainability?

These themes arose from the culmination of 
discussions and public feedback throughout 
the General Plan process. For example, meeting 
attendees identified that older  residents may not 
be able to travel to public events hosted outside 
of White City and may not know how to access 
virtual meetings. Survey respondents identified 
public safety concerns as well as commented on 
the difficulty of navigating sidewalk corners with 
a stroller or by wheelchair. Balancing the wants  
and needs of current residents with consider-
ations of what today’s children would someday 
need and desire often underlied discussions too.

That these themes tied in with community 
engagement, land use, and transportation 
discussions makes sense. Together, these 
four themes shape the human experience of 
community. Does fair and just governance facil-
itate a trusting, equitable, tight-knit, and safe 
community? Does economic vitality enable 
options for individuals and families to live 
comfortably? Are the conditions of the physical 
and built environments conducive to healthy 
living at any age? Can the community move 
forward from hardships and operate in a way 
that will carry the community successfully into 
the future? As affirmative answers to these 
questions are important, this chapter aims to 
provide goals and tangible actions around these 
themes.

Lifelong Communities
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Governance and Services
Governance is the ways by which a community 
structures its rules, regulations, norms, and 
actions. In the United States, governance 
functions at the national, state, regional, and 
local levels. This Plan looks at White City’s local 
governance. 

Governance and services influence people’s 
everyday lives. They encompass many important 
functions, ranging from emergency services 
to water provision to organizing community 
events. These functions range from helping 
us meet our basic needs to facilitating better 
quality of life and social wellbeing. For example, 
White City is led by a Council, and they coordi-
nate with essential services like the Unified Fire 
Authority and the White City Water Improve-
ment District. They also support the White City 
Community Council, which plans fun events, 
such as the car show, that bring the community 
together. In lifelong communities, governance 
and services support residents at all life stages. 

Aging in Community
Our experience of age impacts our lives. As 
toddlers, we want splash pads and playgrounds; 
as teens, we need parks to explore and sidewalks 
to safely bike to our friends’ houses. As adults we 
may prioritize home-owning, nearby daycare, or 
a go-to restaurant for date night.  Regardless of 
our age, a lifelong community works to balance 
its residents’ various needs. This is especially 
important in White City, due to the communi-
ty’s diverse age demographics. 26.9 percent of 
residents are under 18 years old, 16.6 percent 
are older than 65 years, and the biggest 5-year 

population bracket is 30-34 years, which only is 
10.4 percent of the population (USCB, 2019).

Being able to remain in your community as you 
age is fundamental to lifelong communities. So 
what does it mean to safely and comfortably 
live in your residence, on your street, and in the 
greater community? It means that a person of 
any age can retain autonomy in their daily life. 
They can continue utilizing their home while also 
maintaining access to community amenities. 
Therefore, a person’s residence must support 
their changing needs. For example, support 
bars can make showers safer; ramps can replace 
stairs. Additionally, the transportation network 
needs to support aging. For instance, bus stops 
can include benches for resting, and crosswalk 
signals can be lengthened to accommodate 
slower walkers. Finally, the greater community 
considers and is inclusive of older adults. For 
example, community events provide activities 
of interest to older adults, and older adult voices 
are taken seriously in public meetings.

Economic Opportunities
Economic opportunities are the means by which 
we make a living. To be a lifelong community, 
residents of all ages must access economic  
opportunities. Teens seek part-time jobs to save 
for college; married couples pursue dual-income 
households to pay mortgage and support their 
children; single-parents often work two jobs to 
get by; and retired folks may need to supple-
ment retirement or social security income.

Why should economic opportunities exist near 
residences? First, commuting costs time and 
money, and cost increases with distance. Those 
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people. Hardships and disasters comprise short 
and long term, sudden or gradual, expected or 
unexpected, small or large, experiences. Natural 
disaster (the Salt Lake Valley’s 2020 earthquake), 
environmental degradation (poor air quality), 
discrimination (civil unrest throughout 2020), 
pandemic and economic recession (COVID-19), 
and the digital revolution (remote and virtual 
work) are all examples of hardships and disasters 
that White City has experienced in recent times.

Sustainability is meeting the economic, social, 
and environmental needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations 
to meet those same needs. Sustainable commu-
nities balance their current daily needs with 
considerations of people’s needs 10, 20, 50, even 
100 years into the future. They plan ahead so that 
they can facilitate positive change. In White City, 
thinking sustainably could look like considering 
what the needs of White City’s large population 
of children will be as they become adults, or 
considering how to facilitate active transporta-
tion options to prevent worsening congestion 
and air quality.

Working toward resilience and sustainability 
helps a community be strong, adaptable, 
equitable, healthy, and long-lasting. As White 
City grows more resilient and sustainable, the 
breadth and depth of the impact of hardships 
and disasters decreases, and the ability to 
bounce back increases. This is essential to 
being a lifelong community, as the most vulner-
able people in a community are the ones who 
suffer the most from hardships and benefit the 
most from a strong, adaptable, and healthy 
community.

with lower incomes (such as the 452 people 
below poverty) may less easily afford things like 
gas, car maintenance, or daycare, all of which 
are correlated with longer commutes.  Second, 
people may not be able to drive. In fact, we saw 
on pages 30-31 that 119 households have no 
access to a vehicle and 15.7 percent of residents 
have a disability. It is important that people with 
different financial, physical, or mental needs can 
access economic opportunities.

Finally, economic opportunities are important 
for the financial health of the community. Sales 
fuel community funds necessary for transporta-
tion and infrastructure improvements. 

In today’s world, digital infrastructure is tied 
to the accessibility of economic opportuni-
ties. For example, the internet allows people to 
operate home-based businesses, or further their 
education to improve their economic prospects. 
Increasing White City’s access to high quality 
digitial infrastructure can be one way to increase 
economic opportunities.

Resilience and Sustainability
Resilience is the ability for complex systems to 
change, adapt, and transform, in positive ways 
and within a reasonable time frame, following 
hardships and disasters (adapted from Davoudi, 
2012). True resilience is when we learn from 
and improve upon past experiences, rather 
than returning to a “normal” that may not have 
benefited everyone equitably.  

In planning, systems include social ones, such as 
the relationships of people within a community 
to each other, as well as ecological ones, such as 
the interactions of animals, plants, climate, and 

Lifelong Communities
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What does White City say 
about lifelong communities?
MEETINGS - Three GPSC meetings specifically 
addressed themes of lifelong communities. And, 
as an interdisciplinary topic, lifelong community 
ideas arose throughout the process. The role of 
government in land use, how government repre-
sentatives interact with the public, aging and 
public transportation, aging and community 

Economic OpportunitiesGovernance and Services

engagement, at-home businesses, small-
scale mixed-use, air quality, public safety, and 
problems related to code enforcement were all 
discussed, among other ideas.

SWOT AND APAE ANALYSIS - In the following 
pages, find the SWOT and  APAE public 
comments for each of the four themes of 
Lifelong Communities. Afterward find addi-
tional feedback from surveys and meetings for 
each theme.
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Aging in Community Resilience and Sustainability

Lifelong Communities
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Governance and Services
How a community structures its rules, regu-
lations, norms, and actions is its governance. 
Governance and services influence people’s 
everyday lives and are thus part of lifelong 
communities.

SWOT AND APAE ANALYSES- The SWOT and 
APAE analyses revealed public thoughts 
related to governance: namely, better transpar-
ency and public engagement in government 
decision-making, and education of  code 
enforcement rules and standard administration 
of those rules. 

SURVEYS - Property rights, balanced land use 
policies, and diverse outreach methods were the 
ideas related to governance that emerged from 
the surveys. For example, 70% said “Protecting 
resident’s private property rights and land use 
values” was the highest priority or a high  priority 
(Area Needs and Priorities Survey, November 
2020).  Additionally, 58% said “Land use policies 
in White City are a  good balance of restrictive 
and enabling” ( Area Needs and Priorities Survey, 
November 2020). In response to “What is the 
best way for  you to participate in the planning 
process?” 25% said, “Receive and fill out  surveys,” 
21% said, “Receive physical,  written updates,” 
and 20% said, “Receive electronic updates” (Area 
Needs and Priorities Survey, November 2020).  

EXISTING CONDITIONS- 

◊ The Council consists of five members. A 
quorum is three members. 

◊ The Planning Commission has five 
members with two alternates.

Who provides what?
As addressed in Chapter One: All About Planning, 
White City’s representative government consists 
of a Mayor and four council members elected 
by residents. Other organizations and entities 
provide necessary community services  and 
impact how White City functions as a community. 
Some important entities are below:

◊ Governing Body: White City Council

◊ Land Use Recommending Body: White 
City Planning Commission

◊ Community Organization: White City 
Community Council

◊ Planning and Development Services: 
Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District

◊ Public Safety: Unified Police Department

◊ Fire and Emergency Response: Unified 
Fire Authority

◊ Waste Pick-up: Wasatch Front Waste & 
Recycling

◊ Water: White City Water Improvement 
District

◊ Water: Jordan Valley Conservancy

◊ Schools: Canyons School District

◊ Park Maintenance: Salt Lake County 
Parks and Recreation

Some of these organizations are specific to White 
City, while other organizations are contracted to 
serve White City in addition to other communi-
ties.
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“I firmly believe we can find an answer that will 
bring us successfully into the next thirty years. 
Times have changed tremendously since I moved 
here (1967). We must move forward. We must 
make difficult decisions. We can retain the quaint 
and charming community, but it will definitely 
look different. Population will only get larger, 
we have a civic and moral obligation to plan for 
the future, difficult decisions and sacrifices must 
be made”  – Respondent, Land and Character 
Survey, 2020.

“First off let the residents know what White City 
land policies are [because] I have no idea and I’ve 
lived here 35 years. See more transparency with 
our community council, steering committee and 
our mayor”  – Respondent, Area Needs and Prior-
ities Survey, November 2020.

Takeaway: Beginning an ongoing education and 
outreach program regarding code enforcement 
would encourage compliance, facilitate under-
standing, and increase transparency.

Takeaway: Respect private property rights in 
how White City goes about governance; this is a 
core community value.

Takeaway: Continue utilizing diverse outreach 
methods (in-person, virtual,  audio/visual, and 
physical materials)  to transparently involve 
various members of the White City community 
in planning and government processes.

◊ White City collects various taxes from 
residents, such as sales taxes, and then 
remits this to the GSL-MSD. White City and 
other GSL-MSD member communities 
each approve their own budget. Then the 
GSL-MSD board adopts the budget and 
allocates it back to White City (and the other 
communities).

◊ Current municipal code for White City is 
directly derived from the Salt Lake County 
code. As such, it is scaled for a county of over 
one million people rather than a community 
of less than 6,000 people. It was originally 
adopted in its current form in 1987 but went 
through significant changes in 2001. Parts of 
the code range from two to four decades old 
(Muni Code, 2018).

◊ White City’s current zoning code includes 
50 different zones, but the current zoning 
map only uses five zones (Muni Code, 2018).

◊ Between January first and November 
eighteenth of 2020, the MSD issued 34 
business licenses and 92 building permits 
in White City. During this time, the MSD also 
responded to 59 code enforcement viola-
tions (GSL-MSD, 2019 A).

◊ White City is about 6.7% of the total popu-
lation served by the GSL-MSD (USCB, 2019). 
In 2019, White City produced $578,600 in 
sales tax, which equated to 4.32% of the 
sales tax revenues generated by GSL-MSD 
communities (GSL-MSD, 2019 A).

◊ White City offers one elementary school 
within its boundaries but no high school or 
middle school.
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Aging in Community
Lifelong communities allow everyone, whether 
infant, teenager, middle-aged adult, or older 
adult, to live safely and comfortably in their 
residence, on their street, and in their community. 
In other words, they are places and spaces that 
work for people of all ages.

SWOT AND APAE ANALYSES- These analyses 
revealed ideas about successfully aging in White 
City. Identified issues such as better crosswalks, 
increased street lighting, public transportation 
options, and increased walkability would facil-
itate older adults safely moving in and around 
the community. Maintaining friendships, sense 
of community, and neighborliness, and creating 
more community activities all facilitate bonds 
that lead to social support and facilitate mental 
and emotional wellbeing. See how these ideas 
relate to successfully aging in Figure 29.

SURVEYS - The following responses convey 
important considerations for supporting all 
White City residents, especially older adults: 

◊ 67% said “Availability of Cultural Activities” 
was important or very important (Transpor-
tation and Land Use Survey, 2020).

◊ 100% said “Safe Homes and Neighbor-
hoods” was important or very important 
(Transportation and Land Use Survey, 2020).

◊ 70% said “Connecting homeowners with 
grants/volunteer assistance if they need 
support for home and yard repair and main-
tenance” was the highest priority or a high 
priority (Area Needs and Priorities Survey, 
November 2020).

Aging and Universal Design
The design of the built environment matters, 
influencing if people comfortably, safely age-in-
place. The National Disability Authority’s Center 
promotes the use of the 7 Principles of Universal 
Design, developed by Ronald Mace (NDA, n.d.). 
These 7 Principles show how to design our 
built environment to support people of various 
abilities. See page 108 for example images.

◊ Equitable Use: The design is useful and 
marketable to people with diverse abilities.

◊ Flexibility in Use: The design accom-
modates a wide range of individual 
preferences and abilities.

◊ Simple and Intuitive Use: Use of the 
design is easy to understand, regardless of 
the user’s experience, knowledge, language 
skills, or current concentration level.

◊ Perceptible information: The design 
communicates necessary information effec-
tively to the user, regardless of ambient 
conditions or the user’s sensory abilities.

◊ Tolerance for Error: The design 
minimizes hazards and the adverse conse-
quences of accidental or unintended 
actions.

◊ Low Physical Effort: The design can be 
used efficiently and comfortably and with a 
minimum of fatigue.

◊ Size and Space for Approach and 
Use: The design can be used efficiently 
and comfortably and with a minimum of 
fatigue.
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EXISTING CONDITIONS- 

◊ 962 adults are aged 65 years and older.

◊ 15.7% of the population has a disability .

◊ 452 people are below the poverty line .

◊ 119 households have no access to a 
vehicle.

◊ There is no community center or senior 
center.

◊ There is limited service by public transit 
and limited walkability to grocery stores.

Data comes from the USCB, 2019 (bullet points one through four) 
and GSL-MSD (bullet points five and six). 

“We could use more sidewalks to make it easier 
for people to get around, especially the elderly. 
I walk around this area everyday with my dog, I 
feel cleaning up some of the current spaces and 
enforcing code would improve the look of our 
community” – Respondent, Land and Character 
Survey, 2020.

“An elderly neighbor on our street is in dire need 
of a new roof, but does not have the money to 
replace it. It looks like the roof may collapse soon 
if not replaced. Are there any grants available to 
help him?” – Respondent, Land and Character 
Survey, 2020.

Figure 29: Successfully aging in community consists of factors relating to self, places, and others.
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Takeaway: Prioritizing age-friendliness in the 
design and functioning of the  built environ-
ment not only facilitates safe movement and 
access, but also promotes social connection. 

EXAMPLES OF AGE-FRIENDLY AND ACCESSIBLE PLACES

Photo credit: Age-Friendly Strategy, Township of Langley.

Photo credit: Kithen and Bath Design News.

Photo credit: Pinterest.

Photo credit: Samantha Bartram, NRPA.
Example of a senior exercise park.

Example of a kitchen sink and cabinetry created 
to universal design standards.

Example of an accessible building entrance.

Example of a bathroom with features for 
universal access.

Photo credit: Age-Friendly Strategy, Township of Langley.

Example of older adults from the community 
meeting up for  a social game night.
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Economic Opportunities
Economic opportunities are the ways by which 
we supports our lives financially. Since everyone 
has basic needs, economic opportunities are an 
essential part of lifelong communities.

SWOT AND APAE ANALYSES- The SWOT and APAE 
analyses revealed various public opinions, such 
as a desire to bring businesses back to White 
City, viewing a lacking commercial tax base as a 
weakness, viewing no commercial development 
as a strength, and a desire to avoid big commer-
cial development. 

SURVEYS - Surveys revealed tensions surrounding 
economic opportunities. Communicated via 
written comments, many wanted more business 
opportunities, the ability to spend money in 
White City rather than Sandy, and the ability to 
have White City-based services. Others feared 
that expanding economic opportunities may 
change the character of White City. For example:

◊ 83% said “Limiting growth and develop-
ment” was important or very important; in 
the same survey, 56% said that “Business 
mix” was important or very important (Trans-
portation and Land Use Survey, 2020). 

◊ In the Land and Character Survey, for 
the question: “In the future, where do you 
think it would be most appropriate to allow 
mixed use areas in White City?” 34% chose 
“nowhere” while various other locations, 
such as near major intersections, comprised 
the remaining 66% (November 2020). 

Among survey respondents and in GPSC 
meetings, there was key agreement that strip 

malls, big box development, and large scale 
commercial endeavors are not appropriate for 
White City. In written comments, when residents 
opposed to additional economic opportunities, 
they often correlated businesses with conges-
tion, noise, losing White City’s character, and 
taking away existing residents’ homes.

EXISTING CONDITIONS- 

◊ 452 people are below the poverty level .

◊ 3,398 people are in the labor force .

◊ 24.9% of people have a Bachelor’s degree 
or higher .

◊ $63,446 is the median household income. 

◊ $50,692 is the median earnings  for males. 

◊ $33,400 is the median earnings for 
females.

◊ None of White City accesses the highest 
broadband speeds.

◊ There is one commercially zoned property.

◊ 34 business licenses were issued between 
January first and November eighteenth, 
2020.

Data comes from USCB, 2019 (bullet points one through six), 
UGOED, 2021 (bullet point seven), and GSL-MSD, A and C (bullet 
points eight and nine). 

Photo credit: Alta View Orthodontics

Figure 30: The one commercially zoned property.
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“Areas of Sugarhouse and [Holladay] that have 
1 or 2 small shops scattered in the neighborhood 
should be used as an example for the potential 
here. Adding small community-focused amenities 
would enhance the appeal and encourage 
walking” – Respondent, Land and Character 
Survey, 2020.

“I would love to see fiber come into our 
community especially with the changes to 
workplace locations being from home now and in 
the foreseeable future” – Respondent, Land and 
Character Survey, 2020.

“Mixed use. New larger homes for young families. 
See trees that shade the streets and sidewalks like 
in Sugarhouse. A nice community center for White 
City for meetings and recreation. Large, welcome 
park entrances for Bear and Dimple Dell parks, 
and trails” – Respondent, Land and Character 
Survey, 2020.

“I like the single family dwellings and do not 
want commercial development or mixed use” – 
Respondent, Land and Character Survey, 2020.

“I like the park and the community pool. I don’t 
want high density housing and strip malls that will 
bring in undesirable businesses or will sit empty” 
– Respondent, Land and Character Survey, 2020.

“I think there are very few areas where mixed use 
could make sense in White City, but I am in favor 
of looking for ways to allow more home based 
businesses. If mixed use was incorporated I would 
support a model that allows a home to be used as 
a business, but also has to maintain a residential 
unit on site to maintain sense of community. Or 
not allow major changes that wouldn’t allow it to 
easily be used as a residence by the next owner.  
And I would limit it to specific areas instead of 
community wide” – Respondent, Land and 
Character Survey, 2020.

“No [noisey] business like tire shops etc. The 
business should be low keyed and blend in. We 
do not want White City to look like State Street.” 
– Respondent, Land and Character Survey, 2020.

“We moved to White City because of the small 
town feel, the friendly neighbors, the walk ability, 
and the closeness to other places. Please do 
not make this area a mixed use area. We live on 
Hollyhock Avenue, just on the other side of 106th. 
We are very concerned about the effects of mixed 
use properties on the safety and desirability of 
our neighborhood” – Respondent, Land and 
Character Survey, 2020.

“Why do you keep trying to get rid of peoples 
homes?  We have enough crummy strip malls 
and chain restaurants in Sandy.  Let’s preserve 
some neighborhoods!” – Respondent, Land and 
Character Survey, 2020.

“We desperately want a local pub or restaurant 
in the area. Something that we could walk to on 
cooler evening and actually enjoy within White 
City instead of having to go to Sandy or Draper” 
– Respondent, Land and Character Survey, 2020.

“Now more than ever with the rise of work from 
home situations, I think we will see the demand 
for walkability and conveyance of mixed use be a 
high priority for residents looking to move here” – 
Respondent, Land and Character Survey, 2020.

These quotes illustrate the diverse opinions 
on economic opportunities in White City. 
The purpose of the General Plan is to balance 
competing interests to find the middle ground: 
a path forward that all residents can support.
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Case Study: Cup of Joes,  
Orangeville, Utah
Camie and Doug faced a dilemma: how to have 
a dual-income household while always having 
one person at home to support their son with 
special needs. Living in a small town near 
popular recreation sites, visitors often asked 
them where to grab good coffee; their answer 
was a town 30 miles away. So, Camie and Doug 
had an idea. They redesigned the front room of 
their home as a cozy coffee nook, with a window 
to their kitchen. To do so, they worked closely 
with the town of Orangeville, who connected 
them to economic development expertise and 
grants and assisted them in meeting local ordi-
nances. 

Camie and Doug feel blessed to have a home-
based business that brings them joy, fits their 
financial needs, allows them to provide the 
support their son needs, connects them to the 
community, and acts as a gathering place in 
the community.  Their story exemplifies how 
households have different needs and what 
local ordinances allow impacts whether certain 
households can succeed in the community. 
Orangeville’s ordinances and response to Camie 
and Doug enabled Orangeville to be a lifelong 
community for their family.

This case study exemplifies the kind of small-
scale live-work development that could be 
appropriate for 10600 South. It blends in seam-
lessly and reflects community character.

Photo credits: The Swell Utah; https://www.thecupofjoes.com/
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Tapestries: A Market Approach 
to White City’s Demographics
The geospatial tech company ESRI produces 
tapestry segment analyses for various geogra-
phies across the United States. These tapestry 
segments divide the U.S. population into groups 
based on sociodemographic status, shopping 
patterns, and place of residence. Esri’s tapestry 
system classifies White City into two segments: 
“Home Improvement” (41 percent of White City’s  
population) and “Parks and Rec” (59 percent of 
the population) (ESRI, 2018).

Both tapestries have higher median household 
incomes and higher median net worths than 
the U.S. median values. However, these tapestry 
groups are careful with their money, spending 
conservatively on big ticket items and valuing 
deals. Both tend to enjoy dining out, although 
Home Improvement prefers fast food while 
Parks and Rec enjoys family dining. Overall, 
these profiles indicate a market preferring fami-
ly-friendly businesses, lower cost entertainment,   
recreation options, and home improvement 
opportunities. Small-scale or at-home busi-
nesses that target these preferences may do 
well in White City.

Information credit: ESRI, 2019 A 
and ESRI, 2019 B.

◊ Enjoy working on home improvement projects.

◊ Make frequent trips to warehouse/club and home improvement stores 
in a minivan or SUV.

◊ Own a giant screen TV and premium cable; rent DVDs or watch Netflix.

◊ Very comfortable with new technology; embrace the convenience of 
completing tasks on a mobile device.

◊ Enjoy dining at Chili’s, Chick-fil-A, and KFC.

◊ Frequently buy children’s clothes and toys.

◊ Cost and practicality come first when purchasing a vehicle, which is 
likely a SUV or truck.

◊ Budget-conscious consumers stock up on staples at warehouse clubs.

◊ Pass time at home watching documentaries on Animal Planet, 
Discovery, or History channels. For an outing, they choose to dine out at 
family-style restaurants and attend movies. 

◊ Convenience is important in the kitchen; they regularly use frozen or 
packaged main course meals.

◊ Residents take advantage of local parks and recreational activities. 
Their exercise routine is a balance of home-based exercise, a session at the 
local gym, or a quick jog, swim, or run.



Lifelong Communities - Page 113

Takeaway: Improving the reach and quality of 
high speed internet services are ways to support 
home-based businesses, boost access to infor-
mation, and increase social connectivity when 
in-person gatherings are impossible.

Takeaway: Businesses are not one-size-fits-all 
and do not have to be loud, obtrusive, and unat-
tractive: design and scale matter. Policies can 
require businesses to fit in with the character of 
White City’s built environment.*

Takeaway: Clear, creative, and strategic 
economic policies and programs can alleviate 
the underlying concerns of those opposed to 
business opportunities in White City while 
increasing opportunities for those desiring of 
them.

*For example, for the future 10600 South 
Corridor only, this plan  allows small-scale mixed 
use buildings with the character and appearance 
of homes, but it does not allow strip malls, big 
box stores, or large commercial development. It 
also specifies that the rights of property owners 
are first and foremost; if an owner wants to keep 
their house a single-family home, then they can.  
Thus, any changes would be incremental, which 
not only promote private property rights, but 
also is considered the most fiscally responsible 
form of land use development (Marohn, 2020).  
These clarifications address concerns of losing 
White City’s character and taking away existing 
residents’ homes. 

Digital Infrastructure
Digital infrastructure is the set of fundamental 
structures and facilities necessary for a society’s 
information technology capabilities, such as 
internet access and reliability. The internet is 
increasingly part of many aspects of daily life; we 
use the internet in our careers, to connect with 
family and friends, to find information, to study 
for school, and more. In this digital age, where 
does White City stand? 

◊ All of White City has access to the 
minimum standard for high speed internet 
(GSL-MSD, 2020).

◊ All of White City has access to the average 
standard for high speed internet (GSL-MSD, 
2020).

◊ White City is not served by fiber or by 
Mbps greater than or equal to 100 (Figure 
31).

Map credit: Utah Residential Broadband, Utah’s Office of Economic 
Development (GOED, 2021).

Figure 31: No Fiber Access in White City

Find definitions of internet speeds in the glossary.
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Resilience and Sustainability
At their core, resilience and sustainability 
are about a holistic, systems-wide approach 
to lifelong communities. They consider how 
systems like health, the environment, and the 
economy, as well as changes in those systems, 
effect communities.  

SWOT AND APAE ANALYSES - The SWOT and APAE 
analyses showed opportunities regarding water 
supply, police presence, preservation of natural 
resources, fire hazards, disaster management 
planning, and neighborhood beautification. 

SURVEYS - Support for resilience to natural condi-
tions and environmental sustainability came 
across strongly in the surveys. For example, in 
the Transportation and Land Use Survey: 

◊ 90% said, “Clean Air” was important or 
very important;

◊ 96% said, “Managing Light and Noise 
Pollution” was important or very important; 
and

◊ 86% said, “Sustainability and Energy Effi-
ciency” was important or very important 
(2020).

Additionally, 93% said, “Protecting and Valuing 
Natural Resources, such as the Parks and Trails” 
was important or very important (Area Needs 
and Priorities Survey, November 2020).

EXISTING CONDITIONS- 

◊ There is a police office on 700 E & 9400 
S, and a fire station on 700 E and 10700 S.  
There is a hospital and an InstaCare on 1300 
E from 9400 S to 9800 S.

◊ There are common issues with home and 
yard care (White City Survey Comments).

◊ Water is sourced predominantly from 
the White City Water Improvement District 
(WCWID, n.d.).

◊ 93.6% of houses were constructed in the 
1950s to 70s before masonry reinforcement 
requirements existed (USCB, 2019). Now, 
considering retrofits and structures built in 
later years, 80 percent of White City houses 
are made of unreinforced masonry (SLCo, 
2019). 

◊ There are few “third places” - public places 
where anyone feels welcome and that facili-
tate positive social interactions. Big Bear Park 
is currently White City’s one “third place.”

◊ White City falls in an “area of minimal 
flood risk” according to FEMA. But, the part 
of Dimple Dell that bisects White City is in a 
“special flood hazard area” (FEMA, 2020). 

◊ White City is at low risk of danger from 
radon (SLCo, 2019). 

◊ The northwestern most quarter of White 
City has a low potential for liquefaction, while 
the rest has a very low potential for liquefac-
tion (SLCo, 2019).

◊ If a magnitude 7 earthquake occurs with 
an epicenter in Salt Lake City, then models 
predict White City will have  “very strong” 
shaking, at 6.3 to 12.2 inches/second (SLCo, 
2019).

◊ Some of White City’s health statistics 
indicate good health while others indicate 
poor health (Figure 32).
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Figure 32: Resilience and Health - What are 
White City’s health indicators?

Infographic credit: Salt Lake County Health Indicators 
(SLC0 Health, 2020).
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Photo Credit: Salt Lake County

Photo Credit: SandyJournal.com

Progressing Resilience and Sustainability

There are many ways to approach increasing 
resilience and sustainability in White City with 
regard to lifelong communities, and White City’s 
efforts have been ongoing. 

A recently accomplished asset to resilience and 
sustainability is the Canal Trail. It promotes active 
transportation, which supports clean air and 
environmental sustainability. It offers opportu-
nities for exercise, which, by promoting physical 
and mental wellbeing, supports individual and 
community resilience. As a public amenity, it 
provides space for residents to interact with 
each other positively. This supports social 
wellbeing, a component of both successful 
aging in community and sustainability. 
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Takeaway: Minimizing pollution and promoting 
a clean, healthy environment are ways to support 
White City’s resilience and sustainability.

Takeaway: Maintaining positive, communicative 
relationships with other entities benefits White 
City’s health and safety, as several important 
facilities are located outside of White City’s 
borders.

Takeaway: White City has higher rates of 
disability than Salt Lake County, Utah, or the U.S. 
Understanding how the community can best 
support people with different disabilities will 
help promote resilience and wellbeing.

Takeaway: White City men over 65 years old seek 
preventative health care treatment at a higher 
rate than White City women in the same age 
category. Targeted outreach and research can 
help explain this gap.

“Safety, quiet, [and] the neighborhood feel should 
be preserved because they make the community 
who it is. Low traffic, walk-ways, [and] the gully 
should be preserved because they allow families 
and individuals to be safe and have access 
to nature to enjoy” – Respondent, Land and 
Character Survey, 2020.

“I love encouragement of tall trees, shadows, and 
darkness at night. Walkability is a plus, and I do 
like the increased presence of sidewalks. Lots of 
nice gardens in the area” – Respondent, Land 
and Character Survey, 2020.

“I like ordinances that make it harder to remove 
large trees, that encourage natural or artificial 
shade, that keep homes small, that encourage 
foot traffic over vehicles, and that protect 
darkness at night (so late night pedestrians don’t 
lose their dark adaptation from blinding lights).” 
– Respondent, Area Needs and Priorities Survey, 
November 2020.

“White City has been an excellent place to raise 
children with a low crime rate and homes that are 
affordable. Even my daughter would have loved 
to live in White City after she married and had a 
family, but the homes became unaffordable even 
if desirable.” – Respondent, Land and Character 
Survey, 2020.

Based on the data analysis and public feedback, 
some of the most prominent challenges to 
resilience and sustainability include future 
earthquakes, ongoing air quality concerns, 
worries of losing White City’s small-town feel, 
lack of universal accessibility, and preserving 
White City’s water quality. Maintaining ongoing 
efforts and developing new efforts related to 
earthquake preparedness,  air pollution mitiga-
tion, social wellbeing, accessibility for people of 
all ages and abilities, and water quality protec-
tion will thus continue to be important for White 
City.   
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LIFELONG COMMUNITIES 
GOALS:
LC1: Foster transparency, collabora-
tion, and clear communication among 
officials, staff, the public, and other 
agencies.  

LC2: Enhance and expand digital infra-
structure to support home-based 
work, entertainment, and education 
opportunities. 

LC3: Support small-scale local and 
home-based businesses with access to 
resources for financial assistance and/
or business training and education. 

LC4: Ensure that the built environ-
ment supports people of all ages and 
abilities, allowing safe and easy navi-
gation within the community as well 
as access to important places outside 
the community. 

LC5: Strengthen resilience through 
emergency preparedness and 
response. 

LC6: Improve the quality of  the natural 
environment and mitigate negative 
environmental impacts in built envi-
ronment decisions. 

LC7: Maintain and make needs-appro-
priate improvements to infrastructure 
to support the resilience of the built 
environment.  

LC8: Preserve the heart of White City’s 
character. 

Piecing Together the Themes of 
Lifelong Communities 
As this chapter shows, there are many compo-
nents to lifelong communities. In White City, 
governance, aging in community, economic 
opportunities, and resilience and sustainability 
are all important pieces of lifelong communities. 
Together, these themes contribute an inter-
personal, multigenerational, economic, health, 
and environmental perspective to community 
decision-making. Using the holistic lifelong 
communities framework  thus supports White 
City in strengthening its social, environmental, 
and economic conditions. While some of the 
suggested ideas stand alone, many of them 
provide guidance to the implementation of land 
use, transportation, and housing projects and 

policies. 

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS:
Work toward infrastructure implemen-
tation that supports successful aging 
in community, community resilience 
to natural hazards, and environmental 
sustainability.

Increase sales tax revenue to support 
desired projects by a) supporting 
at-home businesses through resources 
and fast internet speeds and b) 
updating land use ordinances to allow 
small, quiet, local businesses in future 
mixed-use areas.
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LIFELONG COMMUNITIES 
TAKEAWAYS:

◊ Beginning an ongoing education 
and outreach program regarding 
code enforcement would encourage 
compliance, facilitate understanding, 
and increase transparency.

◊ Respect private property rights 
in how White City goes about gover-
nance; this is a core community value.

◊ Prioritizing age-friendliness in 
the design and functioning of the  
built environment not only facilitates 
safe movement and access, but also 
promotes social connection. 

◊ Continue utilizing diverse 
outreach methods (in-person, 
virtual,  audio/visual, and physical 
materials)  to transparently involve 
various members of the White City 
community in planning and govern-
ment processes.

◊ Improving the reach and quality 
of high speed internet services are 
ways to support home-based busi-
nesses, boost access to information, 
and increase social connectivity when 
in-person gatherings are impossible.

◊ Businesses are not one-size-
fits-all and do not have to be loud, 
obtrusive, and unattractive: design 
and scale matter. Policies can require 
businesses to fit in with the character 
of White City’s built environment.

◊ Clear, creative, and strategic 
economic policies and programs can 
alleviate the underlying concerns of 
those opposed to business opportu-
nities in White City while increasing 
opportunities for those desiring of 
them. 

◊ Minimizing pollution and 
promoting a clean, healthy environ-
ment are ways to support White City’s 
resilience and sustainability.

◊ Maintaining positive, commu-
nicative relationships with other 
entities benefits White City’s health 
and safety, as several important facil-
ities are located outside of White 
City’s borders.

◊ White City has higher rates of 
disability than Salt Lake County, Utah, 
or the U.S. Understanding how the 
community can best support people 
with different disabilities will help 
promote resilience and wellbeing.

◊ White City men over 65 years 
old seek preventative health care 
treatment at a higher rate than White 
City women in the same age category. 
Targeted outreach and research can 
help explain this gap.

Lifelong Communities
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CHAPTER SEVEN:

WORK PROGRAM

The Work Program is the culmination of the 
plan. From the robust public feedback, Steering 
Committee discussions, and data analyses, White 
City’s goals emerged. Each chapter’s goals then 
guide the Work Program. The actions (policies, 
projects, collaborations, events, outreach) listed 
in the Work Program are ways to implement 
and achieve the overarching goals. Each action 
is linked to the goal or goals it supports. Addi-
tionally, supplemental information necessary 
for the action’s eventual implementation (such 
as responsible parties, cost, funding source, and 
timeline) are included.

Find the goals on pages 120-121. Find the 
actions, organized in tables by theme, on pages 
122-135.

Goals:
LAND USE (LU)
LU1: Ensure that effective land use 
planning is kept in balance with 
preserving the freedom and rights of 
individual landowners.

LU2: Maintain and promote White 
City’s neighborhood-scale housing 
character (primarily detached resi-
dences) while also promoting a quality 
of life that attracts and sustains new 
families and the housing needs of the 
Salt Lake valley. 

LU3: Promote a sense of pride and 
identity in the community through 
maintaining and  enhancing place-
making infrastructure. 

LU4: Establish landscaping and mainte-
nance standards that make White City 
a distinctly scenic, fun and appealing 
place to live and visit. 

LU5: Enhance recreational amenities 
and access to public parks and open 
spaces.
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LU6: All land use decisions include 
efforts to maintain or improve air and 
water quality.

TRANSPORTATION (T)
T1: Provide good access to and smooth, 
safe transitions between key locations 
within and outside of White City.

T2: Make transportation areas more 
aesthetically pleasing, environmen-
tally friendly, culturally interesting, 
and health-conscious.

T3: Achieve well-maintained transpor-
tation infrastructure.

T4: Provide adequate and safe parking.

T5: Increase pedestrian and bicyclist 
access, safety, and comfort.

LIFELONG COMMUNITIES (LC)
LC1: Foster transparency, collabora-
tion, and clear communication among 
officials, staff, the public, and other 
agencies.  

LC2: Enhance and expand digital infra-
structure to support home-based 

work, entertainment, and education 
opportunities. 

LC3: Support small-scale local and 
home-based businesses with access to 
resources for financial assistance and/
or business training and education. 

LC4: Ensure that the built environ-
ment supports people of all ages and 
abilities, allowing safe and easy navi-
gation within the community as well 
as access to important places outside 
the community. 

LC5: Strengthen resilience through 
emergency preparedness and 
response. 

LC6: Improve the quality of  the natural 
environment and mitigate negative 
environmental impacts in built envi-
ronment decisions. 

LC7: Maintain and make needs-appro-
priate improvements to infrastructure 
to support the resilience of the built 
environment.  

LC8: Preserve the heart of White City’s 
character. 

Photo credit: Maridene Alexander, GSL-MSD
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AAccttiioonnss PPrroodduucctt  TTyyppee 22002211 22002222 22002233 22002244 22002255
RReessppoonnssiibbllee  

PPaarrttyy
PPaarrttnneerrss

CCoosstt  
EEssttiimmaattee

FFuunnddiinngg  
SSoouurrccee

GGooaall((ss))  
SSuuppppoorrtteedd

Provide planning commissioners with annual training to ensure that commissioners make data‐
backed, fiscally responsible, and legally viable land use recommendations.

Education and 
Outreach

X X X X X Staff Legal Team
Staff Time, 
Legal Team 

Time

General 
Fund

LU1

Communicate to Parks and Recreation the importance of Dimple Dell Regional Park to White 
City, via collaboration on issues of access to and preservation of the park.

Advocacy, 
Coordination 

and 
Collaboration

X X X X X Staff
Parks and 

Rec
Staff Time

General 
Fund

LU5

Maintain or improve the existing parks level of service.
Policies and 
Ordinances

X X X X X Staff
Parks and 

Rec
Staff Time

General 
Fund

LU5

Develop and then distribute biennially educational information (brochures, website content, 
etc.) about code enforcement regulations and strategies to accomplish compliance.

Education and 
Outreach

X X X Staff MTC, PC Staff Time
General 
Fund

LU4

Audit and update land use codes and zoning ordinances to reflect White City's needs and 
preferences as outlined in this General Plan; create a working group to do so and follow an 
extensive public process.

Policies and 
Ordinances

X X Staff

White City 
Ordinance 
Working 
Group

Staff Time
General 
Fund

LU1, LU2, 
LU3, LU4, 
LU5, LU6

Rezone Bear Park into an open space/park zone to better ensure its long‐term preservation.
Policies and 
Ordinances

X X Staff

White City 
Ordinance 
Working 
Group

Staff Time
General 
Fund

LU5

Audit and update the ordinances as they relate to code enforcement, property maintenance, 
and parking to address issues of compliance. 

Policies and 
Ordinances

X X Staff

White City 
Ordinance 
Working 
Group

Staff Time
General 
Fund

LU4

Update sign ordinance to ensure compatibility with White City's character areas. 
Policies and 
Ordinances

X X Staff

White City 
Ordinance 
Working 
Group

Staff Time
General 
Fund

LU3, LU4

Provide a report on potential locations for and costs of various place‐making strategies in 
White City to the community, including potential grants to support such projects.

Reports and 
Studies

X Staff Engineering Staff Time
General 
Fund

LU3

Create a working group to identify design standards for potential future small‐scale mixed use 
on 10600 South, including transparency, building height, and other standards as identified in 
this General Plan.

Education and 
Outreach

X Staff

White City 
Design 
Working 
Group

Staff Time
General 
Fund

LU2, LU4

Provide elected and appointed officials with data and best practices on land use planning, via a 
presentation and accompanying report every even year. 

Education and 
Outreach

X X Staff MTC, PC Staff Time
General 
Fund

LU1

LLaanndd  UUssee

Identify desired micro park locations and activities along the Canal Trail and work toward an 
implementation plan.

Education and 
Outreach, 

Infrastructure
X X X Staff MTC, PC Staff Time

General 
Fund

LU2



  - Page 123

AAccttiioonnss PPrroodduucctt  TTyyppee 22002211 22002222 22002233 22002244 22002255
RReessppoonnssiibbllee  

PPaarrttyy
PPaarrttnneerrss

CCoosstt  
EEssttiimmaattee

FFuunnddiinngg  
SSoouurrccee

GGooaall((ss))  
SSuuppppoorrtteedd

Provide planning commissioners with annual training to ensure that commissioners make data‐
backed, fiscally responsible, and legally viable land use recommendations.

Education and 
Outreach

X X X X X Staff Legal Team
Staff Time, 
Legal Team 

Time

General 
Fund

LU1

Communicate to Parks and Recreation the importance of Dimple Dell Regional Park to White 
City, via collaboration on issues of access to and preservation of the park.

Advocacy, 
Coordination 

and 
Collaboration

X X X X X Staff
Parks and 

Rec
Staff Time

General 
Fund

LU5

Maintain or improve the existing parks level of service.
Policies and 
Ordinances

X X X X X Staff
Parks and 

Rec
Staff Time

General 
Fund

LU5

Develop and then distribute biennially educational information (brochures, website content, 
etc.) about code enforcement regulations and strategies to accomplish compliance.

Education and 
Outreach

X X X Staff MTC, PC Staff Time
General 
Fund

LU4

Audit and update land use codes and zoning ordinances to reflect White City's needs and 
preferences as outlined in this General Plan; create a working group to do so and follow an 
extensive public process.

Policies and 
Ordinances

X X Staff

White City 
Ordinance 
Working 
Group

Staff Time
General 
Fund

LU1, LU2, 
LU3, LU4, 
LU5, LU6

Rezone Bear Park into an open space/park zone to better ensure its long‐term preservation.
Policies and 
Ordinances

X X Staff

White City 
Ordinance 
Working 
Group

Staff Time
General 
Fund

LU5

Audit and update the ordinances as they relate to code enforcement, property maintenance, 
and parking to address issues of compliance. 

Policies and 
Ordinances

X X Staff

White City 
Ordinance 
Working 
Group

Staff Time
General 
Fund

LU4

Update sign ordinance to ensure compatibility with White City's character areas. 
Policies and 
Ordinances

X X Staff

White City 
Ordinance 
Working 
Group

Staff Time
General 
Fund

LU3, LU4

Provide a report on potential locations for and costs of various place‐making strategies in 
White City to the community, including potential grants to support such projects.

Reports and 
Studies

X Staff Engineering Staff Time
General 
Fund

LU3

Create a working group to identify design standards for potential future small‐scale mixed use 
on 10600 South, including transparency, building height, and other standards as identified in 
this General Plan.

Education and 
Outreach

X Staff

White City 
Design 
Working 
Group

Staff Time
General 
Fund

LU2, LU4

Provide elected and appointed officials with data and best practices on land use planning, via a 
presentation and accompanying report every even year. 

Education and 
Outreach

X X Staff MTC, PC Staff Time
General 
Fund

LU1

LLaanndd  UUssee

Identify desired micro park locations and activities along the Canal Trail and work toward an 
implementation plan.

Education and 
Outreach, 

Infrastructure
X X X Staff MTC, PC Staff Time

General 
Fund

LU2
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Meet quarterly with Sandy City transportation engineers and 
planners to coordinate on projects that affect both communities.

Coordination and Collaboration X X X X X Staff Sandy City Staff Time General Fund T1

Discuss safety and accessibility improvements on border roads 
and intersections with Sandy City.

Coordination and Collaboration X X X X X Staff Sandy City Staff Time General Fund T1

Coordinate with UTA and UDOT regarding White City's 
transportation needs, via an annual report and biannual 
meetings.

Coordination and Collaboration, 
Reports and Studies

X X X X X Staff UTA, UDOT Staff Time General Fund T1, T3

Participate in WFRC regional meetings and working groups, 
actively sharing White City's transportation needs with others as 
well as bringing back regional perspectives and ideas to White 
City.

Coordination and Collaboration X X X X X Staff WFRC Staff Time General Fund T1

Advocate for Engineering  and Public Works projects to consider 
impacts on connectivity, including pedestrian connectivity, and 
work toward maintaining or improving existing connectivity.

Advocacy X X X X X Staff
Engineering, Public 

Works
Staff Time General Fund T2, T5, LU5, LU6

Advocate for preventative maintenance on gutters, drains, and 
other transportation infrastructure.

Advocacy X X X X X Staff
Engineering, Public 

Works
Staff Time General Fund T3

Reach out to Engineering and Public Works about their system 
for scheduling road repairs and maintenance, and support 
communication of this system to residents.

Advocacy X X X X X Staff
Engineering, Public 

Works
Staff Time General Fund T3

Advocate to Engineering and Public Works to coordinate 
maintenance across entities and utilities.

Advocacy X X X X X Staff
Engineering, Public 

Works
Staff Time General Fund T3

Advocate for no parking areas adjacent to crosswalks by schools 
to improve visibility and enhance safety; develop this standard 
into a parking ordinance.

Advocacy, Policies and Ordinances X X X X X Staff Engineering Staff Time General Fund T4

For streetscape design projects, advocate for waterwise and 
other environmentally friendly methods.

Advocacy X X X X X Staff
Engineering, Public 

Works
Staff Time General Fund T2

For transportation infrastructure projects, advocate for the use 
of recycled and/or lower impact materials.

Advocacy X X X X X Staff
Engineering, Public 

Works
Staff Time General Fund T2, LU6

Support air quality improvement by prioritizing land use changes 
and infrastructure improvements that increase the feasibility of 
active transportation and public transit. 

Advocacy X X X X X Staff
Planning 

Commission, Metro 
Township Council

Staff Time General Fund T2, T5, LU6

Continue supporting the Safe Routes to School program. Advocacy X X X X X Engineering Staff Staff Time General Fund
Support engineering efforts to install a midblock crossing on 
10600  South.

Advocacy, Infrastructure X X X X X Engineering Staff Staff Time General Fund T1, T5

Meet with Engineering to share public feedback regarding Canal 
Trail improvements and concerns.

Coordination and Collaboration X Staff Engineering Staff Time General Fund T3, T5, LU5

Investigate strategies for increasing privacy and clearly 
designating private versus public space along the Canal Trail and 
present strategies to MTC .

Reports and Studies X Staff Engineering Staff Time General Fund T2, T5, LU5

Provide feedback and suggestions to the drafted Sego Lily 
Corridor Study and support Engineering in developing Sego Lily as 
an active transportation corridor by reimagining the existing right‐
of‐way.

Coordination and Collaboration, 
Advocacy

X Staff Engineering Staff Time General Fund
T1, T2, T4, T5, 
LU3, LU4, LU6

Transportation and Infrastructure
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Meet quarterly with Sandy City transportation engineers and 
planners to coordinate on projects that affect both communities.

Coordination and Collaboration X X X X X Staff Sandy City Staff Time General Fund T1

Discuss safety and accessibility improvements on border roads 
and intersections with Sandy City.

Coordination and Collaboration X X X X X Staff Sandy City Staff Time General Fund T1

Coordinate with UTA and UDOT regarding White City's 
transportation needs, via an annual report and biannual 
meetings.

Coordination and Collaboration, 
Reports and Studies

X X X X X Staff UTA, UDOT Staff Time General Fund T1, T3

Participate in WFRC regional meetings and working groups, 
actively sharing White City's transportation needs with others as 
well as bringing back regional perspectives and ideas to White 
City.

Coordination and Collaboration X X X X X Staff WFRC Staff Time General Fund T1

Advocate for Engineering  and Public Works projects to consider 
impacts on connectivity, including pedestrian connectivity, and 
work toward maintaining or improving existing connectivity.

Advocacy X X X X X Staff
Engineering, Public 

Works
Staff Time General Fund T2, T5, LU5, LU6

Advocate for preventative maintenance on gutters, drains, and 
other transportation infrastructure.

Advocacy X X X X X Staff
Engineering, Public 

Works
Staff Time General Fund T3

Reach out to Engineering and Public Works about their system 
for scheduling road repairs and maintenance, and support 
communication of this system to residents.

Advocacy X X X X X Staff
Engineering, Public 

Works
Staff Time General Fund T3

Advocate to Engineering and Public Works to coordinate 
maintenance across entities and utilities.

Advocacy X X X X X Staff
Engineering, Public 

Works
Staff Time General Fund T3

Advocate for no parking areas adjacent to crosswalks by schools 
to improve visibility and enhance safety; develop this standard 
into a parking ordinance.

Advocacy, Policies and Ordinances X X X X X Staff Engineering Staff Time General Fund T4

For streetscape design projects, advocate for waterwise and 
other environmentally friendly methods.

Advocacy X X X X X Staff
Engineering, Public 

Works
Staff Time General Fund T2

For transportation infrastructure projects, advocate for the use 
of recycled and/or lower impact materials.

Advocacy X X X X X Staff
Engineering, Public 

Works
Staff Time General Fund T2, LU6

Support air quality improvement by prioritizing land use changes 
and infrastructure improvements that increase the feasibility of 
active transportation and public transit. 

Advocacy X X X X X Staff
Planning 

Commission, Metro 
Township Council

Staff Time General Fund T2, T5, LU6

Continue supporting the Safe Routes to School program. Advocacy X X X X X Engineering Staff Staff Time General Fund
Support engineering efforts to install a midblock crossing on 
10600  South.

Advocacy, Infrastructure X X X X X Engineering Staff Staff Time General Fund T1, T5

Meet with Engineering to share public feedback regarding Canal 
Trail improvements and concerns.

Coordination and Collaboration X Staff Engineering Staff Time General Fund T3, T5, LU5

Investigate strategies for increasing privacy and clearly 
designating private versus public space along the Canal Trail and 
present strategies to MTC .

Reports and Studies X Staff Engineering Staff Time General Fund T2, T5, LU5

Provide feedback and suggestions to the drafted Sego Lily 
Corridor Study and support Engineering in developing Sego Lily as 
an active transportation corridor by reimagining the existing right‐
of‐way.

Coordination and Collaboration, 
Advocacy

X Staff Engineering Staff Time General Fund
T1, T2, T4, T5, 
LU3, LU4, LU6

Transportation and Infrastructure
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Meet with Engineering to share public feedback regarding 
increased street lighting, sidewalk maintenance, new sidewalks, 
crosswalks, street calming measures, and other streetscape 
infrastructure, as the first step toward addressing issues and 
capitalizing on opportunities.

Coordination and Collaboration, 
Advocacy and Process

X Staff Engineering Staff Time General Fund T1, T3, LU3

Pursue completion of the Canal Trail. Infrastructure X Engineering Staff $XX,XXX XXX T1, T3, LU5
Pursue $60,000 funding from UDOT Technical Planning 
Assistance Grant for a Walk White City  study.

Grants and Funding X Engineering Staff Staff Time General Fund T1, T5, LU5, LU6

In a Walk White City   study, audit speed limits and analyze 
compatibility of streets' speeds and pedestrian usage, to inform 
recommendations on adjustments to improve safety. 

Reports and Studies X X Engineering Staff Part of $60,000
UDOT Technical Planning 

Assistance Grant
T1, T5, LU5

In a Walk White City  study, audit sidewalks for compliance with 
ADA standards and prioritize the improvement of non‐compliant 
areas.

Reports and Studies, 
Infrastructure

X X Engineering Staff Part of $60,000
UDOT Technical Planning 

Assistance Grant
T1, T3, T5

In a Walk White City  study, audit the sidewalk network for gaps 
in connections and then prioritize new sidewalks and sidewalk 
maintenance projects. 

Reports and Studies, 
Infrastructure

X X Engineering Staff Part of $60,000
UDOT Technical Planning 

Assistance Grant
T1, T3, T5, LU5

In a Walk White City  study, identify needed crosswalks and 
prioritize crosswalk completion and improvements  by pedestrian 
usage, adjacent traffic volume, and school children usage.

Reports and Studies, 
Infrastructure

X X Engineering Staff Part of $60,000
UDOT Technical Planning 

Assistance Grant
T1, T3, T5

Investigate public transportation linkages between critical points 
in White City and the two Sandy Trax stations and develop a plan 
to progress implementation.

Reports and Studies X Staff UTA, Sandy City Staff Time General Fund T1, T3, T5, LU6

Audit bicyclist needs and advocate for bicycle lanes and/or other 
bicyclist infrastructure on streets where appropriate.

Reports and Studies, Advocacy X X Staff Engineering Staff Time General Fund T1,  T5, LU5, LU6

Identify bike‐safe passages through public access areas (to parks, 
trails, schools, and commercial areas near White City's borders).

Reports and Studies X X Staff Engineering Staff Time General Fund T1, T5, LU5, LU6

Work with Engineering and Public Works to identify specific 
lighting needs in White City and target installation to accomplish 
goals of increasing pedestrian and vehicular safety (such 
as motion‐censored lighting on pedestrian paths, lighting at 
major intersections, etc.). 

Coordination and Collaboration, 
Infrastructure

X X Staff
Engineering, Public 

Works

Staff Time, $4,000 ‐ 
$6,000 per solar‐
powered light or 

$7,500 ‐ $9,500 per 
traditional light 
(including light, 

installation, electrical 
infrastructure, and 
electricity usage for 

five years)

General Fund, WFRC TLC Grant  T3, LU4

Create a working group to develop a typological classification 
system for White City streets in order to identify needs, prioritize 
improvements, and serve various user groups.

Coordination and Collaboration, 
Reports and Studies

X Staff
White City residents, 
WFRC, Engineering

Staff Time General Fund T2, T3, T4, T5, LU4

Work with UTA to identify and implement public transportation 
boarding site enhancements that encourage ridership and 
enhance safety. 

Coordination and Collaboration, 
Infrastructure

X X Staff UTA, Engineering

Staff Time, $5,000 ‐ 
$10,000 per shelter for 
bus stop with bench 

and roof. 

General Fund, UDOT 
Transportation Alternatives 

Program
T1
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Meet with Engineering to share public feedback regarding 
increased street lighting, sidewalk maintenance, new sidewalks, 
crosswalks, street calming measures, and other streetscape 
infrastructure, as the first step toward addressing issues and 
capitalizing on opportunities.

Coordination and Collaboration, 
Advocacy and Process

X Staff Engineering Staff Time General Fund T1, T3, LU3

Pursue completion of the Canal Trail. Infrastructure X Engineering Staff $XX,XXX XXX T1, T3, LU5
Pursue $60,000 funding from UDOT Technical Planning 
Assistance Grant for a Walk White City  study.

Grants and Funding X Engineering Staff Staff Time General Fund T1, T5, LU5, LU6

In a Walk White City   study, audit speed limits and analyze 
compatibility of streets' speeds and pedestrian usage, to inform 
recommendations on adjustments to improve safety. 

Reports and Studies X X Engineering Staff Part of $60,000
UDOT Technical Planning 

Assistance Grant
T1, T5, LU5

In a Walk White City  study, audit sidewalks for compliance with 
ADA standards and prioritize the improvement of non‐compliant 
areas.

Reports and Studies, 
Infrastructure

X X Engineering Staff Part of $60,000
UDOT Technical Planning 

Assistance Grant
T1, T3, T5

In a Walk White City  study, audit the sidewalk network for gaps 
in connections and then prioritize new sidewalks and sidewalk 
maintenance projects. 

Reports and Studies, 
Infrastructure

X X Engineering Staff Part of $60,000
UDOT Technical Planning 

Assistance Grant
T1, T3, T5, LU5

In a Walk White City  study, identify needed crosswalks and 
prioritize crosswalk completion and improvements  by pedestrian 
usage, adjacent traffic volume, and school children usage.

Reports and Studies, 
Infrastructure

X X Engineering Staff Part of $60,000
UDOT Technical Planning 

Assistance Grant
T1, T3, T5

Investigate public transportation linkages between critical points 
in White City and the two Sandy Trax stations and develop a plan 
to progress implementation.

Reports and Studies X Staff UTA, Sandy City Staff Time General Fund T1, T3, T5, LU6

Audit bicyclist needs and advocate for bicycle lanes and/or other 
bicyclist infrastructure on streets where appropriate.

Reports and Studies, Advocacy X X Staff Engineering Staff Time General Fund T1,  T5, LU5, LU6

Identify bike‐safe passages through public access areas (to parks, 
trails, schools, and commercial areas near White City's borders).

Reports and Studies X X Staff Engineering Staff Time General Fund T1, T5, LU5, LU6

Work with Engineering and Public Works to identify specific 
lighting needs in White City and target installation to accomplish 
goals of increasing pedestrian and vehicular safety (such 
as motion‐censored lighting on pedestrian paths, lighting at 
major intersections, etc.). 

Coordination and Collaboration, 
Infrastructure

X X Staff
Engineering, Public 

Works

Staff Time, $4,000 ‐ 
$6,000 per solar‐
powered light or 

$7,500 ‐ $9,500 per 
traditional light 
(including light, 

installation, electrical 
infrastructure, and 
electricity usage for 

five years)

General Fund, WFRC TLC Grant  T3, LU4

Create a working group to develop a typological classification 
system for White City streets in order to identify needs, prioritize 
improvements, and serve various user groups.

Coordination and Collaboration, 
Reports and Studies

X Staff
White City residents, 
WFRC, Engineering

Staff Time General Fund T2, T3, T4, T5, LU4

Work with UTA to identify and implement public transportation 
boarding site enhancements that encourage ridership and 
enhance safety. 

Coordination and Collaboration, 
Infrastructure

X X Staff UTA, Engineering

Staff Time, $5,000 ‐ 
$10,000 per shelter for 
bus stop with bench 

and roof. 

General Fund, UDOT 
Transportation Alternatives 

Program
T1
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Collaborate with Sandy City on a 10600 S Corridor Study, to 
reimagine the right‐of‐way to meet both communities' needs.

Coordination and Collaboration, 
Reports and Studies

X X X Staff
Engineering, Sandy 

City
Staff Time, $40,000 ‐ 
$70,000 (split in two)

General Fund, WFRC CMAQ 
Grant

T1, T2, T5

Work with Engineering and Public Works to apply for grants to 
create, identify locations for, and install signage that identifies 
White City. 

Coordination and Collaboration, 
Grants and Funding

X Staff
Engineering, Public 

Works
T2, LU3

Produce a RFP to design a wayfinding system for White City that 
showcases White City's identity while improving navigation for 
pedestrians, cyclists, public transport users, and drivers (including 
clear parking guides), and invite local artists via the Utah Arts 
Alliance to collaborate on the design. 

Grants and Funding, Reports and 
Studies

X Staff
Utah Arts Alliance, 

Contracted 
organization

Staff Time, $10,000 ‐ 
$40,000 for a 

Wayfinding Analysis, 
including design.

General Fund, WFRC TLC Grant  T1, T4, T5, LU3

Partner with community organizations to sponsor signs on the 
Canal Trail.

Coordination and Collaboration, 
Infrastructure

X Staff
Community 
Organizations

Staff Time
General Fund, Community 

Organizations
T2, T5
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Advocate for age and ability friendly infrastructure choices, such as adequate crosswalk 
times, wheelchair navigable sidewalks and corners, sitting areas at parks and along trails, 
and picnic tables at parks that are wheelchair friendly.

Advocacy X X X X X Staff
Engineering, Public 

Works
Staff Time General Fund LC4

Actively engage older adults in planning processes to understand the aging perspective. Education and Outreach X X X X X Staff
MTC, PC, Community 

Council
Staff Time General Fund LC1

Advocate for age and ability friendly transportation choices to regional entities. Advocacy X X X X X Staff WFRC, UDOT, UTA Staff Time General Fund LC4, T1

Update ordinances to include principles of lifelong and livable communities. Policies and Ordinances X X Staff
White City Ordinance 

Working Group
Staff Time General Fund LU1, LC4, LC5

Include universal design standards in design guidelines for small‐scale mixed use 
development and ADUs.

Policies and Ordinances X X Staff
White City Ordinance 

Working Group
Staff Time General Fund LC4, LC5

Work with the Utah Aging Alliance to provide resources for White City residents on aging 
adult needs and opportunities, incorporate age‐friendly practices to government practices 
and the built environment, and provide a platform for residents to share experiences. 

Coordination and 
Collaboration, Education 

and Outreach
X X X X Staff Utah Aging Alliance Staff Time General Fund LC4

CCoommmmuunniittiieess  ffoorr  aallll  AAggeess
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Collaborate with Sandy City on a 10600 S Corridor Study, to 
reimagine the right‐of‐way to meet both communities' needs.

Coordination and Collaboration, 
Reports and Studies

X X X Staff
Engineering, Sandy 

City
Staff Time, $40,000 ‐ 
$70,000 (split in two)

General Fund, WFRC CMAQ 
Grant

T1, T2, T5

Work with Engineering and Public Works to apply for grants to 
create, identify locations for, and install signage that identifies 
White City. 

Coordination and Collaboration, 
Grants and Funding

X Staff
Engineering, Public 

Works
T2, LU3

Produce a RFP to design a wayfinding system for White City that 
showcases White City's identity while improving navigation for 
pedestrians, cyclists, public transport users, and drivers (including 
clear parking guides), and invite local artists via the Utah Arts 
Alliance to collaborate on the design. 

Grants and Funding, Reports and 
Studies

X Staff
Utah Arts Alliance, 

Contracted 
organization

Staff Time, $10,000 ‐ 
$40,000 for a 

Wayfinding Analysis, 
including design.

General Fund, WFRC TLC Grant  T1, T4, T5, LU3

Partner with community organizations to sponsor signs on the 
Canal Trail.

Coordination and Collaboration, 
Infrastructure

X Staff
Community 
Organizations

Staff Time
General Fund, Community 

Organizations
T2, T5

AAccttiioonnss PPrroodduucctt  TTyyppee 22002211 22002222 22002233 22002244 22002255 RReessppoonnssiibbllee  PPaarrttyy PPaarrttnneerrss CCoosstt  EEssttiimmaattee FFuunnddiinngg  SSoouurrccee GGooaall((ss))  SSuuppppoorrtteedd
Advocate for age and ability friendly infrastructure choices, such as adequate crosswalk 
times, wheelchair navigable sidewalks and corners, sitting areas at parks and along trails, 
and picnic tables at parks that are wheelchair friendly.

Advocacy X X X X X Staff
Engineering, Public 

Works
Staff Time General Fund LC4

Actively engage older adults in planning processes to understand the aging perspective. Education and Outreach X X X X X Staff
MTC, PC, Community 

Council
Staff Time General Fund LC1

Advocate for age and ability friendly transportation choices to regional entities. Advocacy X X X X X Staff WFRC, UDOT, UTA Staff Time General Fund LC4, T1

Update ordinances to include principles of lifelong and livable communities. Policies and Ordinances X X Staff
White City Ordinance 

Working Group
Staff Time General Fund LU1, LC4, LC5

Include universal design standards in design guidelines for small‐scale mixed use 
development and ADUs.

Policies and Ordinances X X Staff
White City Ordinance 

Working Group
Staff Time General Fund LC4, LC5

Work with the Utah Aging Alliance to provide resources for White City residents on aging 
adult needs and opportunities, incorporate age‐friendly practices to government practices 
and the built environment, and provide a platform for residents to share experiences. 

Coordination and 
Collaboration, Education 

and Outreach
X X X X Staff Utah Aging Alliance Staff Time General Fund LC4

CCoommmmuunniittiieess  ffoorr  aallll  AAggeess
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Support community efforts to accomplish the annual Southeast Township Day and other 
community‐wide events and host an informational booth on planning projects at these 
events.

Education and Outreach X X X X X Staff
Community Council, 

MTC

Staff Time, $200 
(printed 

materials & give‐
aways)

General Fund LC1, LC8

Support MTC and PC in a semiannual review of the General Plan. Coordination and Collaboration X X X X X Staff MTC, PC Staff Time General Fund LC1, LC4

Conduct an annual report of accomplishments on the status of this General Plan's Work 
Program.

Reports and Studies X X X X X Staff MTC Staff Time General Fund LC1

Utilize existing and emerging technologies to support transparency among PDS, MTC, PC, 
and White City residents.

 Education and Outreach X X X X X Staff
MTC, PC, Community 

Council
Staff Time, $XX 
(website hosing)

General Fund, LC1

Continue maintaining an up‐to‐date, online hub of planning information and resources 
tailored to White City.

Education and Outreach X X X X X Staff
MTC, PC, Community 

Council
Staff Time, $XX 
(website hosing)

General Fund, LC1, LC3

Propagate the MSD Citizen Problem Reporter. Education and Outreach X X X X X Staff
MTC, PC, Community 

Council
Staff Time General Fund LC1, LU4

Use toolboxes from Tactical Urbanism and the Better Block Foundation to help achieve 
desired infrastructure changes incrementally and fiscally responsibly. 

Policies and Ordinances, 
Infrastructure

X X X X X Staff MTC, PC Staff Time General Fund LC7

Use equity framework to evaluate the decision‐making and priortizing of projects. Policies and Ordinances X X X X X Staff MTC, PC, Engineering Staff Time General Fund LC4

Participate in a MSD‐hosted education and outreach program that focuses on one planning 
theme per month and provides opportunities for the community to learn, interact, 
collaborate, and provide feedback.

Education and Outreach X X X X X Staff MTC, PC Staff Time General Fund LC1, LC3

Share the General Plan with WFRC, UDOT, UTA, Sandy City, Parks and Recreation, Public 
Works, Engineering, and Economic Development; if and when ammendments occur, share 
those.

Coordination and Collaboration X Staff MTC Staff Time General Fund LC1, LU1

Investigate barriers to participation in planning processes and develop an action plan to 
reduce these.

Reports and Studies X Staff PC Staff Time General Fund LC1

Explore options to purchase and put up community bulletin boards, one north of Dimple 
Dell and one south of Dimple Dell, for meeting postings, community events, directions to 
municipal websites, and other key community information.

Infrastructure X Staff MTC
Staff  Time, $800 
‐ $1,000 per 

board
LC1, LC4

Support a community‐wide contest to redesign the White City logo. Advocacy X Staff
MTC, PC, Community 

Council
Staff Time General Fund LC8

Host an educational open house regarding code enforcement and building permitting 
rules, regulations, and processes.

Education and Outreach X X Staff
MTC, PC, Community 

Council
Staff Time General Fund LC1, LC7

Develop and then share a guide biennially that clearly  communicates standards and 
regulations about public engagement in various planning and government processes 
(ordinance ammendment versus General Plan versus new resolution, etc.).

Reports and Studies, Education 
and Outreach

X X Staff MTC, PC Staff Time General Fund LC1

GGoovveerrnnaannccee
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Support community efforts to accomplish the annual Southeast Township Day and other 
community‐wide events and host an informational booth on planning projects at these 
events.

Education and Outreach X X X X X Staff
Community Council, 

MTC

Staff Time, $200 
(printed 

materials & give‐
aways)

General Fund LC1, LC8

Support MTC and PC in a semiannual review of the General Plan. Coordination and Collaboration X X X X X Staff MTC, PC Staff Time General Fund LC1, LC4

Conduct an annual report of accomplishments on the status of this General Plan's Work 
Program.

Reports and Studies X X X X X Staff MTC Staff Time General Fund LC1

Utilize existing and emerging technologies to support transparency among PDS, MTC, PC, 
and White City residents.

 Education and Outreach X X X X X Staff
MTC, PC, Community 

Council
Staff Time, $XX 
(website hosing)

General Fund, LC1

Continue maintaining an up‐to‐date, online hub of planning information and resources 
tailored to White City.

Education and Outreach X X X X X Staff
MTC, PC, Community 

Council
Staff Time, $XX 
(website hosing)

General Fund, LC1, LC3

Propagate the MSD Citizen Problem Reporter. Education and Outreach X X X X X Staff
MTC, PC, Community 

Council
Staff Time General Fund LC1, LU4

Use toolboxes from Tactical Urbanism and the Better Block Foundation to help achieve 
desired infrastructure changes incrementally and fiscally responsibly. 

Policies and Ordinances, 
Infrastructure

X X X X X Staff MTC, PC Staff Time General Fund LC7

Use equity framework to evaluate the decision‐making and priortizing of projects. Policies and Ordinances X X X X X Staff MTC, PC, Engineering Staff Time General Fund LC4

Participate in a MSD‐hosted education and outreach program that focuses on one planning 
theme per month and provides opportunities for the community to learn, interact, 
collaborate, and provide feedback.

Education and Outreach X X X X X Staff MTC, PC Staff Time General Fund LC1, LC3

Share the General Plan with WFRC, UDOT, UTA, Sandy City, Parks and Recreation, Public 
Works, Engineering, and Economic Development; if and when ammendments occur, share 
those.

Coordination and Collaboration X Staff MTC Staff Time General Fund LC1, LU1

Investigate barriers to participation in planning processes and develop an action plan to 
reduce these.

Reports and Studies X Staff PC Staff Time General Fund LC1

Explore options to purchase and put up community bulletin boards, one north of Dimple 
Dell and one south of Dimple Dell, for meeting postings, community events, directions to 
municipal websites, and other key community information.

Infrastructure X Staff MTC
Staff  Time, $800 
‐ $1,000 per 

board
LC1, LC4

Support a community‐wide contest to redesign the White City logo. Advocacy X Staff
MTC, PC, Community 

Council
Staff Time General Fund LC8

Host an educational open house regarding code enforcement and building permitting 
rules, regulations, and processes.

Education and Outreach X X Staff
MTC, PC, Community 

Council
Staff Time General Fund LC1, LC7

Develop and then share a guide biennially that clearly  communicates standards and 
regulations about public engagement in various planning and government processes 
(ordinance ammendment versus General Plan versus new resolution, etc.).

Reports and Studies, Education 
and Outreach

X X Staff MTC, PC Staff Time General Fund LC1

GGoovveerrnnaannccee
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Advocate for UPD and UFA to train law enforcement officials and first responders to detect and 
report elder abuse. 

Advocacy X X X X X Staff MTC, UPD, UFA Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC1, LC5

Advocate for UPD and UFA to train law enforcement officials and first responders to respond 
effectively to persons with Autism, persons with intellectual disabilities, and persons with physical 
disabilities in emergency situations.

Advocacy X X X X X Staff MTC, UPD, UFA Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC1, LC5

Encourage Neighborhood Watch Programs. Advocacy X X X X X Staff
MTC, UPD, 
Community 
Council

Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC1, LC5

Discuss with Engineering and Public Utilities the importance and feasibility of using water sensitive 
infrastructure and waterwise landscaping practices in park strips and public spaces to protect the 
water supply.

Coordination and 
Collaboration

X X X X X Staff
Engineering, 
Public Works

Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC1, LC6

Prioritize maintenance of existing infrastructure before the construction of new infrastructure. Reach 
out to residents regularly for input on maintenance needs and work with staff to include 
maintenance projects in the Capital Improvements Plan.

Policies and 
Ordinances, 
Education and 
Outreach, 

Infrastructure

X X X X X Staff
Engineering, 
Public Works

Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC1, LC4, LC7, 
T3

Work with UPD and Engineering to identify common speeding areas and investigate ways to enforce 
appropriate vehicle speeds.

Coordination and 
Collaboration, 
Reports and 
Studies

X Staff
UPD, 

Engineering
Staff Time

General 
Fund

LC1, LC5

Investigate the possibility of expanding dumpster services, whether to twice annually or to another 
preferred setup.

Reports and 
Studies

X Staff MTC Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC6

Develop and then distribute biennially educational information (brochures, website content, etc.) 
about reinforced masonry, energy efficiency, and home improvement, including any programs or 
grants that can aid residents in such efforts.

Education and 
Outreach

X X Staff

Housing and 
Community 
Development, 
Utah Housing 
Coalition

Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC1, LC4, LC7

Develop and then distribute biennially educational information (brochures, website content, etc.) 
about firesafe landscaping and defensible yards, especially to residences bordering Dimple Dell 
Regional park. 

Education and 
Outreach

X X Staff UFA Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC1, LC5, LC6

Work with White City Water Improvement District to develop educational brochures about 
waterwise landscaping in yards and water sensitive home practices and then distribute biennially.

Coordination and 
Collaboration, 
Education and 
Outreach

X X Staff

White City 
Water 

Improvement 
District

Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC1, LC6

RReessiilliieennccee  aanndd  SSuussttaaiinnaabbiilliittyy
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Advocate for UPD and UFA to train law enforcement officials and first responders to detect and 
report elder abuse. 

Advocacy X X X X X Staff MTC, UPD, UFA Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC1, LC5

Advocate for UPD and UFA to train law enforcement officials and first responders to respond 
effectively to persons with Autism, persons with intellectual disabilities, and persons with physical 
disabilities in emergency situations.

Advocacy X X X X X Staff MTC, UPD, UFA Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC1, LC5

Encourage Neighborhood Watch Programs. Advocacy X X X X X Staff
MTC, UPD, 
Community 
Council

Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC1, LC5

Discuss with Engineering and Public Utilities the importance and feasibility of using water sensitive 
infrastructure and waterwise landscaping practices in park strips and public spaces to protect the 
water supply.

Coordination and 
Collaboration

X X X X X Staff
Engineering, 
Public Works

Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC1, LC6

Prioritize maintenance of existing infrastructure before the construction of new infrastructure. Reach 
out to residents regularly for input on maintenance needs and work with staff to include 
maintenance projects in the Capital Improvements Plan.

Policies and 
Ordinances, 
Education and 
Outreach, 

Infrastructure

X X X X X Staff
Engineering, 
Public Works

Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC1, LC4, LC7, 
T3

Work with UPD and Engineering to identify common speeding areas and investigate ways to enforce 
appropriate vehicle speeds.

Coordination and 
Collaboration, 
Reports and 
Studies

X Staff
UPD, 

Engineering
Staff Time

General 
Fund

LC1, LC5

Investigate the possibility of expanding dumpster services, whether to twice annually or to another 
preferred setup.

Reports and 
Studies

X Staff MTC Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC6

Develop and then distribute biennially educational information (brochures, website content, etc.) 
about reinforced masonry, energy efficiency, and home improvement, including any programs or 
grants that can aid residents in such efforts.

Education and 
Outreach

X X Staff

Housing and 
Community 
Development, 
Utah Housing 
Coalition

Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC1, LC4, LC7

Develop and then distribute biennially educational information (brochures, website content, etc.) 
about firesafe landscaping and defensible yards, especially to residences bordering Dimple Dell 
Regional park. 

Education and 
Outreach

X X Staff UFA Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC1, LC5, LC6

Work with White City Water Improvement District to develop educational brochures about 
waterwise landscaping in yards and water sensitive home practices and then distribute biennially.

Coordination and 
Collaboration, 
Education and 
Outreach

X X Staff

White City 
Water 

Improvement 
District

Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC1, LC6

RReessiilliieennccee  aanndd  SSuussttaaiinnaabbiilliittyy



White City General Plan - Page 134

AAccttiioonnss PPrroodduucctt  TTyyppee 22002211 22002222 22002233 22002244 22002255
RReessppoonnssiibbllee  

PPaarrttyy
PPaarrttnneerrss

CCoosstt  
EEssttiimmaattee

FFuunnddiinngg  
SSoouurrccee

GGooaall((ss))  
SSuuppppoorrtteedd

Promote workforce development programs and volunteer opportunities for and by older 
adults.

Advocacy X X X X X Staff
Economic 

Development
Staff Time

General 
Fund

LC3

Support the creation of the SLCo Economic Development's Business Retention and 
Expansion program, and link residents to it for support for their home‐based businesses.

Advocacy, 
Coordination and 
Collaboration

X X X X X Staff
Economic 

Development
Staff Time

General 
Fund

LC3

Work with South Valley Chamber of Commerce to promote White City's at‐home 
businesses.

Coordination and 
Collaboration

X X X X X Staff
South Valley 
Chamber of 
Commerce

Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC3

Partner with South Valley Chamber of Commerce to connect business owners, improve 
workforce training, and provide educational opportunities.

Coordination and 
Collaboration, 
Education and 
Outreach

X X X X X Staff
South Valley 
Chamber of 
Commerce

Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC3

Collaborate with SLCo Economic Development and internet service providers to improve 
services in White City, especially to expand fiber optic access.

Coordination and 
Collaboration, 
Infrastructure

X X X Staff
Economic 

Development
TBD TBD LC2, LC3

Develop and then distribute biennially resources for local business owners, including 
webinars, tips, home business best practices, and more. Create and maintain an online 
hub with similar information.

Education and 
Outreach

X X Staff
Economic 

Development

Staff Time, 
$700 for 
mailers

General 
Fund, 

LC3

Distribute information on high speed internet options.
Education and 
Outreach

X Staff
Economic 

Development

Staff Time, 
$700 for 
mailers

General 
Fund

LC2, LC3

EEccoonnoommiicc  OOppppoorrttuunniittiieess

Investigate the possibility of expanding the Fix the Bricks initiative to include unreinforced masonry 
dwellings in White City.

Reports and 
Studies

X X X X Staff

Salt Lake City, 
Utah Housing 
Coalition, MSD, 

MTC

Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC5, LC7

Investigate the possibility of a community‐wide partnership with an earthquake insurance provider.
Reports and 
Studies

X Staff MTC Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC5, LC7, LC8

Investigate the possibility of creating a shared community tool shed to support home maintenance 
efforts and mitigate cost barriers.

Reports and 
Studies

X Staff MTC Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC4, LC7, LU4
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AAccttiioonnss PPrroodduucctt  TTyyppee 22002211 22002222 22002233 22002244 22002255
RReessppoonnssiibbllee  

PPaarrttyy
PPaarrttnneerrss

CCoosstt  
EEssttiimmaattee

FFuunnddiinngg  
SSoouurrccee

GGooaall((ss))  
SSuuppppoorrtteedd

Promote workforce development programs and volunteer opportunities for and by older 
adults.

Advocacy X X X X X Staff
Economic 

Development
Staff Time

General 
Fund

LC3

Support the creation of the SLCo Economic Development's Business Retention and 
Expansion program, and link residents to it for support for their home‐based businesses.

Advocacy, 
Coordination and 
Collaboration

X X X X X Staff
Economic 

Development
Staff Time

General 
Fund

LC3

Work with South Valley Chamber of Commerce to promote White City's at‐home 
businesses.

Coordination and 
Collaboration

X X X X X Staff
South Valley 
Chamber of 
Commerce

Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC3

Partner with South Valley Chamber of Commerce to connect business owners, improve 
workforce training, and provide educational opportunities.

Coordination and 
Collaboration, 
Education and 
Outreach

X X X X X Staff
South Valley 
Chamber of 
Commerce

Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC3

Collaborate with SLCo Economic Development and internet service providers to improve 
services in White City, especially to expand fiber optic access.

Coordination and 
Collaboration, 
Infrastructure

X X X Staff
Economic 

Development
TBD TBD LC2, LC3

Develop and then distribute biennially resources for local business owners, including 
webinars, tips, home business best practices, and more. Create and maintain an online 
hub with similar information.

Education and 
Outreach

X X Staff
Economic 

Development

Staff Time, 
$700 for 
mailers

General 
Fund, 

LC3

Distribute information on high speed internet options.
Education and 
Outreach

X Staff
Economic 

Development

Staff Time, 
$700 for 
mailers

General 
Fund

LC2, LC3

EEccoonnoommiicc  OOppppoorrttuunniittiieess

Investigate the possibility of expanding the Fix the Bricks initiative to include unreinforced masonry 
dwellings in White City.

Reports and 
Studies

X X X X Staff

Salt Lake City, 
Utah Housing 
Coalition, MSD, 

MTC

Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC5, LC7

Investigate the possibility of a community‐wide partnership with an earthquake insurance provider.
Reports and 
Studies

X Staff MTC Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC5, LC7, LC8

Investigate the possibility of creating a shared community tool shed to support home maintenance 
efforts and mitigate cost barriers.

Reports and 
Studies

X Staff MTC Staff Time
General 
Fund

LC4, LC7, LU4
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CHAPTER NINE:

APPENDIX
Glossary
Accessibility: Regarding transportation: the 
ability to access important destinations in a 
reasonable time frame. Also refers to the ability 
of any person, regardless of ability or age, to 
utilize a space or travel through an area.

Active Transportation: Any form of mobility 
achieved solely through human power – most 
commonly, walking and biking.

ADA: Americans with Disabilities Act (1990). 
Offers critical protections for persons with disabil-
ities. ADA legislation also has implications for 
public right-of-way design, including sidewalk 
width, curb ramps, signals, and maintenance. 
All new construction and major renovations or 
alterations are required to comply with ADA 
standards. 

ADU/Accessory Dwelling Unit: A small resi-
dential unit also knows as a granny flat, in-law 
unit, backyard cottage, or basement apartment. 
ADUs are one way to introduce affordable 
housing options into a single-family neighbor-
hood without changing the character of the 
neighborhood.

Aging in Place: The ability for people of any age 
to live healthy, happy, and independent lives in 
their residence and in their community; they do 
not have to move out because of age-related 
factors.

APAE Analysis: The act of building consensus 
on items that a group or community would like 
to ‘Achieve, Preserve, Avoid, or Eliminate’. The 
APAE Analysis for White City was conducted at a 
public workshop in January of 2019. 

Blight: “In general, the undesirable appear-
ance or aesthetic quality of a site, including 
vandalism, disrepair, or abandonment, leading to 
a reduction in the development and investment 
in the surrounding area. Where community rede-
velopment laws require that an area is declared 
‘blighted’ to receive redevelopment funds, these 
laws contain specific language to define blight” 
(Greenbelt Alliance).

Broadband: “High-speed internet access that is 
always on and faster than the traditional dial-up 
access” (Federal Communications Commis-
sion). Broadband connections can be provided 
using various technologies: Digital Subscriber 
Lines (DSL), Cable Modems, and Fiber are three 
popular types.

Built Environment: All of the human-con-
structed or manipulated surroundings, such as 
roads, buildings, utility infrastructure, parks, and 
farms. 



  - Page 141

Character Area: Specific geographic areas that 
have unique or special characteristics, have 
potential to evolve into a unique area when 
provided specific guidance, or require attention 
suitable to its uniqueness. Each character area 
has its own set of zoning considerations. There 
are five total character areas in White City. 

Code Enforcement: The following of ordinances 
related to the built environment, especially the 
upkeep of property as related to the commu-
nity’s health and safety. Code enforcement 
promotes creating and maintaining beautiful 
communities with sustained property values 
and low crime rates. 

Complete Street: A street whose design and 
function allow safe access and use for all modes 
of travel. Pedestrians, cyclists, and vehicle drivers 
of any age or ability can move along or across 
the street safely.

Connectivity: The ability to travel more as the 
crow flies: to reach more destinations.

Density: Simply put, the number of units in a 
given land area. Higher density development 
supports services such as dining and transit. But, 
higher densities may increase traffic congestion 
and noise. While low density development may 
lead to quieter residential streets, it can make 
it difficult for municipalities to provide services 
and results in land being used up faster. 

◊ Gross Density: Total dwelling units 
divided by total acreage in the area.

◊ Net Density: Total dwelling units divided 
by total acreage not counting acreage taken 
up by roads and utilities.

◊ Standard Density Ranges:

0-3 dwelling units per acre – VERY LOW

3-7 dwelling units per acre – LOW

7-10 dwelling units per acre – LOW-  
MEDIUM

10-20 dwelling units per acre – MEDIUM

20-50 dwelling units per acre – MEDIUM-HIGH

> 50 dwelling units per acre – HIGH

Digital Infrastructure: The set of fundamental 
structures and facilities necessary for a society’s 
information technology capabilities, such as 
internet access and reliability.

Esri Tapestry Groups: “Tapestry segmenta-
tion provides an accurate, detailed description 
of America's neighborhoods—U.S. residential 
areas are divided into 67 distinctive segments 
based on their socioeconomic and demo-
graphic composition” (Esri, 2020). Planners use 
tapestries to understand demographics and 
spending patterns of subsets of a community 
population. White City has two primary tapestry 
groups: 1) Parks and Rec and 2) Home Improve-
ment. These terms, as well of the characteristics 
of each group, come directly from Esri and may 
not represent how those groups see or refer to 
themselves. 
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Eyes on the Street: A planning concept intro-
duced by Jane Jacobs that relates the level of 
street activity and visibility to the sense of safety 
people have when they are on the street. For 
example, streets lined with buildings with glass 
windows allow many “eyes” to view the street; 
this makes street goers feel that the community 
is aware of the street and its happenings, thus 
keeping them safe. Additionally, streets with 
high pedestrian use also have more “eyes,” which 
makes people feel safe, which in turn encour-
ages more people to be out on the street.

Fiber: A technology that provides broadband 
connection by using fiber optics and that 
operates faster than other current broadband 
technologies. “Fiber optic technology converts 
electrical signals carrying data to light and sends 
the light through transparennt glass fibers about 
the diameter of a human hair” (Federal Commu-
nications Commission). Fiber typically has 250 
Mbps dowload and upload speeds.

Floor Area Ratio: FAR. A measurement repre-
senting the floor area of a building in relation to 
the area of the site that the building occupies. It 
can be expressed as a ratio or a decimal number. 
FAR guidelines are applied on a parcel-by-parcel 
basis: each parcel has to meet its designated FAR 
(as opposed to a group of parcels averaging out 
to the designated FAR). 

Functional Classification: A system for defining 
streets based on anticipated traffic throughput 
and access to property; it uses four categories: 
freeway, arterial, collector, and local.

General Plan Steering Committee: GPSC.  The 
GPSC was a group of volunteers, appointed 
by the Mayor, to work closely with staff during 
the general planning process. The GPSC met 
throughout the general planning process, and 
meetings were open to the public. 

Governance: How a community structures its 
rules, regulations, norms, and actions.

High-Speed Internet: Internet that supports 
at minimum a 25 Mbps (megabits per second) 
download speed and 3 Mbps upload speed.

Human-scale: A description of the dimensions 
of the built environment. It reflects an environ-
ment that prioritizes the experience of a person 
walking in the area; the building and street 
designs enhance feelings of safety and comfort 
in pedestrians. Design choices such as building 
setbacks, building heights, building materials, 
and transparency shape whether an area feels 
scaled to people (versus scaled to automobiles, 
industry, etc.).

IAP2: International Association for Public 
Participation.  An organization that promotes 
public participation in decision-making and 
has established the go-to standard for types of 
public engagement, called the IAP2 Spectrum 
for Public Participation. 
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Land Use: A characterization of land based on 
the types of uses that are occurring there. Land 
use differs from zoning, which describes what is 
allowed on a site by code. Zoning and land use 
may not always match. For example, a re-zone of 
a subdivision may have changed the permitted 
uses on the land from residential to commer-
cial. The primary land use in that area will still 
be residential. But if someone tries to develop 
in that area in the future, they will have to build 
commercial property in compliance with the 
zoning code. 

Level of Service: A measure of how a community 
is served by park and open space. It is calcu-
lated by the number of acres of park and open 
space per the number of people. The minimum 
adequate level of service is considered 10 acres 
per 1,000 people.

Lifelong Community: A community where 
people can live safely, independently, and 
comfortably throughout all life stages, from 
childhood to retirement age and beyond.

Median: A method of determining the typical 
amount in a group of numbers. The median 
is the middle number when you line up all 
numbers from lowest to highest; for example, 7 
is the median of this list: 0.5, 2, 7, 8, 20. 

Metro Townships: There are five Metro 
Townships in Salt Lake County, White City being 
one of them. These Metro Townships are inde-
pendent municipalities with their own elected 
government (Mayor and Council). The Metro 
Townships fund the MSD, which provides each 
of the Metro Townships with services, including 
planning and development. Metro Townships 
have discretion over spending of sales tax 
revenue, but not property tax revenue. 

Micromobility: Forms of mobility that operate 
at lower speeds (typically below 15mph), are 
used for shorter distances (typically under five 
miles), and cost much less than buses, personal 
automobiles, or rail. Shared electric scooters and 
bikes are two forms of micromobility.

Mixed-Use: Development that combines two 
or more use categories (residential, commercial, 
industrial, civic/institution). The mixing of uses 
can occur vertically (different uses on different 
floors of the same building) or horizontally 
(different uses on the same property or block). 
Mixed use development generally leads to a 
more walkable built environment. Mixed use 
can range in scales and be specifically tailored 
to fit in with a community’s character and meet 
a community’s needs.

Mobility: The ability to travel from point A to 
point B.
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Moderate Income Housing: According to 
Utah Code, “housing occupied or reserved 
for occupancy by households with a gross 
household income equal to or less than 80% 
of the median gross income for households of 
the same size in the county in which the city is 
located.” 

MSD/GSL-MSD: The Greater Salt Lake 
Municipal Services District. The MSD was 
established in 2015 by the Salt Lake County 
Council. It provides services, such as planning 
and development, to its member communities, 
including the five Metro Townships, the Town of 
Brighton, and unincorporated areas of Salt Lake 
County. The MSD helps to identify the needs of 
its member communities and uses funding to 
help support those needs. 

Neighborhood-scale: A description of the 
dimensions of the built environment; it reflects 
older, traditional neighborhood qualities, such 
as shorter building heights, smaller lots, and 
buildings oriented to the street. 

Ordinance: A law or regulation adopted by 
a public agency – in this case, by White City 
Council.

Parcel: A piece of real property with defined 
borders that is usually considered a unit for 
development purposes.

Park Strip: The portion of land in the public 
right-of-way between the front of a sidewalk 
and the rear of a curb.  

Pedestrian Infrastructure: Infrastructure that 
makes biking and walking viable modes of trans-
portation. 

Permitted Use: A use of land expressively autho-
rized in a zone.

Place-making: A people-centered approach 
that utilizes urban design, creativity, and a 
community’s identity to enhance public spaces.

Public Hearing: A meeting open to the public 
that requires 10 days’ notice and is governed 
largely by the Land Use and Development Act. 
This type of meeting provides the public with the 
opportunity to provide input on a specific item. 
General Plan adoptions, General Plan amend-
ments, the adoption of land use ordinances, and 
the adoption of zoning maps all require public 
hearings.

Public Meeting: A meeting open to the public 
that requires 24 hours’ notice and is governed 
largely by the Open and Public Meetings Act. 
General Plan Steering Committee Meetings 
and regular Planning Commission and Council 
meetings fall into this category.

Public Right of Way: Land intended to be used 
or occupied by public use facilities. For example, 
the area occupied by public roads and the area 
between these roads and the outer edge of the 
sidewalk; this area is public property and open 
to public use. It is not considered part of the 
lot size of private properties adjacent to the 
sidewalk and/or public road.

Resilience: The ability for complex systems to 
change, adapt, and transform, in positive ways 
and within a reasonable timeframe, following 
hardships and disasters (adapted from Davoudi, 
2012).
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Rezoning: An amendment to a communi-
ty’s zoning map or zoning ordinance text that 
changes the nature, density, or intensity of the 
uses of the land in an area.

Safe Routes to School: A program that encour-
ages students to walk and bike to school, through 
infrastructure improvements, safety education, 
incentives, increased enforcement and other 
means. These programs can be carried out by a 
department of transportation (such as UDOT), 
a metropolitan planning organization (such as 
WFRC), a local government (such as White City), 
a school district (such as Canyon Schools), or a 
school (such as Alta View Elementary). 

Survey: A poll consisting of prompts and 
questions. Planning staff used surveys to under-
stand opinions of the public and guide goals and 
actions in the General Plan. All surveys used in 
this plan were advertised via a mailed postcard 
to every residence as well as on websites and 
social media accounts.

Sustainability: Meeting the economic, social, 
and environmental needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations 
to meet those same needs.

SWOT Analysis: The act of building consensus 
on items that a group or community perceives 
as ‘Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, or 
Threats’. The SWOT Analysis for White City was 
conducted at a public workshop in January of 
2019. 

Total Market Value: (as used in the Land Use 
Chapter) represents Salt Lake County’s 2018 
total assessed value of the property (land and 
building). Assessed value is not the same as 
market value (i.e. what a home would sell for). 
This assessment was conducted by the Wasatch 
Front Regional Council.

Traffic Calming: Methods that influence slower 
automobile speeds, such as street trees, narrow

Transparency: An urban design concept about 
the percentage of a building front that a passerby 
can see through; usually this is achieved through 
windows/glass. High transparency feels safer 
and more comfortable to pedestrians.

Typological Classification: A system for 
defining streets. This system is defined by each 
community to suit its needs. When defining 
streets, it accounts for surrounding land use, 
considers active transportation needs, and 
includes street design (the Functional Classifica-
tion system does not do these three things).

UDOT: The Utah Department of Transporta-
tion. UDOT has authority over state roads. UDOT 
also works closely with counties and municipal-
ities on large projects related to transit or active 
transportation. 

Universal Design: Design of the built environ-
ment that supports people of various abilities. 
Such design allows equitable use, allows flex-
ibility in use, is simple and intuitive to use, 
communicates perceptible information, has a 
tolerance for error, requires low physical effort, 
and adequate size and space for approach and 
use.
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UTA: The Utah Transit Authority. UTA provides 
transit, including bus, TRAX line, Front Runner, 
and on-demand services to the Wasatch Region. 

Utah Code 10-9a: (Also known as LUDMA 
– Municipal Land Use, Development, and 
Management Act) Utah Code 10-9a defines a 
municipality’s ability to create and enact land 
use regulations. LUDMA is also the legislation 
that authorizes White City Metro Township to be 
able to craft and adopt this General Plan. 

Utah Public Notice Website: A website that 
hosts the agendas and meeting notices for 
public meetings in Utah for local, county, and 
state governments. Posting agendas and notices 
on this website is part of noticing requirements 
for public hearings and meetings.

Walkability: The ability to have a walking expe-
rience that meets four criteria: it is functional 
(physical infrastructure supports walking), safe 
(pedestrians are protected from vehicles, the 
street is well-lit), comfortable (shade keeps the 
street from being too hot), and interesting (there 
is a reason to walk there, such as a restaurant). 

Waterwise: A description of the water needs of 
plants; waterwise plants evolved in areas with 
lower precipitation and require less water during 
the growing season than traditional lawn plants.

WFRC: Wasatch Front Regional Council. WFRC 
is the metropolitan planning organization (MPO) 
for Box Elder, Davis, Morgan, Salt Lake, Tooele, 
and Weber counties. They provide a Regional 
Transportation Plan every four years. WFRC also 
provides guidance to municipalities, and admin-
isters funding through grant programs. 

White City Metro Township Council: WCC. 
(Also White City Council or The Council). The 
WCC is the governing body of White City. There 
are five members of the Council, including the 
Mayor. The WCC acts as the legislative authority 
for White City. 

White City Metro Township Planning 
Commission: PC. The PC is responsible for 
providing recommendations to the White City 
WCC regarding the general plan, land use regu-
lations, and various application processes. The 
White City PC has five members, appointed by 
the Council. 

Work Program: The work program describes 
White City’ strategy for reaching its future vision. 
The work program is categorized by topic. The 
work program lists specific actions that White 
City can take to achieve its goals. For each 
action, the following information is included: 
the responsible party, likely partners, expected 
timeframe for completion, estimated costs, 
funding sources, the goal or goals supported by 
the action, and the type of outcome.

Zoning: Zoning is a tool used by municipali-
ties to govern how land can be used, how large 
buildings can be, and how buildings relate 
to one another. A municipality’s authority to 
enact a zoning ordinance is related to the police 
power: the responsibility to protect the health, 
safety, and welfare of the public. 
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Freqently Asked Questions (FAQ)

“Will a land use ordinance or zoning code 
update consistent with this General Plan 
result in the loss of my property or my home?”

The answer is no. In fact, keeping land use ordi-
nances and zoning codes updated to reflect the 
General Plan helps the community preserve its 
assets and bring about the future it envisions. 

Even if a land use ordinance or zoning update 
made an existing use or structure noncon-
forming (which is not the intent of this General 
Plan), that use or structure would be allowed 
to continue in compliance with State Code. 
Even if a fire or storm damaged the building 
or hindered the use, the building or use can 
be re-built consistent with the previous legal 
non-conforming use. 

An owner of a legal non-conforming use or 
structure may only be made to come into compli-
ance with updated codes if that owner is found 
to have abandoned the use or structure consis-
tent with state code, or if White City enacts a 
termination ordinance for the non-conforming 
use (which can only occur after a property owner 
has received a return on his or her investment 
on the property). 

However, this General Plan protects existing uses 
by ensuring that they are allowed to be main-
tained by property owners even in character 
areas where long-term transition is expected.

“Then why is this plan suggesting White City  
update its land use ordinances and zoning 
code?”

Because White City’s land use code comes from 
the County, White City’s code includes dozens of 
ordinances and zones tailored to a large region 
but poorly suited to a small municipality. 

For example, there are dozens of zones in White 
City’s inherited zoning code that aren’t appli-
cable to or desired for White City (industrial, 
forestry, high density commercial, high density 
residential, etc.). By updating the code and 
tailoring it to White City, White City can better 
protect its character and achieve its desires. 

A person could appeal for a rezone to any zone 
listed in the zoning code. So, having zones in the 
code that the community does not desire puts it 
at risk for undesirable zone changes.

“When an ADU ordinance is passed, does that 
mean that every household can add an addi-
tional unit to their property?”

No. The ADU ordinance will include consid-
erations regarding property size limitations, 
setback guidelines, water and infrastructure 
availability, and more. First, a property would 
have to meet these standards. Second, the 
property owner would have to apply for the 
necessary use and building permits, pay appli-
cable fees, and undergo an inspection to ensure 
the unit meets building safety standards. 
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“Why do the parcel-based land use and the 
zoning land use analyses differ in the  acreage 
and location of types of land use?” 

The zoning analysis shows what land uses are 
allowed based on existing codes. The parcel-
based analysis shows data on the purposes for 
which land is currently being used, regardless 
of the zoning district (this data is obtained via 
satellite imagery analysis). 

Example one: There is one commercially-zoned 
property in White City; the zoning map reflects 
this. The parcel-based land use analysis shows 
two commercial properties. Why? It includes the 
property that is zoned and used for commer-
cial as well as a landscaping business that is a 
commercial use conditionally approved in a resi-
dential zone.

Example two: Several properties appear as 
government and institutional land uses on the 
parcel-based map, yet the zoning map shows 
these in a residential zoning district. The residen-
tial zone allows for government and institutional 
land uses, such as churches and schools along 
with residences. So although the zoning map 
only shows one district in that area, the parcel-
based land use map shows a mix of existing uses.

“Do businesses increase crime and make a 
neighborhood undesirable?”

There is no direct link between an increase in 
neighborhood businesses and increased crime; 
in fact, research has made connections that 
suggest the opposite.

One of the most important factors contributing 
to a very safe community is having a vibrant 
street life. (Jane Jacobs, called attention to this 
in the 1960s, and it is now well-documented). A 
vibrant street life results in community members 
being out in the public at all times of the day. 
These community members provide eyes on 
the street and informally enforce codes of social 
conduct and safety standards. 

So, how can municipalities encourage a vibrant 
street life? A vibrant street life requires the 
street to have purposeful destinations (reasons 
for people to spend time there) and places to 
interact (a space for people to engage with each 
other positively); businesses can fulfill both 
these criteria by bringing together customers, 
employees, and passerby and giving them a 
place to converse outside of private residences. 
Thus, there is reason to believe that an influx 
of neighborhood businesses, when tied with 
principles of walkable neighborhoods and place-
making, leads to a vibrant street life, decreasing 
crime informally through the expectations and 
enforcement of community members. 
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Additionally, from a financial perspective, busi-
nesses make a neighborhood more desirable. 
For example, in Neighborhood M, a family can 
run a coffee shop on the first floor while living 
on their second floor. The economic potential 
of that property is far higher than of a similarly 
sized property located in Neighborhood Q that 
does not allow businesses. So, the value of the 
Neighborhood M property is higher. 

In addition to higher property values, neigh-
borhood M may be more desirable for residents 
because it offers access to amenities. With a 
coffee shop nearby, a woman in Neighborhood 
M can work from home without a car and still 
fulfill her craving for that chai latte. Did we 
mention that the woman’s purchase, made 
locally, contributes to White City’s sales tax 
revenue, which goes directly toward paying for 
police and fire services? That’s a ‘latte’ of good 
reasons to support increased opportunities for 
small, local businesses.
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Transportation and Land Use Survey Results

This survey was sent to all MSD-member commu-
nities. White City’s responses are listed below 
and on the next pages. Responses to questions 
1, 2, 5, 6, 8, and 9 are depicted numerically in 
tables. 
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Other questions asked residents to identify areas on a map and comment on those areas. Residents 
could choose to talk about an area in White City or an area elsewhere. For example, one White City 
respondent identified the Jordan River Trail, which is not in White City, as a great place for exercising,  
while another White City resident identified the new Canal Trail as an asset. The written responses to 
the seven questions that allowed written comments are in the following pages.

Question A. “Are there any historic areas in your community that you tink should be preserved? Why is 
this structure/area important to you?”
No historic areas.

in white city, south of 10600 S. we have an area zoned as A2, this is important to preserve, there is a cluster of horse properties and we 
just don’t see that anymore. many white city residents get to enjoy these spaces and remember Utah’s’ history, right here in Salt Lake 
County.

White City has no historically significant areas. Culturally the White Towers Pool has some significance. 

No.

This is History Sandy which I think should be preserved

Our community is small, but White Towers Swimming Pool has been an important community gathering space since the subdivision 
was built. Dimple Dell gully is also an important area in the community.

Dimple Dell. It is an outdoor community resource that defines our neighborhood.  We are just another suburb without it.
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Open space in Dry Creek/ Dimple Dell

PRESERVE EXISTING HOMES-THEY DON’T MAKE AFFORDABLE HOUSING LIKE THIS ANYMORE

I’m not aware of any

Leave existing single family dwellings alone. All high density housing is just going to cause greater street, school, shopping conges-
tion.  We have enough in our already land-locked built up areas.

White City Neighborhoods are unique and historical.  They should be preserved

My naborhood.

Schools are often the learning center of the community. While our children attended school in my area and has had a strong impact 
in my home, I never thought that it was a place of such significance its edifice should be preserved.  It was recently razed to  provide 
space for a new school. It is a beautiful building and will provide several generations of community service.  And when it is time it 
needs to be replaced I hope they replace it.  We do not have any historic buildings. 

none

I don’t know

White Towers Pool. It’s a great gathering space and a reminder of the neighborhood’s character.

bear park. We wouldn’t want to lose green space, since we can’t get that back

I work at the landfill. No public transport goes at the hours I need.

I don’t know of any historic areas in my community.

No

n/a

Our homes. Midcentury modern gems. Let’s make them beautiful like Palm Springs

Nothing in particular in the south valley, but the old city/county downtown SLC should be preserved.

Why is the focus on historic areas and not on restoring native vegetation in Dimple Dell. There are so many invasive weeds in Dimple 
Dell, including goatheads. We need to prioritize restoration of native vegetation in Dimple Dell.

The original homes in White City, one of the first communities in the south end of the valley.

Question B. ” Please specify any other transportation concerns that are not included in the list above.”
Public transit should be a service, not a for profit business. I think that many of our mass transit transportation options are severely 
hindered because of a desire for profitability over usability. Compounded by that are frequently changing schedules because of “prof-
itability” that result in a distrust in the system for routine travel. 

Increase covered bicycle parking at trax stations

Travel in the salt lake valley is impossible to travel from east to west and back on public transportation. Travel between Sandy and 
South Jordan should be easy, but no bus line exists to go east-west.  

UTA BUS IS TERRIBLE-NO GOOD FOR TRAVEL CAN’T GET THERE FROM HERE

Too few Front Runner Times. 1/2 hour between pickups makes Front Runner useless in the AM and PM drive times.

why can’t we fix or create a route or highway without having to fix or redo it within 5 years?

Listed in my comments above

Street lights

lack of street lighting in WC

How about a crosswalk at 9400 and Poppy?

Currently no convenient access to bus or rail. 

SPEEDING DOWN SEGO LILY!!!!!

Speeding in residential neighborhoods

Question C. “Other?” 
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Enforcing building standards and bringing neighborhoods up to new standards is important. Our community looks very run down, 
infrastructure and homes.

Keep White City an intimate little city, with smaller homes, bigger lot sizes. let’s not over develop it bringing in more and more people 
for the sake of growth, let’s preserve what we have, and just improve on it. not growth for the sake of growth. Quality over Quantity.

On the subject of light pollution, controlling the brightness of signs like schools and local business are putting up would be fantastic. 
The excessively bright signs are really frustrating and an eyesore. 

LEAVE WHITE CITY ALONE, DON’T MESS WITH IT, PEOPLE LIVE HERE BECAUSE THEY LIKE HOW IT IS

Make it easy to get to a business.  These divider medians that limit your opportunity to access a business is an idiot idea, like 1300 e  
and 10600 s

Leave White City as it is.  

limited government and its involvement in my life.  

Na.

White City was established as a residential community, where businesses within the community, or even a tax base was not consid-
ered.  There were businesses within the area to meet their needs.  Most came here for affordable housing.  However, change or 
progress may be acceptable as the community at large sees the necessity. Many do not want an HOA but the freedom to live as they 
choose with no regard of their neighbors. I believe in the concept of raising the median level of affordable housing, enforcing a level 
of property management. I strongly disagree with replacing homes with businesses.

Keep White City residential!!!

It would be nice to NOT have large apartment buildings here in WC

no bus or rail goes to the mine or dump

Restriction of high density housing

Restore the native vegetation of Dimple Dell. Create Monarch waystations there.

Question D.  “Is there something else you’d like to add?” 
Consider changing church property zoning into school zoning and have a charter school come into the area. Or change rundown 
commercial property into multi-family housing and parks, or community centers.

There is no need to add commercial pieces to our suburb.  There are plenty of commercial destinations around White city.  Apartments 
and townhome should be forbidden.

The board of UTA needs to stop pouring money into light rail and forcing all bus lines to feed the light rail, while ignoring needs in the 
southern end of the valley. Look into making east west bus lines that go further than the closest Trax stop.

Remove speed bumps in White City

Don’t build stupid intersections!!!!  Like 12300 s and the frontage road in Draper, that has to be one of the dumbest ideas brought to 
Utah.

preserve my constitutional rights.  

No

 I have observed while there is a dialog on the surface, I feel there are some of our leaders, who have their own personal agenda that 
take precedence over the desires or needs of the majority.  I want to believe they have the best interest of WC at heart.  My greatest 
concern is  we may destroy why we came here in the first place.

Please investigate our crooked elected White City Officials.  They are not listening to their constituents and receiving some kind of 
kickback or compensation thats fueling their alternative agenda. 

The charm should remain. 

Our neighbors use the dead end of Emerald Dr as their own personal parking lot despite two empty, unused driveways for weeks at a 
time. Again, no code enforcement...y

More detailed definitions of the items above would be helpful. Not sure exactly what many of them are talking about.

Our access to public transportation has been dramatically reduced over the last few years.  I am a fan of  Trax but having interline 
busses to get you there is a necessity.  I like the new plan where you can call for a van in the neighborhood, which will route you to 
available train/bus, unfortunately it is not available in our township.  I realize Covid is currently impacting things, but we need long 
range plans to provide public transportation to our commuities.
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Cleanliness of neighborhoods. 

Restore the native vegetation of Dimple Dell. Create Monarch waystations there.

White City should be left as single family homes, not changed to high density housing/business mix. There long term residents and 
young families starting out and this is an area that is affordable. Many people have lived here their whole life’s, this is their home and 

roots!!

Question E “What do you like about this place?”
Bike, walking, rain, buses, and cars all work together well through this area. Its close to a park, food, entertainment, parking, etc.

Multiple streets coming together, but some are now dedicated for walking and biking, areas just for beautification, slower traffic. Its a 
destination location while still allowing traffic to flow through.

I used to live in south jordan, and could take the UTA up to the U. now I live in white city and work in west valley. there is no good 
option for me any longer.

Frequent transportation options, mixed use development, walkable, pedestrian friendly streets. 

Its not in the community, but this has an amazing light rail station, wide crosswalks, slow traffic speeds, quick access to parks, and close 
to a downtown arts district. It has scultures and art along the roads, in the sidewalks, and more. Its beautiful.

This is a beautiful way to tie lots of traffic, multiple intersections, pedestrians, biking, cars, buses, and destinations all together. A 
section of road became a boardwalk, unusable land became a mini park/monument. Traffic is slowed down, but it still works for all 
modes of transportation.

The new bike/walk bridge over dimple dell will be wonderful. It allows pedestrians and bicyclists the option to stay away from vehicle 
traffic, yet connecting them through an active path for exercise.

Quick access from home to freeway

Close to home, easy to walk.

Traffic flows well, bike lanes are easy to access, it’s well maintained

This map is not useable

Lightrail frequency, evening and weekend service.

Sandy tracks station with buses

I don’t have a place

CLOSE TO HOME

bus service

Trax drops me off at Temple Square for holiday visits

All of the above.

it’s a residential neighborhood close to grocery, gas, and hardware stores, dr. offices, pharmacies. 

Downtown easy to walk about

We need more bus service to a from trax.

I seem to either have entered information on this topic as I cannot find the map.  I like WCities openness, it is close to schools. churches.  
Most of us are close enough to friends walking should not be a hindrance.  Most streets are open enough bike riding can be enjoyable. 

Things are accessible by walking or taking the trax

Good mix of Trax, bike paths, buses, parking

Close to home.  Trail connects for a few miles down into Draper.  New bridge allows us to cross north quickly.  

It’s downtown. so many shops to walk and dine

Home

easy to walk around

Yes.

Close to home, and the new walking/biking path through white city, that connects through, is very convenient and safe.

Close to home, easy to walk and run
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sidewalks in the neighborhood

Regular bus service.

Regular bus service from the tracks station.

On my way just about anywhere I need to go.

Good developed corridor for travel.

Easy access 

Close to home

E 9000 S was recently expanded, signs are clear, and traffic runs smoothly. I never feel like I’m stuck at a light.

Regular trax service

Easy access to I 15 from my home, 90th South has become a nightmare even before the current construction.

Close to home, lights are timed just right to ensure traffic keeps flowing

Close to home

Question F. “What don’t you like about this place?”
Main entrance into the community but is narrow and tight. Blind corners due to homeowners trees/plants. Should have a right turn 
lane, Sidewalks are a mess. Traffic goes well over the speed limit through here. North/Sidebound traffic has to slow for dips. Traffic light 
can be long to get out of community.

Street is narrow. People park on both sides of street, making only room for 1 car to pass through. Cars park on driveways, blocking the 
sidewalks.

people don’t stop for right hand turns, they speed, usually they don’t slow down.

Lack of walkability. Development discourages neighborhood shops, only options involve crossing very busy large roads, virtually no 
buses, not many bike lanes, etc. 

The traffic light takes too long to allow north and southbound traffic to move. The sidewalks are narrow, dirty, and not safe for pedes-
trians. A right turn lane on the north-east corner to turn into Carnation heading north would be beneficial. You could use the vacant 
land to build it, add some landscaping and some art to beautify and entrance into White City.

Too musch traffic and not easy to get from place to place.

The “continuous flow” intersection does not work well

This map is not useable

It’s an unsafe intersection. People drive too fast. Or they stop when they shouldn’t. It should be a 4 way stop instead of a 2 way. 

Lack of bus connection.  

No bus service 

There is no transportation from here.  We use to have a bus stop at Larkspur and Carnation and it went everywhere and stopped every 
hour or so.  They took it away when they built tracks.

WHOLE THING IS A CLUSTER

no buses

This is close to my house.  Bus stops are not convenient and Trax does not get me close.

Cumbersome U turns instead of lefthand turns at intersections. Roundabouts with obstructions in the middle of the island so you can’t 
see the traffic coming.

Unsafe intersection

We need more bus service to and from trax stations.

Access into WC by bus has not always been non-existent. The populus is getting older, many are becoming unable to drive. With fewer 
options and fewer conveniences. WC had access to 5 grocery stores within walking distance of their homes.Today there is only one.  
For many the must travel in excess of 1 or more miles for produce, etc.  Eteries surround WC yet none are or were within the township, 
yet all entities mentioned were or are within the tax base of Sandy.  People purchasing homes within WC did not do so with the conve-
nience of a WC business nearby or helping their communities tax base.

Things are far away and the only way to get places effectively is by driving.

busy intersection, unsafe
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Only option is a car.

We don’t want public transport in white city!  

No place to bike or walk

WC is isolated. We can’t walk and dine

isolated

Experiment gone wrong.

No regular service

No regular bus service.

Poor visibility looking west. Screwy intersection heading east. Needs a traffic light.

Q

unknown 

Too crowded

This intersection going into the parking lot has no clear signage for traffic flow. There are frequent slowdowns and congestion because 
cars in both lanes try to go straight or don’t know who has the right of way.

Cars in the right turn only lane frequently drive straight through the intersection.

It is difficult to turn left on Sego Lily Dr from north bound 1300 E. 

A lot of accidents

Awkward street and flow of traffic

Getting impossible to use 90th.  even before current restrictions

I catch every stinking red light on 7th east all. the. time

Public transportation does run at times I need.

Question G. “Why is this building or area important to you?”
Big Bear Park. This park could become amazing with many purposes - sports fields and courts, children play areas, covered picnicing, 
etc. Its needs easier and more access in and out of by car, bike, or walking from all directions. It needs more parking.

This church building is old and run down. Attendance is very low. This property could be rezoned for multi-family homes and a small 
neighborhood park.

This church property is very large. The parking lot is never full. Maybe the north section could be re-purposed into a neighborhood 
park or community center of some kind.

This shopping center should be annexed into White City and made amazing. Add stand-alone restaurants, rec center, redo the theater, 
etc. Add an apartment complex or townhomes. Add a small park. It could be amazing.

Many of my clients and regular (non pandemic) dining and entertainment destinations are located here. 

Big Bear Park. It could be an amazing destination. It needs more - softball field, racketball courts, more parking, more than 1 entrance, 
pedestrian/bike entrances from east and north.

This church is old and attendance is very low. The congregations could be moved to another church building. It could be rezoned for 
townhomes and a small park, or maybe a charter school to compete with public schooling.

This church lot is huge. The back portion is just an always empty parking lot. It could be rezoned for townhomes or a small park, or 
maybe a charter school to compete with public schooling.

There is a small section of Dimple dell park that could be updated to have an activity area for kids and families. Maybe benches, 
covered eating area, playground, and small parking lot.

Groceries at Walmart, home improvement at Lowes, haircuts, restaurants, etc

Shopping area.

Shopping area.

Our Water District 

BEAR PARK

new trail and bridge
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It’s one of the very few community areas in white city

Religious community

It has everything I need - gas, Lowes, Walmart, many restaurants, etc.

FREEDOM TO LEAVE

education

work

Library

My church building.

White City Neighborhoods are important.  We should preserve them.

it’s where I live

Winter and summer reqreation.

Mychurch is on 10600 South.  Weather permitting I often walk to church,  It kind of puts you in control of the spirit before you enter 
the doors and a chance to reflect an the way home.  If I walk this is a pleasure walk.  I also walk to the park in Sandy.  It is a pleasure to 
do so without having time constraints

This is the mall we are most familiar with and that is closes to where we live.

This is the school where I work.

Because its a quiet residential neighborhood free of commercialization.  

We love the dimple dell regional park area and are so glad to have the great outdoors at our fingertips.  

The Univ is an important area since I work here. the commute via train 40  min the drive 25

family

This area is so convenient and we love it for shopping and eating.

This is where I work, and have to travel to regularly.

The walking area is great for walking my pet or just myself.

Wall falling apart, missing gate, homeless foot traffic to Bear Park, lots of garbage everywhere on west side of wall.

Long distance travel

Alta View Clinic - medical care

Bear Park - family leisure/recreation

walking, exercise, leisure time

Grocery shopping and trail access

A place to hike and bike

Library for books

Keeping the open space of Dimple Dell is a necessity to this community, we are so lucky to have such a natural area in our metropolitan 
area.

I use Dimple Dell- I walk there daily.

We frequent the climbing GYM.  

It is where I work
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Land and Character Survey Results

Q1. Please describe the "character of White City".
A bedroom community which has good access to city conveniences as well as close access to nature and wilderness.

A lot of elderly residents and young families with children. Quiet and minimal traffic

A smaller community where there are many long term/life long residents who look out for each other. A nice mix of young and old, 
quiet and safe. Single family homes that are affordable with nice yards where houses are crammed so close together.

Calm. Enough business to support the community but not so much that it feels like a city.

Certain parts of White city need help, however having lived here for 29 years, i believe that we have taken out some of the stigma that 
existed with White city.

Charming

Close knit resident community, aware, observant, and protective of history and amenities, particularly the Water Company and parks. 
Transition community, caring for last original owners while welcoming young family move in's who often remodel and update.

Dimple Dell

Feels like you’re transported back to the 60’s - 80’s. In a good way...

Funky houses with some interesting landscaping features near to Dimple Dell. McMansions are absent thankfully, and it's not a treeless 
wasteland like much of Draper.

Getting run down and trashy.

I community of moderate income housing that is a pleasant, and so far, safe place to live.

I did not upload a picture and not sure on question

I did not upload pictures.

I do not believe that WC has a particular character. I have lived in the area for over 28 years and nothing seems to have changed. So 
this might be a good idea. Violence is going up so that should be a concern

I don't think white city has much character. Certainly nothing I'd want to replicate across the area. I'd characterize it as old and worn, 
with little modern amenities or initiatives.

I have lived in White City for 48 years and feel that we live in a quite residential area, and that it should stay that way. In speaking to 
people in my area,no one is interested in mixed use buildings,they were surprised that it was even being discussed.

I haven't uploaded any photos. Character is traditional mostly mid century and rambler single family dwellings. Very little commercial 
areas in the community.

I love the small neighborhood feel. I moved back in the neighborhood almost 3 years ago. I know more people and talk to more people 
in that 3 years then I did in my old neighborhood of 15 years. People are more friendly in general.

I think these images typify the intentions of the original developer. Modest, well kept, single family dwellings.

I'm not sure what you mean by "character", but I would say uninvolved. I've never been part of a community that care so little. I feel 
more part of Sandy, than I do White City.

In general, White City, unfortunately, has an overall run-down, tired, unkempt character. I appreciate the neighbors who take care of 
their homes and yards, but those are exceptions, not the rule.

Inadequate street lighting with plenty of urban blight. Any code enforcement going on?

It was better before it started emulating other cities and not seriously considering or helping residents with increased crime and 
privacy issues from "upgrades" within the city

Mostly small, single-family homes built very simple in nature. The majority of development is 50+ years old, worn, and in disrepair. 
There are many mature trees. Mix of wide and narrow streets, some with and without sidewalks and parkstrips.

Nice neighborhood community

No photos uploaded

No pictures uploaded. We feel the character of White City includes single family homes, schools, churches, and parks and trails.

Not at this time. No photos at this time.
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Old, trashy, unkempt, slums

Quiet affordable neighborhood. Free of the commercialization the plagues the rest of our lives.

Quiet family neighborhood

Small, quaint, modest, neighborly

Smaller houses, well-kept good-size yards, and unique styles - not cookie-cutter houses or identical landscaping.

Suburban family neighborhood.

To me, the character of White City is a peaceful, family oriented community

Up and coming 1960's vintage neighborhood with small and functional homes full of solid middle class folk.

When I tell people I live in White City, their response can be negative. Even though many maintain their yards, there are more that do 
not. It's sad that some just don't care. I hope for a more tight knit community where people take care of each other

White City has been an excellent place to raise children with a low crime rate and homes that are affordable. Even my daughter would 
have loved to live in White City after she married and had a family, but the homes became unaffordable even if desirable.

White City is a pocket of solitude in Salt Lake County. It's quiet. You can see stars at night and hear crickets. You know your neighbors 
and care about them. The kids are safe walking to school each day or playing on the playground after school.

White City is a quiet residential community within a more bustling area of the valley.

White City is a simple town built on an economy budget (unlike the nicer homes in Sandy). This makes it more affordable than living 
in Sandy. White City enjoys nearby amenities, opportunities, facilities, and transportation options.

White City is a suburb with too many bi-levels, some split levels, and some nice ramblers. It has narrow streets with homes that have 
some nice landscaping and some with weeds. It's character is that of a suburb, a place away from work and storefronts.

White City is diverse, with a mixture of young and old, different races and ethnicities, and socioeconomic backgrounds. It's also a bit 
rough around the edges, in the best way.

White City, to us, in 1975 was the suburbs. That is why we moved here and that is what we think it should stay. We lived here and 
worked in Salt Lake Ciity. No business. No mult-family dewlllings. With one family living there.

White city is a lovely neighborhood. It is close to shopping and schools and I’d prefer to keep it that way and not incorporate business 
into the neighborhood.

an area of families and neighbors caring for each other and our properties

family and community centered

independence

suburban residential

no pictures

In addition to the comments, seven images were submitted by survey respondents. These images 
suggest that the character of White City is defined by well-kept, modest, one-two story split-level, 
bi-level, or ranch-style homes.
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Q2a. Please describe places/features of White City that you like, and think should be preserved.
No pictures

All residential areas. We don’t want commercial or any businesses.

Bear Park with current Bear Statue. No photos at this time.

Bear Park, Canal Trail Dimple Dell, White Towers Swimming Pool

Big Bear Park and Dimple Dell Canyon

Big Bear Park.

Definitely the gully and parks and small homes.

Dimple Dell park along with community access points, general single family housing types, and preservation of large lot / agricultural 
areas.

Family atmosphere in residential areas

Green spaces like Bear Park have been a good community resource. Although I don’t live next to the park, it seems like efforts have 
been successful in keeping the park safe and well maintained.

Historical places should be preserved. The population density level we have now is good. I don’t want it to increase too much or too 
fast, especially if it would affect traffic.

I did not upload a picture.

I enjoy the look of red brick houses, Bear Park, most people take care of their yards,new sidewalks, walking paths, churches and schools 
in very close proximity.

I generally like Big Bear Park, though the constant sports teams tend to ruin the space for actual residents and bring a lot of noise. I 
also like the canal trail. That was a very good addition to the area.

I like that our neighbors, for the most part, get a long. But I would only keep the areas that look upkept and clean.

I like the humble and clean aspect - not fancy or gaudy, but nice and welcoming.

I like the new sidewalks and improvements that have been made, and hope more of that is on the horizon.

I like the park and the community pool. I don’t want high density housing and strip malls that will bring in undesirable businesses or 
will sit empty.

I like the single family dwellings and do not want commercial development or mixed use.

I like the trails, dimple dell, and other parks. Single family homes should also be preserved.

I like well kept yards and that we have light neighborhood traffic not heavy traffic for businesses.

I love the new trail and the bridge that connects us to the north side and Bear park. It makes it somuch easier to get around in the 
neighborhood without having to go down to 7th or up the 13th. Both very dangerous roads. I also love Dimple Dell park.

I really like the idea of our white city pool

I think Sego Lily and surrounding streets should stay how they are because there are a lot of schools and children. Too much traffic 
would be dangerous.

I want White Towers Pool preserved, because it captures the family nature of the community and offers something unique. I also want 
to preserve the Last Blast of Summer for the same reasons.

I would like to see the residential aspect of White City preserved, as well as Bear Park and the new Canal Trail.

Needs updating

No photos uploaded

Parks, open spaces

Residential only

Safety, quiet, the neighborhood feel should be preserved because they make the community who it is. Low traffic, walk-ways, the gully 
should be preserved because they allow families and individuals to be safe and have access to nature to enjoy.

Small community and easy access to stores and main arteries.

The fact that we live in neighborhoods that have big yards, and homes that are average. I like the feel of the community. We do not 
need to go to a High density housing community.
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The original White City. Single family houses with one family living there.

The parks and trails, and mainly retain the single family dwellings. Very little area for commercial development unless large areas of 
housing were to be torn down. Not a popular option.

The single family homes should be preserved and not sacrificed for high density housing or businesses.

The suburb itself should be preserved as a suburb. It does not need to change. It functions for what it is. Mixed use is used by progres-
sives who want to cut down their carbon footprint.

There is an old farmhouse at 10470 S Columbine Cir that should be preserved and recognized, clean up the yard and house and add a 
plaque as a historical site. White Towers pool is pretty neat. Properties should mostly remain single-family residents.

They’ve already been changed so there’s nothing to preserve

Trails and parks and homes/yards that are neat and cared for.

Trees. Tall trees - as many as possible. As much as possible we should make it darker at night (especially in the bike paths around the 
drainage project).

Water Company staying resident managed and in White City ownership. Parks being maintained. Home ownership with residents.

We could use more sidewalks to make it easier for people to get around, especially the elderly. I walk around this area everyday with 
my dog, I feel cleaning up some of the current spaces and enforcing code would improve the look of our community.

White City swimming pool. Parks in area

White Towers Swimming Club, Canal Trail, Big Bear Park, Dimple Dell Park and connections from the community into the park. Schools 
(Alta View and others on White City borders). Quiet community. Friendly neighborhoods.

White city enjoys single family housing and not the congestion that comes along with high density housing. It also is relatively quiet 
as compared to mixed-use areas containing restaurants, bars, clubs, convenient stores, etc.

bear park

big bear park, white tower swimming pool, gully

the homes and park to continue to be kept up, neat and clean and watered properly. the park and its ammenties. the new trail is great 
but proper landscaping should have been in place at the time of construction.

this is a quiet non-commercial neighborhood and it should remain that way maintain the status quo

water saving yards

In addition to the comments, three images were submitted by survey respondents.They identify White 
City’s oldest home, the pool, and the horse properties as places to preserve.
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Q3a. Please describe places/features that you like, and that are a good model for future development 
in White City.  
no pictures

Areas of Sugarhouse and Holiday that have 1 or 2 small shops scattered in the neighborhood should be used as an example for the 
potential here. Adding small community-focused amenities would enhance the appeal and encourage walking.

Bear Park and the trail across the ravine are nice - can walk through neighborhoods and also are pleasant places.

Big Bear Park.

Care must be taken to rejuvenate what we already have since there is no land for development.

Dimple Dell park is a major asset

Every home that has residents is a good example of why we don't need businesses.

Home upgrades are welcome as long as they adhere to the intentions of the original development plan. Single family dwellings. No 
purposed rental properties, no duplexes, no fourplexes, no business interests.

I enjoy the new Pathways and sidewalks, Bear Park, schools and churches.

I like our residential only city with no commercial or mixed use.

I like parks

I like that there are not obvious businesses on Sego Lily. It is nice to drive down Sego Lily and see kids playing in their yards etc. If there 
is going to be mixed then it should be down towards the 7 Eleven and storage place.

I like the access we have to walking trails in the gully. I like the playground at Alta Views which serves as a park. I like that I’m able to 
feel safe in my neighborhood and that my home where I’ve lived for over 45 years seems secure.

I like the new lights in the light polls. I especially like the addition of the lights on Zinnia Way! Makes it much safer at night.

I like the path that leads to the new bridge over Dimple Dell, and the bridge. I love encouragement of tall trees, shadows, and darkness 
at night. Walkability is a plus, and I do like the increased presence of sidewalks. Lots of nice gardens in the area.

I like the quiet close knit neighborhood that doesn’t have major traffic that businesses or high density housing will bring.

I think the trail could be a good thing for development, though I'm not sure it has been executed in the best. way. I like that I can walk 
to the park and access other parts of the neighborhood (like schools) on foot.

I want local small business to move in! I want to be able to walk to a small business and inject money into the area I live in instead of 
giving everything to Sandy and Draper. I'd like to see more multi-family housing go up. I'd like to see sidewalks.

I would not like to see a lot of growth in White City, outside of upgrading some homes or yards to meet code. Adding sidewalks or 
walkways on the north side of the gully might increase the safety for children going to school.

I'd hate to see homes lost but there are a couple places that could be good for future development in White City. There are 3 homes on 
700 east house numbers 10375, 10385, 10395 also the SE corner of SegoLily/700 east could be good for future development.

I'd like to see a continued push for sustainable, affordable housing. White City offers some of the only real estate left in the valley a 
young family can afford.

Jordan River is starting to become a better model for trail signage and wayfinding with small amenities along the trail. On a smaller 
scale that could be nice along the canal trail. Walkable safe community maintaining access to surrounding commercial.

Mix use. New larger homes for young families. See trees that shade the streets and sidewalks like in Sugarhouse. A nice community 
center for White City for meetings and recreation. Large, welcome park entrances for Bear and Dimple Dell parks, and trails.

More trees

No image uploaded

No photos uploaded

Not a lot of business traffic

Nothing

Parks and residential areas are nice.

Parks and trails. Homes and yards that are clean and orderly.

Photos will not upload. I grew up in White City then lived in 5 other states and recently returned purchasing my parents home. Other 
towns had quaint planned areas that built a strong community bond. Look up photos of Geneva Illinois 3rd Street for ideas
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Single family dwellings with requirements to water your grass and take care of your property. No slumlords allowed.

Sugarhouse area

Sugarhouse- walkable neighborhoods, pretty houses, connected to businesses but no businesses in the neighborhoods

Tall concrete/cement walls protecting residents safety and privacy along the trail

The new walking path is nice. I hope it continues to be developed

The newly street lights. Keeps crime away, with well lit street lights. Have to an eye out for streets that still have very dark areas.

The suburb area near Buttercup Park in Sandy is a good model for future development in White City.

The walking trail that was recently opened is wonderful,although it could use some landscaping and weed control. Placing Pet cleanup 
bags, similar to Dimple Dell and the N side of 106 would help people clean up after their pets. Small parks on S side WCT

There is no room and no need for future development except for neighborhood home improvement. People seek out White City to 
get away from urban areas.

There is no room for future developement.

There is not a need for future development in White City. Where are you going to put it? I like the improvement of sidewalks

Township and county parks are of good quality. Maintain open spaces.

We have very little area for development. City is primarily built out and the majority of the residents want to keep the integrity of this 
type of community.

We need better street lights. We need more code enforcement for those with too many vehicles, junky yards and motor homes, etc. 
We need people to clean up their yards.

Where to start!? A website that doesn't look like it was built in 90's would be nice. How about official city social media pages? It's 
almost like our city is still living in the yeah 2000

White city is landlocked. We do not need to turn it into California and change areas that will be developing to look like some of those 
communities.

any open spaces within White City could be made into small parks for families to utilize for family get togethers and other related 
activities.

more lights, and better safety

none

the new bridge across the gully

walking path

In addition to the comments, eleven images were submitted by survey respondents. These pictures 
identify tree-lined streets, a community center/library, park access, sidewalk maintenance, neigh-
borhood businesses, duplexes that resemble single-family homes, White City’s existing lot sizes, and 
single-family homes as good models for future development in White City. Find these images on the 
next two pages (next spread).
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Q4a. Please describe places/features that you dislike, which even if they can’t be remedied, at least 
shouldn’t be repeated with future development in White City. 
no pictures

Big new developments that have houses right on top of each other.

Crowded communities without adequate parking should be avoided. Neighborhoods without sidewalks are not family friendly.

Dislike homes that have unkempt yards, if you can’t afford, or don’t want to water, then landscape with appropriate landscape that 
doesn’t require frequent water. Also we must get the junk off of our properties.

Generally, I like White City. I don’t see industry sandwiched against residential. Larkspur, Budlea and Violet drives could use more 
streetlights. Some places are a little scary at night if you’re alone.

Gutters and sidewalks that need replacing.

Homes / business that are cheap, junk yards, or poorly kept.

Homes allowed to accumulate lots of stuff looks like hoarding

Homes in extreme disrepair. Weeds everywhere including goatheads and overgrowth covering sidewalks. Makeshift materials for 
fencing. Unapproved / non-standard building practices. Unfinished additions, makeshift roofing. Yards unattended and full of junk.

Houses with trash, non kept yards.

I dislike have lots of really big homes.

I dislike that there aren’t sidewalks throughout all of White City

I dislike the areas without sidewalks or street lights. I also wish some houses were better landscaped and cared for.

I dislike the smaller Bi-Level houses and narrow roads. I also dislike townhomes and apartments.

I don’t like that we don’t have enough street lights. I don’t like that sidewalks are sinking and uneven. I don’t like that people just don’t 
care about their yards.

I don’t like the Speedway building on the corner of 10600 and 700 East. It seems like a building that it meant for tiny geographic of our 
population. I would like to see a business or business that meant the needs of more families. (I miss the aquarium.)

I would add lighting on the trail at night as a security measure. I would love to see fiber come into our community especially with the 
changes to workplace locations being from home now and in the foreseeable future.

Keep NSEW address. Keep small areas for community garden spaces. Corner of 7th e and 98th s Blue-light based LED lighting. Return 
private property rights - land grants & alloidial title property ownership, not rental of real estate from IMF.

Lack of street lights

Many homes in different areas of White City are in disrepair; too many homes have multiple autos/trucks in driveways and on streets 
(suspect more than one family live in these areas).

Many properties have room for improvement in terms of landscape and curb appeal. However, I am unsure how to accomplish better 
curb appeal while still respecting owner’s wishes and rights. You cannot force someone to keep things neat and tidy…can you?

Many years ago I stopped at the end of a street to assess why it looked unkempt and noticed it was chain link fences, old abandoned 
cars in the front yards and WEEDS. I wish keeping up yards could be enforced.

Na

No image.

No photos uploaded

No sidewalks in the residential areas, always been a poor choice.

No traffic light at 9400 S and Poppy Ln. Big dip heading east towards Poppy reduces visibility when I need to turn west there. Going 
east towards Walmart the first intersection you come to is a mess. Off center??

Not placing sidewalks. Sidewalks are a must!

Only dislike is unkept run down yards in White City. Can these be remedied with organized service or a fund to provide a 1 day curb 
appeal mini makeover for residents unable to do manual labor? Hire a small seasonal community landscaper?

Other areas of White City - residential areas which streets still have very darkness at night.

Some streets have no sidewalks. Some properties are not very well maintained.
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Speeding on Sego Lily

The lack of sidewalks and street lights is something I hate. It makes the neighborhood feel unsafe.

The low skill diy changes people have made on their properties, including perpetually unfinished projects should be discouraged. The 
shallow curved gutters should gradually be replaced with more effective options.

The non existent safety and privacy wall along the trail, it was very callous and disrespectful to not have that be a priority and is 
causing many many problems for the residents directly affected

The only negative thing I can think of is how run down some of the homes in the Township are, they are neglected and overrun with 
trash and such, just turning into our Township in some areas is embarrassing, don’t we have codes that can be enforced.

The trashy yards and unkempt property.

The walkway with NO PRIVACY FENCING for people living on either side. ABSOLUTLY IRRESPONSIBLE, UNCARING, AND A VIOLOATION 
OF PRIVACY!! SHAME ON WHITE CITY, SANDY CITY AND SLCO. Your lack of concern for the safety and privacy for citizens is sickening.

There are places on/near Larkspur that do not have sidewalks. It feels unsafe to walk around there or as a driver be more vigilant that 
you don’t encounter walkers.

There is a tree on a corner of 106th South and Primrose the was pruned and has now overgrown so it blocks the vision for cars pulling 
out onto 106th which I feel is dangerous.

There isn’t anything that comes to mind.

Trashy yards that renters do not up keep. No noisy business like tire shops etc. The business should be low keyed and blend in. We do 
not want White City to look like State Street.

We could use more street lights. Also white city water crews need to be more conscientious when repairing lines. I now have a sinking 
sidewalk because of their lack of concern.

We live on Silver Mountain Drive which is a block east of 700 East and very close to 10600 South. It is already quite noisy with various 
businesses and the fire department near, so more commercial development would make it noisier.

While some businesses may do a good job of not being detrimental or disruptive to the neighborhood, rezoning or allowing busi-
nesses is a terrible idea. NO mixed use/business interests. Residential properties only.

Worst feature has got to be our current elected officials. They are crooked and undermining the wishes of the community. And most 
likely involved in some kind of illegal payback from potential developers.

Yards that are full of weeds, or dying grass. Trash in the yards. We should have clean, well kept homes and yards. We have plenty of 
stores that can be walked to if needed. We don’t need any more business. We don’t need Big 5.

n/a

no knowledge

no proper landscaping plans for the areas along the new trail.

nothing

the lack of sidewalks and walkable routes. How old and worn everything looks.
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In addition to the comments, thirteen images were submitted by respondents. Please note that seven 
pictures depict a resident’s home/yard and are not included for privacy reasons. Those pictures convey 
buildings in disrepair, with potential safety issues, as well as weed-filled and unkempt yards. The six 
pictures below show unkempt vegetation that inhibits walking on the sidewalks, fences, and on-street 
parking of large trailers and boats.
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Q5. For a small-scale mixed-use area (residential and small business), what kind of building design do 
you prefer? (51 respondents, 51 responses, 2 skips) 

Q6. Building Frontage. What type of building relationships to streets or spaces are desirable for 
mixed-use areas in White City? Choose all that apply. (35 respondents, 71 responses, 18 skips)
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Q7. Which parking locations are desirable for mixed use buildings in White City? Choose all that apply. 
(45 respondents, 91 responses, 8 skips)

Q8. Select the mixed use building designs that fit the character of White City. Choose all that apply. (37 
respondents, 102 responses, 16 skips).
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Q9. What landscaping or public spaces are desirable for White City mixed use developments? Choose 
all that apply. (39 respondents, 153 responses, 14 skips)

Q10. In the future, where do you think it would be most appropriate to allow mixed use areas in White 
City? (53 respondents, 77 responses)
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Is there anything else you’d like to add?
At most I’d be interested in a public use area on the south side of Dimple Dell similar but maybe not as big as Big Bear. Also maybe a 
small convenience store where I don’t have to cross 700 or 10600

I like the small-town feel. Please don’t advocate for making everything large apartment buildings or jammed-together townhouses.

Why are we continually asked about mixed use facilities when we have expressed each time that we do not want to loss any houses 
for mixed-use. Are you still considering eliminating houses? I must say that the pathway is fantastic and glad to have a sidewalks along 
Galena for pedestrians safety. 

Improve what’s already here. Stop coming up with plans that are going to pull people out of their homes!

I’d like the focus to be on affordable housing instead of McMansions.

Why do you keep trying to get rid of peoples homes?  We have enough crummy strip malls and chain restaurants in Sandy.  Let’s 
preserve some neighborhoods!   We all are wondering where you are getting the kickback from and want current white city elected 
people out of office ASAP!  Crooks!

Please keep White city as it is.  We do not need to become like the rest of urban cities. You think you are doing good by changing the 
feel of white city.  It isn’t needed.

We don’t want mixed use in WhI don’t know how many times we as a community have to make it known, WE DON’T WANT MIXED USE 
IN WHITE CITY!!!  LEAVE. IT. ALONE !!!!!   It is time for the “mayor” to step down.  We need leadership that does not bow down to her.  It 
is not acceptable for her to have her thumb on the other members who seem to worship her.  There is something seriously wrong with 
that picture.  New members of the community council are being shunned for speaking the truth.  How unfortunate.  

Most of the residents in White City do not want mixed use buildings in our township,that is not why this community was established. 
Why are we pushing this concept?  I have seen mixed use buildings in Sugarhouse, the living spaces are filling up but many of the 
business are not in use, they have also built some mixed use buildings in Draper, some of the living spaces are occupied, but not the 
businesses.  Maybe you need more input from the residents of the community. Many were not even aware of this plan! 

No multi-family dwellings or business is in White City.  Single family dwellings only with maintained property

Love the little ‘police station’ at 94th & Poppy. The crack-house look right next door to it is interesting. No code enforcement there 
either, I guess

I’d like to existing homeowner/landlords to clean up thei properties. 

Leave White City as it is!!!!

We moved to White city because of the small town feel, the friendly neighbors, the walk ability, and the closeness to other places. 
Please do not make this area a mixed use area. We live on Hollyhock Avenue, just on the other side of 106th. We are very concerned 
about the effects of mixed use properties on the safety and desirability of our neighborhood.

just to be left as a “”bedroom community”” and to be encouraged to keep property neat and clean  thank you

I’d like to keep the residential feel and relatively low traffic of White City and see more streetlights.

We became separate and didn’t integrate with Sandy so we could stay united as a community and no one wants businesses we are 
a residential area that’s what people believed wouldn’t change so it would be very discouraging if we were misled into thinking we 
would stay a safe family residential community and be turned into Sandy that we didn’t want

White City needs sidewalks everywhere, bike lanes, repairs to streets, gutters and curbs. Residents need to be forced to take care of 
landscaping and have no weeds and to repair their homes with new roofs and siding, paint, windows, etc. Streets should be modified 
for more trees, narrow in spots to slow traffic and attractive entrances into the town.

I like ordinances that make it harder to remove large trees, that encourage natural or artificial shade, that keep homes small, that 
encourage foot traffic over vehicles, and that protect darkness at night (so late night pedestrians don’t lose their dark adaptation from 
blinding lights).

We desperately want a local pub or restaurant in the area. Something that we could walk to on cooler evening and actually enjoy 
within white city instead of having to go to Sandy or Draper. 

No not at this time.

I wish we would have just merged with Sandy.

I grew up in White City, and I love living here now.  Would love to see more life and modernization in the area.

Now more than ever with the rise of work from home situations, I think we will see the demand for walkability and conveyance of 
mixed use be a high priority for residents looking to move here. 
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This township was forced on us. We would have done better if we could have incorporated into our neighbor Sandy City. I’d like that 
to be a possibility.

Once again please consider what you have done to our neighborhood by allowing a walkway without protection for homes that 
back the walkway. Without privacy fencing - at least 12 ft tall - but 15-20 ft is really needed our crime will continue to increase, our 
children continue to be at risk, and no enjoyment had by those living along the walkway. Who wants to live in a fishbowl. Shame on 
the approval to move forward on this project without planning for privacy for the citizen’s already living in the space! 

White City is a suburb. Don’t make it into a mixed use.

survey options, that don’t have to have pictures. feed back that allows everybody to leave responses

I like White City to remain a residential only community without commercial development or mixed use.

Maximize Freedom and flexibility and limit corporate government oversite.

I realize that this “”community”” needs a tax base. In the long run the committees are going to do what they want. Asking residents to 
upload pictures is crazy. Especially the older residents. We need to keep our township clean and help neighbors with their property. 
We have residents that have junk all over the yards and have for years. Maybe thats a good place to start?

I’m not sure what needs to be said to make it clear that the majority of residents in White City want developers to basicly leave us 
alone. The community has been sucessful for 60 years. NO NEW GRAND PLANS!

Create progressive areas to bond move ins to community. Keep home ownership in the community. Aganist realtors and investors 
buying properties and turning them into rentals or duplex’s. I’m ok with residents who rely on short term rental income, with strict 
rules (ie No parties). Being owner occupied and renting part of the home helps insure that guest renters are screened. Ratings help 
insure that the home and yard is kept in good shape. Quality owners and guests contribute to the community. 

We feel that this survey is slanted toward incorporating mixed use development into White City whether we want it or not. Is there 
anyplace in White City that is not already occupied by residential homes other than schools, parks, and churches? Who is volunteering 
to tear down their homes in order to add mixed use development? (All of the normal places for development have already been 
annexed into Sandy City.) We like the community as a residential community. Encourage clean and orderly residences/yards.

I think there are very few areas where mixed use could make sense in White City, but I am in favor of looking for ways to allow more 
home based businesses. If mixed use was incorporated I would support a model that allows a home to be used as a business, but also 
has to maintain a residential unit on site to maintain sense of community. Or not allow major changes that wouldn’t allow it to easily 
be used as a residence by the next owner.  And I would limit it to specific areas instead of community wide.

I am old-fashioned and like White City the way it is now with no changes.  I have lived here for 35 years.
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Area Needs and Priorities Survey Results

This survey is intended for residents of White City Metro Township and will inform White City’s ongoing 
General Plan. Responses guide your neighbors on the General Plan Steering Committee in developing 
goals and actions related to land use in White City. Thanks for taking the time to help shape White City’s 
future!

The survey takes approximately 5-10 minutes to complete. 

Questions 1-5 ask about observations specific to different areas in White City. Refer to the map to 
identify the areas (the Character Area Map on page 47 of this General Plan). Consider a wide variety of 
likes, dislikes, and opportunities. For example, you can comment on the amount of crosswalks, neigh-
borly relationships, yard maintenance, streetscape aesthetics, access to trails, the need for a specific 
road sign, etc. Why is this information helpful? Area-specific feedback helps the Steering Committee 
and planning staff identify spatial goals, such as “Improve street lighting in X area.” 

1. Consider the area around 10600 South. Please share anything you like, dislike, or see as an opportu-
nity for improvement specifically in this area.
The South side of 106th South that have remained unused and vacant for more than a decade.

We need lights and sidewalks

We live behind the raceway which is generally quiet unless there is a parking lot event. The traffic and ambulances and fire trucks are 
noisy but we can live with the noise.

This area is appropriate for commercial development. An East/West commenter train could also be added to this area. Multi-family 
housing development in this area would be appropriate also.

The traffic light is too short for the crosswalk and you have to run to get across the road that needs to have a longer time frame

The street crossing for the bike trail sound be a raised street crossing with and island in the middle. This will create a safe crossing and 
slow traffic down

The only improvement I would like to see happen is people maintaining their property a little better.

The canal trail crossing at 106th is very cumbersome to have to go down to 700 East to cross. Often I just turn around at that point and 
am generally unwilling to make the crossing. I wish it was easier access to cross the street near the trail.

The canal trail crossing at 106th is quite burdensome. I often just turn around at 106th since taking the time to cross the street at 7th 
East is a perceived challenge. I’d like to see the gas station go and see more small businesses like the chocolate cottage.

Rezoning to multi family homes and buisnesses

Rebuild with a grocery store and shopping area, where the rock church was. Fill in that lot with stores.

Please keep it residential.

Please don’t make the area on 10600 south mixed use. We like that it’s all residential. We live on hollyhock and are concerned about 
what that would do to our block. We have little kids and would feel unsafe with businesses in our backyard.

Nothing comes to mind.

Nothing

Not in favor of any more businesses in this area.

No opinion.

Many homes have upgraded their landscaping. However, there are still many who do not maintain the property. Hundreds of thousands 
of people travel up and down 10600 South and see the images. Many of these properties are rental units and have such small front 
yards, driveways, etc. that it creates a hazard. Wider or curved frontal driveways would reduce risk and look better.
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Like the single family homes on 10600 South. Keep that neighborhood feel.

Keep 106 residencial! People don’t want businesses in their backyards.

I would like it if people would take care of their yards more, but otherwise, I like the area and don’t really want to see a lot of change.

I think this area would be a good area for businesses.

I think it’s important to preserve the rights of home owners already living up 106 South. I understand the desire to have more oppor-
tunities for businesses, but that shouldn’t come at the expense of residents. A cross walk or other pedestrian safety measure would be 
a welcome addition at the intersection of 106 S and the Canal Trail. I witness many jaywalkers bolt across the road to get to the other 
side of the trail, and to be honest, I can understand. The cross walk at the light is quite a ways away.

I like the sidewalks on both sides and that we have trees along most of it. It’s also nice to have the cross walk at 1000th east, the 
midpoint between the two big intersections.

I like the residential nature of 10600 S to provide a nice contrast to the busier Main Street area. It prevents us from turning into the 
awful garbage pile that currently is Salt Lake City. A strip mall is a great way to destroy the neighborhood.

I like the rec center on the south side. I like the nice wide road. Traffic moves nicely here. The left turn up near mcdonalds is a nice 
improvement.

I like the area the way it is now, as residential area. I don’t want anything to change for it at all.

I like it how it is and would not enjoy it changing to a non residential area. Street lamps would be nice.

I like it as it is.

I know that commercial has been thrown around for this area, and I’m not completely opposed to it as long as it is well-planned and 
not a series of hap-hazard strip malls that are frequently vacant. It does depend, however, on how many homes are actually OWNED 
as opposed to rented.

I cannot think of anything that I dislike too much. 10600s is an easy to manage quick road to important arteries without feeling too 
crowded or obnoxious for what it is. When walking/jogging I try to avoid it as much as possible since it is loud and less pleasant, but it 
can be avoided without too much trouble.

Getting off the canal corridor with a bike and trailer is difficult at many of the breaks at streets. I have to stop and wiggle Mike bike and 
my 2yr olds trailer around.. so difficult.

For the most part, I like it.

Encourage clean up of yards.

Dislike, this area is not congested as is and is only used as a raceways at night and early hrs of the morning. Widening this road will 
cause more problems and take lower income house away from people who do not have funds to buy hosuing in the higher market.

Better crossing for the canal trail. Ideally a separated crossing.

Add a crosswalk at the canal trail

A crosswalk would be nice where the trail passes on 10600 south (about across from Brews on 7th).

A code needs to be written and enforced for junk in yards and dead grass, weeds, etc. There is a definite difference between the North 
and South sides of 106th. We need sidewalk improvements and beautification.

10600 s. is fine to me. A little busy, but nothing that can really be changed. I really don’t think commercial would do well along 10600 
s. if that’s what you are asking.

1.A lot of vehicles run red lights at 106 S. and Carnation. What can be done about this? 2. What’s up with the vacant lot next to big five 
sports? What are the plans for this space? 3. It could always look better if people put a little more effort into their yards. 4. I dislike that 
crime is drastically increased in our area.

2. Consider the area around Sego Lily Drive. Please share anything you like, dislike, or see as an oppor-
tunity for improvement specifically in this area.
We need to add sidewalks along Sego Lily Drive, there currently are none. This would make it easier for students to walk to and from 
schools safely, also make it safer for people to walk up and down the street as well.

We need lights and sidewalks

traffic control would be nice.

This would be a great boulevard. There’s plenty of room for trees in the middle which would make the street feel more like a neighbor-
hood and community rather than a busy throughway.
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This road would be a great boulevard. There’s room for trees in the median and would help improve the feel of the community.

This is a very busy road that is frustrating as a vehicle and as a pedestrian. I’m unsure of how it could be improved. Sidewalks is 
probably the biggest improvement. I feel uncomfortable driving it. “Will I hit someone?” “I’m going too fast, crap.” and “Shit, another 
crosswalk.” are common thoughts. Overall, it does not seem to be an intuitive road. There are sections where there are no sidewalk, 
which I think is the maybe most of the problem with it feeling uncomfortable, as both a pedestrian and as a driver. With the new Canal 
Corridor, there is easier access to walk Sego Lily. Once free from the protected trail you emerge right on a road that’s much bigger than 
a normal side-residential road where it wouldn’t be a bother. You are left either walking a bit into people’s front yards, or gambling 
your life walking on the road-side of parked cars. I avoid Sego Lily as both a driver and pedestrian as much as possible.

This area needs sidewalks!

There needs to be a traffic light at the new crosswalk that was installed on sego Lily after the trail opened up people disregard the 
lights and blow through the crosswalk it is quite dangerous for people to use. The city and eastmont need to get together about the 
traffic conditions in the morning of parents exiting eastmont from the top parking lot. There is a no left turn sign and parents will turn 
right and then flip a u-turn on sego Lily to continue to go East which causes even more traffic problems in the morning. There needs to 
be sidewalks all the way down sego Lily they’re also needs to be a cross guard at the top crosswalk for eastmont closest to 1300 East 
for students use. The car eating manhole covers going east of sego Lily. Street lights

There is a tall stone fence on the corner of Sego Lily & Poppy Lane (northeast corner) which makes it impossible to turn from Sego Lily 
onto Poppy Lane safely. If there is anyone walking there or even a car parked there, it would be easy to have an accident.

The speed limit is way too low and varies from the parts of Sego Lily that are in Sandy. It would be nice if White City and Sandy would 
work together to plan Sego Lily so that it’s consistent.

The road could use repair - like a good rip out and new, not another coating-- its extremely rough. Other than than that, I LOVE this 
area and have lived here for 21 years - and directly across the gully since I was born. I do NOT want any changes to structures, traffic, 
housing, ect. Leave us alone... PLEASE.

The majority of properties surrounding this area are residential. This area should remain primarily residential. Some multi-use zoning 
could possibly be appropriate though restrictions would need to be made to maintain the integrity of the community. Honestly, the 
road needs to be completely revamped. I personally believe sidewalks on both sides and remove the center turning lane!!! Flow of 
traffic WILL slow down. If studies have proven this to be true then let’s go with studies!! I support East/West single lane traffic flow, 
no middle ‘turning’ lane, bicycle lanes both sides (painted), side walks, curb and gutter on north and south sides of the street! Center 
island with trees! Yes, let’s make it look as charming as we KNOW our community is!!

Sidewalks, traffic calming\slowing improvements

Sidewalks would be a good think to have on sego lily drive. Kids walk to school on the side of the street right now.

Sidewalks on the West end would be nice. We should coordinate with Sandy City to make Sego Lily where it runs through White City, 
consistent with Sego Lily where it runs West of 700 East and East of 1300 East.

sidewalks needed.

Sidewalks are needed

Sego Lily Drive seems fine and does not need any improvements.

Seems okay.

Same as above. It is nice to drive around an area where families can come together.

Safer/easier turning out of the smiths parking lot to Sego Lilly going west.

Put this road on a diet and give it bike lanes and sidewalks! It is so scary to try and walk or bike along here.

Please put in more measures to slow drivers down. A sidewalk would also be nice.

Not in favor of anything more being built in this area. Do not want any high density housing going in anywhere in this area.

Needs sidewalks

Needs curb, gutter, sidewalks where missing. Needs proper patrol and landscaping to reduce speed and minimize dangerous driving 
habits.

Need sidewalks.

More street lighting is needed on the major artery. Also sidewalks need to be all the way through the area, not just from 13th to 10th. 
Also they need to be on both sides of the street, not the plan that showed a combo bike path on one side. Speed is still an issue on the 
street, any plan to increase the speed limit is not a good idea. They already go 10mph over the speed limit.
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It would be nice to have sidewalks all the way down both sides of the street, and maybe more street lights. I don’t want to see any 
zoning changes or significant widening of the road. A slightly increased speed limit would be nice!

I would like to see the houses and yards looking nicer. Some of the neighbors exteriors and yards just look so trashy and make oír 
neighborhood look ghetto. Every person could receive money that they have to use on the exterior or front yard?

I would like to see sidewalks running the full length.

I would like to see sidewalks on both sides of the road. Maybe more speed bumps, I dont like how everyone treats it like a speed way.

I would like to have sidewalks.

I truly do not drive on Sego Lily often. It seems like a good road. Some corners are a bit hard to see around, but not much can be done 
in that regard.

I love the new walking trail. Sego Lily needs bushes trimmed and Flint Drive badly needs speed bumps.

I like the width of the street

I like the lower speed limit. It helps the neighborhood feel safer. Crossing guards working at the bottom of the hill near Eastmont 
Middle school report frequent speeding possibly due to the steep hill facilitating acceleration.

I do not use that road frequently and have no strong opinions on it’s use at this time other than to note that if any commercial or multi 
family development is being considered, I would prefer not to have lots of high-rise/density multi-story buildings.

Have people clean up their ugly yards and old cars. Better lighting all along sego lily. Have something out for people that think they 
can go 40 in a 25 mile zone.

Exact same. I want it to stay the same. White City is already developed, we don’t need to change things.

Dislike the slow speed limit. Should be 35mph

Dislike the fact people treat Sego Lily like a race track. Also I would like to see sidewalk all the way up and down both sides of Sego Lily.

Change speed limit to 35mph between 700 and 1300 east

Bike lanes and sidewalks would be a nice addition to this street

Better sidewalks would be nice.

Add sidewalks on both sides where there are no sidewalks.

A nice road to bike and connect to other major roads and trails.

1. I’m disappointed they’re putting in another car wash, across from 7-Eleven. Seems like the last thing we need in a desert. 2. The 
White city water improvement District work yard sure looks like a big crap heap.

3. Consider the area around the Canal Trail. Please share anything you like, dislike, or see as an oppor-
tunity for improvement specifically in this area.
You should make it easier to cross Larkspur with a bike. The access pinches off to where it is difficult to negotiate it on a bicycle.

Wonderful addition to this community

Weed control in the summer

We need some landscaping attention! The trail especially between 10600 and the gulley is a minefield of goat heads. We enjoy the 
trail immensely and appreciate all the effort that was put into getting developed in the first place and use it frequently, however the 
goat heads and stickers are a huge nuisance and make it very expensive to enjoy the trail on bikes because of the expense of replacing 
tires all the time.

We need lights and sidewalks

We have property that borders the Canal Trail and have had no problems with it. We see it is used very regularly and are happy about 
that, although we haven’t used it yet.

TREES!! Plant trees along the path .. shade & sitting tables. Work out stations! How about an air compressor for bicycle tires? Goat head 
thorns!! These need to go!! How about a water station .. you know, someplace you can fill a water bottle? Also.. safe access to the gully 
would be nice! You know ... a designated access area near the bridge .. on both sides!

Too many bright lights along the path at night, either from backyards or the sports field lights from the nearby park.
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This has increased the homeless and drug use. The trail needs to be maintained for weeds and needs to have some type of crime watch

There needs to be a mitigation pan for goatheads. These weeds pop bike tires making the trail not as desirable to ride. More green 
space next in areas there is room next to the trail would help.

The trail is lovely. Personally I am not fond of over-manicured landscaping. It feels like a departure from the natural local vegetation 
that should be grown, but I am probably an outlier. I hope in the future the trail will feel less like new construction and will gain some 
larger vegetation and mature plants. Rosehips, scrub oak, sagebrush, and other native grasses would be great additions. I love seeing 
more low-water, and biodiverse areas to improve the valley for wildlife and overall natural health. (We must give more homes for local 
insects and of course, quail. :D)

The trail is almost unusable to ride bikes on because of how many goatheads are always on the paths. I’ve gotten 3 flat tires on that 
trail, and now I just stick to the roads instead of using it.

The trail has had some nice improvements lately.

The cross walk passing Larkspur Drive is extremely dangerous. Drivers come speeding down the road and the path crosses at a slight 
hill. Drivers will not be able to see pedestrians from a distance and I see this area as very dangerous. Maybe put in speed bumps in this 
area to slow drivers down. I love the new addition of the trail. Good work to everyone involved! Now just some minor improvements 
needed.

The canal trail really needs to be xeriscaped. There are tons of bikers and walkers with dogs and the area is over run with goat head 
weeds. Considering that is what the trail is for the weeds are dangerous and costly. We have popped several tires on our bikes when 
riding this trail.

The canal trail needs better functioning and better signed crossings. The Galena crossing is too far from the main trail to be discovered. 
The whole trail needs better maintenance to remove goat heads and other weeds. Please provide landscape, especially trees! The trail 
is too exposed to be useful during the summer.

The canal trail is a great addition to our community. I would like to see some type of landscaping or just general maintenance done, 
such as weed control, controlling people who are throwing their cut tree branches over their fence to get them out of their yards, etc. 
I also would like to know if the trail will be maintained in the winter so people can still use it.

The Canal Trail has been amazing since it was completed, however it’s absolutely full of goat’s heads/thorns. I am always hesitant to 
take a bicycle on this trail or even my dogs because there’s such a high chance of getting a thorn. In addition to getting rid of those, it 
would be so nice if this trail were landscaped a bit more. The bridge over Dimple Dell is amazing!

The canal in its entirety needs park benches every so many yards lamps or lights a crosswalk painted on the asphalt and crosswalk 
lights put in on larkspur drive at the canal trail. There needs to be fence and vegetation put in in the Gap along carnation by the bridge 
on the south side of the neighborhood. Safety fence on the south side of the bridge like there is on the north side of the bridge right 
at the entrance of the bridge. Use the space along the north side of the trail just past the bridge as a possible community garden ran 
by community residents we have so many talented people that could do that and so many residents that could use that garden or a 
community garden somewhere inside of White City

Soooooooo many goathead thorns. Helping people privatize their back yards. Landscape this area

Some people’s yards reek of dog poo. This isn’t pleasant while on a walk. Speaking of dogs, please put up doggy bags for people to 
pick up after their dogs and trash cans. If people can’t clean up after their dogs please prohibit dogs on the path. Benches would be 
nice along the path.

Possible needs include weed control and landscaping. The trail is nice although privacy has been lost for residents whose backyards 
line the trail.

No changes are needed

Needs plants & trees along entire path. This would not only increase the beauty of the trail, but would provide needed privacy for the 
homes on the trail.

Love the trail. Woukd pimento see better weed control along it.

Love the trail! I love the new paved trail and bridge. My only concern is the pokey weeds that have been taking over. I’ve gotten a 
couple of flat tires along the trail.

Love the new bridge. Like the homes and quiet neighborhood feel.
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Lights and poop bags to encourage owners to pick up after their animals

Lighting along the trail, that is directional and on a motion sensor, with the exception of the bridge, that should have lighting on at 
night. Keeping the weeds down and the goats heads under control will be a good idea. The trail is fantastic

Leave as is

Landscaping

Keep the weeds and trash cleared. Keep it simple, natural.

It would make the trail much prettier and more relaxing if the backyards of several of the homes along the trail could be encouraged 
or helped with getting fences. Some of the backyards are very concerning. The first time we walked the trail, we were actually shocked 
at how some of the yards looked - yikes! Wondered if we should call DCFS or other authorities to check things out for safety.

It needs to be maintained- they let goat head thorns grow and now they are in yards, in bike tires, shoes and pet paws. They sprayed 
them, which is worse bc once they die you NEVER get rid of them. Very angry about this, as I tore up my entire yard to get rid of them 
and now they are back. I am also angry that between Sego and Galina, they built the trail up so high and all of my privacy is gone. And 
to have to pay for a fence extension is expensive AND I have to get a building permit. If my privacy was secure and the weeds were 
gone, it would be perfect.

It is ABSOLUTELY irresponsible of the Township, County, and City to not have a privacy wall for residents whose backyards back the 
canal. The privacy and safety of residents should be the #1 priority. It should not be the homeowners responsibility to put up a wall for 
a PUBLIC walkway. Taxes should cover the expenses. It is a nominal one time expense to the citizens as a whole for the benefit of the 
walkway. If the county and public want a walkway, hey should pay for the comfort, privacy and safety of that walkway to the citizens 
most impacted by it.

is it possible to provide grants/funding for fencing in people’s backyards? some of the homes do have nicer front yards, but their back 
yards leave the impression that this is a “run-down” community. Not everyone has time to focus on backyard landscaping, and a fence 
would help with community image. PLEASE provide more garbage cans and dog-baggie stations. I’m not a fan of all the dog poop 
that people don’t pick up. Also, the goat heads have wrought havoc on bike tires! They need to really be pulled, not sprayed so they 
just go to seed!

I would like to see more greenery and sitting places along the trail.

I wish there were more uniform fences- I feel bad seeing into everyone’s backyard. Also, some more lighting at night would be nice.

I very much appreciate the Canal Trail and the new bridge connecting the two sides over the gulley. I think increased lighting could 
be good just for safety purposes along the trail. I have often wondered if neighbors along the trail would benefit from being offered a 
tall privacy fence, as some of the existing walls are quite short and don’t provide much privacy.

I really love having access to this trail and use it almost daily. I’d love to see more landscaping done trailside. Planting some trees to 
provide shade and some native plants alongside the trail will not only add beauty but hopefully reduce invasive species like goat 
heads. Goat heads should be sprayed for, they are a problem! Also crossing Larkspur can be very difficult on a bike, too tight of turns 
to stay on the trail.

I love the trail! I get scared, as a 27 year old woman, to go in there alone though. Maybe some patrolling could be nice!

I love the paved trail. I think we need a fance, to keep the property’s that back the trail, save and some privacy

I love the new bridge! It looks great and makes it so easy to access the other half of White city!

I love having access to the canal trail and use it daily. I would like to see more landscaping alongside the trail with trees to eventually 
shade the trail and native plants to both beautify and keep invasive species, like goat heads, at bay. The trail should be sprayed for goat 
heads, they are a real problem. Crossings are generally good, but Larkspur crossing can be very awkward and difficult to navigate on 
a bike, the turns are too tight.

I like the recent upgrades to the trail with crosswalks. It

I honestly haven’t used it all that much, but it always seems to be fairly dark on the trail, which is a little concerning near sunset/night.

High fences around unkept yards

Great value in having this to use. Encourage more use. For safety purposes it might be wise to install cameras so illegal activities can 
be reduced.
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Getting off the canal corridor with a bike and trailer is difficult at many of the breaks at streets. I have to stop and wiggle Mike bike and 
my 2yr olds trailer around.. so difficult.

Get rid of the goat horns!! They are horrendous!

Get rid of puncture weeds.

Fun recreational activities.

Enjoy walking on the trail. We like the connection between the north and south areas of White City. Encourage dog owners to clean 
up after their pets. Maintain and control weeds.

Dislike: - lack of safety for anyone after dark (no lighting, cameras etc) - lack of privacy provided by construction of trail Like: - ease of 
access

Better fencing so we can’t see everyone’s backyard. Also, so many goat heads! Let’s get that under control so I can stop popping my 
bike tires. Maybe rocks in the canal to help keep weeds down.

1. Better maintenance with removal of the weeds. Put in plants that are Desert friendly. 2. Trash cans at Each intersection where the 
trail crosses over the street would be great. With Plastic bags for dog poop removal 3. At Carnation right above 7th east right before 
you get to the bridge they need to paint a crosswalk there. 4. Maybe in the middle of each trail you could put a bench for people that 
are walking to rest on or take a break.

4. Consider the “Southern Spur” area - the agricultural area south of 10600 South (marked “B”). Please 
share anything you like, dislike, or see as an opportunity for improvement specifically in this area.
We should have s more distinguished entry and maintain the space for horse property. Keep it residential unless it more than 60% of 
the space is not used for horses. Then we should consider options of semi condensed housing and commercial.

We need lights and sidewalks

Used to be beautiful, but they really let it go. It’s a shame. The owners should either care for it or move on.

This looks like something people would want to develop, but we really DO still need some open space, and the horse property isn’t 
causing any problems.

This area is great and I hope it doesn’t change. I like living close to horse property and farms.

This area could be developed for commercial use. It is ideal without taking people’s homes away from them.

Support those keeping animals on their land.

Seems fine from driving by. Can think of no improvements or changes needed.

Provide incentives for people to not develop/ subdivide there horse properties. Such as land trusts or tax benefits

Preserve it! Do something with it for the public, like Wheeler Farm or a U-pick orchard. DO NOT develop it for retail. That would just sit 
empty and look bad. If it must be developed keep it residential to help the housing shortage.

Our kids love taking walks to see the horses! We hope that the horses will remain!

No changes please

Nice area

Love the remnants of what the area used to be. Nice to have the horse trail nearby.

Let this agricultural section in the southern spur stay an agricultural section please allow for the contemplation of a community garden

Leave it the way that it is.

Leave as is.

Keeping this area as an agricultural/horse property is essential. We are so fortunate to have this in the area adjacent to the horse trails 
in Dimple Dell.
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Keep it as it is.

Its good.

Is this land owned by White city? Seems like a prime opportunity for a small retail strip. Right now it’s just a big weed patch. It looks 
bad and just causes more weeds in the area around it.

Is this area still zoned as agricultural, before you do anything wouldn’t that area need to be rezoned.

Is it agricultural? Or is there some commercial dev there?

If White City wanted to add Business Tax revenue. I feel like this area would make the most sense.

I’d like to see this area remain as is. The residents seem happy to be part of the community. I would only suggest the look see at 
possibly paving 1225 E.

I think that area should remain the same. I’m glad we have some agricultural land in White City, and I think we should keep it, as other 
cities have been getting rid of theirs.

I think if you are going to zone something commercial, this are makes the most sense. That being said, there are very few areas left 
on this side of the valley for agriculture uses and it would be a shame to see this area disappear. Would be nice to see some kind of 
agriculture protections put in place that keep that land agriculture no matter who owns it.

I see this becoming a good spot for commercial purposes. Perhaps mixed-use development with first floor businesses and residential 
above. I’d love to have a more natural grocery store close to home (Trader Joe’s, sprouts, etc).

I see this as an opportunity for growth with a commercial influence. Perhaps mixed use with commercial on the main floor and resi-
dential above. I’d love to see a more natural grocery store come, like trader joes or sprouts.

I like that it is more agricultural/horse property and would really like to see it stay that way.

I don’t know much about this area.

I don’t know much about this area or utilize it. No comment.

I didn’t realize that was part of White City boundaries. I do not have any suggestions at this time.

I am not directly involved in anything utilizing that area. I think it is important to listen to the voices of those who do. I know having 
an area for horse related husbandry is important to many. These type of spaces are becoming rare as urban sprawl continues, and I 
believe that area is worth preserving.

Honestly, this is a tough one to say but, that is prime multi-family dwelling property. This area could have property that has businesses 
on bottom level and housing above. Think .. karate dojo & owner lives above; coffee shop & owner lives above, palates studio & owner 
lives above .. the list goes on. Bakery!! Oowner lives above! Covered parking/garage included.

Don’t know much about this area.

Didn’t know this area existed.

5. Consider the other residential areas (properties not bordering 10600 South, Sego Lily, or the Canal 
Trail) (marked “A”). Please share anything you like, dislike, or see as an opportunity for improvement 
specifically in this area.
We are on the South side of the gulley, so most of my thoughts are in regard to this half of white city. I think more efficient streetlights 
are greatly needed. On Buddlea Drive, a fairly large and often used road, there are not many streetlights, and some of the existing 
lights have not worked since we moved in. It seems more and more we are hearing about attempted break ins, people snooping 
around yards, and car break ins/thefts. I believe having more streetlights could greatly help discourage such behaviors. Additionally, I 
think it would be well worth looking into streetlights that angle light downwards to help reduce light pollution. We live in a great area, 
there are ways to improve safety while maintaining our beautiful night skies.

This area does have a lot of people violating zoning ordinances by having more than one family per home. (That can lower property 
values) ANY development here would lower property values. The only thing I’d like to see would be more parking for people using 
Bear Park.
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The section of Poppy Lane between Sego Lily & Galena is used as a speedway. The speed limit is 25 mph but, cars are traveling much 
faster than that...especially around the curve on that section. Since this is one of the main streets that runs through White City, a speed 
bump between 9884 & 9874 running between 9889 & 9881 may solve this problem. Also, the stop sign on the south east corner of 
Galena & Poppy Lane is often covered by the tree on that property and needs to be cut back regularly. People tend to not stop there 
because they don’t see the sign....especially when the leaves are on the tree.

The only complaint I have is the lack of people who don’t maintain their property, such as junk everywhere, non running unlicensed 
vehicles sitting in their yards and on the street. At times you can’t walk on the sidewalks because of trees and shrubbery blocking it. I 
don’t expect anyone to keep a home and garden yard, just tidy and maintained.

The gully is great. It would be nice to see this improved. NOT developed but kept up for trails and walking etc.

The deep road dips are annoying, but I don’t know if that’s mandated by a superordinate entity - if these could be made shallower and 
all speed bumps removed, that would be preferred. I would like to see fewer offensively bright lights at night, these are irritating in 
much the same way as very loud sound is.

Square off corners. My home sits on a corner and people speed thru and cut the rounded corner ALL the time!! Sidewalks!!!

Some residents may benefit from knowing more about programs that support house and/or yard maintenance.

Some areas seem dark and could use more streetlights. The addition of sidewalks on Carnation heading east from 700 were a great 
improvement and it would be nice if sidewalks could be added in other areas where they are lacking.

Some areas are extremely run down. Im not sure the best way to fix these areas, however it would be nice for some improvement.

Sidewalks on at least one side of the road would be nice.

Sidewalks & stop or yield signs at cross-sections

Sidewalk corners do not always allow for strollers, wheel chairs and bikes to go off on a ramp. We end up clunking off the edge. It 
would mean so much to have each corner shaved down so we don’t have to deal with this problem anymore!

Side walks could improve the neighborhood areas, along with additional lighting.

Roundabouts at all the stop signs on Carnation. Small roundabouts not giant ones with huge art and landscaping stuff in the middle. 
Keep it simple.

Property maintenance in some area is becoming a problem. More attention to high weeds, junk cars, junk under tarps in the from and 
side yards, and trash in general needs to be addressed and enforced. These unsightly homes bring everyone’s property values down, 
and creates an unhealthy environment.

Please put more lighting in the side neighborhoods and better lighting in the neighborhoods.

No changes.

Need to clean up yards at least maintain a clean weed free front yards

More sidewalks would be an added benefit to the neighborhood. I eould also like to see corners updated to modern corners and not 
so rounded to help prevent people from cutting corners as they drive.

More night time lighting is needed throughput White City. Better sidewalks are also needed.

Many of the residential areas feel pretty unkept. I think that the intersection of Larkspur and Violet Drive should have a stop sign. 
People speed through this all the time and I’ve almost been hit before.

Love the feel of this neighborhood with single family homes a neighborhood pool, park, and elementary schools nearby in safe 
walking distance.

Leave these areas alone, no business, no high density housing at all.

Leave our neighborhoods as they are. We like them.

Keep White City safe, clean, affordable.

Keep them as they are
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It would be appreciated if homeowners and occupants would be required to keep their front yards looking nice (weeds less than 6” 
high, lawns mowed, junk removed, etc). We would welcome enforcement of this rule.

I’d love to be able to do AirBnb at my residence if I choose to do so.

I would like to see the houses and yards looking nicer. Some of the neighbors exteriors and yards just look so trashy and make oír 
neighborhood look ghetto. Every person could receive money that they have to use on the exterior or front yard?

I would like to see more street lighting. I would like to see a stop light at 9400 South and Poppy Lane. If we were to have to evacuate 
quickly for any reason, those of us north of Galena Drive would never make it out of White City. I have lived here for 60+ years. Many 
attempts have been made to put a Stop Light at this intersection, all to no avail. We have one street light on Emerald Drive, none 
on Amber Lane, or Garnet Drive. The only light is from individual house porch lights. Poppy Lane hasn’t a street light either. Very 
dangerous situation.

I would like to see code enforcement go nuts and site everybody in White city. This area is especially bad. Looks trash quite a bit of the 
time. Far too many cars on the street. Multiple families living in a single-family residence. All of these things should be cited. Yards with 
weeds that are out of control. Dilapidated fences, houses that look like nobody cares. If the homes are owned which city should offer 
help to those individuals or get volunteers to help with yard cleanup and home maintenance. If their rentals the landlords should be 
cited for lack of maintenance.

I would consider these areas the heart of White City. Beautiful area, continued street improvement would be nice.

I think they are just fine. They are residential areas just like any other part of this side of the valley. People maintain them as best they 
can. Although White City does an awful job with maintaining all the surface streets... potholes everywhere.

I think our city looks great, and is great. I don’t think we should change anything at all.

I love my neighborhood. Keep it how it is.

I like that they are more affordable houses, and I really don’t want to see a lot of change. I don’t want rezones, and would like to keep 
the character of the area that it has now. I would like more street lighting because some of the areas feel really dark.

I like it.

I generally really enjoy not having sidewalks in my neighborhood. The streets are quiet and wide enough that I don’t feel like my safety 
is threatened, or my children. Although larger or busier streets should have sidewalks, like Poppy drive to access the park. Some homes 
can be unkept, but I don’t know how to improve that. Buildings should have restrictions on height and character to match what is 
already here. I’d hate for an older home to be taken down and to build some new tall, big house that is not in character.

I generally am okay with no sidewalks in the area as the roads and streets are quiet enough and I feel safe. I like the neighborhood 
feel with no sidewalk. However main arterials or busier streets should have them, specifically on Poppy Drive to access the park. There 
should be priority for new construction to match the height and character of current buildings. I’d hate to see some older homes torn 
down to build new, tall, out of character homes.

I dislike the lack of street lights.. Also there should be a four way stop sign at onyx and poppy lane. The large dips make the N/S bound 
traffic slow down and it confuses people.

Help those on the canal trail to privatize their back yards

For people to have clean front yards and side yards and more information either mailed or stuck to the door of the home that you 
do not park on the road from November 1st to April 1st. And for people not to park over the sidewalk with car sticking out of their 
driveway and also the sidewalk from Carnation to sego Lily that gaps the road and bridge over the goalie on 7th East needs to be 
shoveled and snow removed during winter months. There needs to be stop signs put at the end of road such as hibiscus and and 
amaryllis and verbena and amaryllis they’re also needs to be more Ada accessible sidewalk entrances. stop sign should truly be put on 
the ends of every street that doesn’t already have a stop sign

Encourage clean up of yards. Continue to repair/replace gutters and sidewalks as funds allow.

Big Bear park traffic flow is awful during regular years. Need seperate in/out or additional parking lot in NW corner. Overall, it’s a good 
community, but the population and traffic is growing. We don’t need to do things that would attract even more people and traffic.

All roads need to be lined with side walks. Those properties not maintained need to he assessed if left derelict for more than 3yrs. We 
need to offer assistance through our community for elderly or disabled to help out and those unqualified for assistance should be 
fined by the county.

Adding sidewalks on all streets, more street lighting
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Add sidewalks and bike lanes to key streets, such as Poppy, Galena, Flint, Carnation and Larkspur. Need a continuous system for people 
to use and feel safe on these thru streets.

A1 - A area on 9400 South —> prime commercial area A2 - A area bordering 700 East, south of the gully .. multi family housing similar 
to what is currently south of there. This area could be transitional .. multi family housing that transitions into duplex .. that transitions 
to what is currently there. A3 - A area where Carnation intersects with 700 East .. possibly multi-use zone? I can envision a small cafe, 
coffee shop, breakfast shop, childcare facilities in this area. Again, transitioning to the Quaint and Charming Neighborhood Township 
that is White City Township. A4 - A area west of canal, north of gully and east of 700 east and south of Tulip .. multi family housing in 
the form of duplexes & fourplexes. NO APARTMENT COMPLEXES!! AND NO HOUSING BUTTING UP AGAINST THE GULLY!! But, dang, that 
could make it very valuable housing with the nature walk RIGHT there!!

A stoplight at Larkspur and Violet Dr. Both roads feel like the “main road” and I see a lot of careless drivers speed through that intersec-
tion (especially on Violet Dr.). If it was clear one direction or the other is the through street, or make it obvious to treat it as a four-way 
(I know it already should, but it isn’t always observed.) The upgrades to Carnation off 700e are amazing. For years that narrow section 
of road has been a disaster waiting to happen for pedestrians accessing 700e and the park. With the additional sidewalks it is SO 
much safer. However, now that the (amazing) sidewalks have been added, I am concerned that the south-east corner is not wheelchair 
friendly. (It wasn’t before either) The stone sound-barrier/fence from 700e extends into the narrow sidewalk. I hate to disrupt the 
house on that corner any more than necessary, but the sidewalk is still narrow. Is it ADA compliant? If it is, great, ignore more. :)



  - Page 187

6. The following  statements have arisen from previous public feedback and Steering Committee discus-
sions. How are important are the following?
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7. Land use policies in White City are:

43 responses.
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8. What do you believe local government’s priorities should be with respect to the development of 
private property?
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9. Use this space to share any additional thoughts on area needs and land priorities that you have.

White City Township is a unique area that is very safe and is a very nice place to live. By changing it you may cause unforeseen conse-
quences that will ruin a good thing.

We would like to maintain White City as single family residences. Would like to see continued upgrade and repair of sidewalks and 
gutters. Also would like yards to be neat and clean.

we should be able to have mother in law apartments or renters.

We really need more lights around the neighborhood

We need to address homes that are renting out their basements, we need an accurate count of those and make rules and inspections 
to make them legal, and up to code. Parking at these addresses is a real problem.

This proposal has come up for the past 3 yrs in different fashions. Stop trying to take peoples homes away to add business and widen 
roads in our area (106000th projects) they are not needed or wanted. We have spoken against these projects every time they come up 
and our comments are ignored and new proposals keep being brought in. You have a community of people that fear for the removal 
of homes they have lived in for years. These house are not of higher value, we can not move to a newer home with the higher values 
in this market. This year has been bad enough stop adding stress to your residents!

This is basically a lower income area now. If people struggle with their yard maintenance, and it bothers you, then the local govern-
ment should figure out a way to help them. It's their property to do with as they wish. My neighbor's yard is usually an eye sore, but it's 
none of my business and if I were to want to make it the government's business, then the government should try to help, not punish.

There should be some sort of improved or increased commercial district to provide more taxes and funds for projects, rather than 
taxing the small number of businesses higher.

The creation of the walkway has utterly ignored the privacy and safety of the residents whose homes back the canal. We are no longer 
able to enjoy our backyards. No longer safe from trespassers that were not so much a problem before the canal was built. No longer 
able to sit outside without strangers stopping to looking your backyard or back doors/windows. It is an utter invasion of basic privacy. 
Shame on White City for putting the burden and expense of a privacy wall for a PUBLIC walkway for many, on only those residents 
affected. Put your home, children, life, privacy in our position and see how you would enjoy the same. So disappointing. Such a let 
down. And such an embarrassment. Landscaping and trail maintenance should have also been considered.

Remember this is a township not a city. Don’t make us bigger than we are now. It’s worked for 60 plus years don’t change it because 
you see a potential short gain that in the end will cost the citizens of White “City” (township) more.

Open space is a priority. The tendency of urban sprawl from Salt Lake City and slow encroachment of multi storied buildings like in 
Sandy City should be resisted. The loss of quality of life is not worth the price of gaining tax base. It's like selling your soul.

One possible option would be xeriscaping of yards give the home owner a discount on water costs. The yard plan should need to be 
approved by An appropriately trained landscaper. So people just don’t do crazy crap in their yard and say it’s low water maintenance.

No tear down and rebuilt- leave that up to the home owners. No high density housing no matter what.

Low income housing is not a good idea. We also should not put a strip mall on 10600 S. It’s a way to destroy the neighborhood and 
increase traffic.this would mean increasing green house emissions in our area and worsen air quality if the strip mall is approved.

Love the neighborhood would like to see more people care abouy the look of their homes and the neighborhood.

Keep White City single family residential.

It is important to me that the neighborhood maintains mostly single-family homes, but I have zero concern about new construction 
or remodels that deviate from the current style. I like diversity. Homes can look however the owner wants them to look. While a multi-
ple-story apartment would not be okay. A purple home with a giant mushroom dog-house out front is perfectly fine.

I'd rather see increase in commercial district rather than increasing the taxes of the small amount of businesses that are here.

I would love to have more streetlights on Amaryllis Street, specifically south of Larkspur.

I want to keep white city they way it is and has been. No new development housing or outside land development people coming in 
and trying to take our housing land to build apartments or anything else
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I think White City is great as it is and does not need any major changes. And it definitely doesn't need rezoning of ANY kind.

I love the idea of grants to help the neighborhood look nicer. Sometimes I am embarrassed of my neighborhood because of the 
people who do not upkeep their yards or homes

I firmly believe we can find an answer that will bring us successfully into the next thirty years. Times have changed tremendously since 
I moved here (1967) We must move forward. We must make difficult decisions. We can retain the quaint and charming community, 
but it will definitely look different. Population will only get larger, we have a civic and moral obligation to plan for the future, difficult 
decisions and sacrifices must be made. Oh! A community garden would be super awesome also!! Not everyone is LDS, so, the garden 
off Poppy doesn’t ‘fit the bill’! A community garden could support a community farmers market . A White City Township Community 
Center with classes and DAY CARE!! (REVENUE) This would be an awesome opportunity for our community!!

I feel like many of the questions contained in this survey are leading. If you want to change White City, just come out and say it, please. 
It's disrespectful to your residents for you to try to garner support for redevelopment via carefully constructed and leading questions/
surveys.

I believe whoever occupies a property, be it a renter or homeowner, that property needs to look nice. No broken cars on lawn (or on 
the street for weeks on end), no 4 foot tall weeds and other such eyesores. It's not fair for those of us residing who care for our property 
to have a neighbor that is lazy and thoughtless.

I absolutely am not in favor of high-density housing in White City. I believe that traditional neighborhoods do need to be preserved, 
especially this one that is so close to nature with Dimple Dell, and also not right on the TRAX line. Any master plan should strongly 
reflect the values of a traditional neighborhood.

First off let the residents know what White City land policies are cuz I have no idea and I've lived here 35 years. See more transparency 
with our community council steering committee and our mayor.

Do people really value the existing style of the structures in White city? I don't think there is hardly anything of merit here. The house 
style is generally incredibly boring and cookie-cutter, not to mention somewhat ugly. I think all types of building styles should be 
encouraged.

An elderly neighbor on our street is in dire need of a new roof, but does not have the money to replace it. It looks like the roof may 
collapse soon if not replaced. Are there any grants available to help him?
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Questions 10-11 (optional) ask how you participate in the General Planning process. The Steering 
Committee and Planning Staff value public input. Answering these questions helps us make participa-
tion increasingly easier.

10. How have you participated in the planning process so far? Select all that apply.

11. What is the best way for you to participate in the planning process?
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Questions 12-14 (optional) ask about your demographics. We use this information to understand if our 
survey responses are representative of the White City community.

12. Select your gender:

13. Select your age range (in years):

14. Select the racial or ethnic identity(ies) that describe you. Select all that apply.
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“Share Your Thoughts”: Online Comment Box Results
Online Comment Boxes asked residents about their reactions to each of the following chapters: All 
About Planning, Community Engagement, Community Background, Land Use, and Transportation. 13 
sets of responses were collected with a total of eight written comments. 

Pg 18 - Since Blight is not being used as the legal term, maybe consider changing the term and eliminate the 
confusion. Maybe: Reduce property and home disrepair and dilapidation.

In every meeting that I have attended, it has been made abundantly clear that the majority of people want 
White City to remain single-family housing. I am honestly astounded that this conversation is still ongoing. 
I live on Hollyhock Avenue. The idea that the buildings behind me could be turned into businesses is very 
disheartening. We moved here to have a quiet lifestyle where we could enjoy the neighborhood and our back 
yard, raise our family, go on walks, and enjoy friendly neighbors. As I have talked to neighbors and friends 
that live in White City, I have found that they want the same things. How would this general plan contribute to 
that goal? I was also frustrated that Boulder CO was referenced as a model to develop White after. the average 
house in Boulder is on sale for around for $800,000 as compared to White City’s average of around $300,000. 
With that difference alone, it is ridiculous that people would make that a realistic goal for White city.

Pg 5 - add a heading to the diagram and decrease its size to fit within the margins Pg 16 - connectivity issues 
on the map are hard to see. Maybe a bold color instead of black? Pg 18 - I think Carnation Dr should be consid-
ered and shown on the map as a major or minor collector street.

I would like to see more sidewalks in and around the neighborhoods particularly around Sego Lilly and the 
areas around Big Bear Park.

I think it looks great and gets me excited for more walkability and other improvements. The sidewalks near 
Daisy and Hollyhock are not bike friendly as they don’t end or start with a ramp. I hope lighting on neighbor-
hood streets could also be addressed. It is very dark when you walk on many of the streets here on the south 
side of white city, and when it gets dark at 5:20 that means we walk in the dark a lot.

I have concerns regarding 10600, if residents wish to run a business out of their home, what about parking, 
at this time there is no way to park except in the driveway of each home, then to get back on 10600, is very 
difficult, I have witnessed many close calls as it is, it is very difficult for the current home owners to access 
10600, and adding business parking would increase the risk of accidents. How will this be addressed.

Generally good. Strongly disagree with another respondent's ask for more parking and vehicle access to Big 
Bear Park. Absolutely not! The parking lot is more than enough and is rarely full, maybe once a week for a 
couple of hours during peak season at best. And don't even get me started on vehicle access. Poppy Lane is 
already a raceway for all these people coming from outside the neighborhood, even with the speed bumps. 
Leave Big Bear as it is, things work well in the current configuration.
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Because of telecommuting it may be valuable to invest in high speed internet access. Sidewalks need to be 
present and sloped curbs to street need to be in place (statice ave has stepped curbs which makes it difficult 
for strollers.). Biking is difficult because of all the goat heads that are extremely common around the canal 
trail.
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1.0 Introduction: The White City Community 
This report conveys the major characteristics and trends influencing White City Metro Township’s future General 
Plan.  The report contains an historic overview, evaluation of current assets, and assessment of evolving patterns.  
The historic overview provides the context that is critical in maintaining community character going forward.  The 
evaluation of current assets informs what White City Metro Township has in terms of population, demographics, 
economic development, land use, and facilities.  Evolving patterns point towards likely future conditions and help 
guide the plan’s direction.  Taking past, present, and future dynamics into consideration shapes a wholistic 
General Plan. 

This report assesses population, demographics, educational attainment, economic base, employment, housing, 
public facilities, community facilities, and transportation.  Community leaders and the public can use this 
assessment to understand patterns, opportunities, and challenges at work in White City.   

1.1 History  
White City Metro Township became a census-designated place in 1955.  It was started by Ken White and Cannon 
Papanicholas.  Ken White named the place “White City.”  Construction began in the late 1950s.  Most construction 
within White City’s boundaries occurred by the end of the 1960s.  White City became a township in 2006 and 
then a metro township in 2015.  Today, White City Metro Township lies within Salt Lake County and is part of the 
Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District.   

2.0 Population and Demographics 
2.1 Population Comparison 
White City Metro Township is a small township in the central-east part of Salt Lake County.  Population in 2018 
numbered approximately 5,835 people (Table 1).  This showed a 3 percent increase from 2010’s population of 
5,686 but a 3 percent decline from the 2000 population of 5,988.  White City is growing at a slower rate than its 
surroundings. In the same period, adjacent Sandy City and the greater Salt Lake County displayed growth rates of 
8 percent and 10 percent, respectively.   

Table 1: Population Totals 

 

2.2 Historic Population and Projected Population 
Future population sizes were projected using 1990 and 2010 populations.  Projections for White City indicate 
population change rates hovering between -14 percent and 10 percent from 2020 through 2050.  The population 
in 2050 is estimated at 4,383, which is 23 percent less than the 2010 population of 5,686.  However, political 
boundaries shifted in this time frame and could account for part or all the observed population decline.    

 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Table DP-1 & ESRI Business Analyst Online 
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Eight potential projections were calculated using five standard methods (linear, exponential, shift-share, share-
of-growth, and constant-share).  The averages of those projection results are shown below for every decade 
between 2020 and 2050 (Table 2).  These projections show possible future scenarios for White City and Salt Lake 
County.  It is important to note that population projections for low-populated areas are not highly accurate.  
However, they can help guide the general scale for planning in an area.  Projections for 2023 by ESRI Business 
analyst are also included.  ESRI calculated these projections using difference methods, and they correspond well 
with our projections.       

Table 2: Historic and Projected Population 

 
 

2.3 General Population Characteristics 
ESRI Business Analyst developed a program that characterizes populations within zip codes.  This program can 
clarify the type of people living in a community and help officials plan for their specific community’s needs.  White 
City is characterized by the groups ESRI calls “Parks and Rec” and “Home Improvement,” both of which live in 
suburban peripheries. The Parks and Rec group makes up 58.7 percent of White City’s 1,810 households, while 
Home Improvement makes up the other 41.3 percent of households.   

The Parks and Rec group has a median household income of $60,000, about $4,000 over the national average.  
Their median net worth is $125,500, which exceeds the national average by about $32,000.  78 percent of 
households are white.  Their median age is 40.9 years.  They are mostly middle-aged couples approaching 
retirement age.  This group is settled and comfortable in their neighborhoods, and they plan to continue living 
there while working past retirement age.  Parks and Rec households keep a careful budget and own their homes.  
Many households are dual income.  They tend to vacation within the United States.  They are typically well-
educated; over half of the households are college-educated.  Generally, this group appreciates ability to exercise 
in local parks and buy conveniently packaged and/or prepared frozen food.  

The Home Improvement group shares many similarities with the Parks and Rec group.  Home Improvement 
households are likely to consist of married-couple families who own and occupy single family houses.  Their 
median age is 37.7 years.  69 percent of households are white.  Many households have two or more sources of 
income, and they are careful consumers.  However, their median household income is $72,100, well above the 
national average and the Parks and Rec group value, and their net worth is $190,400.  This group tends to be very 
busy.  They spend several hours per week commuting, and they often spend weekends on-the-go.  When at 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Table DP-1 & S. Manson, J. Schroeder, D. Van Riper, & S. 
Ruggles. IPUMS NGHIS: V13.0 [Database]. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota. 2018. 
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home, they engage in home improvement projects, watch television on a big screen tv, and eat out at family 
restaurants and fast food joints.   

These characteristics point toward wanted and/or needed community amenities.  Public parks, quick access to 
food (whether prepared in a grocery store or at a fast food joint), family restaurants, and development that 
provides economic security are important to Parks and Rec and Home Improvement households. 

2.4 Population by Age 
2.4.1Median Age 
As of 2017, White City’s median age was 36.1 years.  This value shows an approximately four-year increase from 
2010, when the median age was 32.7 years (Table 3). White City’s median age reflects that of adjacent Sandy 
City, and is higher than that of Salt Lake County and Utah.     

Table 3: Median Age in White City (years) 

 

2.4.2 Age Grouping 
The population pyramid below (Figure 1) provides a visual depiction of the population by sex and age.  As years 
pass, blocks move up into older age brackets; as people pass away, blocks shorten in width.  Because needs and 
preferences often vary across age groups, understanding age structure in a community is important.   

White City’s population pyramid shows an aging population.  This pattern makes sense given the increase in 
median age from 2000 to 2017.  The most populated age brackets are 25 to 29, 30 to 34, and 35 to 39 years.  This 
suggests a strong labor pool for the community. The childbearing population is 2017 was 1,347, with a child-
woman ratio1 of 169.  

Between 2010 and 2023, the population aged 65 and over is predicted to increase by 137 people, or 119 percent 
(Table 4).  In 2023, the age brackets that will comprise the largest share of the population are 5 to 14, 25 to 34, 
and 35 to 44 years (Table 5).  In 2023, the most populous age bracket may be 35 to 44-year old’s, predicted at 
876 individuals.  

 

 

 

 

 
1 The child-woman ratio gives the number of children under 5 years old out of 1000 women of reproductive age. 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Table DP-1 
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Table DP-1 & ESRI Business Analyst Online 

Figure 1: 2018 White City Population Pyramid 

Table 4: Broad Age Groups for White City 

 

 

 

 

              Table 5: Narrow Age Groups for White City 

 

 

 

Source: ESRI Business Analyst Online 

Source: U.S. Census 
Bureau American Fact 
Finder Table DP-1 & 
ESRI Business Analyst 
Online 
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2.5 Households 
2.5.1 Average Household Size 
The average household size in White City was 3.33 in 2018.  Overall, this average decreased over the time period 
2000 to 2018 (Table 6).  However, household size decreased from 2000 to 2010 but increased again from 2010 
to 2018.  This growth-decline-growth trend mirrors the trends present in Sandy City, Salt Lake County, and Utah 
throughout the same period.  However, the average household sizes in Salt Lake County and Utah were smaller 
than White City throughout this period.  

Table 6: Average Household Size 

 

2.5.2 Number of Households 
Between 2000 and 2010, the number of households in White City shrunk by 12 percent to 1,544 households 
(Table 7).  This pattern of decline reversed from 2010 to 2017.  The number of households in 2017 was close to 
that in 2000 (1,751 versus 1,764.  Compared to other places, White City’s growth in household number was in 
the middle.  Utah, for example, experienced 25 percent growth from 2000 to 2010 in the number of households 
but 11 percent growth from 2010 to 2017.   

Table 7: Number of Households 

 

2.6 Population by Race 
2.6.1 Racial Distr ibution 
White City residents are predominantly white, comprising 89.6 percent of the population in 2010 and 93.4 
percent of the population in 2017 (Table 8).  White City is predicted to become slightly more diverse by 2023, 
with a non-white population approaching 15 percent.  Asian and Black or African American both comprised about 
1 percent of the population in 2017.  People of any racial identity who identify as Hispanic or Latino/a made up 
about 10 percent of the population in 2010 and 2017.  This percentage is expected to increase to almost 13 
percent in 2023.  

 

 

 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Tables DP-1 and DP05 & ESRI Business Analyst Online 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Table DP-1 & ESRI Business Analyst Online 
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Table 8: Racial and Ethnic Distribution in White City 

 

2.7 Educational Attainment 
Higher educational attainment corresponds to greater job choice, higher wages, and better quality of life.  White 
City has experienced a growth in the population whose highest level of education is one of the three most 
educated qualities (Table 9a).  The percentage of the population earning an Associate, Bachelor’s, or Graduate or 
Professional degree increased from 30 percent to 38 percent between 2010 and 2017 (Table 9b).  In 2010 and 
2017, the mode education level attained remained constant, with “some college” comprising the largest 
percentage of the population of any one category.  In this seven-year span, while the percentage of the population 
attending some high school but not obtaining their diploma decreased, the percentage of the population attaining 
less than 9th grade increased from 0 percent to 2 percent. 

White City’s educational attainment patterns mirror those of broader Salt Lake County.  In Salt Lake County, the 
percentage of people whose highest education level was some college or below decreased. The percentage of 
people whose highest education level was a college degree or above increased.  In general, Salt Lake County 
residents, including White City residents, became more formally educated between 2010 and 2017. 

Table 9a: Educational Attainment, Percent of Total 

 

 

 

 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Table DP-1 & ESRI Business Analyst Online 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Table S1501  
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Table 9b: Educational Attainment, Count 

 

2.8 Household Income 
Median household income (MHI) is the middle amount when listing all household incomes from the low to high.  
MHI is a better indicator of the typical household income in a place than the mean household income if there are 
high or low outliers that artificially pull the average up or down.  White City’s median household income in 2010 
was $60,057 (Table 10). By 2018, median household income had risen 9 percent to $65,688.  Despite this increase, 
White City’s MHI in 2018 was $23,000 lower than the MHI of adjacent Sandy City.  White City’s MHI also fell below 
that of Salt Lake County by approximately $6,000 and that of Utah by about $3,000.  Furthermore, White City’s 9 
percent rate of growth in MHI was much slower than the growth rates of 25 percent, 26 percent, and 25 percent 
in other jurisdictions.  

Table 10: Median Household Income, U.S. Dollars  

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Table S1501 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Table S2503 
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2.8.1 Household Income Distribution 
The slight increase in White City’s MHI between 2010 and 2017 is visible by the percentage of households 
belonging to various income brackets in those years.  Household income distribution for White City, Sandy City, 
Salt Lake County, and Utah are shown in Figure 2. White City has a subtle right, or upward, shift in household 
income.  In both 2010 and 2017, the highest percentage of households (33 percent) made between $50,000 and 
$75,000.  Additionally, White City had 7 percent of households in the lowest (< $10,000) and second lowest 
($10,000 to $15,000) income brackets in 2010 and 2017.  However, in 2010, 40 percent made less than the mode 
of $50-75 K while in 2017, only 38 percent made less.  Over these seven years, the percentage of people making 
$150,000 or more increased from 1 percent to 4 percent.  Therefore, we observe a small increase in households 
with higher incomes and a decrease in households with lower incomes.  Compared to Sandy City, Salt Lake County, 
and Utah, White City has a higher percentage of its population in the middle-income brackets and a smaller 
percentage of its population in the highest or lowest income brackets.   

Figure 2: Income Distribution in 2010 (top) and 2017 (bottom) 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Tables S2503 and DP03 
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2.8.2 Mean Household Income 
Mean household income is the average income of all households in the area of consideration.  Mean household 
income for White City also increased between 2010 and 2017 (Table 11a).  It rose from $61,750 to $65,364.  The 
percentage of households with income from earnings decreased from 86 percent to 82 percent (Table 11b).  The 
percentage of households with income from social security and other retirement fell slightly— 34 percent to 33 
percent and 23 percent to 21 percent, respectively—during this time period. 

Compared to Sandy City, Salt Lake County, and Utah, White City’s mean household income in either year was 
significantly lower.  In 2017, mean household income reached at least $85,000 and up to $108,000 in the other 
places compared to White City’s $65,364.  Percentage of households with income from social security or other 
retirement funds was significantly higher in White City than in other places in 2017, which reflects its higher 
median age and comparatively older population.  

Table 11a: Mean Household Income by Source, Count 

 

Table 11b: Mean Household Income by Source, Percentage of Households 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Table DP03  

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Table DP03  
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2.8.3 Per Capita Income 
Per capita income is the total income divided by the total population.  It conveys the income per person assuming 
an even distribution.  White City’s per capita income was at $17,148 in 2000 (Table 12).  It increased at a high 
rate of 23 percent, to $21,035, by 2010 but then increased at a low rate of 6 percent to $22,278 between 2010 
and 2017.  This rate of growth was much lower than that of Sandy City, Salt Lake County, or Utah in the same 
period.  Resembling White City’s medium and mean household incomes, White City’s per capita income was also 
lower than that of Sandy City, Salt Lake County, and Utah.  

Table 12: Per Capita Income, U.S. Dollars 

 

2.8.4 Earnings by Gender  
Median earnings by gender from 2010 to 2017 are shown for White City, Sandy City, Salt Lake County, and Utah.  
Both genders’ median earnings increased in all jurisdictions over the time period.  Males in White City experienced 
the smallest rate of growth in median earnings of either gender or jurisdiction; median earnings for White City 
males increased 9 percent in those seven years.  While median earnings of White City females increased at a rate 
of 13 percent, they made $17,000 less than White City males, or 55 percent of what males earned.  Nearby Sandy 
City displays the same pattern of male and female raw earnings and growth in earnings.  The rate of growth in 
earnings over time is higher for females than males in Salt Lake County and Utah as well.  However, the highest 
median earning for a female group, Sandy City’s at $27,342, is still $12,000 less than the lowest median earning 
for a male group, White City’s at $39,911.    

Table 13: Median Earnings by Male and Female Genders 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Table DP03 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Table DP03 
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Table DP03 

3.0 Economic Development 
3.1 Industry Breakdown 
The breakdown of employment by industry is important for understanding the job culture, opportunities, and 
limitations in an area.  In 2017, the most employed industry for White City was educational services, health care, 
and social assistance (Table 14). About one-quarter of working White City residents were employed in this 
industry.  Retail trade as well as professional, scientific, management, administrative, and waste management 
services each employed 13 percent of the working population.  Manufacturing, construction, finance, and 
wholesale trade all decreased significantly over this time period.  

Educational services, health care, and social services also employed a significant percentage of the populations 
of Sandy City, Salt Lake County, and Utah.  Interestingly, the distribution of employment among White City, Sandy 
City, Salt Lake County, and Utah were all very similar to each other.  

Table 14: Employment by Industry 
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3.2 Occupation 
The U.S. Census Bureau summarizes jobs by occupation as well as employment by industry.  There are five main 
categories of occupations: one – management, business, science, and arts; two – service; three – sales and office; 
four – natural resources, construction, and maintenance; and five – production, transportation, and material 
moving.  White City saw few changes in its occupation makeup from 2010 to 2017 (Figure 3).   

Figure 3: Distribution of Occupations of White City Residents 

 

 

The distribution of occupations in Sandy City, Salt Lake County, Utah, and U.S. is like that of White City (Table 15).  
White City has a lower percentage than other Utah jurisdictions in management, business, sciences, and arts but 
a higher percentage than all other jurisdictions in sales and office occupations.  White City’s percentage of people 
in this occupation, 32 percent, exceeds the national and state averages of 24 percent. 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Table DP03 
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Table 15: Occupations in 2017 

 

3.3 Class of Civilian Labor Force 
The U.S. Census Bureau also divides workers in labor force classes. These include private, government, self-
employed, and unpaid family workers.  The majority (84 percent) of White City workers are private wage and 
salary workers (Table 16).  This mimics but exceeds the values for the county, state, and nation.  The percent of 
White City workers in government is lower than elsewhere while the percent of White City workers who are self-
employed is higher than elsewhere.  

Table 16: Civilian Labor Force Classes 

 

3.4 Unemployment Rate 
From 2010 through 2017, White City had an unemployment rate around 7 percent (Table 17).  In 2010, Sandy 
City, Salt Lake County, Utah, and the U.S. had unemployment rates ranging from 6 percent to 8 percent.  
Therefore in 2010, White City’s matched trends in broader geographies.  However, in 2017, Sandy City, Salt Lake 
County, and Utah had under 3 percent unemployment rates, and the U.S. had a rate of 4 percent.  White City’s 
6.7 percent unemployment rate in 2017 was significantly higher than the national average.  

Table 17: Unemployment Rate 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Table DP03 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Table DP03 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Table DP03 
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3.5 Places of Employment  
Most of White City’s working residents work within the state of Utah.  91 percent work within Salt Lake County 
(Table 18).  Salt Lake County residents also work mostly within Utah (99 percent) and Salt Lake County (93 
percent).  Almost 600 White City residents work in Salt Lake City (Figure 4). Sandy City is also an important 
employment center for White City, providing over 450 more jobs for White City residents.  Other cities within the 
county, such as Murray and West Valley City, also employee White City residents.  

Table 18: Location of White City’s Working Residents 

 

 

Figure 4:  Where White City Residents Work, by Count and Location 2015 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, On the Map 
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3.6 Commuting Patterns 
Commuting patterns include the time, distance, and direction of residents to work and back again.  Overly long 
commuting times or limited commuting options can reduce the number and types of jobs available to a 
community.  Long commutes also negatively impact quality of life by increasing stress, decreasing leisure time, 
and contributing to poor air quality.   

White City is located on the east side of the Salt Lake Valley.  Incoming workers commute from the north, south, 
and east to get to White City (Figure 5a), while outgoing residents commute north (Figure 5b).  In Figure 5b, the 
big wedge in the north of a 10 to 24-mile commute correlates to the known large number of White City residents 
who travel to Salt Lake City for work.  Workers commuting into White City are often coming from under ten miles 
away, yet White City residents are commuting 10 to 24 miles away for work elsewhere.  Furthermore, there is a 
large discrepancy between who lives in White City and who works in White City.  613 are employed in White City 
but live elsewhere; 2,965 live in White City but are employed elsewhere; and just 17 both live and are employed 
in White City.  

Figure 5a (left): Workers Commuting into White City, 2015  
and 5b (right): White City Residents Commuting Destination 2015 

 

 

 

 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, On the Map 
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Public transport connects White City to other places.  Bus stops sit on and near White City’s borders on 9400 S, 
10600 S, 1300 E, and 700 E.  White City does not have easy access to light rail.  Only 2 percent of residents take 
public transport to work, which matches Utah’s state average.  Most White City residents commute using single-
occupancy vehicles.  Driving alone decreased between 2010 and 2017, from 82 percent to 74 percent of 
commutes, while those carpooling, walking, or working at home increased (Table 19).  Compared to Sandy City, 
Salt Lake County, and Utah, White City has a smaller percentage of its population commuting using single-
occupancy vehicles and a higher percentage of its population commuting through carpooling.  

Table 19: Commuting Methods 

 

4.0 Land Use and Facilities 
4.1 Residential 
4.1.1 Types of Housing and Housing Occupancy 
In 2017, White City held 1,751 occupied housing units (Table 20).  The mode type of unit was detached single 
units, which numbered 1,722.  There were also 29 attached single units.  No housing types with two or more units 
existed in White City.  In 2017, about 15 percent of these units were rented, while the other 85 percent were 
owned (Table 21).  452 units were built between 2010 and 2017, and in 2017, no units were vacant.   

The larger geographic jurisdictions showed larger renter to owner ratios (Table 21).  About 30 percent of units in 
nearby Sandy City are renter-occupied, and about 50 percent of units in Salt Lake County are renter-occupied. 

Table 20: White City’s Housing Types 

 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Table DP03 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Table DP04 
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Table 21: Household Occupancy 

 

4.1.2 Housing Costs 
Owner-occupied housing costs are shown in Figure 6. From 2010 to 2017, housing costs for units remained 
consistent.  Most units elicited costs between $1,000 and $1,499 per month.  In 2017, fewer units cost $2,000 or 
higher or between $800 and $999 per month.  Additionally, significantly more units cost $300-$499; the 
percentage of units in this cost bracket rose from 18 percent to 25 percent.     

Figure 6: Distribution of Occupations of White City Residents 

Data for rental costs in White City show higher than general values (Table 22).  Median monthly gross rent was 
$1,122 in 2010 compared to values in the $700s and $800s for Sandy City, Salt Lake County, Utah, and the U.S. 
However, the increase in median rent between 2010 and 2017 for White City fell below the national average.  
Therefore, by 2017 White City’s median monthly rent was only slightly above that of other jurisdictions.  Median 
monthly gross rent in Sandy City, for example, rose 30 percent between 2010 and 2017 to $1,168.  Migration and 
birth patterns in Salt Lake County indicate this trend will continue for several decades if population growth 
outpaces available housing.  While monthly rental costs increased sharply, monthly homeowner costs decreased 
both in White City and Sandy City from 2010 to 2017.   

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Table DP-1 and DP05 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Table DP04 
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Table 22: Median Rental and House Cost Comparison (U.S. Dollars) 

 

4.1.3 Cost-Burdened Housing 
The county-wide trend of population growth outpacing available housing leads to questions about housing 
affordability.  Cost-burdened housing is defined as people spending more than 30 percent of their income on 
housing.  When housing costs more than 30 percent of income, money is not available to meet other needs such 
as food, heat or other utilities, transportation, or clothing.  Thus, families who are cost-burdened must sacrifice 
other needs to maintain their housing status.  People who are housing cost-burdened have a high risk of becoming 
unable to pay their housing costs and experiencing homelessness.  Cost-burdened housing can happen at any 
income bracket.   

In White City, all five income brackets have households who are cost-burdened (Table 23).  About one-quarter of 
the population is cost-burdened.  The highest percentage of cost-burdened households are not in the lowest two 
income brackets; rather, over 7 percent of those making $35,000 to $49,000 or $50,000 to $74,999 experience 
cost-burdened housing.  Another 21 percent were at risk for being housing cost-burden, as they spend 20 percent 
to 29 percent of their income on housing.  If housing costs increase faster than income, these households may 
cross the 30 percent threshold.   

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Table DP04 
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Table 23: White City Percentage of Income going toward Housing Costs, 2017 

 

Those who are cost-burdened in White City, Sandy City, Salt Lake Co, and Utah are shown in Table 24. Income 
brackets with at least 10 percent of households being cost-burdened are highlighted in red. Compared to these 
other jurisdictions, White City has a lower percentage of households who are cost-burdened.  Across all income 
ranges, 30 percent of Sandy City, 28 percent of Salt Lake County, and 26 percent of Utah households are cost 
burdened.  However, 61 percent of renters in White City are cost-burdened, which exceeds the values of Sandy 
City, Salt Lake County, and Utah (45 percent, 43 percent, 43 percent).  Of particular concern is that over one-
quarter of renters belonging to the lowest income bracket (under $20,000) are cost-burdened. 

Table 24: Percentage of Income Brackets who are Cost-Burdened with Housing, 2017 

 

4.1.4 Condition of Housing 
Housing conditions in White City are reportedly decent. Zero housing units lack complete plumbing or kitchen 
facilities (Table 25).  However, 95.1 percent of housing is at least 49 years old (built before 1980).  Therefore, 
upkeep and maintenance costs for homeowners are likely high.  Interestingly, while 1.3 percent of housing units 
had no telephone services in 2010, that percentage increased to 3.1 percent by 2017.   

Some housing in Salt Lake County and Utah still lacks complete plumbing or kitchen facilities.  However, White 
City’s housing age is much older than that in the other jurisdictions.  Only 41.2 percent of Sandy City housing was 
built before 1980; similarly, 48.3 percent of Salt Lake County and 40.6 percent of Utah housing was built prior to 
1980.   

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Table S2503 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Table S2503 
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Table DP04 

Table 25: Housing Conditions 

4.1.5 Jobs and Housing Balance 
The jobs and housing balance describe the ratio of jobs to people in a given area.  There are several variations of 
this metric.  For White City, an employment – population ratio and an employment – housing unit ratio were 
calculated (Table 26).  White City’s employment – population ratio was 0.42 for 2010 and 0.47 for 2018.  In other 
words, for every 100 people, 42 or 47 were employed.  This stands well below the recommended ratio of 1.25 to 
1.75.  White City’s employment – housing unit ratio, at 1.48 in 2010 and 1.41 in 2017, was in the middle of the 
recommended range.  This means that for every 100 housing units, 148 or 141 people were employed.  This 
supports ESRI’s Business Analyst conjecture that most households in White City have two or more sources of 
income.  Both ratios for White City are like those for Salt Lake County.  

Table 26: Jobs and Housing Balance 

 

4.2 Public Facilities 
4.2.1 Sanitary & Util it ies Systems 
Waste and recycling are picked up by Wasatch Front Waste & Recycling District on Wednesdays. Vouchers for fee 
waivers for people who haul their trash to the landfill themselves can be obtained from White City’s Community 
Council Representative.  Wasatch Front Waste & Recycling District allows additional cans, for a $204 fee, or a 
Green Waste composting can for a $114 fee.  

White City is a member of the Jordan Valley Water Conservancy District.  However, drinking water is not obtained 
from mountain-fed rivers and streams like many other places within Salt Lake County. Water is obtained from an 
aquifer managed by the White City Water Improvement District, an independent political entity that keeps water 
rights under the community’s control.  No chemicals or additives are introduced to this well-water, which is 
naturally pristine.  White City values its water source greatly.  

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder Tables DP-1, DP04, and DP05 
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4.2.2 Publ ic Safety 
White City’s public safety is served by the Unified Police Department and Unified Fire Authority.  White City falls 
under the Midvale Precinct, which is served by Chief Randy Thomas and other members of the Unified Police 
force.  Detective Paula Stinson is the assigned Community Oriented Police Officer, who fulfills duties, such as 
holding meetings, working with the community, and hosting special events.   

Crime data for White City individually were not available.  However, the Utah Department of Public Safety 
produces an annual report that includes crime data occurring in the areas served by the Unified Police of Great 
Salt Lake.  As White City is one of these areas, the crime statistics can be used as a general estimate.  The areas 
served by the Unified Police have significantly lower crime rates than Salt Lake County, from 2010 through 2017 
(Table 27).   

Table 27: Crime Rates 

 

4.3 Community Facilities 
4.3.1 Parks 
White City has several important community facilities within its boundaries or adjacent to them.  Big Bear park is 
a 14.7-acre public park in White City’s northeast corner.  Its amenities include restrooms, a reservable pavilion, 
picnic tables, a playground, a baseball field, tennis courts, volleyball courts, horseshoes, shuffleboard, drinking 
fountains, walkways, and a bear statue.  Dimple Dell bisects White City and sandwiches Dry Creek.  Dimple Dell 
offers over 15 miles of trails in its 630 acres.  Lone Peak Park is adjacent to White City’s west side.  Within its 28 
acres, it has a skate park, pavilions, soccer fields, baseball/softball fields, a score keepers building, a concession 
stand, playgrounds, a basketball court, and walking paths.  These three parks allow White City residents ample 
space for outdoor activity within walking distance of their homes.  Additionally, White Towers public swimming 
pool is in central White City, providing locals with a place to swim. 

4.3.2 Places of Worship 
Other assets include three places of worship.  Hilltop United Methodist Church and a ward of The Church of Jesus 
Christ of the Latter-Day Saints sit in the southern part of White City.  One ward of The Church of Jesus Christ of 

Source: Utah Department of Public Safety 2010, 2014, and 2017 Reports 
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the Latter-Day Saints sits underneath Big Bear Park in the east side.  Other LDS institutions are located just outside 
White City’s boundaries.   

4.3.3 Businesses and Economic Development 
There are 80 licensed businesses in White City.  Of these, 27 are home offices, for services that range from 
massage therapy to medical billing to computer consulting to lawn care.  Whether home office or business 
building, 12 businesses are involved in health, medicine, or personal care, such as dentistry or personal training. 
There are five childcare businesses, which offer services for babies through pre-teens.  Eight businesses sell 
goods, and 41 businesses offer services such as plumbing, driving training, or cleaning.  Four businesses operate 
exclusively online.  White City’s water is operated through the water supply business located in the metro 
township.  There is also a community pool.   

For services not provided through these 80 businesses, residents can walk a short distance to services in Sandy. 
Within a mile from most of White City, residents can reach a grocery store, a library, fitness centers, fast-food 
joints, shopping centers, and a movie theater.  

ESRI Business Analyst provides retail market profiles.  These profiles calculate revenue generated by business 
type as well as potential revenue generate by business type.  Thus, places can see the “retail gap” – in other 
words, the money that residents spend outside their place of residency.  Economically, this matters for generating 
taxes for a place.  According to ESRI, White City has a serious retail gap regarding food and beverage stores and 
food services and drinking places.  ESRI estimates that these businesses have a retail potential (or demand) of 
$15.3 million. 

4.3.4 Schools 
Alta View Elementary School is in the center of White City.   Star Brite Kids is a preschool off 10600 South in White 
City. Bellview Elementary School, Edgemont Elementary School, Eastmont Middle School, and The Challenger 
School - Sandy all sit on or close to White City’s borders.   
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Figure 7: A map of White City Metro Township and some of its amenities.  
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5.0 Resources 
5.1 Data Resources 
1. United States Census Bureau: American Fact Finder and On the Map 

 Tables: S2503, S1501, DP05, DP04, DP03, and DP-1 

2. ESRI Business Analyst 

Reports: Demographic and Income Comparison Profile, Tapestry Segment Profile, and Detailed Age 
Profile 

3. Utah Department of Public Safety 

Reports: 2010, 2014, and 2017 Crime in Utah 

5.2 Other Resources 
Salt Lake County Parks: https://slco.org/parks/parks-list/ 

Sandy City Parks: https://sandy.utah.gov/Home/Components/FacilityDirectory/FacilityDirectory/34/466 

Unified Fire Authority: http://www.unifiedfire.org/about/default.asp 

Unified Police: https://www.updsl.org/ 

Wasatch Front Waste & Recycling District: https://wasatchfrontwaste.org/ 

White City Metro Township: http://www.whitecityutah.org/index.html 

White City Metro Township 2018 Newsletter: 
http://whitecityutah.org/Newsletters/White_City_Newsletter_017_July_2018.pdf 

White City Water Improvement District: https://wcwid.org/brief-history/ 
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6.0 Appendix – Business Licenses 
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Executive Summary 
 

Highlights of Report 

 In 2017, White City’s population was 5,270. 

 The quickest growing age group in White City is working-age 

adults. 

 431 households in White City are cost-burdened with their 

housing costs. 

 Salt Lake County’s 2017 median household income is $67,922.  

For renter households, the median income is $42,351. 

 In 2017, White City had a deficit of 39 housing units across 

targeted income groups. 
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Chapter One – Introduction  
Plan Structure 
This housing plan is organized into six major sections: 

1. Introduction 
2. Methodology 
3. Demographic Summary 
4. Housing Stock 
5. Housing Availability and Affordability 
6. Action Plan 

The sections progress from an understanding of the plan’s impetus and the community’s existing 
conditions, to the methods used to make this plan, to an analysis of affordable housing in the 
community, to an action plan to accomplish White City’s housing goals. 

Planning Context 
State code requires that general plans estimate the need for moderate-income housing.  The 
assessment of current conditions guided the development of goals and action items in the 
Moderate-Income Housing Plan.  These goals address community needs regarding housing, 
including its connection to land-use and transportation.  Our findings can inform on-the-ground 
decisions and township policies as well as General Plan updates and future planning.  The housing 
plan will be reviewed biennially using the Department of Workforce Services’ Report Form.  The 
review will evaluate White City’s progress toward its goals and policies regarding housing as 
outlined in this plan. 

White City Metro Township and the Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District understand that 
good planning encourages and includes public input.  This assessment will be shared during public 
outreach events regarding the formation of the Moderate-Income Housing Element to the General 
Plan.  Additionally, the metro township council, metro township planning commission, and general 
plan steering committee have received copies of this assessment via email and/or in-person at 
meetings.   

Additionally, White City Metro Township and the Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District 
recognize the importance of regional cooperation, especially regarding housing.  White City’s 
planners and technicians are actively engaged in the Wasatch Front Regional Council committees, 
including the Technical Advisory Committee, the Active Transportation Committee, and the 
Regional Growth Committee.  Expertise and information from the Utah Department of Workforce 
Services, Housing and Community Development Division; the Wasatch Front Regional Council; the 
Utah League of Cities and Towns; Zions Public Finance; and the White City Water District all 
contributed to this assessment.   
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Purpose of the Plan 
Based upon regulatory requirements by the State of Utah, existing conditions, future projections, 
community feedback, and planning best practices, the plan has the following objectives: 

Meet regulatory requirements by reporting the current status of housing to the State of 
Utah and to provide a methodology to meet community needs. House Bill 295 
(represented in Utah Code 10-9a-403 and 10-9a-408) and Senate Bill 34 state these 
regulatory requirements.  

Provide White City Metro Township with the necessary resources to inform residential 
development decisions to be beneficial, fair, equitable, and a good fit for the needs of 
residents.  Decisions made regarding zoning, fees, land-use planning, and other choices 
can impact housing.  These decisions are best made with full and detailed information 
regarding current and future conditions and needs. 

Provide an action plan and tools for implementing community goals.  The action plan is 
presented as broad goals with specific objectives, as well as with policies and work 
programs that support these goals and objectives.  The action plan informs how to put 
ideas into practice.  

Enhance quality of life in the community with a community-based, ground-truthed housing 
plan.  Housing matters.  Affordable, safe housing bolster’s the well-being of its residents at 
all income levels.  When people are housed affordably, crime rates drop, and poverty is 
reduced.  Low-income households depend less on public assistance and are more self-
reliant when housed safely, affordably, and stably.  When the workforce can afford to live 
in the community, businesses have access to employees, which influences the wages 
employees are willing to work for and thus impacts the number of well-paying jobs that 
local businesses offer.  Furthermore, housing is directly tied to transportation, land-use, 
and community cohesion.  Well-planned neighborhoods with balanced housing options 
improve traffic congestion, are compatible with community open-space needs, and keep 
“eyes on the street,” which encourages walkability and neighborliness.  Overall, the 
presence of decent, affordable housing supports and bolsters the long-term character of 
the White City community and the County as a whole.   
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The following legislative information is provided for context regarding the requirements of the 
Moderate-Income Housing Plan.  From this context, the reasons for the information included in this 
assessment of current conditions become apparent. 

Moderate-Income Housing Planning Requirements 
In 1996, the Utah Legislature passed House Bill 295 to address the availability of moderate-income 
housing in response to rapid increase in housing prices.  Under threats to the dream of 
homeownership, as well as to community strength and stability, House Bill 295 (represented in 
Utah Code 10-9a-403 and 10-9a-408) requires municipalities to consider moderate-income 
housing concerns and housing needs of residents as part of their general plans and other planning 
efforts.  The Code requires an estimate of the “need for the development of additional moderate-
income housing within the city, and a plan to provide a realistic opportunity to meet estimated 
needs” to “(A) meet the needs of people desiring to live there; and (B) to allow persons with 
moderate incomes to benefit from and fully participate in all aspects of neighborhood and 
community life.”  In 2018, House Bill 259 was passed to reiterate the importance of planning for 
moderate-income housing in Utah.  In February 2019, Senate Bill 34 was passed.  The new 
legislation “modifies provisions related to a municipality’s and a county’s general plan related to 
moderate-income housing.”  It defines terms, requires general plans to integrate affordable 
housing with the transportation and land-use elements, and requires municipalities of a certain 
population size to have a moderate-income housing element in the general plan.  Senate Bill 34 
states that, for qualifying municipalities, the general plan must “provid[e] a realistic opportunity 
to meet the need for additional moderate-income housing” by including at least three of 23 listed 
strategies.        

The Wasatch Front Regional Council and the Utah League of Cities and Towns produced a summary 
of the current legal requirements (and changes to previous requirements) for municipalities and 
counties regarding planning and moderate-income housing.  They summarize: 

Land Use element: Must now consider location of land for housing for residents of various 
income levels in addition to the other categories of public and private uses of land (line 
481 for municipalities; 1172 for counties). 

Transportation and Traffic Circulation element: “Provide the general location and extent” 
of active transportation facilities in addition to freeways, arterial and collector streets, 
public transit, and other modes of transportation (491; 1182). 

Plan residential and commercial development around “major transit investment corridors” 
to improve connections between housing, employment, education, recreation, and 
commerce (494; 1185). 

Defines “major transit investment corridor” as public transit service that uses or 
occupies: (a) public transit rail right-of-way; (b) dedicated road right-of-way for the 
use of public transit, such as bus rapid transit; or (c) fixed-route bus corridors 
subject to an interlocal agreement or contract between a municipality or county 
and (i) a public transit district as defined in Section 17B-2a-802, or (ii) an eligible 
political subdivision as defined in Section 59-12-2219 (246; 858). 
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Municipalities without a major transit investment corridor must plan for residential 
and commercial development in areas that maintain and improve these 
connections (498). 

Correlate the transportation plan with population and employment projections, and the 
proposed land use element (502, 1188). 

Consider the regional transportation plan developed by the region’s metropolitan planning 
organization (MPO); if outside an MPO, consider the long-range transportation plan 
developed by UDOT (575; 1258). 

Moderate-Income Housing (MIH) element: Municipalities/counties covered: Utah Code 
has long required municipalities and counties to plan for moderate-income housing 
growth. SB34 requires, by December 1, 2019, the following municipalities and counties to 
update and adopt the moderate-income housing element of their general plan (444; 1074), 
and annually report on implementation (614; 1296): 

all municipalities of the 1st, 2nd, 3rd, and 4th class; 

cities of the 5th class with a population of 5,000 or more that are located in 
counties of the 1st, 2nd, and 3rd class; 

metro townships with a population of 5,000 or more; and 

all counties must plan and adopt a MIH element including strategies from the 
‘menu’ (see below) but only counties of the 1st, 2nd, and 3rd class with an 
unincorporated population of 5,000 or more must annually report on 
implementation. 

Facilitate a reasonable opportunity for a variety of housing including MIH and shall now 1) 
meet the needs of people of various income levels living, working, or desiring to live or 
work in the community (509; 1198); 2) “allow people with various incomes to benefit from 
and participate in all aspects of neighborhood and community life” (511; 1200); 3) towns 
may and cities shall analyze how they will provide a realistic opportunity for the 
development of MIH within 5 years for cities (513) and within the planning horizon for 
counties (1203). 

Menu: Shall include a recommendation to implement 3 or more of the following strategies, 
aka the ‘menu’ (518; 1205): 

(A) rezone for densities necessary to assure the production of MIH 

(B) facilitate the rehabilitation or expansion of infrastructure that will encourage the 
construction of MIH 

(C) facilitate the rehabilitation of existing uninhabitable housing stock into MIH 

(D) consider general fund subsidies or other sources of revenue to waive construction 
related fees that are otherwise generally imposed by the city 
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(E) create or allow for, and reduce regulations related to, accessory dwelling units in 
residential zones 

(F) allow for higher density or moderate-income residential development in commercial 
and mixed-use zones, commercial centers, or employment centers 

(G) encourage higher density or moderate-income residential development near major 
transit investment corridors 

(H) eliminate or reduce parking requirements for residential development where a 
resident is less likely to rely on their own vehicle, e.g. residential development near major 
transit investment corridors or senior living facilities 

(I) allow for single room occupancy developments 

(J) implement zoning incentives for low to moderate income units in new developments 

(K) utilize strategies that preserve subsidized low to moderate-income units on a long-term 
basis 

(L) preserve existing MIH 

(M) reduce impact fees, as defined in Section 11-36a-102, related to low and MIH 

(N) participate in a community land trust program for low or MIH 

(O) implement a mortgage assistance program for employees of the municipality or of an 
employer that provides contracted services to the municipality 

(P) apply for or partner with an entity that applies for state or federal funds or tax 
incentives to promote the construction of MIH 

(Q) apply for or partner with an entity that applies for programs offered by the Utah 
Housing Corporation within that agency's funding capacity 

(R) apply for or partner with an entity that applies for affordable housing programs 
administered by the Department of Workforce Services 

(S) apply for or partner with an entity that applies for programs administered by an 
association of governments established by an interlocal agreement under Title 11, Chapter 
13, Interlocal Cooperation Act [not in county list of recommendations] 

(T) apply for or partner with an entity that applies for services provided by a public housing 
authority to preserve and create MIH 

(U) apply for or partner with an entity that applies for programs administered by a 
metropolitan planning organization or other transportation agency that provides technical 
planning assistance 

(V) utilize a MIH set aside from a community reinvestment agency, redevelopment agency, 
or community development and renewal agency 
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(W) any other program or strategy implemented by the municipality to address the housing 
needs of residents of the municipality who earn less than 80% of the area median income 

In addition to the recommendations required above, municipalities that have a “fixed 
guideway public transit station” shall include a recommendation to implement either “G” 
or “H” (568) [not required for counties]. 

Annual reporting and review of the moderate-income housing plan: The municipal/county 
legislative body shall annually review their MIH plan and implementation of that plan; 
prepare and post a report of their findings on their website; and send the report to Dept. 
of Workforce Services, AOG, and MPO if applicable (612; 1294). 

The report shall include: a) revised estimate of the need for MIH in the next 5 years; 
b) description of progress made to provide MIH by analyzing and publishing data 
on the # of housing units that are at or below 80%, 50%, and 30% adjusted median 
family income; c) description of efforts to utilize a MIH set-aside from community 
reinvestment agency, redevelopment agency, or community development and 
renewal agency; d) description of the implementation of the MIH 
recommendations aka ‘menu’. 

Requires the DWS Division of Housing and Community Development to (i) assist in 
the creation of the MIH reports, and (ii) evaluate the reports for purposes of 
determining eligibility for state transportation funds. Gives DWS rulemaking 
authority to develop the evaluation process (1414). 

Revisions to Olene Walker Housing Loan Fund (1325): SB34 did not provide any additional 
funding for housing. Revises Olene Walker Housing Loan Fund board to add one member 
with expertise in transit-oriented development and one member who represents rural 
interests. The board must hold two public input meetings each year, once in a rural area. 
Allows fund money to be used to purchase land for low-income housing (1388). 

Revisions to state transportation funding: Adds access to educational facilities and MIH to 
the prioritization process for new transportation capacity projects administered by the 
Utah Transportation Commission (1749). State Transportation Investment Fund (TIF) or 
Transit Transportation Investment Fund (TTIF) funds may not be used in a municipality or 
unincorporated county that has failed to adopt a MIH plan or has failed to report on 
implementation of their MIH plan as determined by DWS. TIF funds can still be used for a 
limited-access facility, but not for construction, reconstruction, or renovation of an 
interchange. TTIF funds can still be used for a multi-community fixed-guideway public 
transportation project, but not for the construction, reconstruction, or renovation of a 
station (1808). 
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Utah Fair Housing Act 
In accordance with state and federal laws, White City Metro Township exercises the authority to 
plan, zone, and regulate land-use in promoting the community’s health, safety, and welfare. The 
moderate-income housing element of this plan acknowledges and upholds the Utah Fair Housing 
Act by promoting the equal protection and equitable treatment of all people who lawfully seek to 
rent, lease, purchase, or develop real property within its jurisdiction. Its housing policies and plans 
strictly prohibit discrimination based on color, disability, ethnicity, familial status, gender identity, 
national origin, race, religion, sex, sexual orientation, source of income, or any other suspect 
classification. It is the policy of White City Metro Township to report housing discrimination to the 
Utah Antidiscrimination Labor Division immediately. It is the goal of White City Metro Township to 
prevent, eliminate, and/or mitigate any unfair housing practices that may result from its plans, 
policies, regulations, and ordinances. It is also the goal White City Metro Township to affirmatively 
further fair and affordable housing by reviewing the housing needs of its moderate-income 
households and its vulnerable populations biennially, and by proactively planning to meet their 
needs. 

 

Terminology 
A variety of terms are used in reference to housing.  The following list defines and explains these 
terms: 

Types of Housing and Development 
Housing unit: a house, an apartment, a group of rooms, or a single room occupied or intended for 
occupancy as separate living quarters 

Single-family residential: housing units that are individually assessed and can be bought and sold 
as a single unit.  This includes single-family dwellings, townhomes, condos, and mobile homes. 

Multi-family residential: housing units such as duplexes and apartments, that are typically rented  

Workforce housing: housing for which gross monthly costs target working class households. 
Workforce housing aims to allow people gainfully employed in working class occupations to live 
and work in the same community. (Definition from ULCT “Housing Policy in Utah” 2018). 

Fair housing: The Federal Fair Housing Act (Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968) protects people 
from discrimination when they are renting, buying, or securing financing for any housing.  The 
prohibitions specifically cover discrimination because of race, color, national origin, religion, sex, 
disability, and children.  In Utah, state law also recognizes source of income as a protected class. 
(Definition from ULCT “Housing Policy in Utah” 2018).  

Transit-oriented development (TOD): type of development that maximizes the amount of mixed-
use development that is built around quality transit hubs, including train and bus centers.  Linking 
housing and transportation can give workers better access to jobs, and businesses better access 
to potential employees and customers.  (Definition from ULCT “Housing Policy in Utah” 2018). 
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Mixed-use development: pedestrian-friendly development that blends two or more residential, 
commercial, cultural, institutional, and/or industrial uses.  A mixed-use development may have 
retail space on the bottom floor of a multi-story building with offices and apartments on the 
middle and top floors.  It can provide for ample job opportunities, convenience amenities, and a 
high walkability score for individuals on residential floors or residing in nearby communities. 
(Definition from ULCT “Housing Policy in Utah” 2018). 

Accessory dwelling unit (ADU): small, self-contained residential units located on the same lot as 
an existing, single-family home.  These can be attached or detached units. (Definition from ULCT 
“Housing Policy in Utah” 2018). 

Infill development: development of vacant or under-used parcels within existing urban centers 
that are otherwise built-out and fully developed. (Definition from ULCT “Housing Policy in Utah” 
2018). 

Regarding Income 
Area median income (AMI): the median family income level for an area (in this report, Salt Lake 
County) as determined by the Federal Department of Housing and Urban Development, based on 
U.S. Census data.  The median divides the income distribution into two equal parts: one-half of the 
cases fall below the median income and one-half above it.  HUD uses the median income to 
calculate income limits for eligibility in a variety of housing programs.  HUD estimates the median 
family income for an area and adjusts that amount for different family sizes.  Referred to as AMI 
in this plan. 

Target income groups: Low-income households are split into three groups based upon a 
percentage of the AMI.  They are referred to as the Targeted Income Groups in this plan.  The 
three groups include: 

 Moderate-income – 80 to 50 percent of AMI 

 Low-income – 50 to 30 percent of AMI 

 Very low-income – 30 percent of AMI and less 

Monthly housing allowance: the maximum amount a household can spend on housing costs per 
month, including utilities and other fees.  The monthly housing allowance represents the total 
housing costs affordable at 30 percent of gross income. (Definition from ULCT “Housing Policy in 
Utah” 2018). 

Housing Cost-Burden: a household that spends 30% or more of their income on housing costs, 
including rent and utilities. 

Affordability threshold: the maximum home price for each of the targeted income groups based 
on calculated monthly housing allowances 

Housing gap: the difference between the number of housing units available at 30, 50, 80, and 100 
percent AMI and the number of households at those income levels.  If there are more households 
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than available housing units, then households are forced to pay above or below their means for 
their housing. 

Programs and Agencies 
Affordable Housing Program (AHP): a federal competitive program of the Federal Home Loan Bank 
system that provides grants twice a year through financial institutions for investment in low- or 
moderate-income housing initiatives.  This program is flexible: AHP funds can be used in 
combination with other programs and funding sources, helping makes projects more feasible. 
(Definition from ULCT “Housing Policy in Utah” 2018). 

American Community Survey (ACS):  an annual survey administered by the U.S. Census Bureau 
that gathers demographic and economic data from a sample of the U.S. population. 

Utah Department of Workforce Services (DWS): an agency that consolidates employment and 
public assistance programs to help people find jobs, to assist businesses in finding workforces, and 
to support housing needs. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD): This agency develops and implements 
policies regarding housing and metropolises.  The Utah branch offers programs to help provide 
affordable housing. 

Low-income housing tax credit program (LIHTC): This program was formed in the Federal Tax 
Reform Act of 1986.  Developer-owners of LIHTC properties can get credits for federal income tax 
liability, so the program incentives developers to invest in affordable housing projects.  There are 
also state run LIHTC programs.  The Utah Housing Corporation (UHC), made in 1975 by Utah 
legislation, creates an adequate supply of money available for mortgage loans at reasonable 
interest rates help provide affordable housing for low- and moderate-income persons. (Definition 
from ULCT “Housing Policy in Utah” 2018). 

Olene Walker Housing Loan Fund (OWHLF): Created in 1987 by the State of Utah, the OWHLF 
supports quality affordable housing options to meet the needs of Utah’s individuals and families.  
The fund partners with public and private organizations to develop housing that is affordable for 
moderate-income, low-income, and very low-income households. (Definition from ULCT “Housing 
Policy in Utah” 2018). 

United States Census Bureau (USCB): a federal agency in charge of the decennial census and the 
yearly American Community Survey data on population and demographics throughout the United 
States. 

Utah Non-Profit Housing Corporation (UNPHC): a non-profit that aims to help develop and provide 
affordable housing to families throughout Utah. 
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Chapter Two – Methodology 
 

Background Research 
A variety of resources were used in the formation of this plan.  Data were retrieved from the 
United States Census Bureau American Community Surveys, ESRI Business Analyst Online, and Salt 
Lake County Geographic Information Systems.  The Utah Department of Workforce Services, 
Housing and Community Development Division, provides a database of resources to assist 
municipalities in the creation of their moderate-income housing plans.  The following resources 
were particularly critical in this assessment’s development: 

• Moderate-income housing element outline 
• Moderate-income plan writing guide 
• DWS housing projection tool 
• Model resolution for amending the general plan 
• Affordable housing plan examples:  

o City of Meropis: Moderate-Income Housing Plan 
o Salt Lake County: Moderate-Income Housing Plan 2017 
o Sandy City General Plan: Section 3 Housing Needs 
o South Salt Lake City: Moderate-Income Housing Plan 
o State of Utah Affordable Housing Report 2018 
o Snyderville Basin and East Summit County: Housing Affordability Assessment 

 

Consultation and Collaboration  
Planning staff collaborated with and consulted various housing experts in researching and writing 
this plan.  On 18 May 2019, staff attended SB 34 housing training sessions hosted by The Utah 
League of Cities and Towns.  Staff consulted David Fields, Housing and Community Development, 
Utah Department of Workforce Services, regarding SB 34 requirements for the metro townships.  
Staff also corresponded with Meg Ryan, The Utah League of Cities and Towns, for her information 
and expertise on housing legislation.  Planning staff met with Michael Gallegos and Jake Young, 
Salt Lake County, Department of Housing and Community Development to discuss housing 
opportunities for White City.  On 22 August 2019, staff attended the Salt Lake County Community 
Needs Assessment Meeting.  Hosted by Salt Lake County, Department of Housing and Community 
Development, this meeting brought together stakeholders, from Metro Township Council 
members to Non-profits, from throughout the Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District to 
discuss community needs. 
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Community Engagement  
Planning staff focused on eliciting pubic desires and needs for housing.  Beginning in early July, 
staff coordinated with Mayor Paulina Flint about the forthcoming Moderate-Income Housing Plan.  
Staff developed and sent out a timeline for accomplishing this plan.  In early August, staff surveyed 
the Metro Township Council, the General Plan Steering Committee, and the Planning Commission 
for a preferred Housing Element Open House date.  From this feedback, planning staff scheduled 
a Housing Element Open House on 28 September 2019.  Salt Lake County Department of Housing 
and Community Development also participated in the Open House.   

Staff kept the Metro Township Council, the General Plan Steering Committee, and the Planning 
Commission updated on the Housing Element Open House agenda and asked them to invite 
friends and neighbors.  They were provided with the housing plan timeline, a summary of Senate 
Bill 34, and the Department of Workforce Services Moderate-Income Housing Plan Writing Guide.  
Staff posted the Housing Element Open House flyer to the State of Utah Public Notices Website.  
Staff also reached out to local and state agencies and non-profits concerned with housing and 
invited them to the Housing Element Open House.  While coordinating with the Metro Township 
Councils, the Planning Commission, and the General Plan Steering Committee, planning staff sent 
out drafts of White City’s Housing Assessment for their reference.  A final draft of the assessment 
was prepared for the Housing Element Open House.  

Housing was discussed often and openly at the General Plan Steering Committee meetings.  
Residents at the meetings expressed appreciation of the aesthetic appeal of White City dwellings.  
They voiced concerns regarding the building of large apartment complexes and the combination 
of current properties into McMansions.  Building on these and other discussions, community 
members developed the following Vision Statement for White City: “White City Metro Township 
is a unique community that is safe, affordable, close-knit, and family-oriented, with access to 
amenities that meet the diverse needs of its residents.”  This Moderate-Income Housing Plan is 
thus framed under this vision and aims to make this vision a continued reality for White City. 

Additionally, community members called and emailed Planning Staff to leave comments and raise 
concerns.  Planning staff received five phone calls and several emails regarding the open house 
and moderate-income housing plan.  Community members were encouraged to attend the Open 
House. 
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At the Housing Element Open House, Randy Jepperson from Salt Lake County Regional 
Development spoke about the Green and Healthy Homes Initiative.  This exemplified the kind of 
program that White City could partner with to strengthen its moderate-income housing supply.  
Following Randy’s presentation, Christie Oostema from People + Place, LLC spoke with residents 
about community needs and informed them of the Consolidated Plan.   

As part of the Open House, participants were asked to provide community feedback.  Planning 
staff worked with communities in break-out sessions.  Large printed maps of current zoning, 
housing, and transportation systems were used as visual aids.  Residents from White City discussed 
many of the 23 Menu Items.  They talked through what they thought could be implemented and 
what they thought would be effective.   They expressed concerns over zoning changes.  Another 
common theme was the desire for sidewalks in order for community members to feel safe when 
walking. 

When community members felt ready, they voted on their top three preferred Menu Items 
prescribed by SB 34.  These items were listed in large print on easels.  Each community was 
assigned a different color sticker for planning staff to record those items preferred by each 
community.  White City residents voted for 14 of the 23 elements (Table 1).  Additionally, a 
Comments Box was provided for the public to leave opinions not captured by the voting exercise.  
Nine White City residents left comments. 
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 Table 1: White City’s Votes for SB 34 Menu Items 

 

Menu Item Number of Votes 
B) Facilitate the rehabilitation or expansion of infrastructure that 
will encourage the construction of MIH 

1 

C) Facilitate the rehabilitation of existing uninhabitable housing 
stock into MIH 

25 

D) Consider general fund subsidies or other sources of revenue 
to waive construction related fees that are otherwise generally 
imposed by the city 

1 

E) Create or allow for, and reduce regulations related to, 
accessory dwelling units in residential zones 

32 

F) Allow for higher density or moderate-income residential 
development in commercial and mixed-use zones, commercial 
centers, or employment centers 

6 

G) Encourage higher density or moderate-income residential 
development near major transit investment corridors 

1 

I) Allow for single room occupancy developments 1 
K) Utilize strategies that preserve subsidized low to moderate-
income units on a long-term basis 

4 

L) Preserve existing MIH 53 
O) Implement a mortgage assistance program for employees of 
the municipality or of an employer that provides contracted 
services to the municipality 

3 

P) apply for or partner with an entity that applies for state or 
federal funds or tax incentives to promote the construction of 
MIH 

2 

Q) apply for or partner with an entity that applies for programs 
offered by the Utah Housing Corporation within that agency's 
funding capacity 

3 

V) Utilize a MIH set aside from a community reinvestment 
agency, redevelopment agency, or community development 
and renewal agency 

4 

W) Any other program or strategy implemented by the 
municipality to address the housing needs of residents of the 
municipality who earn less than 80 percent of the area median 
income 

6  
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Chapter Three – Demographic Summary 
 

Population Size 
White City Metro Township sits in the central-east part of Salt Lake County.  Population in 2017 
numbered approximately 5,270 people (ACS DP1) with a household size of three and a family size 
of 3.49 (ACS DP2) (Figure 1).  Population in 2017 showed a three percent decrease from 2010’s 
population of 5,407.  However, the rate of population decline has slowed.  The lowest estimated 
population in recent years occurred in 2011, after the Great Recession.  From 2012 onward, White 
City’s population has oscillated between 5,300 and 5,500 people.   

Despite recent population decline, data analysts believe the population will begin growing.  ESRI 
Business Analyst Online predicts a 2023 population of 5,941 while Utah Department of Workforce 
Services predicts a 2024 population of 5,872.  These projections predict similar growth rates (2.1 
and 2.3 percent annually).  Given the high growth rates of surrounding areas and White City’s 
relative location in the growing Salt Lake Valley, a pattern of future growth makes sense.  Between 
2010 and 2017, adjacent Sandy City and Salt Lake County displayed growth rates of 8 percent and 
10 percent, respectively.  Sandy City’s 2017 population numbered 94,556 while Salt Lake County’s 
2017 population numbered 1,029,655 (ACS DP1).   

Figure 1: Historic and Projected Population 

 
Source: ACS DP1 and B01003; S. Manson, J. Schroeder, D. Van Riper, & S. Ruggles. IPUMS NGHIS: V13.0 [Database]. 
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota. 2018; ESRI Business Analyst Online “Demographic and Income Profile”; 
Department of Workforce Services (DWS) “5-Year Housing Projection Calculator” 

 

Age 
As of 2017, White City’s median age was 36.1 years.  This value shows an approximately four-year 
increase from 2010, when the median age was 32.7 years (ACS DP1). White City’s median age 
reflects that of surrounding Sandy City (36.4 years).  Median age is projected to decrease slightly 
by 2023, to 35.8 years (ESRI Business Analyst Online “Demographic and Income Profile).  White 
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City has a numerous population of children; in fact, over 37 percent of households had one or 
more people under 18 years old (ACS DP2) and 27 percent of the population is under 18 years old 
(ACS DP1).  About 15 percent of the population is elderly, or 65 years or older (ACS DP1).  ESRI 
Business Analyst Online predicts highest growth (15 percent) in working adult ages (25 to 44) over 
the next five years (“Detailed Age Profile”).   

Race and Ethnicity 
White City residents are predominantly white; white people comprised 89.6 percent of the 
population in 2010 and 93.4 percent of the population in 2017 (ACS DP1).  White City is predicted 
to become slightly more diverse by 2023, with a non-white population approaching 15 percent 
(ESRI Business Analyst Online Demographic and Income Profile“).  People who identify as Asian or 
Black or African American both comprised about one percent of the population in 2017.  People 
of any racial identity who identify as Hispanic or Latino/a made up about 10 percent of the 
population in 2010 and 2017.  This percentage is expected to increase to almost 13 percent in 
2023.  

Disabled 
Of White City’s 5,270 people, 732 (or about 14 percent) had a disability in 2017.  5.8 percent had 
an ambulatory difficulty (ACS S1810). 6.5 percent had an independent living difficulty while 2.1 
percent had a self-care difficulty (ACS S1810).  4.5 percent had a hearing difficulty; 1.5 percent had 
a vision difficulty; and 5.6 percent had a cognitive difficulty (ACS S1810).  Between 20 and 25 
percent of those 75 years and over had a hearing, ambulatory, or independent living difficulty.  
The most common disability for the population under 18 years old was having a cognitive difficulty.  
48 children, or 4.7 percent of White City’s population of children, had a cognitive difficulty in 2017 
(ACS S1810). 

Assuming this percentage (fourteen percent of total population) remains constant, White City 
could have 826 people with disabilities in 2023 using ESRI’s 2023 population estimate or 816 
people with disabilities in 2024 using DWS’s 2024 population estimate.  People with disabilities 
face particular difficulties regarding housing, from affordability to specific structural needs (such 
as wheelchair ramps, easy access to public transit, etc.).  Effective planning is needed to meet the 
needs of this group as its population grows.   

Veterans 
In 2017, 221 people (four percent of White City’s population) were veterans (ACS S2101).  Of this 
population of veterans, nine people (four percent of White City veterans) had a service-connected 
disability rating (ACS B21100).  This means that 30 percent of people with disabilities in White City 
in 2017 were veterans. Carrying these percentages into the future, there may be 238 veterans in 
2023.  This translates to about 70 veterans with service-connected disabilities in these years.  
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Income 
There are three main measures of household income: mean, median, and per capita.  Mean 
household income averages the income of all households in an area of consideration.  White City’s 
2017 mean household income was $65,364 (ACS DP3).  Per capita income is the total income 
divided by the total population; it conveys per person income assuming an even distribution.  
White City’s 2017 per capita income was $22,278 (ACS DP3).  Median household income is the 
middle amount when listing all household incomes from low to high.  MHI is a better indicator of 
typical income than the mean household income if there are high or low outliers that artificially 
change the average.  White City’s MHI in 2010 was $60,057; by 2017, MHI dropped slightly to 
$59,871 (ACS DP3).  MHI for owner-occupied households was $61,779 while MHI for renter 
households was $46,094 (ACS B25119).  

Area median income, AMI, is the median household income of the larger geography in which a 
municipality is located.  Both state guidelines and federal programs require housing to consider 
targeted low- and moderate-income groups in relation to housing affordability by using an AMI 
calculation.  The scale of consideration must be regional.  This ensures a reasonable opportunity 
for moderate income households to move to the community.  Per Utah Senate Bill 34, the AMI 
used in this study is based on the AMI for Salt Lake County1.  Salt Lake County’s 20172 AMI was 
$67,922 (Table 2).  It is important to note that the median income for White City, $59,871, is 
significantly below that of Salt Lake County.  Furthermore, households of various types, such as 
renter households or single-female parent households, have different median incomes. 

Table 2: Median Household Income according to type of Household 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Data Source: ACS DP4; ESRI Business Analyst Online “Housing Profile” 

 
1 Utah State Legislature 10-9a-103: 36 “Moderate income housing means housing occupied or reserved for 
occupancy by households with a gross household income equal to or less than 80% of the median gross 
income for households of the same size in the county in which the city is located.” 
2 2017 data from the U.S. Census Bureau were used, as 2018 data were not available. 
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Chapter Four – Housing Stock 
 

Existing Housing 
Housing value in White City is concentrated in the range of $150k to $300k (Table 3).  79.9 percent 
of the 1,496 owner-occupied houses, or 1,196 units, are valued in this range.  Median value 
increased from $205,500 to $216,900 between 2010 and 2017.  This marks 5.5 percent total 
growth (0.79 annual growth).   

Table 3: 2017 Housing Values in White City  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Data Source: ACS DP4; ESRI Business Analyst Online “Housing Profile” 

In 2017, White City held 1,751 housing units (ACS DP5).  The mode type of unit was detached 
single units, which numbered 1,722.  There were also 29 attached single units.  No units have three 
or less rooms and just six percent have four rooms (ACS DP4) (Table 4).  345 units (19.7 percent) 
have seven rooms and 499 units (28.5 percent) have nine or more rooms (ACS DP4).  Most units 
have three bedrooms (627 units or 35.8 percent) or four bedrooms (587 units or 33.5 percent) 
(ACS DP4).   

Table 4: Housing Rooms and Bedrooms in 2017 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Data Source: ACS DP4 
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There were no multi-unit housing types.  Most units were owner-occupied (1,496 or 85.4 percent) 
but 255 units were rented (14.6 percent) (Table 5).  While 29 units were vacant in 2010, none 
were vacant in 2017 (ACS DP4).   

Table 5: Housing Occupancy in White City 

Data Source: ACS DP4 
 

Salt Lake County has specific and recent summations of residential housing projects.  Based on Salt 
Lake County permitting records, between 2014 and 2019, two permits were issued for new 
residential, single family construction.  An additional 40 certificates were issued for remodels or 
additions.  In Table 6, projects with actual or potential influence on housing stock are included (for 
example, a new detached garage could be retrofitted as a mother-in-law apartment in the future).  
From November 2014 through July 2019, projects relevant to this assessment included: 

Table 6: Recent Residential Permits in White City  

 

 

 

 

 

Data Source: Salt Lake County “Residential Permits” 

 

White City’s houses have reportedly adequate facilities. In 2017, all housing units had complete 
plumbing and kitchen facilities (ACS DP04.  However, while 98.7 percent of houses had telephone 
service in 2010, that percentage decreased to 96.9 in 2017.  The majority—95.1 percent, or 1,665 
houses—are at least 49 years old (built before 1980) (Table 7).  Over one-third of houses (36.8 
percent, 644 houses) are about 60 years old or older (built before 1960). Therefore, upkeep and 
maintenance costs for homeowners are likely high.  No housing units were built between 2010 
and 2017, indicating that White City is built-out. 
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Table 7: Housing Conditions in White City  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Data Source: ACS DP4 
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Existing Housing Costs 
Housing costs are divided into nine categories.  They range from under $300 to more than $3,000 
per month.  About 53 percent of renters and owners pay between $1,000 and $1,499 a month in 
housing costs (Figure 1).  In contrast, about 39 percent of homeowners pay that much per month 
(Figure 2).  15 percent of renters pay between $500 and $799 per month.  The second lowest cost 
category is $300 to $499.  While over 25 percent of owners pay between $300 and $499 per month 
in household costs, 14 percent of renters do.  Since median renter household income is 
significantly lower than median owner-occupied household income, this raises concern about 
rental unit affordability.   

 

Figures 1 and 2: 2017 Monthly Renter-Occupied Household Costs (top) and Owner-Occupied 
Household Costs (bottom)  

 
Data Source: ACS S2503 
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Cost-Burdened Housing 
HUD considers an affordable monthly housing payment for either an owner-occupied dwelling or 
rented unit to be no greater than 30 percent of gross monthly income.  This includes utilities and 
other housing costs such as mortgage and hazard insurance.  When monthly housing payments 
cost more than 30 percent of gross monthly income, that household is said to be cost-burdened.  
Households can be cost-burdened at any income level.  The table below shows the 2017 rate of 
cost-burdened households in White City (Table 8).  431 households in White City experience cost-
burdened housing.  Some households at all income-brackets experience cost-burdened housing.  
The most cost-burdened group is households with income between $50,000 to $74,999 per year; 
129 households in this bracket are cost-burdened.  277 of the 1,496 homeowner households are 
cost-burdened, while 154 of the 255 renter-occupied households are cost-burdened.  Between 
owners and renters, renters experience a greater housing cost-burden (Table 9).  Of particular 
concern is that over one-quarter of renters belonging to the lowest income bracket (under 
$20,000) are cost-burdened. 

Table 8: Percentage of Income going toward Housing, 2017 

Data Source: ACS DP4 

 

Table 9: Percentage of Income Ranges who are Cost-Burdened with Housing by Occupancy, 2017 

Data Source: ACS S2503 
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Housing and Land-use 
Housing and land-use are tightly connected.  Zoning strongly influences how housing and land-use 
align.  Zoning regulations determine the standards for new development, including building size, 
lot size, and lot use.  Therefore, understanding current zoning provides context for what affordable 
housing opportunities are available based on existing conditions.  Current zones within White City 
are described briefly below: 

A-1 – Agricultural: permits low density residential development with limited agricultural uses, residential 
facilities for elderly persons or persons with a disability, home business subject to Chapter 19.85 of 
Municipal Code, and home day care/preschool; conditionally allows bed and breakfast, cemetery, 
campgrounds, airport, and others (see Municipal Code) 

A-2 – Agricultural: permits low density residential development and agricultural uses, home business 
subject to Chapter 19.85 of Municipal Code, home day care/preschool, and residential facility for persons 
with a disability; conditionally allows animal hospital, airport, campgrounds, correctional institutions, gun 
club, riding academy, and others (see Municipal Code) 

C-2 – Community Commercial: neighborhood commercial development, permits business such as 
barbershops, bakeries, automobile service, theaters, and others, and also residential facilities for elderly 
persons; conditionally allows athletic clubs, hardware stores, mobile home parks, and others (see Municipal 
Code) 

R-1-21 – Residential Single-Family Dwelling: SFD, permits guesthouse under 1,200 sq. ft. and up to four 
horses for private use; conditionally allows animals/fowl for family food production, private 
greenhouse/nursery, bed and breakfast, pigeons, and sportsman’s kennel on one+ acre lots 

R-1-8 – Residential Single-Family Dwelling: SFD, permits home daycare/preschool, home business 
subject to Chapter 19.85 of Municipal Code; conditionally allows private greenhouse/nursery, golf course, 
cemetery, residential facility for elderly persons, private non-profit recreational facilities, and planned unit 
development 

Zones are often classified into six major categories: agricultural, commercial, industrial, planned 
community, residential, and residential multi-family.  Over 94 percent of White City’s land area is 
zoned residential (Table 10).  Most of the residential land is zoned R-1-18 (409 acres) while 5.3 
acres are zoned R-1-21 or R-1-21/zc.  5.2 percent of the land (about 22.5 acres) is zoned 
Agricultural.  19 of these acres are zoned A-2 while just 3.4 acres are zoned A-1.  Commercial zone 
C-2 occupies 0.33 acres, or 0.1 percent of the land.  The commercial area is located in the central-
eastern part of the metro township.  No land is zoned industrial, planned community, or residential 
multi-family. 

Table 10: Land Area (Acres, Percent) of Major Zoning Categories in White City 
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Map 1: Zones in White City, with Amenities Highlighted 
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Chapter Five – Housing Availability and Affordability 
 

Indication of Need by Demographics 

 

White City’s demographics and existing housing stock demonstrate the 
need for certain characteristics for its current and future housing stock.  
431 households in White City are currently cost-burdened, and White City 
is built-out.  White City has sizeable populations under 18 and over 65, 
and a growing working-age population.  White City values the aesthetic of 
its streets and houses and has concerns about future McMansions as well 
as vast apartment complexes.  Housing that accommodates young 
professionals and upholds White City’s strong community feel will be 
important.   

 

This context directs options for moderate-income housing opportunities 
in White City.  Allowing accessory dwelling units that uphold the character 
of White City’s single-family homes may be appropriate solutions to 
increasing affordable housing while maintaining White City’s aesthetic.  
Besides housing type, the location of housing matters for accommodating 
housing needs.  Housing located near schools, transit, and other 
amenities can minimize transportation costs and logistic difficulties for 
low-income, mobility-impaired, or single-parent households.  Proximity to 
amenities is also important for the elderly population (15 percent of 
White City).  Throughout this section, specific housing availability and 
affordability needs are analyzed across income groups, occupant type, 
and household sizes.   
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Targeted Income Groups and Affordability Thresholds 
Income levels at 30 percent of AMI are considered “very low-income,” while those at 50 percent 
are “low-income” and those at 80 percent are “moderate-income.”  These 30, 50, and 80 percent 
groups are targeted income groups.  In the following table, targeted income groups are calculated 
using both the area median income (Salt Lake County) value and the local median income (White 
City) value (Table 11).  Annual income was divided by twelve to give monthly household income.  
Monthly housing allowance represents total housing costs affordable at 30 percent of gross 
monthly income.  This value is the upper limit that a household could pay without being housing 
cost-burdened.  All values are from the 2017 American Community Survey.   

Thus, the calculations are: 

 Annual Median Household Income / 12 = Monthly Household Income 

 Monthly Household Income * 0.30 = Monthly Housing Allowance   

Table 11: 2017 Annual and Monthly Incomes and Housing Allowance 

Data Source: ACS B25119 

By using Salt Lake County’s AMI, calculations for White City may overestimate the community’s 
ability to afford housing.  For example, as shown in Table 11, 30 percent of Salt Lake County’s 2017 
AMI is $20,377, but 30 percent of White City’s median income is $17,961 (ACS B25119).  Due to 
this discrepancy, this plan recommends that officials and decision-makers understand the 
calculations as conservative estimates and encourages communities to strive for making housing 
as affordable as possible.  The discrepancy is driven by differences in median owner-occupied 
household income: $61,779 for White City while $83,922 for Salt Lake County (ACS B25119). 
However, median renter household income in White City ($46,094) exceeds that of Salt Lake 
County ($42,351) (ACS B25119).  Due to the discrepancy between homeowner and renter 
households, targeted income groups were calculated separately for each (Tables 12 and 13).  To 
determine affordable rental rates, a household would subtract anticipated monthly utility costs 
from the total monthly housing allowance.   
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Tables 12 and 13: Annual and Monthly Incomes and Housing Allowance for 2017 – Renters (top) 
and Owners (bottom) 

Data Source: ACS B25119 
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Targeted Income Groups by Family Size 
The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) calculates income thresholds for 
targeted income groups according to family household size.  This helps decision-makers plan as 
effectively for one-person or eight-person households as the traditional four-person household.  
Table 14 below shows HUD calculations for income thresholds based on an inflation-adjusted 
value of $75,4003 for Salt Lake County’s 20174 median family income (MFI). 

Table 14: Salt Lake County 2017 HUD Median Family Income Thresholds by Household Size 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Data Source: HUD “2017 Income Limits Documentation System” 

Other Targeted Groups 
When income is broken down according to demographic subsets, substantial differences among 
their 2017 median household incomes becomes visible (Table 15).  These annual income 
differences lead to monthly income differences and thus monthly housing allowance differences.  
This means that specific subsets of people have different affordability thresholds.  The 
discrepancies between median income of homeowners and renters, male and female 
householders, elderly households, and others all translate into different thresholds for 
affordability.  

Four demographic subsets fall significantly below the area median household value: elderly 
householder, male non-family householder, local median renter household, and area median 
renter household.  For example, the median male non-family householder income scales to a 
monthly housing allowance of $1,174, which is 56 percent of the area median income.  An elderly 
householder at 30 percent AMI can afford to pay $327 per month toward housing. 

  

 
3 Note that median family income exceeds median household income for Salt Lake County in 2017. 
4 While HUD has released 2018 data, to stay consistent with available demographic data used throughout the 
assessment, 2017 are displayed. 
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Table 15: Other Targeted Groups – 2017 Annual and Monthly Incomes and Housing Allowance  5 

 

 
Notes: The three rows in green are the three highest income levels and thus three highest monthly housing allowances.  Those highlighted in red are the four 
lowest values. 
Data Source:  ACS B25119 and S1903  
 

Availability of Housing Units for Targeted Income Groups 

All Households 
Available houses were determined using current market research.  According to www.realtor.com, White City has 19 properties for sale 
within the metro township as of 14 August 2019.  All 19 are single family homes.  These properties have a median listing price of 
$319,900.  They have a median of four bedrooms and two bathrooms.  Assuming a ten percent down payment, 30-year mortgage, and 
a four percent interest rate, these sale prices equate to a monthly payment of $1,145.80 (www.mortgagecalculator.com).  At this price, 
households at 80 percent AMI could afford this payment, given that utility and other costs remain below $212.20 ($1,358 - $1,145.80).  
Households at 50 percent AMI or below could not afford this payment.   

 
5 All calculations and numbers reported in this table are White City-specific (rather than county-based), unless they say “Area,” which refers to Salt Lake County 
values.  These numbers give a clear picture of demographic differences in income and thus affordability within White City. 
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On www.zillow.com, four properties are listed for rent at a median price of $1,745 per month, with a median of four bedrooms and one 
bathroom.  At this rate, these rentals are affordable only to households over 100 percent AMI.  Two of the rentals are affordable at 80 
and 83 percent AMI; two are affordable only for 125 percent AMI or above. 

Among all households in White City, no housing units are currently deed-restricted for moderate income households (DWS “Five Year 
Housing Projection Calculator”).  Municipal housing programs, Utah’s OWHLF program, and the federal government’s LIHTC program 
subsidize zero units (DWS “Five Year Housing Projection Calculator”).  White City does not offer any affordable housing complexes 
(UNHPC).   

Renter Households 
Whether using local or area median income, renter households face a deficit of available housing units (Table 16).  Using AMI, there is 
a deficit of 39 units among targeted income groups, and a total deficit of 51 units across all income groups.  Using local median income, 
the deficit totals 60 units among targeted income groups and 66 units across all income groups.  The lowest income group, less than 30 
percent of AMI, lacks 27 units.  The moderate-income group, 50 to 80 percent of AMI needs 12 units.  The 80 to 100 percent AMI group 
also needs 12 units.  See the Chapter Eight - Appendix for calculations and utility cost estimate methods. 

Table 16: Availability and Need of Existing Housing in 2017, using AMI 

 

Data Source: ACS B25118, B25119, B25056, S2503 
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Using local median income, the deficit is higher (Table 17).  There is a total deficit of 60 units.  The lowest income group lacks 35 units.  
The moderate-income group needs 25 more units.     

Table 17: Availability and Need of Existing Housing in 2017, using Local HH Income 

            Note:  See Chapter Eight - Appendix for Explanation of Utility Cost Estimate 
            Data Source: ACS B25118, B25119, B25056, S2503 
 
 
Availability of affordable housing in White City has decreased over time (Table 18).  In 2012, the deficit was 29 units (across targeted 
groups) compared to 39 in 2017.  However, the overall availability of housing (across all income groups) has improved during this 
time, from a deficit of 55 units to 51 units.  In terms of the number of available rental units per AMI group, the situation improved 
from 2012 to 2017 for one of the three targeted income groups.  The 30 to 50 percent AMI group saw an increase in unit availability 
over that time: there was a gain of 25 units, from a deficit of 18 to a surplus of seven. 
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Table 18: Availability and Need of Existing Rental Housing in 2012, using AMI 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note:  See Chapter Eight - Appendix for Explanation of Utility Cost Estimate 
Data Source: ACS B25118, B25119, B25056, S2503 

 

Projected Availability of Housing Units for Targeted Income Groups 

Housing unit availability was projected using 2012 and 2017 data.  The deficit in housing for targeted income groups was 29 in 2012 and 
39 in 2017.  Over that five-year period, this is a 34 percent increase.  In other words, there is a seven percent increase in the housing 
deficit annually.  Carrying these numbers five and ten years into the future6, White City may have a shortage of 62 units for targeted 
income groups in 2024 and 87 units in 2029.  

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
6 This projection was calculated using a seven percent increase each year from 2017 through 2029. 
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Chapter Six - Action Plan 
 
The Action Plan is the most important part of the document.  It provides concrete ways to achieve 
in White City an environment conducive to successful moderate-income housing opportunities.  
Feedback gathered from the public at the September 28, 2019 Housing Element Open House has 
guided the action plan.  Using results from the interactive mapping activities, the public comments 
box, and the Menu Items voting exercise, planning staff has synthesized the Menu Items that the 
public decided best suit their community.  Additionally, planning staff have continued to take 
public feedback through email and the phone. 
 

Analysis of Votes 
 
White City residents overwhelmingly voted for items L (n=53), E (n=32), and C (n=25).  Item C is 
about the rehabilitation of uninhabitable housing stock.  While some properties in White City have 
maintenance or upkeep issues, no properties in White City fall under the category of uninhabitable 
housing stock per federal definition.  Therefore, item C cannot be included as one of White City’s 
three selections.   
 
For this reason, planning staff looked at the next most voted upon item(s).  Items F and W each 
received 6 votes.  Item F allows higher density or moderate-income residential development 
around commercial centers and properties; as White City has only one small commercial property, 
this item would not accomplish supporting moderate-income housing.  Item W is a catch-all for 
any policy that supports moderate-income housing.  Under item W, a White City resident wrote 
any of items N through U, meaning the items that deal with partnering and/or applying for funds 
that support moderate-income houses or households.  This support of funding measures to 
accomplish assistance for MIH was a theme that ran through conversations with residents as well 
as other voting patterns.  For example, another White City resident wrote down the Green and 
Healthy Homes Initiative under item V.  Together, items O, P, Q, and V, which deal with funding 
measures, received 12 votes.  From this analysis of community voting, items L, E, and W are the 
selected items, with W’s catch-all quality referring to a variety of funding measures that support 
MIH. 
 

Goals, Strategies, and Actions 
The following goals and supporting strategies and actions aim to preserve, create, or otherwise 
promote moderate-income housing opportunities in White City Metro Township. 
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Goal 1: Preserve current moderate-income housing. 
Menu Item utilized: L 
  

Strategy 1:  Identify current MIH. 
 

 Strategy 2:  Establish a “Good Landlord Program.” 
  Action 1:  Create this program. 

Action 2: Achieve code-enforcement. 
   Identified in General Plan process. MSD has hired officers to meet needs. 

Action 3:  Consider writing and adopting a Short-term Rental Ordinance7 that 
supports Good Landlord ideas while allowing a source of supplemental income for 
desiring households. 

Strategy 3: Identify ways to prevent building of McMansions on single properties (current 
residences are rarely as big as setbacks and lot sizes allow).  
 Action 1: Consider changes to setbacks 

 

Goal 2: Create more moderate-income housing options. 
Menu Item utilized: E 
 

Strategy 1: Allow Accessory Dwelling Units. 
  Action 1: Write and adopt an ADU Ordinance. 

• Carefully define Accessory Dwelling Unit in ordinance. 
• Consider type of ADUs allowed (whether detached, attached, basement, etc.) 
• Consider where ADUs should be allowed. 
• Consider process of making ADUs. 

  

Strategy 2: Promote creation of Accessory Dwelling Units. 
  Action 1: Identify partners that help with construction and/or conversion costs. 
  Action 2: Disseminate funding assistance information to residents. 
  

Goal 3: Support measures and efforts that contribute to neighborhood 
stabilization and improvement. 
Menu Item utilized: W 
 

Strategy 1: Identify and apply for grants and funding opportunities that do so. 
Action 1: Provide exterior curb-appeal grants to 5 homes per year through 2024 
(25 total). 
Action 2: Support applications and funding from the Green and Healthy Homes 
Initiative to conduct critical needs home repair in low and moderate-income 
housing. 

 
7 See Chapter Eight – Appendix for explanation of Short-term Rental Ordinances and further resources. 
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Action 3: Support applications and funding from the Utah Weatherization 
Assistance Program to help low-income residents, especially the elderly and 
disabled, to reduce energy consumption through home improvements. 
Action 4:  Support applications and funding from Assist Utah’s Emergency Home 
Repair, Accessibility Design, and Aging in Place programs. 

 
 

Strategy 2: Identify infrastructure investments that would further facilitate MIH and the 
success of MIH families. 

Action 1:  Conduct a sidewalk inventory and connect any sidewalk gaps to promote 
walkability and enhance the destination accessibility of pedestrians. 
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Chapter Eight – Appendix 
 

Topics 
In this chapter, planning staff have written further explanations of several topics presented in 
this plan.  Each topic has a paragraph description as well as links to more resources.  Some links 
go to online databases with multiple resources.  Resources are presented as sources of more 
information and do not necessarily represent endorsement of specific policies or programs by 
MSD planning staff. 

Affordable Housing in General 

The Utah Department of Workforce Services (DWS) has a shared GoogleDrive account with dozens 
of resources.  It holds all Moderate-Income Housing Plans within Utah that they have received.  It 
also has dozens of presentations on various topics and guides on writing housing plans.  One 
particularly helpful document is the Utah League of Cities and Towns (ULCT) “Keys to Housing 
Policy in Utah.”  It includes a glossary of housing terms, several strategies to promoting affordable 
housing, and several case studies of communities throughout Utah.  Another helpful document is 
the National Association of Home Builders (NAHB) guide: “Research on State and Local Means of 
Increasing Affordable Housing.”  It has strategies and case studies from across the nation.  Pros 
and cons are listed under each strategy as well as places where that strategy has been 
implemented.   

DWS General Database: 
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1WEYWuTWX9z1ppDDGLX0JdC4PupyZcGoh 

ULCT Guide: 
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1IS1MWw3UbDG03TEW_V_P5wMIuwhmqTiW 

NAHB Guide: 
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1s2wwHXXVFHSt4inlDyBPPJCf8OTojSGk 

 
Accessory Dwell ing Units 

Accessory Dwelling Units are a secondary dwelling (place to live) on the same lot as a single-family 
home.  They can be attached or detached, such as a basement apartment, a tiny house, a garage 
apartment, or a mother-in-law apartment, as well as some others.   

Salt Lake County Regional Development and the Wasatch Front Regional Council put together the 
following presentation about ADUs.  It includes data from research initiatives, issues, benefits, and 
best practices. The presentation is available in PDF format at the link below. 

SLCo and WFRC presentation: http://www.ulct.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/4/2015/09/ADU-
Presentation-by-Jake-Young-and-Ted-Knowlton-ULCT-2017.pdf 

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1WEYWuTWX9z1ppDDGLX0JdC4PupyZcGoh
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1IS1MWw3UbDG03TEW_V_P5wMIuwhmqTiW
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1s2wwHXXVFHSt4inlDyBPPJCf8OTojSGk
http://www.ulct.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/4/2015/09/ADU-Presentation-by-Jake-Young-and-Ted-Knowlton-ULCT-2017.pdf
http://www.ulct.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/4/2015/09/ADU-Presentation-by-Jake-Young-and-Ted-Knowlton-ULCT-2017.pdf
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Salt Lake City has an extensive guide on how to build ADUs. While it is based on Salt Lake City 
ordinances, zoning, and rules, it includes great information on ADUs in general, especially its 
illustrations on different ways to configure a single-family house and an ADU on a lot.  Other 
municipalities have informative ADU guides and regulations as well. 

SLC: http://www.slcdocs.com/Planning/Guides/ADU_handbook.pdf 

Cedar Hills: http://www.cedarhills.org/adu/ 

Kaysville: https://www.kaysvillecity.com/DocumentCenter/View/230/Accessory-Buildings-Guide-
PDF 

Spanish Fork: 
https://www.spanishfork.org/departments/community_development/planning/accessory_dwelli
ng_units.php 

Good Landlord Program 

Good Landlord Programs exist in many cities and towns in Utah, with each municipality adapting 
the program to its community’s specific needs.  They aim to incentivize good landlord behavior, 
good tenant behavior, and good property management and upkeep.  They are generally voluntary 
incentive programs, where rental owners who choose to participate pay significantly reduced fees.  
To participate, rental owners usually must take a course on being a good landlord, which is offered 
by the Utah Apartment Association, be current on fees, sign a contract, and properly care for 
properties. 

Centerfield: https://www.centerfieldcity.org/good-landlord-program 

North Salt Lake City: https://www.nslcity.org/DocumentCenter/View/769/Good-Landlord-
Program-Brochure-Apartments?bidId= 

Ogden: https://www.ogdencity.com/203/Good-Landlord-Program 

Salt Lake City: http://www.slcdocs.com/landlord/landlord_tenant.pdf  

West Jordan: https://www.westjordan.utah.gov/good-landlord-program 

Short-term Rentals 

Short-term rentals are places that can be rented typically between one day to nine months.  Places 
are beginning to write ordinances regarding them.  Ordinances for short-term rentals address 
issues such as whether hosts must be permanent residents and for how long a person can stay in 
a place and it be considered a short-term rental.  Short-term rentals have positive and negative 
externalities.  Short-term rentals can be a vital second source of income for a household.  However, 
short-term rentals with absentee landlords and poor management can turn into eyesores.  At the 
same time, short-term rentals with absentee landlords can become overpriced vacation 
destinations that negatively impact local affordability for neighbors. 

http://www.slcdocs.com/Planning/Guides/ADU_handbook.pdf
http://www.cedarhills.org/adu/
https://www.kaysvillecity.com/DocumentCenter/View/230/Accessory-Buildings-Guide-PDF
https://www.kaysvillecity.com/DocumentCenter/View/230/Accessory-Buildings-Guide-PDF
https://www.spanishfork.org/departments/community_development/planning/accessory_dwelling_units.php
https://www.spanishfork.org/departments/community_development/planning/accessory_dwelling_units.php
https://www.centerfieldcity.org/good-landlord-program
https://www.nslcity.org/DocumentCenter/View/769/Good-Landlord-Program-Brochure-Apartments?bidId=
https://www.nslcity.org/DocumentCenter/View/769/Good-Landlord-Program-Brochure-Apartments?bidId=
https://www.ogdencity.com/203/Good-Landlord-Program
http://www.slcdocs.com/landlord/landlord_tenant.pdf
https://www.westjordan.utah.gov/good-landlord-program
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This article highlights twelve cities across the United States that have implemented ordinances 
regarding short-term rentals.  The article includes links to more information.   

Article: https://www.2ndaddress.com/research/short-term-rental-laws/ 

Zoning 

Zoning is not an evil word.  Zoning is the division of land into defined areas in which specific land 
uses are allowed or prohibited.  Zoning is intended to promote the health, safety, and wellbeing 
of people by guiding land use decisions so that compatible uses are adjacent while incompatible 
uses are separated.  For example, zoning can be used to prevent the building of highly polluting 
factories next to kindergartens or homes.   

When zoning is appropriate and community-driven, it supports the goals of the community. White 
City has expressed great pride in its single-family atmosphere.  Zoning can support the 
preservation of White City’s single-family homes.  Because White City’s zoning code comes from 
Salt Lake County’s code, eventually White City’s code needs to be updated to match White City’s 
wants and needs. One article below, the first link, explains the basics of zoning.  The second link 
goes to the website of the Land Use Academy of Utah (LUAU).  It has a short video on zoning.  The 
website also hosts many other videos and articles about land use and local government in Utah. 

Article: https://propertymetrics.com/blog/zoning-laws/ 

LUAU Website: https://luau.utah.gov/2017/05/25/league-definitions-zoning/ 

The American Planning Association (APA) defines different types of zoning.  Click on the link below 
to learn more about these types. “Base” zoning is sometimes used to refer to the regular zoning 
that most people are used to hearing about.  “Overlay” zoning is another type of zoning, and it 
became part of discussion at an October Planning Commission meeting.  An overlay zone is a rule 
applied over already established zones that may cross the boundaries of different zones.  For 
example, an overlay zone may allow ADUs across R 1-8 and R 1-21 zones within 0.5 miles of bus 
stops.  The base zones of R 1-8 and R 1-21 would stay the same.  There is an overlay zoning 
explanation on the APA website or on page 46 of the National Association of Home Builders 
(NAHB) guide. 

APA: https://www.planning.org/divisions/planningandlaw/propertytopics.htm 

NAHB Guide: https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1s2wwHXXVFHSt4inlDyBPPJCf8OTojSGk 
 

 

 

 

 

https://www.2ndaddress.com/research/short-term-rental-laws/
https://propertymetrics.com/blog/zoning-laws/
https://luau.utah.gov/2017/05/25/league-definitions-zoning/
https://www.planning.org/divisions/planningandlaw/propertytopics.htm
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1s2wwHXXVFHSt4inlDyBPPJCf8OTojSGk
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Example Ordinances 
 

Good Landlord Program ordinances: 

Salt Lake City: http://www.slcdocs.com/landlord/ordinance.pdf 

Centerfield: 
https://centerfield.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=3.80_Good_Landlor
d_Program 

ADU ordinances: 

North Salt Lake City: https://www.nslcity.org/DocumentCenter/View/1992/ADU-112118?bidId= 

Cedar Hills: http://www.cedarhills.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/ordinance-07-17-2018A-
title-10-accessory-dwelling-units.pdf 

 

List of Relevant Organizations and Websites 
 

Resources are presented as sources of more information and do not necessarily represent 
endorsement of specific policies or programs by MSD planning staff. 

 

AAA Fair Credit Foundation: https://faircredit.org/about-us/ 

Affordable Housing Online: https://affordablehousingonline.com/ 

American Planning Association – National Website (APA): https://www.planning.org/ 

American Planning Association – Utah Chapter (APA Utah): https://www.apautah.org/ 

Assist Utah: https://assistutah.org/ 

Community Development Corporation of Utah (CDC Utah): https://cdcutah.org/im-a-
homeowner/home-repairs/ 

Home Rehab Referral List: https://cdcutah.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/Rehab-
Referral-List.pdf 

Congress for the New Urbanism: https://www.cnu.org/resources 

Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District (GSLMSD or MSD): https://msd.utah.gov/ 

Green and Healthy Homes Initiative: https://slco.org/green-healthy-homes/ 

http://www.slcdocs.com/landlord/ordinance.pdf
https://centerfield.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=3.80_Good_Landlord_Program
https://centerfield.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=3.80_Good_Landlord_Program
https://www.nslcity.org/DocumentCenter/View/1992/ADU-112118?bidId=
http://www.cedarhills.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/ordinance-07-17-2018A-title-10-accessory-dwelling-units.pdf
http://www.cedarhills.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/ordinance-07-17-2018A-title-10-accessory-dwelling-units.pdf
https://faircredit.org/about-us/
https://affordablehousingonline.com/
https://www.planning.org/
https://www.apautah.org/
https://assistutah.org/
https://cdcutah.org/im-a-homeowner/home-repairs/
https://cdcutah.org/im-a-homeowner/home-repairs/
https://cdcutah.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/Rehab-Referral-List.pdf
https://cdcutah.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/Rehab-Referral-List.pdf
https://www.cnu.org/resources
https://msd.utah.gov/
https://slco.org/green-healthy-homes/
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Home Energy Assistance Target (HEAT) Program: https://affordablehousingonline.com/ 

Land Use Academy of Utah (LUAU): https://luau.utah.gov/ 

National Association of Home Builders (NAHB): https://www.nahb.org/ 

Salt Lake County Regional Development – Planning and Transportation: 
https://slco.org/planning-transportation/ 

The Utah Land Use Institute: https://utahlanduse.org/land-use-library/ 

Utah Apartment Association: https://www.uaahq.org/ 

 Good Landlord Program class: https://www.uaahq.org/gll.html 

Utah Center for Neighborhood Stabilization (UTCNS): http://www.utcns.com/ 

Utah Community Action – Weatherization Program (UCA): 
https://www.utahca.org/weatherization/ 

Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT): 
https://www.udot.utah.gov/main/f?p=100:6:0::::V,T:,1 

Utah Department of Workforce Services (DWS): https://jobs.utah.gov/index.html 

 Affordable Housing page: https://jobs.utah.gov/housing/affordable/index.html 

Utah League of Cities and Towns (ULCT): http://www.ulct.org/ 

Utah Public Notice Website: https://www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html 

Utah Transit Authority (UTA): https://www.rideuta.com/ 

Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC): https://wfrc.org/ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://affordablehousingonline.com/
https://luau.utah.gov/
https://www.nahb.org/
https://slco.org/planning-transportation/
https://utahlanduse.org/land-use-library/
https://www.uaahq.org/
https://www.uaahq.org/gll.html
http://www.utcns.com/
https://www.utahca.org/weatherization/
https://www.udot.utah.gov/main/f?p=100:6:0::::V,T:,1
https://jobs.utah.gov/index.html
https://jobs.utah.gov/housing/affordable/index.html
http://www.ulct.org/
https://www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html
https://www.rideuta.com/
https://wfrc.org/
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Methods 
 

Util ity Cost Estimate Methods and Sources 

 

Housing Avai labil ity and Need Calculat ions 

See attached PDF for depiction of calculations using local (White City) values.  
Process using AMI (Salt  Lake County) values is the same but uses Salt  Lake 
County values.  

 

 

 

 



1 B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P Q R S
2 Table S2503: Financial Characteristics, 2017 ACS 5-year data, White City Table DP04, ACS 2017 5-year Data, White City

3

4 Estimate
5 1,751
6 1,496
7 19
8 0
9 15 Annual

10 7 Top Income Max Rent (30% of Income Level per month) Income Bracket # of Renter Households
11 69 30% AMHI $13,828 $346 Less than 30% AMHI ($13828) 70
12 153 50% AMHI $23,047 $576 30%-50% AMHI ($13828-$23047) 14
13 220 80% AMHI $36,875 $922 50%-80% AMHI ($23047-$36875) 38
14 525 100% AMHI $46,094 $1,152 80%-100% AMHI ($36875-$46094) 31
15 227 125% AMHI $57,618 $1,440 100%-125% AMHI ($46094-$57618) 30
16 195 >125% AMHI > $ 57618 > $ 1440 > 125% AMHI (> $57618) 71
17 66 Total Renter Households 254
18 255 <30% 30-50% 50-80% 80-100% 100-125% >125%
19 16 16
20 10 10
21 58 44 14
22 0 0
23 0 0 0
24 32 32
25 51 6 31 13
26 56 17 39
27 32 32
28 0 0
29 0 0

70 14 38 31 30 71 254               
Check Number
Must be equal

Median Estimation (Linear Interpolation) = ((N11-10,000) / (14,999-10,000))*E21 to Total Renter
Occupied #.

If all 3 yellow
cells do not

match then 
something is wrong.

Sometimes, this process is more complicated since the income spread has a top end and a bottom end embedded in the Income Bracket.

When this is the case, simply do the usual formula but then subtract the previous calculation.
((13,828-10,000)/(14,999-10,000))*E21  - J21

minus (-)

Don't forget to check this.

J21 [which was previously calculated]

((Top Income - Lower end of Bracket))
(Top end of Bracket - Lower end of Bracket))

* # Renters 
in Bracket

((Top Income - Lower end of Bracket))

    $75,000 to $99,999
    $100,000 to $149,999

This is for Renters only. Owner Occupied is different.

* # Renters 
in Bracket(Top end of Bracket - Lower end of Bracket))

This Table is the only place on this sheet you have to actively do work.

    $150,000 or more

    $20,000 to $24,999

    $25,000 to $34,999
    $35,000 to $49,999
    $50,000 to $74,999
    $75,000 to $99,999
    $100,000 to $149,999
    $150,000 or more

  Owner occupied:

    $5,000 to $9,999

  Renter occupied:
    Less than $5,000
    $5,000 to $9,999

    $25,000 to $34,999
    $35,000 to $49,999
    $50,000 to $74,999

    $20,000 to $24,999

    $10,000 to $14,999
    $15,000 to $19,999

Median household income in the past 12 months (in 2017 inflation-adjusted dollars) --

Sum of Columns:

White City

Estimate

  Renter occupied (dollars) 46,094
    $10,000 to $14,999
    $15,000 to $19,999

Total:
  Total: 59,871

    Less than $5,000   Owner occupied (dollars) 61,779

Calculate the income brackets for a 
rental gap analysis by multiplying 
the median renter household 
income by the percentage 
thresholds used to define the 
brackets (30%, 50%, 80%, 100%, 
and 125%)

Calculate the maximum 
affordable rent for each given
income bracket. Remember that 
cheaper rents are always 
affordable to higher earning 
households--these figures 
represent only the maximums. Use the table on the far left to estimate the number of renter households in each income 

bracket of the renter gap analysis, as 
I've typed in a more formatted way above. This is done by linear interpolation. 

Example: 
Less than 30% = all households earning $13,828 or less per year. Referencing the table on 
the far left, this would include households in cells E19, E20 and a portion of those in E21. 
How many of those in E21 count here? Interpolate! The equation is:

((13,828-10,000)/(14,999-10,000))*E21 = 44. So our # households in the < 30% bracket is 
44+1-+16=70.

YOUR CHECK here is the sum, shown in cell T16. If this doesn't match the total shown in 
cell E18 and M31 (or is within about 1 due to rounding error), something has gone 
wrong. 



1 B C D E F G H I J K L M N
2
3
4 Estimate
5 Total: 255 Maximum Rent # Rental Units
6   With cash rent: 228 $346 $576 $922 $1,152 $1,440 > $ 1440 30% AMHI $346 35
7   Less than $300 0 27               50% AMHI $576 31
8   $300 to $499 35 8                 27            80% AMHI $922 13
9   $500 to $799 18 5               13               100% AMHI $1,152 41

10   $800 to $999 0 -             -               125% AMHI $1,440 78
11   $1,000 to $1,499 136 41                 78                16                >125% AMHI > $ 1440 55
12   $1,500 to $1,999 39 39 Total Rental Units 255
13   $2,000 to $2,499 0 -              
14   $2,500 to $2,999 0 -              
15   $3,000 or more 0 -              
16   No cash rent 27

             35            31              13                41               78               55 

255

This Table is the only place on this sheet you have to actively do work.
Max Rent

2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, White City

Calculate the number of rental housing units available in each range. 
Notes:

1. The "No cash rent" row is included in the lowest maximum rent 
group. 

2. Check the sum presented in cell M12. This must match (or be 
within 1 due to rounding error) the total provided in cell C5 and K22.

3. The number of units in each income/rent bracket is interpolated in 
exactly the same manner as we interpolated number of households in 
each income bracket. Maximum rent of $346 is the sum of all lower 
rents (cell C7) plus the portion of cell C8 that would go up to $346, 
which is (($346-$300)/($499-$300))*35=8. So the number of units 
available at $346 or less is =sum(C7:C8).



Income Range
Maximum 
Affordable

Monthly Rent
# Households

# Rental Units 
Available

at that Price

Surplus/Deficit 
of Units 

Available Reading
Order (start from the bottom)
Less than 30% AMHI ($13828) $346 70 35 -35
30%-50% AMHI ($13828-$23047) $576 14 31 18
50%-80% AMHI ($23047-$36875) $922 38 13 -25
80%-100% AMHI ($36875-$46094) $1,152 31 41 10
100%-125% AMHI ($46094-$57618) $1,440 30 78 48
> 125% AMHI (> $57618) > $ 1440 71 55 -16
Data source: US Census Bureau (Tables: DP04 and S2503) ACS 2017 5-year data

Fiercest Market (the GAP)
Less than 30%
Between 50 and 80%

White City Metro Township: Rental Affordability Gap Analysis, 2017

NOTE: You always read the last column of this table from bottom to top. Wealthier households 
tend to rent below their maximum affordable rent, increasing market pressure in lower rent 
brackets. In this example, for instance, we would assume that the 16 households not 
accommodated by the highest rent units would rent in the next highest rent bracket, forcing 
those households to rent in the 80%-100% rent bracket, and so forth. In other words, wealthier 
households get "first dibs" on the rental market, and tend to rent at lower costs than their 
maximum affordable costs, so we assume that demand pushes pressure down market. In this 
particular example, we can see that the steepest competition for units is likely to occur in the 
50%-80% rent bracket, because lower income households will seek the lowest rents possible and 
the deficit of units for the wealthiest households will eat up all the units in the 80%-125% 
brackets, plus some in the 50%-80% bracket, as well as the less than 30% bracket.















From: Christy Webster
To: Wendy Gurr
Subject: 2019 Housing Plan Element
Date: Friday, November 01, 2019 4:49:01 PM

Wendy
Other than items discussed at the previous meeting, I only have one other suggestion.   It may be
beneficial to add a statement about what the plan is NOT in Chapter 1 - Purpose of the Plan.  Basically
explicitly state that this is plan does not cover, for example, implementation, but rather defines what
pathway the community wishes to pursue.  Or something like that.  A major concern was that this plan
was not specific on how these goals would be achieved.  That is not the purpose of this plan and I feel it
would be beneficial to state this.  

Christy Seiger-Webster

mailto:cmswebster@yahoo.com
mailto:WGurr@msd.utah.gov


D. SCOTT LITTLE

November 1, 2019

Wendy Gurr
Planning Coordinator
Planning & Development Services
Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District 
2001 S. State St., Suite N3-600
Salt Lake City, UT 84190
Email: wgurr@msd.utah.gov 

Re: Public Comment for White City Metro Township Housing Plan

To whom it may concern:

I am writing this public comment for the White City Metro Township Planning
Commission and the White City Metro Township Council to consider in connection with
adopting a Housing Plan for the White City Metro Township (hereinafter “Plan”).  Thank
you for all of the time and effort that has been put towards developing the Plan for
consideration.  

The Plan that has been proposed has a lot of  great things about it that are
geared towards preserving the attributes of White City Metro Township that make it
unique and that make it a great place to live.  While I understand that there will be
adjustments down the road and some of the specifics of implementing some of the
proposals will be determined at a later date, I feel it is important that Goals and
Strategies for reaching those Goals that are identified in the Plan be as specific as
possible as to what we as citizens are trying to accomplish and how we aim to do so,
because specificity limits misunderstandings, lessens the opportunity for lawsuits down
the road by disgruntled individuals, and makes sure that the Plan is moved forward in a
purposefuly, intentional way.  Vague Goals and Strategies allow misunderstandings
caused by variances of interpretation that  make it difficult to keep things honest, fair
and equitable. Specificity is a benefit, and the more specific the plan is to the end goals,
the safer and more useful it will be. 

The items that I am pointing out below are areas that I saw that could be concerning
from a legal and clarity standpoint, and I feel like they deserve some further public
discussion and should be thought out more carefully.  That is my  main purpose for
bringing them to your attention.

The new Housing Plan proposal identifies three main goals and a number of strategies
to accomplish those goals. :

1



Goal 1: Preserve Current Moderate-income Housing. 

One of the strategies proposed is to Establish rent-control programs. 

As far as I am aware, there are currently no rent control programs established
anywhere in the State of Utah. Rent controls in White City may have the effect of
discouraging rentals.  If our goal is to make less rentals available, rent control may be
helpful.  But, if our goal is to make more low cost rentals available, this measure may
be counter-productive in that it may encourage those wanting to purchase homes to use
as rentals to do so outside of the township boundaries.

It is proposed that we adopt a “Good Landlord Program.”   That could be helpful
depending on what it consists of.  However, Most Good Landlord programs involve the
imposing of significant annual licensing fees on landlords.  Pursuant to Utah Code
Annotated 10-1-203.5(3)(f) a Good Landlord Program cannot prohibit a landlord from
passing those licensing fees on to tenants in the form of increased rents.   It would be
wise for us to at least define the goals and methods that might be used in a White City
Good Landlord Program. 

It was proposed that we “Achieve code-enforcement” and it was represented that
the Metro Service District has hired five new code enforcement officers in order to do
so. 

Reasonable code enforcement is good for the community, however, if the goal is
to beautify our community or raise revenue through excessive and heavy handed code
enforcement, it can have the effect of gentrifying our community, raising housing prices
and housing related costs for many of our citizens.   Again possibly counter-productive
to the stated goals.
 

It was proposed that we “Consider writing and adopting a Short-term Rental
Ordinance.”

Even though the planning department assured me otherwise, I would assume
that this would be to allow Air BnB type vacation rentals.  

Salt Lake County Ordinance 5.19.010 defines Short-term rental as follows:

"Short-term rental" means any dwelling or condominium or portion thereof
that is available for use or is actually used for accommodations or lodging
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of guests for a period of less than thirty consecutive days, wherein guests
pay a fee or other compensation for said use.

Vacation rentals would certainly fall squarely within such definition.  Vacation
rentals may result in shrinking the supply of long term affordable rentals in our
community by taking homes and rentals off market to be used for short-term rentals. 
That may be counter-productive to the Plan’s stated goals.  In addition, it may make it
so that homes are vacant all week long only to be weekend party houses.  This needs
more discussion.

Just this week Lt. Governer Spencer Cox and other governmental leaders have
been talking about resolving the shortage of homeless beds due to the closure of the
Road Home shelter by providing vouchers to the homeless that can be used at hotels
and potentially short term rental properties.   The following was posted this week  by
2KUTV on Wed. Oct. 30th:  (Last paragraph)  Thus, those leading the effort to combat
homelessness issued a call for landlords and community members to assist in a "major
housing effort." Landlords with available units for such an endeavor were asked to
contact the Salt Lake City Housing Authority at 801-428-0569 . 

We need to be cautious in planning for Short Term Rentals in order to insure that
we are not stuck with unintended consequences that significantly degrade the things
that are great about our community.
 

Goal 2: Create More Moderate-income Housing Options. 

One of the strategies proposed to meet that goal is to, “Allow Accessory Dwelling
Units” and to “write and adopt an ADU Ordinance”.   The proposed White City 2019
Housing Plan defines Accessory dwelling unit on page 13 as:  

Accessory dwelling unit (ADU): small, self contained residentual units
located on the same lot as an existing, single family home.  These can be
attached or detached units.

Accessory Dwelling Units can be many things.  Some jurisdictions define ADU’s
to include garages, RVs and tiny houses.  It may be wise for us to limit the definition of
ADUs and to define them as only one per property, existing only on permanent
foundations and only on owner occupied properties.  

Goal 3: Support Measures and Efforts That Contribute to 
Neighborhood Stabilization and Improvement. 
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To accomplish this goal it was recommended that we, “Provide exterior curb-
appeal grants to 5 homes per year through 2024 (25 total). 

We need to ask, How will these grants be awarded?  How will they be paid for? 
Will these grants really result in more moderate income housing?  If used, This strategy
needs to be pinned down to avoid abuses by special interest parties to benefit their
friends and family members.

It was recommended that we, “Conduct a sidewalk inventory and connect any
sidewalk gaps to promote walkability and enhance the destination accessibility of non-
automobile owners.

It certainly makes sense for us to look to see where we can benefit by
connecting sidewalk gaps to promote walkability, however, we should be uncomfortable
with language implying that we should be doing this for our “citizens without
automobiles” rather than for all of our citizens. 

Moderate Income Housing Shortage Data.

The law requires us to identify the moderate income housing needs of our
community and to work towards satisfying that need.  Based thereon, it is important for
us to accurately identify the need.  The Moderate Housing plan as proposed concludes
on page 26 that we have 431 households in White City that are “Cost Burdened,” The
Housing Plan does not show how this conclusion was reached.  It would appear that
this number may be substantially overstated for the following reasons:

The Greater Salt Lake Metro Service District Planning and Development Services
Under-Estimates Area Median Household Income (AMI) in Salt Lake County as

being only $67,922.

The Greater Salt Lake Metro Service District Planning and Development
Services has prepared the 2019 White City Housing Assessment (Hereinafter
“Assessment”) for its use in the General Plan for White City Metro Township. 
According to the Assessment, on Page 13 table 1, annual AMI for Salt Lake County is
$67,922 and monthly AMI for Salt Lake County is $5,660. 

The US Department of Housing and Urban Development
Calculates Current AMI to be $82,700.

The Huduser.gov website shows current HUD calculations of Median Family
Income for Salt Lake County (AMI) for FY 2019 to be $82,700, which equates to a
Monthly AMI of $6,892.   See:
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https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/il/il2019/2019summary.odn?states=%24states
%24&data=2019&inputname=METRO41620M41620*Salt+Lake+City%2C+UT+HUD+M
etro+FMR+Area&stname=%24stname%24&statefp=99&year=2019&selection_type=hm
fa 

Using Current AMI Makes a Substantial Difference in Calculating Affordability. 
Monthly Housing Allowances should be calculated using Current Income Levels.

We should be using the current AMI number in our 2019 Housing Assessment. 
Using the current AMI number rather than the outdated number used in the
Assessment makes a significant difference when calculating the Monthly Housing
Allowances (MHA) at all levels:
 

At the 100% AMI level, the MHA increases from $1,698 to $2,067;
At the 80% AMI level, MHA goes up from $1,358 to $1,654;
At the 50% AMI level, MHA increases from $849 to $1,034; and 
At the 30% AMI level, MHA increases from $509 to $620.

To qualify as Moderate Income Housing, housing must be such that a household
in the target income range, can reside there without being “Cost Burdened”.  A
household is generally considered to not be “Cost Burdened” if  it spends less than 30%
of its income for housing. 
https://www.census.gov/housing/census/publications/who-can-afford.pdf

Putting these numbers together means that Moderate Income Housing in Salt
Lake County is defined as housing that costs less than $19,848 per year or $1,654 per
month.  

Most White City Township Homes
 Should Already Qualify as Moderate Income Housing.

I suspect that most residents of White City Township, like me, have house
payments that are significantly lower than $1,654 per month.  I suspect that the majority
of the homes in White City Township meet the definition of Moderate Income Housing
at the 80% AMI Level.

We Should Not Be Proposing Duplexes and Fourplexes
 as Single Family Homes.

The 2019 Housing Assessment provides:

Duplexes and fourplexes that resemble White City’s characteristic
single-family homes may be appropriate solutions to increasing affordable
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housing while maintaining White City’s aesthetic. White City 2019 Housing
Plan page 29.

The citizens of White City have made it clear that they are not comfortable with
the township being re-zoned for duplexes and fourplexes.  Adding duplexes and
fourplexes replacing single family homes in our neighborhoods would significantly
impact the character of our neighborhoods.  This should not be part of our Housing
Plan.

I appreciate your consideration of the points raised in this public comment.
 

Very Truly Yours,

D. Scott Little

DSL:ns

6



From: Renee Sutton
To: Wendy Gurr
Subject: Re: Comments re White City"s Proposed Moderate Income Housing Plan
Date: Friday, November 01, 2019 2:20:31 PM

Oh dear, Wendy, I submitted my comment but did not finish please see red language and
forward on to Mikala. I will appreciate it.

Goal 3. Strategy 2. Action 1. I could not find any data about non-automobile owners in White
City to justify this action.  One could assume that those who don't own or drive an automobile
may most likely be among our elderly or disabled citizens. If this is the case, then connecting
sidewalk gaps will not resolve the problem. Better to come up with and idea that addresses the
vulnerabilities of the elderly and disabled.

Thank you.

Renee

On Fri, Nov 1, 2019 at 12:02 PM Wendy Gurr <WGurr@msd.utah.gov> wrote:
Thanks Renee, I’ll forward your comments to Mikala the long range planner. 

Sent from my iPhone

> On Nov 1, 2019, at 12:01 PM, Renee Sutton  wrote:
> 
> 
> Hello Wendy,
> 
> Hope I've made it in time to give feedback!
> 
> Goal 1.  Strategy 1.
> Because data can be fluid over time, I'd think we should state as an action item that we
will conduct future technical assessments of our community to review and revise, as
necessary, our MIH.   
> Strategy 2. I don't believe establishing rent control is consistent with the type of
community we have and want to continue to preserve. Would rather see code enforcement as
Strategy 2.
> 
> Goal 2. Strategy 1. I understand the community's concern that this statement is too broad.
Rather, I would like to see this tied in to our vision statement, e.g. Through specific
ordinances that preserve White City's safe, affordable, close-knit, family-oriented and
unique characteristics, allow for accessory dwelling units.  Action 1. Write and adopt
ordinances that protect White City from unfavorable and unacceptable ADU development,
> 
> Goal 3. Strategy 2. Action 1. I could not find any data about non-automobile owners in
White City to justify this action.  One could assume that those who don't own or drive an
automobile may most likely be among our elderly or disabled citizens. 
> 
> Thanks Wendy, see you Monday.
> 
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From: Wendy Gurr
To: Jeanne
Cc: Lupita McClenning (LMcClenning@msd.utah.gov); Mikala Jordan (MJordan@msd.utah.gov)
Subject: RE: November Special White City Metro Township Planning Commission Meeting
Date: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 10:16:00 AM

Jeanne,
 
The planning commission meetings as often as necessary, there usually isn’t a meeting unless there
are issues to discuss or decisions that require the planning commissions decision or
recommendations. The state website only shows the last six months of meetings, you can access the
remainder by going to advanced search or if you need my assistance, please reach out to me. I have
included Lupita and Mikala on this email as they can answer your questions and refer to your
comments.
 
Thank you for your time.
 
Wendy Gurr
wgurr@msd.utah.gov
385-468-6707
 

From: Jeanne   
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2019 7:26 PM
To: Wendy Gurr <WGurr@msd.utah.gov>
Subject: Re: November Special White City Metro Township Planning Commission Meeting
 
Hi Wendy,
I am a little perplexed.  How often has the planning commission met? I was under the impression
they met regularly, then I looked at the meeting minutes and it appears they have met only two or
three times.  Is this correct?
 
1)  I would like to have a mental vision of what our one, two, and five year development plans are.
 
2)  I would like to know if the census numbers and the income numbers related to housing costs are
both from the same or differing years. For ultimate accuracy these numbers should be from the
same year. 
 
3)  Members of our commission has expressed they had not been able to review the plan before the
meeting to vote on it.  I have a few questions about this, why are they approving a plan? Who is
formulating the plan?  Isn’t this the Planning Commissions purpose?  If this is not their purpose, why
are they not given adequate time to review/study the documents before a scheduled meeting?  
 
4)  Let’s stop making zoning a bad word! Zoning is going to happen. We need to be transparent and
discuss how this process occurs.
 
5) Suggestion, a visual timeline of the development and implementation of the general plan and an

mailto:WGurr@msd.utah.gov
mailto:Jeanne.Rowell@comcast.net
mailto:/o=Salt Lake County/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=3b8e911b553643bfba3bb38d52d5f630-Lupita
mailto:/o=Salt Lake County/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=655321bd832048f9874b8b45744ff2ec-Mikala
mailto:wgurr@msd.utah.gov


outline of the general plan contents.  
Thanks!! 
Jeanne
 
Sent from my iPhone

On Oct 28, 2019, at 13:36, Wendy Gurr <WGurr@msd.utah.gov> wrote:


Great news, we have been able to secure Alta View Elementary Gymnasium for the

Planning Commission meeting of November 4th. I’ve attached an agenda with the
location, date and time. Hope to see you all there. Please spread the word throughout
your community and don’t forget, we will accept comments to November 1st.
 
Thank you,

 
Wendy Gurr
Planning Coordinator
Planning & Development Services
Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District
2001 S. State St., Suite N3-600
Salt Lake City, UT 84190
Email: wgurr@msd.utah.gov
Phone: 385.468.6707
<image001.png>
 
 
PLEASE NOTE:  My email address wgurr@slco.org will be disabled in the coming weeks. Please send all emails to
my current email address: wgurr@msd.utah.gov. Please update your records accordingly.

 
 
<191104_WhiteCityPC_AgendaAmended.pdf>
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From: Wendy Gurr
To: LAUNA CALDER
Subject: RE: November Special White City Metro Township Planning Commission Meeting Amended Location
Date: Wednesday, October 30, 2019 9:26:00 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Ms. Calder,
 
I appreciate your input, and I understand your frustrations. We made every attempt possible to find
a location within the community to host the public meeting, without success. I do apologize, but this
is the only location available to hold such a meeting at this time. Please feel free to attend and
comment or you may send a comment to me and I will make sure the planning commission receives
your input.
 
Thank you,
 
 
Wendy Gurr
wgurr@msd.utah.gov
385-468-6707
 

From: LAUNA CALDER  
Sent: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 9:12 PM
To: Wendy Gurr <WGurr@msd.utah.gov>
Subject: Re: November Special White City Metro Township Planning Commission Meeting Amended
Location
 
Hi Wendy, all these public buildings out here and us old people need to drive to the county
bldg
in winter? I had about 4 emails I assume this is the correct one?
Thank You !! I know you're trying :)

From: Wendy Gurr <WGurr@msd.utah.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 7:11 PM
Subject: November Special White City Metro Township Planning Commission Meeting Amended
Location
 
I have to apologize up front, we’ve had some difficulties getting this corrected and amended agenda
out. Attached please find an amended agenda, we’ve changed meeting locations, as the last location
fell through. The planning commission meeting will now be held at the Government Center, 2001
South State Street, North Building, Main floor, N1-110. Date and time remain the same. Hope to see
you all there. Please spread the word throughout your community and don’t forget, we will accept
comments to November 1st.
 
Thank you,

mailto:WGurr@msd.utah.gov
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From: Wendy Gurr
To: Joe Miller
Subject: RE: November Special White City Metro Township Planning Commission Meeting Amended Location
Date: Wednesday, October 30, 2019 9:24:00 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Mr. Miller,
 

I appreciate your input, and we had a public hearing on October 22nd and will have another hearing

on the 4th. Please feel free to attend and comment or you may send a comment to me and I will
make sure the planning commission receives your comment.
 
Thank you,
 
Wendy Gurr
wgurr@msd.utah.gov
385-468-6707
 

From: Joe Miller  
Sent: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 8:59 PM
To: Wendy Gurr <WGurr@msd.utah.gov>
Subject: Re: November Special White City Metro Township Planning Commission Meeting Amended
Location
 
Dear Wendy Gurr
        Since we live in a democracy I feel that all major changes to our area should be subject to
voter approval before being passed on. 
Joseph Miller  

From: Wendy Gurr <WGurr@msd.utah.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 1:11 PM
Subject: November Special White City Metro Township Planning Commission Meeting Amended
Location
 
I have to apologize up front, we’ve had some difficulties getting this corrected and amended agenda
out. Attached please find an amended agenda, we’ve changed meeting locations, as the last location
fell through. The planning commission meeting will now be held at the Government Center, 2001
South State Street, North Building, Main floor, N1-110. Date and time remain the same. Hope to see
you all there. Please spread the word throughout your community and don’t forget, we will accept
comments to November 1st.
 
Thank you,

 
Wendy Gurr

mailto:WGurr@msd.utah.gov
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From: Wendy Gurr
To: Lacie Walker
Subject: RE: Recall: November Special White City Metro Township Planning Commission Meeting
Date: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 1:03:00 PM

Lacie,
 
This is the only day we could find availability and location. We have high hopes as many community
members can make it out, and also need to accommodate the planning commission. Anyone is

welcome to submit comments to November 1st and/or attend the public hearing. The comments will
be incorporated into the meeting packet.
 
Thank you,
 
Wendy Gurr
wgurr@msd.utah.gov
385-468-6707
 
From: Lacie Walker   
Sent: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 1:01 PM
To: Wendy Gurr <WGurr@msd.utah.gov>
Subject: Re: Recall: November Special White City Metro Township Planning Commission Meeting
 
Is that in salt lake?? We should really reschedule a different day to better accommodate. It's not fair
expecting the community to travel there. Unless your hoping no one from the community comes
and that's the point of the change?
 
On Tue, Oct 29, 2019, 12:01 PM Wendy Gurr <WGurr@msd.utah.gov> wrote:

I’m having to change the location, as Alta View fell through. I will be sending an amended agenda

and the new location will be 2001 South State Street, North Building, Suite N1-110, November 4th,
6pm.
 
Wendy Gurr
wgurr@msd.utah.gov
385-468-6707
 
From: Lacie Walker   
Sent: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 11:57 AM
To: Wendy Gurr <WGurr@msd.utah.gov>
Subject: Re: Recall: November Special White City Metro Township Planning Commission Meeting
 
Why is this message being recalled? 
 
On Tue, Oct 29, 2019 at 11:54 AM Wendy Gurr <WGurr@msd.utah.gov> wrote:
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Table B01003
Table B25008

2009 
American

Community 
Survey

2017 
American

Community 
Survey

Annual
Growth Rate

(Slope)

2024
Projection

Difference 
between 2017 

and 2024

Total Population:
(ACS Table B01003) 5,244 5,270 63 5,872 602
Total Population in occupied 
housing units
(ACS Table B25008) 5,244 5,256 62 5,845 589
Total Population in owner-
occupied housing
(ACS Table B25008) 4,547 4,348 40 4,613 265
Total Population in renter-
occupied housing
(ACS Table B25008) 697 908 22 1,232 324

Table B25001
Table B25032

2009 
American

Community 
Survey

2017 
American

Community 
Survey

Annual
Growth Rate

(Slope)

2024
Projection

Difference 
between 2017 

and 2024
TOTAL HOUSING UNITS
(ACS Table B25001) 1,677 1,751 17 1,917 166
Total occupied units
(ACS Table B25032) 1,677 1,751 24 1,941 190
Owner-occupied structures
(ACS Table B25032) 1,484 1,496 17 1,606 110

1 unit, detached 1,464 1,491 19 1,616 125
1 unit, attached 20 5 -2 -10 -15
2 units 0 0 0 0 0
3 or 4 units 0 0 0 0 0
5 to 9 units 0 0 0 0 0
10 to 19 units 0 0 0 0 0
20 to 49 units 0 0 0 0 0
50 or more units 0 0 0 0 0
Mobile homes 0 0 0 0 0
Boat, RV, van, etc. 0 0 0 0 0

Renter-occupied structures
(ACS Table B25032) 193 255 7 334 79

1 unit, detached 152 231 9 342 111
1 unit, attached 27 24 0 3 -21
2 units 14 0 -2 -11 -11
3 or 4 units 0 0 0 0 0
5 to 9 units 0 0 0 0 0
10 to 19 units 0 0 0 0 0
20 to 49 units 0 0 0 0 0
50 or more units 0 0 0 0 0
Mobile homes 0 0 0 0 0

Section 1:  Population by tenure in White City CDP

Source 1:  U.S. Census Bureau.  Table B01003: Total population.  American Community Survey. 

Source 2:  U.S. Census Bureau.  Table B25008: Total population in occupied housing units by tenure.  American Community Survey. 

Section 2:  Supply of housing units by structure type in White City CDP



Boat, RV, van, etc. 0 0 0 0 0

Table B25003
Table B25081

2009 
American

Community 
Survey

2017 
American

Community 
Survey

Annual
Growth Rate

(Slope)

2024
Projection

Difference 
between 2017 

and 2024
Total households in occupied 
housing units
(ACS Table B25003) 1,677 1,751 24 1,941 190
Total households in owner-
occupied housing
(ACS Table B25003) 1,484 1,496 17 1,606 110

With a Mortgage
(ACS Table B25081) 1,143 999 -4 960 -39
Without a Mortgage
(ACS Table B25081) 341 497 21 646 149

Total households in renter-
occupied housing
(ACS Table B25003) 193 255 7 334 79

Table B25004

2009 
American

Community 
Survey

2017 
American

Community 
Survey

Annual
Growth Rate

(Slope)

2024
Projection

Difference 
between 2017 

and 2024
Total vacant units
(ACS Table B25004) 0 0 -7 -23 -23

For rent
(ACS Table B25004) 0 0 0 0 0
Rented, not occupied
(ACS Table B25004) 0 0 0 0 0
For sale only
(ACS Table B25004) 0 0 -2 -4 -4
Sold, not occupied
(ACS Table B25004) 0 0 -3 -13 -13
For seasonal, recreational, or 
occasional use
(ACS Table B25004) 0 0 0 0 0
For migrant workers
(ACS Table B25004) 0 0 0 0 0
Other vacant
(ACS Table B25004) 0 0 -2 -6 -6

Source 1:  U.S. Census Bureau.  Table B25003: Tenure.  American Community Survey. 

Source 2:  U.S. Census Bureau.  Table B25032: Tenure by units in structure.  American Community Survey. 

Section 3:  Housing occupancy in White City CDP

Source 1:  U.S. Census Bureau.  Table B25003: Tenure.  American Community Survey. 

Source 2:  U.S. Census Bureau.  Table B25081: Mortgage status.  American Community Survey. 

Section 4:  Housing vacancy in White City CDP

Source 1:  U.S. Census Bureau.  Table B25001: Total housing units.  American Community Survey. 

Section 5:  Average household size in White 



Table B25010

2009 
American

Community 
Survey

2017 
American

Community 
Survey

2024
Projection

Average Household Size
(ACS Table B25010) 3.13 3 3.01
Average Owner
Household Size
(ACS Table B25010) 3.06 2.91 2.87
Average Renter
Household Size
(ACS Table B25010) 3.61 3.56 3.69

Table B25088
Table B25064

2009 
American

Community 
Survey

2017 
American

Community 
Survey

Annual
Growth Rate

(Slope)

2024
Projection

Difference 
between 2017 

and 2024
Total owner-occupied
housing unit costs
(ACS Table B25088) $1,188 $1,087 -$16 $958 (129)$           

Units with a mortgage
(ACS Table B25088) $1,337 $1,295 -$9 $1,233 (62)$             
Units without a mortgage
(ACS Table B25088) $358 $395 $4 $419 24$              

Median gross rent
(ACS Table B25064) $992 $1,301 $35 $1,570 269$            

Table B25119

2009 
American

Community 
Survey

2017 
American

Community 
Survey

Annual
Growth Rate

(Slope)

2024
Projection

Difference 
between 2017 

and 2024
Median household income
(ACS Table B25119) $61,399 $59,871 $106 $60,564 693$            
Owner-occupied income
(ACS Table B25119) $62,500 $61,779 $174 $62,393 614$            
Renter-occupied income
(ACS Table B25119) $36,741 $46,094 $508 $52,565 6,471$         

Table B19019
Table B19119

2009 
American

Community 
Survey

2017 
American

Community 
Survey

Annual
Growth Rate

(Slope)

2024
Projection

Difference 
between 2017 

and 2024

Source 1:  U.S. Census Bureau.  Table B25010: Average household 
size of occupied housing units by tenure.  American Community 
Survey. 

Section 6: Monthly housing costs in White City CDP

Source 1:  U.S. Census Bureau.  Table B25088: Median selected monthly owner costs (Dollars) by mortgage status.  American 
Community Survey. 

Source 2:  U.S. Census Bureau.  Table B25064: Median gross rent (Dollars).  American Community Survey. 

Section 7:  Median household income in White City CDP

Section 8: Salt Lake County Area Median Income (AMI)*

Source 1:  U.S. Census Bureau.  Table B25119: Median household income that past 12 months by tenure.  American Community 
Survey  



Median HOUSEHOLD income
(ACS Table B19019) $0 $67,922 $4,987 $109,679 41,757$        

1-person household $29,347 $35,234 $680 $39,400 4,166$         
2-person household $60,515 $70,072 $1,063 $76,112 6,040$         
3-person household $66,549 $79,895 $1,452 $87,757 7,862$         
4-person household $72,043 $88,785 $1,883 $99,734 10,949$        
5-person household $72,151 $87,250 $1,461 $92,922 5,672$         
6-person household $79,716 $92,268 $1,019 $93,541 1,273$         
≥ 7-person household $81,746 $96,814 $1,165 $97,309 495$            

Median FAMILY income
(ACS Table B19119) $66,413 $78,828 $1,342 $85,868 7,040$         

2-person family $59,252 $68,991 $973 $74,200 5,209$         
3-person family $63,983 $78,081 $1,557 $87,394 9,313$         
4-person family $72,222 $88,255 $1,877 $99,082 10,827$        
5-person family $73,345 $87,065 $1,310 $91,148 4,083$         
6-person family $80,836 $92,594 $1,006 $93,644 1,050$         
≥ 7-person family $85,906 $95,705 $749 $91,785 (3,920)$        

Source 1:  U.S. Census Bureau.  Table B19019: Median household income that past 12 months by household size.  American 
Community Survey  Source 2:  U.S. Census Bureau.  Table B19119: Median family income in the past 12 months by family size.  American Community 
Survey  *NOTE:  AMI is calculated at the COUNTY level.



2018
Shortage

Renter
Households

Affordable
Rental Units

Available
Rental Units

  Affordable Units
- Renter Households

  Available Units
- Renter Households

≤ 80% HAMFI 175 290 175 115 0
≤ 50% HAMFI 85 100 55 15 -30
≤ 30% HAMFI 65 80 35 15 -30

2016
Shortage

Renter
Households

Affordable
Rental Units

Available
Rental Units

  Affordable Units
- Renter Households

  Available Units
- Renter Households

≤ 80% HAMFI 140 290 139 150 -1
≤ 50% HAMFI 115 105 85 -10 -30
≤ 30% HAMFI 100 40 35 -60 -65

PROGRESS Renter
Households

Affordable
Rental Units

Available
Rental Units

  Affordable Units
- Renter Households

  Available Units
- Renter Households

≤ 80% HAMFI 35 0 36 -35 1
≤ 50% HAMFI -30 -5 -30 25 0
≤ 30% HAMFI -35 40 0 75 35

0
0
0

0

UCA 10-9a-408(2)(c)(i)

UCA 10-9a-408(2)(c)(ii)

UCA 10-9a-408(2)(c)(iii)

Federal Government: 

Report the number of all housing units in the municipality that are currently subsidized by each 
level of government below:

Report the number of all housing units in the municipality that are currently deed-restricted for 
moderate-income households in the box below:

Subsidized by municipal housing programs
Subsidized by Utah's OWHLF multi-family program
Subsidized by the federal Low-Income Housing Tax 
Credit (LIHTC) program

Calculate the municipality's housing gap for the current biennium by entering the number of 
moderate-income renter households, affordable and available rental units from TABLE 1 below:

Calculate the municipality's housing gap for the previous biennium by entering the number of 
moderate-income renter households, affordable and available rental units from TABLE 2 below:

Subtract Table 2 from Table 1 to estimate progress in providing moderate-income housing

Municipal Government: 
State Government: 
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ANNUAL MODERATE-INCOME HOUSING REPORTING 
FORM 

 
 
Under the Utah Code, Municipal legislative bodies must annually:  

• Update 5-year estimates of moderate-income housing needs UCA 10-9a-408 and 17-27a-408 
• Conduct a review of the moderate-income housing element and its implementation; and  
• Report the findings of the review to the Housing and Community Development Division (HCDD) of 

the Utah Department of Workforce Services and their Association of Government or Metropolitan 
Planning Organization no later than December 1st, 2019; and 

• Post the report on their municipality’s website. 
 
In accordance with UCA 10-9a-401 and 17-27a-401 municipalities that must report regularly are:   

• Cities of the first, second, third, and fourth class (or have 10,000 or more residents).   
• Cities of the fifth class:   

o Having an estimated population greater than or equal to 5,000 residents; AND  
o That are located in a county with a population greater than or equal to 31,000 residents. 

• Metro Townships: 
o Having an estimated population greater than or equal to 5,000 residents; 
o Having an estimated population less than 5,000 BUT is located in a county with a population 

greater than or equal to 31,000 residents. 
• Not a town with fewer than 1,000 residents. 

 
To find out if your municipality must report annually, please visit: 

https://jobs.utah.gov/housing/affordable/moderate/reporting/ 
 

For additional moderate-income housing planning resources: 
https://jobs.utah.gov/housing/affordable/moderate/index.html 

 
 
 
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT INFORMATION: 

Municipal Government:  White City Metro Township 
Reporting Date:  1 December 2019 

 
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT CONTACT INFORMATION: 

    
    
Mayor's First and Last Name:  Paulina Flint 
Mayor's Email Address:  Paulina.flint@whitecity-ut.org 

 
PREPARER CONTACT INFORMATION: 

Preparer's First and Last Name:  Mikala Jordan 
Preparer's Title:  Long Range Planner 
Preparer’s Email Address:  mjordan@msd.utah.gov 
Preparer's Telephone:  385.468.6714 Extension:   

 
 

  
 

https://le.utah.gov/xcode/Title10/Chapter9A/10-9a-S408.html?v=C10-9a-S408_2018050820180508
https://jobs.utah.gov/housing/affordable/moderate/reporting/
https://jobs.utah.gov/housing/affordable/moderate/index.html
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When did the municipality last adopt moderate-income housing element 
of their general plan? 

This is the 
first 
adoption. 

 
Link to moderate-income housing element on 
municipality website: 

https://www.whitecity-
ut.org/resourcecenter 

 
 
 

STRATEGIES 
** Repeat questions 3 or more times  
 

1. State strategy municipality included in the moderate-income housing element of its general plan below. 
L: Preserve existing moderate-income housing (MIH). 

 
2. Please state the municipality’s goal(s) associated with the strategy 
Goal 1: Preserve current affordable and moderate-income housing. 

 
3. What are the specific outcomes that the strategy intends to accomplish? 
White City Metro Township desires to keep its current moderate-income housing safe and affordable. To do 
so, White City will identify the specific locations of current MIH.  White City will also establish a good 
landlord program and achieve code enforcement (See White City Metro Township MIH Plan 2019).   
 

 
4. Please describe how the municipality has monitored its annual progress toward achieving the goal(s). 
White City will utilize the Department of Workforce Services annual reporting form and record new 
moderate-income units, housing improvements, walkability improvements, and grant wins.  Data analysis, 
using American Community Survey’s annual data release, of cost-burdened housing and available housing 
units at various income levels will also be monitored. 
 

 
5. In the boxes below, outline the following objectives associated with the goal(s) stated in item 2. 

a. Please identify the key tasks of each stage needed to accomplish the goal(s) stated in item 2. 
To preserve MIH, where MIH is located within the metro will be identified first.  Patterns in 
the spatial distribution of MIH will be noted and analyzed.  The identification of MIH will guide 
specific next steps.  
 
There is some concern regarding housing and yard disrepair.  Such conditions can bring down 
property values near the property in disrepair, which can be economically detrimental to 
moderate-income households in the vicinity.  Achieving more regular code enforcement will 
help protect housing and prevent housing conditions from deteriorating.  Additionally, the 
creation of a good landlord program can incentivize landlords to maintain safe and 
comfortable housing.  This is important in preventing the creation of slumlords who provide 
unsafe housing to vulnerable households without facing consequences.   
 

UCA 10-9a-403 (2)(b)(iii) and 17-27a-403 (2)(b)(ii) requires municipalities to include 
three or more strategies in their moderate-income housing element of their general 
plan. In addition to the recommendations required under 10-9a-403 (2)(b)(iii) and 
17-27a-403 (2)(b)(ii), for a municipality that has a fixed guideway public transit 
station, shall include a recommendation to implement the strategies described in 10-
9a-403 (2)(b)(iii)(G) or (H) and 17-27a-403 (2)(b)(ii)(G) or (H). Municipalities shall 
annually progress on implementing these recommendations.   
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b. Please identify the parties that are responsible for completing the key tasks of each stage identified 

in item 5a. 
Planning staff is responsible for identifying and analyzing MIH. 
Planning staff is responsible for code enforcement. 
White City Metro Township Council is responsible for approving a good landlord program. 
 

 
c. Please describe the resources that the municipality must allocate to complete the key task of each 

stage identified in item 5a. 
White City must allocate planning staff, planning commissioners, council members, time, and 
adequate funds to complete key tasks. 
 

d. Please state specific deadlines for completing the key tasks of each stage identified in item 5a. 
Planning staff will identify MIH by April 1, 2020. 
Planning staff is already engaging in enhanced code enforcement (The MSD hired new 
officers to expand capacity) and will continue to do so. 
A good landlord program will be put in place by August 1, 2020. 
 

 
e. Which of the tasks stated in item 5a have been completed so far, and what have been their results? 

Code enforcement has been increased.  The Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District 
hired additional staff to increase capacity to five code enforcement officers. 
 

 
f. How is the municipality addressing results described in 5e that deviate from the desired outcomes 

specified in item 3? What barriers has the municipality encountered during the course of 
implementation of said goals?  

It is too soon to see how the various tasks will impact White City. 
 

 
g. (Optional) Have you considered efforts to use a moderate-income housing set aside from a 

community reinvestment agency, redevelopment agency, or community development and renewal 
agency within your community.  

No. 
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6. State strategy municipality included in the moderate-income housing element of its general plan below. 
E: Create or allow for, and reduce regulations related to, accessory dwelling units in residential zones. 

 
7. Please state the municipality’s goal(s) associated with the strategy 
Goal 2: Create more moderate-income housing options. 
 

 
8. What are the specific outcomes that the strategy intends to accomplish? 
White City intends to produce more housing that is affordable to residents at 30, 50, and 80 percent AMI.  
To help do so, White City will adopt an ADU ordinance.   
 

 
9. Please describe how the municipality has monitored its annual progress toward achieving the goal(s). 
White City will utilize the DWS biennial reporting form and record new moderate-income units, housing 
improvements, walkability improvements, and grant wins.  Data analysis, using American Community 
Survey’s annual data release, of cost-burdened housing and available housing units at various income levels 
will also be monitored Additionally, whether an ADU ordinance is passed will be recorded. 
 

 
10. In the boxes below, outline the following objectives associated with the goal(s) stated in item 2. 

a. Please identify the key tasks of each stage needed to accomplish the goal(s) stated in item 2. 
The above strategy works to make MIH units where there are none currently by allowing 
ADUs.  ADUs can become a second source of income for desiring families.  ADUs are also 
typically more affordable places to live than traditional housing (i.e. single-family homes).  
White City must write and adopt an ADU Ordinance, which will include a public process where 
ADUs will be carefully defined and the type of ADUs allowed, and where, will be outlined.  
Discussion of ADU specifications will occur at public meetings and throughout the general 
plan process. 
 

 
b. Please identify the parties that are responsible for completing the key tasks of each stage identified 

in item 5a. 
Planning staff will provide information on ADUs to the planning commission and metro 
township council.  Planning staff will work with the planning commission and metro township 
council to write the ordinance.  The planning commission is responsible for recommending 
approval, and the metro township council would approve the ordinance. 
 

 
c. Please describe the resources that the municipality must allocate to complete the key task of each 

stage identified in item 5a. 
White City must allocate planning staff, planning commissioners, council members, time, and 
adequate funds to complete key tasks. 
 

d. Please state specific deadlines for completing the key tasks of each stage identified in item 5a. 
Planning staff will provide ADU information to planning commissioners and metro township 
council members by March 1, 2020.  Planning staff will help community members identify 
good places for ADU allowance by May 1, 2020.  White City officials will approve a 
community-driven, White City’s need-specific ADU ordinance by August 1, 2020.   
Planning staff will continue the General Plan process for White City throughout 2020.  At 
general plan steering committee meetings and an open house, public feedback will be 
gathered regarding good places for ADUs and how best to allow them. 
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e. Which of the tasks stated in item 5a have been completed so far, and what have been their results? 

Some information regarding ADUs has been provided to White City officials.  This was 
provided at the Housing Element Open House and during discussion at planning commission 
and general plan steering committee meetings. Information was well-received.  
 

 
f. How is the municipality addressing results described in 5e that deviate from the desired outcomes 

specified in item 3? What barriers has the municipality encountered during the course of 
implementation of said goals?  

It is too soon to see how the various tasks will impact White City. 
 

 
g. (Optional) Have you considered efforts to use a moderate-income housing set aside from a 

community reinvestment agency, redevelopment agency, or community development and renewal 
agency within your community.  

No. 
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11. State strategy municipality included in the moderate-income housing element of its general plan below. 
W: Any other program or strategy implemented by the municipality to address the housing needs of 
residents of the municipality who earn less than 80% of the area median income. 

 
12. Please state the municipality’s goal(s) associated with the strategy 
Goal 3: Support measures and efforts that contribute to neighborhood stabilization. 

 
13. What are the specific outcomes that the strategy intends to accomplish? 
White City will identify and apply for grants and funding opportunities that support and enhance 
neighborhood stabilization, such as the Green and Healthy Homes Initiative, the Utah Weatherization 
Assistance Program, among others.  The purpose of this action is to acquire the funding necessary to 
support safe residences for moderate-income households.  This action also works to prevent blight.  The 
strategy also intends to identify infrastructure investments, such as fixing sidewalk gaps, that further 
facilitate MIH and the success of MIH families. 

 
14. Please describe how the municipality has monitored its annual progress toward achieving the goal(s). 
White City will utilize the DWS biennial reporting form and record new moderate-income units, housing 
improvements, walkability improvements, and grant wins. 
 

 
15. In the boxes below, outline the following objectives associated with the goal(s) stated in item 2. 

a. Please identify the key tasks of each stage needed to accomplish the goal(s) stated in item 2. 
Provide exterior curb-appeal grants to 5 homes per year through 2024 (25 total). 
Support applications and funding from the Green and Healthy Homes Initiative to conduct 
critical needs home repair in low and moderate-income housing. 
Support applications and funding from the Utah Weatherization Assistance Program to help 
low-income residents, especially the elderly and disabled, to reduce energy consumption 
through home improvements. 
Support applications and funding from Assist Utah’s Emergency Home Repair, Accessibility 
Design, and Aging in Place programs. 
Conduct and use a sidewalk inventory, and connect any sidewalk gaps to promote walkability 
and enhance destination accessibility. 
 

 
b. Please identify the parties that are responsible for completing the key tasks of each stage identified 

in item 5a. 
Planning staff, planning commissioners, and the metro township council are responsible for 
disseminating funding information to the public and applying for grants. 
Planning staff and engineers are responsible for conducting the sidewalk inventory and 
utilizing it for planning and development purposes. 
 

 
c. Please describe the resources that the municipality must allocate to complete the key task of each 

stage identified in item 5a. 
White City must allocate planning staff, planning commissioners, council members, time, and 
adequate funds to complete key tasks. 

d. Please state specific deadlines for completing the key tasks of each stage identified in item 5a. 
Grant applications will be ongoing throughout 2020 as different deadlines arise.  
The sidewalk inventory should be completed by October 1, 2020. 
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e. Which of the tasks stated in item 5a have been completed so far, and what have been their results? 
This task has not been completed. 
 

 
f. How is the municipality addressing results described in 5e that deviate from the desired outcomes 

specified in item 3? What barriers has the municipality encountered during the course of 
implementation of said goals?  

It is too soon to see how the various tasks will impact White City. 
 

 
g. (Optional) Have you considered efforts to use a moderate-income housing set aside from a 

community reinvestment agency, redevelopment agency, or community development and renewal 
agency within your community.  

No. 
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PLEASE SUBMIT DOCUMENTATION FROM THE EVALUATION PERIOD THAT SUPPORTS 

PROGRESS AS OUTLINED ABOVE. 
 

 
 

Municipal legislative bodies are also required to review and submit the following: 
 
UCA 10-9a-408(2)(c)(i): 

• A current estimate of the city’s rental housing needs for the following income limits: 
o 80% of the county’s adjusted median family income __Need 12 Units___ 
o 50% of the county’s adjusted median family income __Need 12 Units___ 
o 30% of the county’s adjusted median family income __Sufficient Units (+7)__ 

 
UCA 10-9a-103(41)(b): 

• An updated projection of 5-year affordable housing needs, which includes: 
o Projected growth of households (housing demand) 
o Projected housing stock (housing supply) 
o Projected median housing costs  

Projected median household income 
To complete the annual reporting requirements above, please download the state’s FIVE YEAR 
HOUSING PROJECTION CALCULATOR:  https://jobs.utah.gov/housing/affordable/moderate/ 
 

 
 
 
 

 
SUBMISSION GUIDELINES: 
 

1. Moderate-income housing review reports are due on December 1, 2020 and annually 
thereafter. 
 

2. Emails must include the following items as separate attachments: 
□ An updated estimate of the municipality’s 5-year moderate-income housing needs 
□ A findings report of the annual moderate-income housing element review 
□ The most current version of the moderate-income housing element of the municipality’s 

general plan 
 Submitted moderate-income housing elements must include their adoption date on a 

cover page. 
 

3. Acceptable electronic document formats include: 
(a) DOC or PDF 

 
4. Emails MUST be addressed to: dfields@utah.gov 

 
 

https://le.utah.gov/xcode/Title10/Chapter9A/10-9a-S408.html?v=C10-9a-S408_2018050820180508
https://le.utah.gov/xcode/Title10/Chapter9A/10-9a-S103.html?v=C10-9a-S103_2018050820180508
https://jobs.utah.gov/housing/affordable/moderate/


Market Profile
White City Metro Township, UT Prepared by Esri
White City Metro Township, UT (4984050)
Geography: Place

White City me...
Population Summary 

2000 Total Population 6,008
2010 Total Population 5,686
2020 Total Population 5,839

2020 Group Quarters 5
2025 Total Population 6,038

2020-2025 Annual Rate 0.67%
2020 Total Daytime Population 3,555

Workers 523
Residents 3,032

Household Summary
2000 Households 1,787

2000 Average Household Size 3.36
2010 Households 1,786

2010 Average Household Size 3.18
2020 Households 1,839

2020 Average Household Size 3.17
2025 Households 1,898

2025 Average Household Size 3.18
2020-2025 Annual Rate 0.63%

2010 Families 1,421
2010 Average Family Size 3.52

2020 Families 1,440
2020 Average Family Size 3.53

2025 Families 1,481
2025 Average Family Size 3.54
2020-2025 Annual Rate 0.56%

Housing Unit Summary
2000 Housing Units 1,821

Owner Occupied Housing Units 86.3%
Renter Occupied Housing Units 11.8%
Vacant Housing Units 1.9%

2010 Housing Units 1,834
Owner Occupied Housing Units 82.9%
Renter Occupied Housing Units 14.5%
Vacant Housing Units 2.6%

2020 Housing Units 1,868
Owner Occupied Housing Units 82.2%
Renter Occupied Housing Units 16.3%
Vacant Housing Units 1.6%

2025 Housing Units 1,925
Owner Occupied Housing Units 82.6%
Renter Occupied Housing Units 16.0%
Vacant Housing Units 1.4%

Median Household Income
2020 $67,209
2025 $70,714

Median Home Value
2020 $273,011
2025 $296,960

Per Capita Income
2020 $26,598
2025 $28,548

Median Age
2010 33.0
2020 35.1
2025 36.5

Data Note: Household population includes persons not residing in group quarters.  Average Household Size is the household population divided by total households.  
Persons in families include the householder and persons related to the householder by birth, marriage, or adoption.  Per Capita Income represents the income received by 
all persons aged 15 years and over divided by the total population.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esri forecasts for 2020 and 2025 Esri converted Census 2000 data into 2010 geography.

September 17, 2020
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Market Profile
White City Metro Township, UT Prepared by Esri
White City Metro Township, UT (4984050)
Geography: Place

White City me...
2020 Households by Income

Household Income Base 1,839
<$15,000 4.1%
$15,000 - $24,999 2.5%
$25,000 - $34,999 7.9%
$35,000 - $49,999 12.4%
$50,000 - $74,999 29.6%
$75,000 - $99,999 15.3%
$100,000 - $149,999 20.4%
$150,000 - $199,999 3.7%
$200,000+ 4.0%

Average Household Income $84,470
2025 Households by Income

Household Income Base 1,899
<$15,000 3.5%
$15,000 - $24,999 2.1%
$25,000 - $34,999 7.3%
$35,000 - $49,999 11.5%
$50,000 - $74,999 29.1%
$75,000 - $99,999 15.1%
$100,000 - $149,999 23.1%
$150,000 - $199,999 4.4%
$200,000+ 4.1%

Average Household Income $90,803
2020 Owner Occupied Housing Units by Value

Total 1,536
<$50,000 2.1%
$50,000 - $99,999 0.0%
$100,000 - $149,999 0.8%
$150,000 - $199,999 6.1%
$200,000 - $249,999 27.1%
$250,000 - $299,999 30.3%
$300,000 - $399,999 21.9%
$400,000 - $499,999 8.9%
$500,000 - $749,999 0.8%
$750,000 - $999,999 2.0%
$1,000,000 - $1,499,999 0.0%
$1,500,000 - $1,999,999 0.0%
$2,000,000 + 0.0%

Average Home Value $295,947
2025 Owner Occupied Housing Units by Value

Total 1,590
<$50,000 0.9%
$50,000 - $99,999 0.0%
$100,000 - $149,999 0.3%
$150,000 - $199,999 2.5%
$200,000 - $249,999 18.1%
$250,000 - $299,999 30.0%
$300,000 - $399,999 29.6%
$400,000 - $499,999 13.8%
$500,000 - $749,999 1.4%
$750,000 - $999,999 3.3%
$1,000,000 - $1,499,999 0.0%
$1,500,000 - $1,999,999 0.0%
$2,000,000 + 0.0%

Average Home Value $332,044

Data Note: Income represents the preceding year, expressed in current dollars.  Household income includes wage and salary earnings, interest dividends, net rents, 
pensions, SSI and welfare payments, child support, and alimony.  
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esri forecasts for 2020 and 2025 Esri converted Census 2000 data into 2010 geography.

September 17, 2020
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Market Profile
White City Metro Township, UT Prepared by Esri
White City Metro Township, UT (4984050)
Geography: Place

White City me...
2010 Population by Age

Total 5,686
0 - 4 8.4%
5 - 9 8.0%
10 - 14 8.0%
15 - 24 13.7%
25 - 34 15.2%
35 - 44 13.5%
45 - 54 11.4%
55 - 64 8.7%
65 - 74 7.5%
75 - 84 5.0%
85 + 0.7%

18 + 71.5%
2020 Population by Age

Total 5,839
0 - 4 7.4%
5 - 9 7.4%
10 - 14 7.4%
15 - 24 12.5%
25 - 34 15.2%
35 - 44 14.2%
45 - 54 11.6%
55 - 64 10.2%
65 - 74 7.6%
75 - 84 5.1%
85 + 1.3%

18 + 73.8%
2025 Population by Age

Total 6,038
0 - 4 7.3%
5 - 9 6.9%
10 - 14 7.4%
15 - 24 12.1%
25 - 34 14.0%
35 - 44 14.6%
45 - 54 12.0%
55 - 64 10.6%
65 - 74 7.8%
75 - 84 5.6%
85 + 1.6%

18 + 74.3%
2010 Population by Sex

Males 2,897
Females 2,789

2020 Population by Sex
Males 2,912
Females 2,927

2025 Population by Sex
Males 3,006
Females 3,032

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esri forecasts for 2020 and 2025 Esri converted Census 2000 data into 2010 geography.

September 17, 2020
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Market Profile
White City Metro Township, UT Prepared by Esri
White City Metro Township, UT (4984050)
Geography: Place

White City me...
2010 Population by Race/Ethnicity

Total 5,686
White Alone 89.7%
Black Alone 0.5%
American Indian Alone 0.8%
Asian Alone 1.5%
Pacific Islander Alone 0.7%
Some Other Race Alone 4.1%
Two or More Races 2.7%

Hispanic Origin 10.1%
Diversity Index 34.1

2020 Population by Race/Ethnicity
Total 5,839

White Alone 87.1%
Black Alone 0.8%
American Indian Alone 0.7%
Asian Alone 2.9%
Pacific Islander Alone 0.6%
Some Other Race Alone 4.6%
Two or More Races 3.3%

Hispanic Origin 11.4%
Diversity Index 39.5

2025 Population by Race/Ethnicity
Total 6,038

White Alone 85.5%
Black Alone 0.8%
American Indian Alone 0.7%
Asian Alone 3.4%
Pacific Islander Alone 0.7%
Some Other Race Alone 5.1%
Two or More Races 3.7%

Hispanic Origin 12.5%
Diversity Index 42.8

2010 Population by Relationship and Household Type
Total 5,686

In Households 99.9%
In Family Households 90.8%

Householder 25.0%
Spouse 19.0%
Child 38.8%
Other relative 5.2%
Nonrelative 2.9%

In Nonfamily Households 9.1%
In Group Quarters 0.1%

Institutionalized Population 0.0%
Noninstitutionalized Population 0.1%

Data Note: Persons of Hispanic Origin may be of any race.  The Diversity Index measures the probability that two people from the same area will be from different race/
ethnic groups.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esri forecasts for 2020 and 2025 Esri converted Census 2000 data into 2010 geography.
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Market Profile
White City Metro Township, UT Prepared by Esri
White City Metro Township, UT (4984050)
Geography: Place

White City me...
2020 Population 25+ by Educational Attainment
Total 3,813

Less than 9th Grade 1.4%
9th - 12th Grade, No Diploma 6.6%
High School Graduate 18.1%
GED/Alternative Credential 4.1%
Some College, No Degree 25.7%
Associate Degree 12.7%
Bachelor's Degree 23.4%
Graduate/Professional Degree 7.9%

2020 Population 15+ by Marital Status
Total 4,539

Never Married 24.5%
Married 59.8%
Widowed 5.8%
Divorced 9.9%

2020 Civilian Population 16+ in Labor Force
Civilian Population 16+ 3,136
   Population 16+ Employed 91.0%
   Population 16+ Unemployment rate 9.0%

Population 16-24 Employed 14.2%
Population 16-24 Unemployment rate 16.7%
Population 25-54 Employed 65.3%
Population 25-54 Unemployment rate 7.2%
Population 55-64 Employed 15.4%
Population 55-64 Unemployment rate 9.1%
Population 65+ Employed 5.2%
Population 65+ Unemployment rate 7.5%

2020 Employed Population 16+ by Industry
Total 2,853
   Agriculture/Mining 0.3%
   Construction 7.1%
   Manufacturing 8.2%
   Wholesale Trade 2.5%
   Retail Trade 10.7%
   Transportation/Utilities 4.1%
   Information 2.9%
   Finance/Insurance/Real Estate 8.9%
   Services 51.8%
   Public Administration 3.6%
2020 Employed Population 16+ by Occupation
Total 2,853
   White Collar 69.2%
      Management/Business/Financial 13.8%
      Professional 26.1%
      Sales 13.4%
      Administrative Support 15.8%
   Services 12.3%
   Blue Collar 18.5%
      Farming/Forestry/Fishing 0.0%
      Construction/Extraction 4.9%
      Installation/Maintenance/Repair 3.2%
      Production 5.0%
      Transportation/Material Moving 5.4%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esri forecasts for 2020 and 2025 Esri converted Census 2000 data into 2010 geography.
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Market Profile
White City Metro Township, UT Prepared by Esri
White City Metro Township, UT (4984050)
Geography: Place

White City me...
2010 Households by Type

Total 1,786
Households with 1 Person 14.9%
Households with 2+ People 85.1%

Family Households 79.6%
Husband-wife Families 60.6%

With Related Children 30.0%
Other Family (No Spouse Present) 18.9%

Other Family with Male Householder 6.6%
With Related Children 3.4%

Other Family with Female Householder 12.4%
With Related Children 7.2%

Nonfamily Households 5.5%

All Households with Children 41.2%

Multigenerational Households 7.4%
Unmarried Partner Households 4.6%

Male-female 4.0%
Same-sex 0.6%

2010 Households by Size
Total 1,786

1 Person Household 14.9%
2 Person Household 29.5%
3 Person Household 18.3%
4 Person Household 17.1%
5 Person Household 9.8%
6 Person Household 5.3%
7 + Person Household 5.0%

2010 Households by Tenure and Mortgage Status
Total 1,786

Owner Occupied 85.1%
Owned with a Mortgage/Loan 62.6%
Owned Free and Clear 22.5%

Renter Occupied 14.9%
2020 Affordability, Mortgage and Wealth

Housing Affordability Index 152
Percent of Income for Mortgage 17.0%
Wealth Index 89

2010 Housing Units By Urban/ Rural Status
Total Housing Units 1,834

Housing Units Inside Urbanized Area 100.0%
Housing Units Inside Urbanized Cluster 0.0%
Rural Housing Units 0.0%

2010 Population By Urban/ Rural Status
Total Population  5,686

Population Inside Urbanized Area 100.0%
Population Inside Urbanized Cluster 0.0%
Rural Population 0.0%

Data Note: Households with children include any households with people under age 18, related or not.  Multigenerational households are families with 3 or more parent-
child relationships. Unmarried partner households are usually classified as nonfamily households unless there is another member of the household related to the 
householder. Multigenerational and unmarried partner households are reported only to the tract level. Esri estimated block group data, which is used to estimate 
polygons or non-standard geography.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esri forecasts for 2020 and 2025 Esri converted Census 2000 data into 2010 geography.
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Market Profile
White City Metro Township, UT Prepared by Esri
White City Metro Township, UT (4984050)
Geography: Place

White City me...
Top 3 Tapestry Segments
1. Parks and Rec (5C)
2. Home Improvement (4B)
3.
2020 Consumer Spending 

Apparel & Services:  Total $ $3,614,734
Average Spent $1,965.60
Spending Potential Index 92

Education:  Total $ $3,236,058
Average Spent $1,759.68
Spending Potential Index 98

Entertainment/Recreation:  Total $ $5,561,366
Average Spent $3,024.12
Spending Potential Index 93

Food at Home:  Total $ $8,950,110
Average Spent $4,866.84
Spending Potential Index 91

Food Away from Home:  Total $ $6,243,105
Average Spent $3,394.84
Spending Potential Index 90

Health Care:  Total $ $9,858,459
Average Spent $5,360.77
Spending Potential Index 93

HH Furnishings & Equipment:  Total $ $3,815,475
Average Spent $2,074.76
Spending Potential Index 95

Personal Care Products & Services: Total $ $1,560,930
Average Spent $848.79
Spending Potential Index 92

Shelter:  Total $ $33,642,177
Average Spent $18,293.73
Spending Potential Index 94

Support Payments/Cash Contributions/Gifts in Kind: Total $ $3,971,231
Average Spent $2,159.45
Spending Potential Index 92

Travel:  Total $ $4,297,250
Average Spent $2,336.73
Spending Potential Index 97

Vehicle Maintenance & Repairs: Total $ $1,948,865
Average Spent $1,059.74
Spending Potential Index 91

Data Note: Consumer spending shows the amount spent on a variety of goods and services by households that reside in the area.  Expenditures are shown by broad 
budget categories that are not mutually exclusive.  Consumer spending does not equal business revenue. Total and Average Amount Spent Per Household represent annual 
figures. The Spending Potential Index represents the amount spent in the area relative to a national average of 100.
Source: Consumer Spending data are derived from the 2017 and 2018 Consumer Expenditure Surveys, Bureau of Labor Statistics. Esri.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esri forecasts for 2020 and 2025 Esri converted Census 2000 data into 2010 geography.
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Retail Market Potential
White City Metro Township, UT Prepared by Esri
White City Metro Township, UT (4984050)
Geography: Place

Demographic Summary 2020 2025
Population 5,839 6,038
Population 18+ 4,308 4,489
Households 1,839 1,898
Median Household Income $67,209 $70,714

Expected Number of Percent of 
Product/Consumer Behavior  Adults or HHs Adults/HHs MPI
Apparel (Adults)

Bought any men's clothing in last 12 months 2,128 49.4% 102
Bought any women's clothing in last 12 months 2,000 46.4% 106
Bought clothing for child <13 years in last 6 months 1,161 26.9% 102
Bought any shoes in last 12 months 2,335 54.2% 103
Bought costume jewelry in last 12 months 692 16.1% 94
Bought any fine jewelry in last 12 months 819 19.0% 105
Bought a watch in last 12 months 619 14.4% 94

Automobiles (Households)
HH owns/leases any vehicle 1,633 88.8% 104
HH bought/leased new vehicle last 12 months 191 10.4% 110

Automotive Aftermarket (Adults)
Bought gasoline in last 6 months 3,808 88.4% 104
Bought/changed motor oil in last 12 months 2,023 47.0% 101
Had tune-up in last 12 months 1,090 25.3% 104

Beverages (Adults)
Drank bottled water/seltzer in last 6 months 3,230 75.0% 104
Drank regular cola in last 6 months 1,739 40.4% 93
Drank beer/ale in last 6 months 1,811 42.0% 102

Cameras (Adults)
Own digital point & shoot camera/camcorder 342 7.9% 94
Own digital SLR camera/camcorder 351 8.1% 107
Printed digital photos in last 12 months 1,094 25.4% 116

Cell Phones (Adults/Households)
Bought cell phone in last 12 months 1,487 34.5% 103
Have a smartphone 3,856 89.5% 103
Have a smartphone: Android phone (any brand) 1,936 44.9% 109
Have a smartphone: Apple iPhone 1,916 44.5% 99
Number of cell phones in household: 1 501 27.2% 90
Number of cell phones in household: 2 715 38.9% 101
Number of cell phones in household: 3+ 590 32.1% 111
HH has cell phone only (no landline telephone) 1,090 59.3% 98

Computers (Households)
HH owns a computer 1,453 79.0% 108
HH owns desktop computer 751 40.8% 116
HH owns laptop/notebook 1,121 61.0% 106
HH owns any Apple/Mac brand computer 344 18.7% 98
HH owns any PC/non-Apple brand computer 1,218 66.2% 109
HH purchased most recent computer in a store 692 37.6% 106
HH purchased most recent computer online 296 16.1% 114
HH spent $1-$499 on most recent home computer 285 15.5% 106
HH spent $500-$999 on most recent home computer 338 18.4% 115
HH spent $1,000-$1,499 on most recent home computer 165 9.0% 92
HH spent $1,500-$1,999 on most recent home computer 76 4.1% 93
HH spent $2,000+ on most recent home computer 80 4.4% 107

Data Note: An MPI (Market Potential Index) measures the relative likelihood of the adults or households in the specified trade area to exhibit certain consumer behavior 
or purchasing patterns compared to the U.S. An MPI of 100 represents the U.S. average.                                                                                                               
Source: These data are based upon national propensities to use various products and services, applied to local demographic composition. Usage data were collected by 
GfK MRI in a nationally representative survey of U.S. households. Esri forecasts for 2020 and 2025.
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Retail Market Potential
White City Metro Township, UT Prepared by Esri
White City Metro Township, UT (4984050)
Geography: Place

Expected Number of Percent of 
Product/Consumer Behavior  Adults or HHs Adults/HHs MPI
Convenience Stores (Adults)

Shopped at convenience store in last 6 months 2,888 67.0% 108
Bought brewed coffee at convenience store in last 30 days 625 14.5% 109
Bought cigarettes at convenience store in last 30 days 459 10.7% 102
Bought gas at convenience store in last 30 days 1,705 39.6% 106
Spent at convenience store in last 30 days: $1-19 371 8.6% 128
Spent at convenience store in last 30 days: $20-$39 393 9.1% 98
Spent at convenience store in last 30 days: $40-$50 380 8.8% 111
Spent at convenience store in last 30 days: $51-$99 228 5.3% 97
Spent at convenience store in last 30 days: $100+ 1,056 24.5% 108

Entertainment (Adults)
Attended a movie in last 6 months 2,614 60.7% 104
Went to live theater in last 12 months 528 12.3% 108
Went to a bar/night club in last 12 months 881 20.5% 121
Dined out in last 12 months 2,341 54.3% 107
Gambled at a casino in last 12 months 672 15.6% 114
Visited a theme park in last 12 months 859 19.9% 106
Viewed movie (video-on-demand) in last 30 days 911 21.1% 127
Viewed TV show (video-on-demand) in last 30 days 663 15.4% 132
Watched any pay-per-view TV in last 12 months 392 9.1% 103
Downloaded a movie over the Internet in last 30 days 513 11.9% 119
Downloaded any individual song in last 6 months 903 21.0% 111
Watched a movie online in the  last 30 days 1,441 33.4% 111
Watched a TV program online in last 30 days 1,035 24.0% 118
Played a video/electronic game (console) in last 12 months 522 12.1% 134
Played a video/electronic game (portable) in last 12 months 175 4.1% 95

Financial (Adults)
Have home mortgage (1st) 1,696 39.4% 128
Used ATM/cash machine in last 12 months 2,476 57.5% 110
Own any stock 243 5.6% 80
Own U.S. savings bond 224 5.2% 124
Own shares in mutual fund (stock) 295 6.8% 96
Own shares in mutual fund (bonds) 182 4.2% 89
Have interest checking account 1,273 29.5% 104
Have non-interest checking account 1,334 31.0% 107
Have savings account 2,712 63.0% 111
Have 401K retirement savings plan 844 19.6% 122
Own/used any credit/debit card in last 12 months 3,694 85.7% 107
Avg monthly credit card expenditures: $1-110 624 14.5% 128
Avg monthly credit card expenditures: $111-$225 390 9.1% 125
Avg monthly credit card expenditures: $226-$450 351 8.1% 118
Avg monthly credit card expenditures: $451-$700 264 6.1% 99
Avg monthly credit card expenditures: $701-$1,000 242 5.6% 96
Avg monthly credit card expenditures: $1,001+ 450 10.4% 85
Did banking online in last 12 months 1,836 42.6% 109
Did banking on mobile device in last 12 months 1,341 31.1% 110
Paid bills online in last 12 months 2,484 57.7% 113

Data Note: An MPI (Market Potential Index) measures the relative likelihood of the adults or households in the specified trade area to exhibit certain consumer behavior 
or purchasing patterns compared to the U.S. An MPI of 100 represents the U.S. average.                                                                                                               
Source: These data are based upon national propensities to use various products and services, applied to local demographic composition. Usage data were collected by 
GfK MRI in a nationally representative survey of U.S. households. Esri forecasts for 2020 and 2025.
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Retail Market Potential
White City Metro Township, UT Prepared by Esri
White City Metro Township, UT (4984050)
Geography: Place

Expected Number of Percent of 
Product/Consumer Behavior  Adults/HHs Adults/HHs MPI
Grocery (Adults)

HH used beef (fresh/frozen) in last 6 months 1,289 70.1% 103
HH used  bread in last 6 months 1,693 92.1% 99
HH used  chicken (fresh or frozen) in last 6 months 1,313 71.4% 105
HH used  turkey (fresh or frozen) in last 6 months 301 16.4% 109
HH used  fish/seafood (fresh or frozen) in last 6 months 1,064 57.9% 105
HH used  fresh fruit/vegetables in last 6 months 1,575 85.6% 102
HH used  fresh milk in last 6 months 1,551 84.3% 100
HH used  organic food in last 6 months 477 25.9% 107

Health (Adults)
Exercise at home 2+ times per week 1,305 30.3% 111
Exercise at club 2+ times per week 593 13.8% 97
Visited a doctor in last 12 months 3,421 79.4% 104
Used vitamin/dietary supplement in last 6 months 2,353 54.6% 102

Home (Households)
HH did any home improvement in last 12 months 615 33.4% 123
HH used any maid/professional cleaning service in last 12 months 248 13.5% 91
HH purchased low ticket HH furnishings in last 12 months 354 19.2% 111
HH purchased big ticket HH furnishings in last 12 months 464 25.2% 111
HH bought any small kitchen appliance in last 12 months 432 23.5% 104
HH bought any large kitchen appliance in last 12 months 272 14.8% 112

Insurance (Adults/Households)
Currently carry life insurance 2,068 48.0% 111
Carry medical/hospital/accident insurance 3,366 78.1% 105
Carry homeowner insurance 2,304 53.5% 115
Carry renter's insurance 393 9.1% 105
HH has auto insurance: 1 vehicle in household covered 572 31.1% 103
HH has auto insurance: 2 vehicles in household covered 562 30.6% 110
HH has auto insurance: 3+ vehicles in household covered 435 23.7% 105

Pets (Households)
Household owns any pet 1,121 61.0% 113
Household owns any cat 512 27.8% 122
Household owns any dog 814 44.3% 108

Psychographics (Adults)
Buying American is important to me 1,507 35.0% 95
Usually buy items on credit rather than wait 527 12.2% 91
Usually buy based on quality - not price 629 14.6% 80
Price is usually more important than brand name 1,229 28.5% 102
Usually use coupons for brands I buy often 770 17.9% 112
Am interested in how to help the environment 852 19.8% 100
Usually pay more for environ safe product 558 13.0% 88
Usually value green products over convenience 443 10.3% 90
Likely to buy a brand that supports a charity 1,464 34.0% 95

Reading (Adults)
Bought digital book in last 12 months 495 11.5% 88
Bought hardcover book in last 12 months 861 20.0% 100
Bought paperback book in last 12 month 1,274 29.6% 105
Read any daily newspaper (paper version) 719 16.7% 105
Read any digital newspaper in last 30 days 1,848 42.9% 104
Read any magazine (paper/electronic version) in last 6 months 4,074 94.6% 104

Data Note: An MPI (Market Potential Index) measures the relative likelihood of the adults or households in the specified trade area to exhibit certain consumer behavior 
or purchasing patterns compared to the U.S. An MPI of 100 represents the U.S. average.                                                                                                               
Source: These data are based upon national propensities to use various products and services, applied to local demographic composition. Usage data were collected by 
GfK MRI in a nationally representative survey of U.S. households. Esri forecasts for 2020 and 2025.
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Retail Market Potential
White City Metro Township, UT Prepared by Esri
White City Metro Township, UT (4984050)
Geography: Place

Expected Number of Percent of 
Product/Consumer Behavior  Adults or HHs Adults/HHs MPI
Restaurants (Adults)

Went to family restaurant/steak house in last 6 months 3,326 77.2% 105
Went to family restaurant/steak house: 4+ times a month 1,239 28.8% 110
Went to fast food/drive-in restaurant in last 6 months 3,914 90.9% 100
Went to fast food/drive-in restaurant 9+ times/month 1,715 39.8% 102
Fast food restaurant last 6 months: eat in 1,550 36.0% 100
Fast food restaurant last 6 months: home delivery 444 10.3% 122
Fast food restaurant last 6 months: take-out/drive-thru 2,041 47.4% 103
Fast food restaurant last 6 months: take-out/walk-in 982 22.8% 110

Television & Electronics (Adults/Households)
Own any tablet 2,405 55.8% 111
Own any e-reader 488 11.3% 117
Own e-reader/tablet: iPad 1,308 30.4% 103
HH has Internet connectable TV 652 35.5% 112
Own any portable MP3 player 758 17.6% 110
HH owns 1 TV 353 19.2% 90
HH owns 2 TVs 515 28.0% 106
HH owns 3 TVs 424 23.1% 109
HH owns 4+ TVs 327 17.8% 106
HH subscribes to cable TV 909 49.4% 119
HH subscribes to fiber optic 123 6.7% 104
HH owns portable GPS navigation device 459 25.0% 123
HH purchased video game system in last 12 months 183 10.0% 117
HH owns any Internet video device for TV 551 30.0% 108

Travel (Adults)
Took domestic trip in continental US last 12 months 2,392 55.5% 106
Took 3+ domestic non-business trips in last 12 months 564 13.1% 109
Spent on domestic vacations in last 12 months: $1-999 464 10.8% 100
Spent on domestic vacations in last 12 months: $1,000-$1,499 337 7.8% 125
Spent on domestic vacations in last 12 months: $1,500-$1,999 173 4.0% 104
Spent on domestic vacations in last 12 months: $2,000-$2,999 221 5.1% 116
Spent on domestic vacations in last 12 months: $3,000+ 252 5.8% 91
Domestic travel in last 12 months: used general travel website 223 5.2% 78
Took foreign trip (including Alaska and Hawaii) in last 3 years 1,181 27.4% 95
Took 3+ foreign trips by plane in last 3 years 161 3.7% 64
Spent on foreign vacations in last 12 months: $1-999 198 4.6% 92
Spent on foreign vacations in last 12 months: $1,000-$2,999 161 3.7% 86
Spent on foreign vacations in last 12 months: $3,000+ 251 5.8% 87
Foreign travel in last 3 years: used general travel website 244 5.7% 97
Nights spent in hotel/motel in last 12 months: any 2,053 47.7% 106
Took cruise of more than one day in last 3 years 409 9.5% 103
Member of any frequent flyer program 766 17.8% 96
Member of any hotel rewards program 856 19.9% 104

Data Note: An MPI (Market Potential Index) measures the relative likelihood of the adults or households in the specified trade area to exhibit certain consumer behavior 
or purchasing patterns compared to the U.S. An MPI of 100 represents the U.S. average.                                                                                                               
Source: These data are based upon national propensities to use various products and services, applied to local demographic composition. Usage data were collected by 
GfK MRI in a nationally representative survey of U.S. households. Esri forecasts for 2020 and 2025.
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Retail MarketPlace Profile
White City Metro Township, UT Prepared by Esri
White City Metro Township, UT (4984050)
Geography: Place

Summary Demographics
2020 Population 5,839
2020 Households 1,839
2020 Median Disposable Income $56,654
2020 Per Capita Income $26,598

NOTE: This database is in mature status. While the data are presented in current year geography, all supply- and demand-related estimates 
remain vintage 2017.

NAICS    Demand          Supply Retail Gap Leakage/Surplus     Number of
2017 Industry Summary    (Retail Potential)         (Retail Sales) Factor     Businesses

Total Retail Trade and Food & Drink 44-45,722 $61,623,063 $2,716,034 $58,907,029 91.6 5
Total Retail Trade 44-45 $55,576,078 $2,716,034 $52,860,044 90.7 5
Total Food & Drink 722 $6,046,985 $0 $6,046,985 100.0 0

NAICS    Demand          Supply Retail Gap Leakage/Surplus     Number of
2017 Industry Group    (Retail Potential)         (Retail Sales) Factor     Businesses

Motor Vehicle & Parts Dealers 441 $11,567,134 $1,804,525 $9,762,609 73.0 1
   Automobile Dealers 4411 $9,524,347 $0 $9,524,347 100.0 0
   Other Motor Vehicle Dealers 4412 $1,050,613 $1,804,525 -$753,912 -26.4 1
   Auto Parts, Accessories & Tire Stores 4413 $992,174 $0 $992,174 100.0 0
Furniture & Home Furnishings Stores 442 $1,734,699 $41,767 $1,692,932 95.3 1
   Furniture Stores 4421 $1,110,240 $0 $1,110,240 100.0 0
   Home Furnishings Stores 4422 $624,459 $41,767 $582,692 87.5 1
Electronics & Appliance Stores 443 $1,982,512 $639,736 $1,342,776 51.2 1
Bldg Materials, Garden Equip. & Supply Stores 444 $3,701,743 $28,722 $3,673,021 98.5 1
   Bldg Material & Supplies Dealers 4441 $3,436,298 $0 $3,436,298 100.0 0
   Lawn & Garden Equip & Supply Stores 4442 $265,445 $28,722 $236,723 80.5 1
Food & Beverage Stores 445 $9,260,916 $0 $9,260,916 100.0 0
   Grocery Stores 4451 $8,281,495 $0 $8,281,495 100.0 0
   Specialty Food Stores 4452 $614,037 $0 $614,037 100.0 0
   Beer, Wine & Liquor Stores 4453 $365,384 $0 $365,384 100.0 0
Health & Personal Care Stores 446,4461 $2,565,576 $0 $2,565,576 100.0 0
Gasoline Stations 447,4471 $6,033,948 $0 $6,033,948 100.0 0
Clothing & Clothing Accessories Stores 448 $2,783,266 $0 $2,783,266 100.0 0
   Clothing Stores 4481 $1,921,734 $0 $1,921,734 100.0 0
   Shoe Stores 4482 $304,520 $0 $304,520 100.0 0
   Jewelry, Luggage & Leather Goods Stores 4483 $557,012 $0 $557,012 100.0 0
Sporting Goods, Hobby, Book & Music Stores 451 $2,316,604 $0 $2,316,604 100.0 0
   Sporting Goods/Hobby/Musical Instr Stores 4511 $2,055,354 $0 $2,055,354 100.0 0
   Book, Periodical & Music Stores 4512 $261,250 $0 $261,250 100.0 0
General Merchandise Stores 452 $10,346,656 $0 $10,346,656 100.0 0
   Department Stores Excluding Leased Depts. 4521 $6,120,601 $0 $6,120,601 100.0 0
   Other General Merchandise Stores 4529 $4,226,055 $0 $4,226,055 100.0 0
Miscellaneous Store Retailers 453 $2,264,190 $0 $2,264,190 100.0 0
   Florists 4531 $91,608 $0 $91,608 100.0 0
   Office Supplies, Stationery & Gift Stores 4532 $489,019 $0 $489,019 100.0 0
   Used Merchandise Stores 4533 $278,211 $0 $278,211 100.0 0
   Other Miscellaneous Store Retailers 4539 $1,405,352 $0 $1,405,352 100.0 0
Nonstore Retailers 454 $1,018,834 $201,284 $817,550 67.0 1
   Electronic Shopping & Mail-Order Houses 4541 $883,292 $201,284 $682,008 62.9 1
   Vending Machine Operators 4542 $23,220 $0 $23,220 100.0 0
   Direct Selling Establishments 4543 $112,322 $0 $112,322 100.0 0
Food Services & Drinking Places 722 $6,046,985 $0 $6,046,985 100.0 0
   Special Food Services 7223 $113,862 $0 $113,862 100.0 0
   Drinking Places - Alcoholic Beverages 7224 $185,210 $0 $185,210 100.0 0
   Restaurants/Other Eating Places 7225 $5,747,913 $0 $5,747,913 100.0 0

Data Note: Supply (retail sales) estimates sales to consumers by establishments. Sales to businesses are excluded. Demand (retail potential) estimates the expected 
amount spent by consumers at retail establishments. Supply and demand estimates are in current dollars.  The Leakage/Surplus Factor presents a snapshot of retail 
opportunity. This is a measure of the relationship between supply and demand that ranges from +100 (total leakage) to -100 (total surplus). A positive value represents 
'leakage' of retail opportunity outside the trade area. A negative value represents a surplus of retail sales, a market where customers are drawn in from outside the trade 
area. The Retail Gap represents the difference between Retail Potential and Retail Sales. Esri uses the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) to classify 
businesses by their primary type of economic activity. Retail establishments are classified into 27 industry groups in the Retail Trade sector, as well as four industry groups 
within the Food Services & Drinking Establishments subsector. For more information on the Retail MarketPlace data, please click the link below to view the Methodology 
Statement.
http://www.esri.com/library/whitepapers/pdfs/esri-data-retail-marketplace.pdf
Source: Esri and Infogroup.  Esri 2020 Updated Demographics.  Esri 2017 Retail MarketPlace. ©2020 Esri. ©2017 Infogroup, Inc. All rights reserved.
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Retail MarketPlace Profile
White City Metro Township, UT Prepared by Esri
White City Metro Township, UT (4984050)
Geography: Place

2017 Leakage/Surplus Factor by Industry Subsector2017 Leakage/Surplus Factor by Industry Subsector

Food Services & Drinking Places   
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Retail MarketPlace Profile
White City CDP, UT Prepared by Esri
White City CDP, UT (4984050)
Geography: Place

Summary Demographics
2018 Population 5,835
2018 Households 1,810
2018 Median Disposable Income $54,199
2018 Per Capita Income $24,237

NAICS    Demand          Supply Retail Gap Leakage/Surplus     Number of
2017 Industry Summary    (Retail Potential)         (Retail Sales) Factor     Businesses

Total Retail Trade and Food & Drink 44-45,722 $61,623,063 $2,716,034 $58,907,029 91.6 5
Total Retail Trade 44-45 $55,576,078 $2,716,034 $52,860,044 90.7 5
Total Food & Drink 722 $6,046,985 $0 $6,046,985 100.0 0

NAICS    Demand          Supply Retail Gap Leakage/Surplus     Number of
2017 Industry Group    (Retail Potential)         (Retail Sales) Factor     Businesses

Motor Vehicle & Parts Dealers 441 $11,567,134 $1,804,525 $9,762,609 73.0 1
   Automobile Dealers 4411 $9,524,347 $0 $9,524,347 100.0 0
   Other Motor Vehicle Dealers 4412 $1,050,613 $1,804,525 -$753,912 -26.4 1
   Auto Parts, Accessories & Tire Stores 4413 $992,174 $0 $992,174 100.0 0
Furniture & Home Furnishings Stores 442 $1,734,699 $41,767 $1,692,932 95.3 1
   Furniture Stores 4421 $1,110,240 $0 $1,110,240 100.0 0
   Home Furnishings Stores 4422 $624,459 $41,767 $582,692 87.5 1
Electronics & Appliance Stores 443 $1,982,512 $639,736 $1,342,776 51.2 1
Bldg Materials, Garden Equip. & Supply Stores 444 $3,701,743 $28,722 $3,673,021 98.5 1
   Bldg Material & Supplies Dealers 4441 $3,436,298 $0 $3,436,298 100.0 0
   Lawn & Garden Equip & Supply Stores 4442 $265,445 $28,722 $236,723 80.5 1
Food & Beverage Stores 445 $9,260,916 $0 $9,260,916 100.0 0
   Grocery Stores 4451 $8,281,495 $0 $8,281,495 100.0 0
   Specialty Food Stores 4452 $614,037 $0 $614,037 100.0 0
   Beer, Wine & Liquor Stores 4453 $365,384 $0 $365,384 100.0 0
Health & Personal Care Stores 446,4461 $2,565,576 $0 $2,565,576 100.0 0
Gasoline Stations 447,4471 $6,033,948 $0 $6,033,948 100.0 0
Clothing & Clothing Accessories Stores 448 $2,783,266 $0 $2,783,266 100.0 0
   Clothing Stores 4481 $1,921,734 $0 $1,921,734 100.0 0
   Shoe Stores 4482 $304,520 $0 $304,520 100.0 0
   Jewelry, Luggage & Leather Goods Stores 4483 $557,012 $0 $557,012 100.0 0
Sporting Goods, Hobby, Book & Music Stores 451 $2,316,604 $0 $2,316,604 100.0 0
   Sporting Goods/Hobby/Musical Instr Stores 4511 $2,055,354 $0 $2,055,354 100.0 0
   Book, Periodical & Music Stores 4512 $261,250 $0 $261,250 100.0 0
General Merchandise Stores 452 $10,346,656 $0 $10,346,656 100.0 0
   Department Stores Excluding Leased Depts. 4521 $6,120,601 $0 $6,120,601 100.0 0
   Other General Merchandise Stores 4529 $4,226,055 $0 $4,226,055 100.0 0
Miscellaneous Store Retailers 453 $2,264,190 $0 $2,264,190 100.0 0
   Florists 4531 $91,608 $0 $91,608 100.0 0
   Office Supplies, Stationery & Gift Stores 4532 $489,019 $0 $489,019 100.0 0
   Used Merchandise Stores 4533 $278,211 $0 $278,211 100.0 0
   Other Miscellaneous Store Retailers 4539 $1,405,352 $0 $1,405,352 100.0 0
Nonstore Retailers 454 $1,018,834 $201,284 $817,550 67.0 1
   Electronic Shopping & Mail-Order Houses 4541 $883,292 $201,284 $682,008 62.9 1
   Vending Machine Operators 4542 $23,220 $0 $23,220 100.0 0
   Direct Selling Establishments 4543 $112,322 $0 $112,322 100.0 0
Food Services & Drinking Places 722 $6,046,985 $0 $6,046,985 100.0 0
   Special Food Services 7223 $113,862 $0 $113,862 100.0 0
   Drinking Places - Alcoholic Beverages 7224 $185,210 $0 $185,210 100.0 0
   Restaurants/Other Eating Places 7225 $5,747,913 $0 $5,747,913 100.0 0

Data Note: Supply (retail sales) estimates sales to consumers by establishments. Sales to businesses are excluded. Demand (retail potential) estimates the expected amount 
spent by consumers at retail establishments. Supply and demand estimates are in current dollars.  The Leakage/Surplus Factor presents a snapshot of retail opportunity. This 
is a measure of the relationship between supply and demand that ranges from +100 (total leakage) to -100 (total surplus). A positive value represents 'leakage' of retail 
opportunity outside the trade area. A negative value represents a surplus of retail sales, a market where customers are drawn in from outside the trade area. The Retail Gap 
represents the difference between Retail Potential and Retail Sales. Esri uses the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) to classify businesses by their 
primary type of economic activity. Retail establishments are classified into 27 industry groups in the Retail Trade sector, as well as four industry groups within the Food 
Services & Drinking Establishments subsector. For more information on the Retail MarketPlace data, please click the link below to view the Methodology Statement.
http://www.esri.com/library/whitepapers/pdfs/esri-data-retail-marketplace.pdf

Source: Esri and Infogroup.  Esri 2018 Updated Demographics.  Esri 2017 Retail MarketPlace. Copyright 2018 Esri. Copyright 2017 Infogroup, Inc. All rights reserved.
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Retail MarketPlace Profile
White City CDP, UT Prepared by Esri
White City CDP, UT (4984050)
Geography: Place

2017 Leakage/Surplus Factor by Industry Subsector2017 Leakage/Surplus Factor by Industry Subsector
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Electronics and Internet Market Potential
White City Metro Township, UT Prepared by Esri
White City Metro Township, UT (4984050)
Geography: Place

Demographic Summary 2020 2025
Population 5,839 6,038
Population 18+ 4,308 4,489
Households 1,839 1,898
Median Household Income $67,209 $70,714

Expected
Product/Consumer Behavior Number of Adults or HHs Percent MPI

Own any tablet 2,405 55.8% 111
Own any e-reader 488 11.3% 117
Own e-reader/tablet: iPad 1,308 30.4% 103
Own e-reader/tablet: Amazon Kindle 880 20.4% 127
Own any portable MP3 player 758 17.6% 110
Own portable MP3 player: Apple iPod 542 12.6% 106
Own wearable tech: Apple Watch 247 5.7% 102
Own wearable tech: Fitbit 476 11.0% 103
Own digital camcorder  425 9.9% 136
Own digital point & shoot camera/camcorder 342 7.9% 94
Own digital SLR camera/camcorder 351 8.1% 107
Own 35mm camera/camcorder 223 5.2% 97
Own telephoto/zoom lens 182 4.2% 105
Own wide-angle lens 167 3.9% 120
Own a selfie stick 238 5.5% 115
Printed digital photos in last 12 months 1,094 25.4% 116
Use a computer at work 2,074 48.1% 113
Use desktop computer at work 1,052 24.4% 111
Use laptop/notebook at work 944 21.9% 113
HH owns a computer 1,453 79.0% 108
HH purchased computer in last 12 months 206 11.2% 109
HH owns desktop computer 751 40.8% 116
HH owns laptop/notebook 1,121 61.0% 106
HH with child (under 18 yrs) using home computer 275 15.0% 122
HH owns any Apple/Mac brand computer 344 18.7% 98
HH owns any PC/non-Apple brand computer 1,218 66.2% 109

Data Note: An MPI (Market Potential Index) measures the relative likelihood of the adults or households in the specified trade area to exhibit certain consumer behavior or 
purchasing patterns compared to the U.S. An MPI of 100 represents the U.S. average.
Source: These data are based upon national propensities to use various products and services, applied to local demographic composition. Usage data were collected by 
GfK MRI in a nationally representative survey of U.S. households. Esri forecasts for 2020 and 2025.
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Electronics and Internet Market Potential
White City Metro Township, UT Prepared by Esri
White City Metro Township, UT (4984050)
Geography: Place

Expected
Product/Consumer Behavior Number of Adults or HHs Percent MPI

HH purchased most recent computer 1-2 years ago 326 17.7% 114
HH purchased most recent computer 3-4 years ago 294 16.0% 104
HH purchased most recent computer 5+ years ago 222 12.1% 104
HH purchased most recent computer in a store 692 37.6% 106
HH purchased most recent computer online 296 16.1% 114
HH spent $1-499 on most recent home computer   285 15.5% 106
HH spent $500-$999 on most recent home computer 338 18.4% 115
HH spent $1000-$1499 on most recent home computer 165 9.0% 92
HH spent $1500-$1999 on most recent home computer 76 4.1% 93
HH spent $2000+ on most recent home computer 80 4.4% 107
HH owns webcam 308 16.7% 104
HH owns wireless router 530 28.8% 116
HH owns all-in-one printer (print copy scan) 744 40.5% 105
HH owns software: accounting 90 4.9% 94
HH owns software: communications/fax 90 4.9% 117
HH owns software: database/filing 82 4.5% 92
HH owns software: desktop publishing 122 6.6% 104
HH owns software: education/training 176 9.6% 117
HH owns software: entertainment/games 328 17.8% 113
HH owns software: personal finance/tax prep 220 12.0% 106
HH owns software: presentation graphics 88 4.8% 89
HH owns software: multimedia 230 12.5% 121
HH owns software: networking 219 11.9% 119
HH owns software: online meeting/conference 69 3.8% 97
HH owns software: online/remote backup 78 4.2% 102
HH owns software: security/anti-virus 389 21.2% 111
HH owns software: spreadsheet 403 21.9% 105
HH owns software: utility 95 5.2% 123
HH owns software: word processing 562 30.6% 113
HH owns CD player 245 13.3% 105

Data Note: An MPI (Market Potential Index) measures the relative likelihood of the adults or households in the specified trade area to exhibit certain consumer behavior or 
purchasing patterns compared to the U.S. An MPI of 100 represents the U.S. average.
Source: These data are based upon national propensities to use various products and services, applied to local demographic composition. Usage data were collected by 
GfK MRI in a nationally representative survey of U.S. households. Esri forecasts for 2020 and 2025.
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Electronics and Internet Market Potential
White City Metro Township, UT Prepared by Esri
White City Metro Township, UT (4984050)
Geography: Place

Expected
Product/Consumer Behavior Number of Adults or HHs Percent MPI

HH owns portable GPS device 459 25.0% 123
HH owns headphones (ear buds) 797 43.3% 106
HH owns noise reduction headphones 231 12.6% 115
HH owns Bluetooth/wireless headphones 372 20.2% 107
HH owns home theater/entertainment system 194 10.5% 125
HH owns 1 TV 353 19.2% 90
HH owns 2 TVs 515 28.0% 106
HH owns 3 TVs 424 23.1% 109
HH owns 4+ TVs 327 17.8% 106
HH owns LCD TV 479 26.0% 112
HH owns LED TV 702 38.2% 108
HH owns plasma TV 247 13.4% 112
HH has 3D TV 103 5.6% 118
HH has HDTV 840 45.7% 106
HH has 4K Ultra HDTV 254 13.8% 115
HH has Internet connectable TV 652 35.5% 112
HH owns small screen TV (<27 in) 252 13.7% 101
HH owns medium screen TV (27-35 in) 616 33.5% 110
HH owns large screen TV (36-42 in) 643 35.0% 109
HH owns XLarge screen TV (43-54 in) 562 30.6% 111
HH owns XXL screen TV (55 in+) 508 27.6% 105
HH most recent TV purch: small screen (<27 in) 109 5.9% 107
HH most recent TV purch: medium screen (27-35 in) 284 15.4% 99
HH most recent TV purch: large screen (36-42 in) 369 20.1% 109
HH most recent TV purch: Xlarge screen (43-54 in) 342 18.6% 106
HH most recent TV purch: XXL screen (55 in+) 414 22.5% 104
HH owns any internet video device for TV 551 30.0% 108
HH owns internet device for TV - Amazon Fire 221 12.0% 106
HH owns internet device for TV - Apple TV 130 7.1% 118
HH owns internet device for TV - Google Chromecast 125 6.8% 124
HH owns internet device for TV - Roku 227 12.3% 105
HH purchased video game system in last 12 months 183 10.0% 117
HH owns video game system: handheld 236 12.8% 127
HH owns video game system: attached to TV/computer 854 46.4% 114
HH owns video game system: Nintendo DS/Lite DSI/XL 114 6.2% 138
HH owns video game system: Nintendo 3DS 74 4.0% 128
HH owns video game system: Nintendo Switch 74 4.0% 101
HH owns video game system: Nintendo Wii 268 14.6% 121
HH owns video game system: Nintendo Wii U 71 3.9% 118
HH owns video game system: PlayStation 2 (PS2) 132 7.2% 136
HH owns video game system: PlayStation 3 (PS3) 175 9.5% 109
HH owns video game system: PlayStation 4 (PS4) 317 17.2% 117
HH owns video game system: Xbox 360 279 15.2% 116
HH owns video game system: Xbox One 307 16.7% 130
HH purchased 5+ video games in last 12 months 118 6.4% 121
HH spent $101+ on video games in last 12 months 161 8.8% 118
Have access to Internet at home 4,061 94.3% 105
Connect to Internet at home via broadband/high speed 4,007 93.0% 105
Connection to Internet at home: via cable modem 2,440 56.6% 122
Connection to Internet at home: via DSL 367 8.5% 86
Connection to Internet at home: via fiber optic 664 15.4% 101
Connect to Internet at home via satellite 114 2.6% 67
Spend 10+ hrs online (excl email/IM time) daily 280 6.5% 98
Spend 5-9.9 hrs online (excl email/IM time) daily 786 18.2% 113
Spend 2-4.9 hrs online (excl email/IM time) daily 1,177 27.3% 108
Spend 1-1.9 hrs online (excl email/IM time) daily 788 18.3% 102
Spend 0.5-0.9 hrs online (excl email/IM time) daily 457 10.6% 101
Spend <0.5 hrs online (excl email/IM time) daily 257 6.0% 91
Used Internet in last 30 days 3,927 91.2% 104

Data Note: An MPI (Market Potential Index) measures the relative likelihood of the adults or households in the specified trade area to exhibit certain consumer behavior or 
purchasing patterns compared to the U.S. An MPI of 100 represents the U.S. average.
Source: These data are based upon national propensities to use various products and services, applied to local demographic composition. Usage data were collected by 
GfK MRI in a nationally representative survey of U.S. households. Esri forecasts for 2020 and 2025.
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Electronics and Internet Market Potential
White City Metro Township, UT Prepared by Esri
White City Metro Township, UT (4984050)
Geography: Place

Expected
Product/Consumer Behavior Number of Adults or HHs Percent MPI

Used Internet/30 days: at home 3,728 86.5% 103
Used Internet/30 days: at work 2,247 52.2% 114
Used Internet/30 days: at school/library 667 15.5% 113
Used Internet/30 days: not hm/work/school/library 1,959 45.5% 116
Accessed Internet in last 30 days using computer 3,162 73.4% 108
Accessed Internet in last 30 days using cell phone 3,567 82.8% 104
Accessed Internet in last 30 days using tablet 1,595 37.0% 111
Accessed Internet in last 30 days w gaming console 499 11.6% 123
Accessed Internet in last 30 days using television 1,112 25.8% 128
Used tablet last 30 days for video call 268 6.2% 132
Internet last 30 days: used email 3,479 80.8% 108
Internet last 30 days: used IM 3,145 73.0% 106
Internet last 30 days: made personal purchase 2,538 58.9% 109
Internet last 30 days: made business purchase 699 16.2% 116
Internet last 30 days: paid bills online 2,610 60.6% 109
Internet last 30 days: took online class 444 10.3% 114
Internet last 30 days: looked for employment 709 16.5% 106
Internet last 30 days: traded/tracked Investments 636 14.8% 110
Internet last 30 days: made travel plans 1,019 23.7% 99
Internet last 30 days: obtained auto info 610 14.2% 111
Internet last 30 days: obtained financial info 1,588 36.9% 118
Internet last 30 days: obtained medical info 1,518 35.2% 114
Internet last 30 days: checked movie listing/times 1,127 26.2% 114
Internet last 30 days: obtained latest news 2,175 50.5% 108
Internet last 30 days: obtained parenting info 360 8.4% 125
Internet last 30 days: obtained real estate info 825 19.2% 120
Internet last 30 days: obtained sports news/info 1,372 31.8% 103
Internet last 30 days: visited online blog 591 13.7% 106
Internet last 30 days: wrote online blog 78 1.8% 97
Internet last 30 days: used online dating website 100 2.3% 82
Internet last 30 days: used video chat 1,218 28.3% 112
Internet last 30 days: visited a chat room 211 4.9% 99
Internet last 30 days: played games online 1,610 37.4% 117
Internet last 30 days: sent greeting card 196 4.5% 96
Internet last 30 days: made phone call 1,557 36.1% 104
Internet last 30 days: shared photos via website 1,654 38.4% 110
Internet last 30 days: looked for recipes 1,937 45.0% 111
Internet last 30 days: added video to website 361 8.4% 98
Internet last 30 days: downloaded a movie 513 11.9% 119
Internet last 30 days: downloaded music 873 20.3% 110
Internet last 30 days: downloaded TV program 254 5.9% 118
Internet last 30 days: downloaded a video game 648 15.0% 119
Internet last 30 days: watched movie online 1,441 33.4% 111
Internet last 30 days: watched TV program online 1,035 24.0% 118
Used online gaming srv/30 days: PlayStation Network 264 6.1% 94
Used online gaming srv/30 days: Xbox Live 334 7.8% 128
Played Massive Multi-Player Online game/30 days 238 5.5% 120
Used Spanish language website/app last 30 days 197 4.6% 108
Social Media last 30 days: facebook.com 2,955 68.6% 106
Social media last 30 days: instagram.com 1,448 33.6% 105
Social Media last 30 days: linkedin.com 563 13.1% 99
Social Media last 30 days: shutterfly.com 158 3.7% 122
Social Media last 30 days: snapchat.com 978 22.7% 104
Social Media last 30 days: tumblr.com 168 3.9% 108
Social Media last 30 days: twitter.com 625 14.5% 101
Social Media last 30 days: yelp.com 227 5.3% 72
Social Media last 30 days: youtube.com 2,241 52.0% 100
Social Media last 30 days: pinterest.com 992 23.0% 110

Data Note: An MPI (Market Potential Index) measures the relative likelihood of the adults or households in the specified trade area to exhibit certain consumer behavior or 
purchasing patterns compared to the U.S. An MPI of 100 represents the U.S. average.
Source: These data are based upon national propensities to use various products and services, applied to local demographic composition. Usage data were collected by 
GfK MRI in a nationally representative survey of U.S. households. Esri forecasts for 2020 and 2025.
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Electronics and Internet Market Potential
White City Metro Township, UT Prepared by Esri
White City Metro Township, UT (4984050)
Geography: Place

Expected
Product/Consumer Behavior Number of Adults or HHs Percent MPI

Social network: updated status in last 30 days 1,372 31.8% 114
Social network: updated profile in last 30 days 1,009 23.4% 106
Social network: posted picture in last 30 days 2,108 48.9% 107
Social network: posted video in last 30 days 973 22.6% 108
Social network: posted link in last 30 days 705 16.4% 118
Social network: saw friend`s page in last 30 days 2,281 52.9% 108
Social network: commented on post in last 30 days 2,191 50.9% 110
Social network: posted a blog in last 30 days 131 3.0% 101
Social network: rated a product in last 30 days 459 10.7% 111
Social network: sent email message in last 30 days 2,326 54.0% 108
Social network: sent IM in last 30 days 942 21.9% 112
Social network: played a game in last 30 days 927 21.5% 105
Social network: invited to event in last 30 days 452 10.5% 107
Social network: liked something in last 30 days 1,988 46.1% 113
Social network: followed something in last 30 days 1,140 26.5% 109
Social network: clicked on an ad in last 30 days 903 21.0% 119
Social network: watched video in last 30 days 2,467 57.3% 108
Social network: posted location in last 30 days 529 12.3% 108
Social network: sent real or virtual gift/30 days 94 2.2% 92
Social network: used to keep in touch w/ friends 1,961 45.5% 107
Social network: used to reconnect w/ old friends 684 15.9% 104
Social network: used to meet new friends 343 8.0% 97
Social network: used to follow friends activities 932 21.6% 101
Social network: used to find out about new prod. 397 9.2% 101
Social network: used to review prod. or service 238 5.5% 85
Social network: used for professional contacts 344 8.0% 94
Social network: used to find mutual interests 277 6.4% 90
Social network: used to track current events 710 16.5% 103
Social network: used to find info on TV or movie 349 8.1% 86
Social network: used to find local information 492 11.4% 92
Social network: used for gaming 388 9.0% 107
Social network: used to support favorite brands 296 6.9% 115
Social network: used to get coupons or discounts 364 8.4% 111
Social network: used to gain access to VIP events 180 4.2% 88
Used website/search engine/30 days: bing.com 413 9.6% 100
Used website/search engine/30 days: google.com 3,748 87.0% 106
Used website/search engine/30 days: yahoo.com 936 21.7% 108
Used entertainment website/app last 30 days: BuzzFeed 371 8.6% 108
Used entertainment website/app last 30 days: Fandango 339 7.9% 123
Used news website/app last 30 days: abcnews.com 422 9.8% 127
Used news website/app last 30 days: bbc.com 276 6.4% 97
Used news website/app last 30 days: cbsnews.com 256 5.9% 99
Used news website/app last 30 days: cnn.com 831 19.3% 115
Used news website/app last 30 days: foxnews.com 665 15.4% 108
Used news website/app last 30 days: huffpost.com 416 9.7% 109
Used news website/app last 30 days: nbcnews.com 280 6.5% 115
Used news website/app last 30 days: yahoonews.com 358 8.3% 106
Used sports website/app last 30 days: ESPN 840 19.5% 102
Used sports website/app last 30 days: FoxSports 342 7.9% 109
Used sports website/app last 30 days: NBA.com 237 5.5% 99
Used sports website/app last 30 days: NFL.com 393 9.1% 109
Used website/app last 30 days: PBS 234 5.4% 123

Data Note: An MPI (Market Potential Index) measures the relative likelihood of the adults or households in the specified trade area to exhibit certain consumer behavior or 
purchasing patterns compared to the U.S. An MPI of 100 represents the U.S. average.
Source: These data are based upon national propensities to use various products and services, applied to local demographic composition. Usage data were collected by 
GfK MRI in a nationally representative survey of U.S. households. Esri forecasts for 2020 and 2025.
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White City General Plan Community Engagement Record 
 
Public Engagement Opportunities 

In-Person Meetings and Events: 
• 17 January 2019 (General Plan Kick-off Event) 
• 26 March 2019 (GPSC) 
• 23 April 2019 (GPSC) 
• 24 April 2019 (Community-wide Workshop) 
• 28 May 2019 (GPSC) 
• 25 June 2019 (GPSC) 
• 23 July 2019 (GPSC) 
• 28 September 2019 (Moderate Income Housing Open House) 
• 22 October 2019 (GPSC) 
• 22 October 2019 (PC - Recommendation of MIH) 
• 14 November 2019 (MTC - Adoption of MIH Plan) 
• 26 November 2019 (GPSC) 
• 17 December 2019 (GPSC) 
• 28 January 2020 (GPSC) 
• 30 January 2020 (Transportation Values Workshop) 
• 25 February 2020 (GPSC) 
• 15 July 2021 (Draft General Plan Open House) 
• 23 September 2021 (Public Hearing on General Plan) 

Virtual Meetings and Events: 
• 31 March 2020 (Transportation Workshop CANCELLED due to COVID) 
• 28 April 2020 (GPSC) 
• 07 May 2020 (MTC Update) 
• 26 May 2020 (GPSC) 
• 04 June 2020 (MTC Update) 
• 23 June 2020 (GPSC) 
• 02 July 2020 (MTC Update) 
• 28 July 2020 (GPSC) 
• 25 August 2020 (GPSC) (PC - Transportation chapter review) 
• 3 September 2020 (MTC Update) 
• 22 September 2020 (GPSC) 
• 15 October 2020 (MTC Update) 
• 27 October 2020 (GPSC) 
• 05 November 2020 (MTC Update) 
• 03 December 2020 (MTC Update) 
• 15 December 2020 (GPSC) 
• 05 January 2021 (GPSC) 
• 26 January 2021 (GPSC) 
• 09 February 2021 (GPSC) 
• 23 February 2021 (GPSC) 
• 09 March 2021 (GPSC) 
• 23 March 2021 (GPSC) 
• 13 April 2021 (GPSC) 

 



Surveys: 
• MSD-Wide Land Use and Transportation Priorities Survey (70 responses from White City, 

results included in General Plan) 
• White City Character Areas (53 responses) 
• White City Area Needs and Land Priorities (74 responses) 
• The community also had the opportunity to provide feedback on drafted elements through 

online comment boxes posted at https://bit.ly/lrp-wc. (14 comments were received this way)  
 

In Total 
 
5 Workshops and Open Houses 

25 General Plan Steering Committee Meetings 

3 Surveys 
 

*Reports from various engagement opportunities follow this record. For more information, visit the Utah 
Public Notice Website, or contact the Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District. 

https://bit.ly/lrp-wc
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Planning and Development Services

Planning and Development Services serves the Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District 
(MSD) and the unincorporated area of Salt Lake County. Planning and Development is a 
multi-disciplinary agency specializing in community planning, graphic information systems, 
emergency management, and economic development.

Planning and Development is committed to providing creative solutions that ensure compatibility 
between the existing, new, built, and the natural environments.  

White City

White City is in the southeast quadrant of Salt Lake County, and one of five metro townships 
in Salt Lake County. The White City Metro Township was created by its constituents, who in 
November of 2015 elected to become a local government. The White City Metro Township 
took effect January 2016. 

Public Outreach 

Community engagement is a vital part of the General Plan process, and key to a successful 
project. The civic engagement process includes input from community groups, residents, a 
steering committee, the Planning Commission and elected officials.

The public outreach effort launched for this update thus far includes a public meeting announcing 
the General Plan, a community-wide workshop held on Thursday, January 17, 2018 and the 
Eastmont Middle School, and monthly setting committee meetings.  

White City Steering Committee

The Steering Committee is comprised of members representing a cross-section of the 
community including planning commissioners, the school superintendent, long-time residents 
and families who recently elected to call White City home. 

The goals of the Steering Committee are to:
• Seek agreement on key issues;
• Help craft common vision for the future of White City;
• Provide guidance on action need to achieve that vision; and
• Affirm public input.

White City General Plan Update 2020-2025 2



White City General Plan Update 2020-2025

The General Plan
White City’s General Plan Update is a living document shaped by its leadership, staff and 
citizens. It is a policy guide for making decisions about White City’s future and establishes 
policy for the continued success of White City.

The General Plan is a long-range land use plan that influences the physical development of 
White City. The goals and policies within the General Plan are designed to maintain White City 
as healthy, equitable and resilient  Metro Township.

White City’s General Plan is the first plan created since becoming a Metro Township in January 
2107. The General Plan is required by the Land Use Development, and Management Act 
(LUDMA) Title 10, chapter 9a of the Utah Code, which authorizes and governs land use and 
zoning regulations and establishes mandatory requirements that local governments must 
follow. 

In meeting these standards, this plan update enables White City to be a local government that 
is engaged in determining its future. 

The General Plan starts with an Assessment which evaluates where White City is today, and 
how it intends to shape its future. The purpose of the Assessment is to present a factual 
foundation upon which the rest of the General Plan is built. Preparation of the Assessment 
is largely a staff function of collecting and analyzing data and information and presenting the 
results in a concise, easily understood format for consideration by the public and decision 
makers involved in the development of the General Plan. 
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Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats 
(SWOT)

Community members participated 
in a kick-off community wide 
workshop held for the General 
Plan Update on Thursday, January 
17, 2019 at the Eastmont Middle 
School. 

Needs and Opportunities were 
identified through a facilitated 
discussion of the Strengths, 
Weaknesses, Opportunities and 
Threats (SWOT).

White City General Plan Update 2020-2025 4
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Strengths
• Minimal Commercial Development
• Township 
• Already Developed
• Horse Property
• Families – Few Rentals
• Low Traffic Flow
• Dimple Dell
• Quiet
• Unity
• Close to Trax and Freeway
• Close to Hospital and Stores
• Friends
• Bear Park
• Safety
• Community
• Pride in their yards
• Walking
• Privacy
• Pool
• Long-term residents
• Single Family Homes
• New Schools
• Less Regulations
• Tasty water
• Low crime
• Size of houses – same

• No HOA’s
• Good size lots - .25 acre and bigger
• Homes affordable
• Annual Southeast Township Days
• Affordable Housing
• Location
• No Commercial Development
• Dimple Dell outdoor space/trails
• Close to Mountains
• Close to stores, schools, and hospital
• Quiet
• Low Crime
• Freeway access close
• Schools – Kids can walk
• Good water supply has meant better   
 insurance rates
• Neighbors
• Sense of community
• Pride in living here
• Agriculture Zoning (more diverse)
• White City Well Water
• White Tower Swimming Pool
• Sewer Insurance Coverage (SSID)

5



White City General Plan Update 2020-2025

Weaknesses
• Newly independent organization of   
 community – not understanding metro  
 township government
• Infrastructure
• New Government
• No means to attract businesses/families
• Old homes
• Fully developed
• Police presence
• Governmental Transparency
• No speed bumps
• People cutting corners
• Speeding
• Crime in Dimple Dell Park
• Homelessness in Dimple Dell Park
• Vacant homes
• We need to take better care of our homes  
 and properties
• Help older people with their yards

• Walkability
• Surrounded by Sandy City
• No/Any Commercial tax base
• Not enough street lights
• Public Transit/Alternative
• No Public Park – South Side
• Vandalism
• Curb/Gutter/Sidewalk – Maintenance/ 
 Repair
• Internet Service/Fiber Optic
• Lack of enforcing ordinances (knowledge  
 of)
• Hard to get zoning variances
• Afraid of losing our homes and property
• Lack of police visibility
• Value of property – fear of decrease or  
 fear of skyrocketing
• Lack of community engagement

Opportunities
• Nice Environment to raise families
• Crime free
• Opportunities to clean up Dimple Dell
• Walkable Community – Safe
• Walking Path
• Better crosswalks
• Street lights
• Homes, not high-density apartments
• Beautification programs
• Code Enforcement 
• Beautification rules for landlords
• Public transit
• Canal trail
• Modernization of infrastructure
• Home businesses
• Multiple Generations (family)
• Improve Road safety (Sego Lily and Galena

•  Speed bumps
• Preserve single family residence feel
•  Keeps value and sense of community
•  Limit high density
• More community events in addition to  
 South east Township Days
• Identify White City entrances
• Survey Community for input
• Incentives for saving water (grass reduction)
• Neighborhood crime watch
• Better access to council decisions/visibility
• Website 
• Community events
• Education (home/yard care)
• Safety plan in place
• Encourage beautification
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Threats
• High density housing
• Old Infrastructure
•  Roads
•  Power/utilities
•  Sidewalks
• Encroachment
• Established boundary changes
• Not enforcing laws – parking on streets  
 (code)
• Widening Sego Lily brings more traffic
• Water Rights – Keeping White City  
 water  local control (not for sale)
• Crime
• Insufficient animal control
• More Commercial
• Absentee Landlords – not maintained  
 houses/yards (code enforcement)
• Overgrowth of yards
• Gully fires
• School – classroom capacity -- higher  
 population

• No commercial tax revenue
• Annexation/Eminent domain
• Property values
• Rezoning - High Density
• On street parking (multiple families in  
 one house)
• Land theft by big businesses
• Lack of code enforcement
• Street lighting
• Tagging – Gangs
• Increase of taxes for services
• Lack of police presence
• Cars – exhaust (idling)
• Unable to snow plow our streets with  
 parked cars
• Commercial brings crime
• Fear of updates/change
• Sandy City
• Redevelopment (forced – Losing homes

White City General Plan Update 2020-2025 7



Achieve

White City General Plan Update 2020-2025 8

In order to collectively steer the process, a 2x2 matrix was constructed to examine the Yes and 
No answers to two questions:
 1. Do we have it?
 2. Do we want it?

The interplay of Yes and No answers to these questions define four basic categories, Achieve, 
Preserve, Avoid or Eliminate.

• Bring back annexed businesses
• Trail Bridge
• More street lights – special district
• Sidewalks walkable
• More Information
• Make canal a walking trail
• Keep Dimple Dell Wild
• Single Family Dwellings 8000 square   
 feet
• Code Enforcement (yard and junk)
• Walkability
• Website
• Special District
• Brighter colors on fliers with a lot more  
 information
• Effective communication
• Percentage of taxes spent in Sandy
• Back taxes from Sandy to White City
• Home based businesses 
• Disaster Management Plan
• More parks and recreation –    
 community  activities
• Volunteer beautification projects
• Stop signs on major roads
• Allow blue garbage bags in blue recycling

• More frequent dumpster (Spring and  
 Fall)
• Flashing lights on Sego Lily, Eastmont  
 Crosswalk and Galena
• Speed enforcement, and Carnation  
 speed enforcement
• Public transportation
• Dimple Dell operation
• Reasonable rental/temporary rental  
 policy
• Internet choice
• Playground
• Speed bumps
• Bike lanes
• Commercial property
• Street management – winter service
• Police presence
• Infrastructure
• Underground power
• Northside swimming pool
• Preserve agricultural area
• Better neighborhood cleanup



Avoid
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Preserve

• The feeling of the neighborhood
• All current homes and schools
• All families
• The neighborhood in a whole
• Single-family dwellings
• Low traffic
• Preserve views
• Protect water wells
• Small town feel
• New and low construction
• Existing architecture
• 25 mph on Sego Lily
• No change in state law township
• Gated community
• Open spaces and parks
• Horse property

• Township days
• Neighborhood clean-up
• Minimal property tax
• Independence from Sandy
• WCWID and rates (minimal)
• Preserve gully
• Agricultural
• Bear park
• Swimming Pool
• Lack of business
• Minimal regulations
• Schools

• New Multi-family homes
• Retail Space
• Apartments/Condo’s
• Over populations
• High crime
• Moving families out
• Air B&B
• Imminent Domain
• Existing Single-family dwellings   
 onverted to three units
• Four units per lot
• On-street Parking
• Gravel driveways
• High density housing
• Big commercial development
• Homeless

• Contention
• Close-mindedness
• Obstruction of Mountain View
• Limit vehicle clutter (Especially   
 inoperable)
• Vehicle Code violations
• Dilapidated housing
• Attached Units
   o Two unites – same structure
   o Number of people per unit
   o Number of units per lot
• Rentals
• Flipping
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Eliminate

• The county changing anything
• On-street parking
   o Long Term
   o Delivery Service
• Blight
• Weeds
• Gravel and dirt driveways
• Unregistered vehicles
   o Vehicles at parks

• Overhead power lines
• Drugs and drug dealing
• Devalue property action
• Graffiti
• Fire hazards and response 
• Speeding (especially on major roads 



 Analyzing the Internal Environment

A critical component in the planning process is also documenting what White City knows about
itself, analyzing the internal environment. An internal analysis is an exploration of the 
organization. Analyzing the internal environment enables White City to determine what it can 
do by identifying resources, capabilities, and core competencies.

The information derived from the external analysis feeds into the Opportunities and Threats 
segments of the SWOT analysis. The information derived from the internal analysis drives the 
Strengths and Weaknesses components of the SWOT. Citizen input helped determine White 
City’s needs and opportunities as part of the General Plan planning process. The results are 
incorporated into the body of the plan.

White City General Plan Update 2020-2025 11

 Analyzing the External Environment
Once the four categories are identified, the analyses of the external environment including 
social change, new technologies, political environments was examined to determine how, if at 
all, might affect White City. A chart for analyzing the external environment is the PEST chart, 
an acronym for Political, Economic, Social and Technologies analysis that encompass the 
process.
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1

Land Character Survey Results
Q1: Please describe the “character” of White City.

• Neighborhood/bedroom community (23)

• Quiet and peaceful (9)

• Unkempt and worn (8)

• Strong community (7)

• Access to amenities (5)

• Mix of young and old (4)

Q2: Please describe places/features of White City that you like, 
and think should be preserved.
• Parks, trails, and walking paths (24)
• Average, homey residences (20)
• White Towers Swimming Pool (7)
• Churches and schools (2)
• Others: Farmhouse at 10470 S Columbine Circle, Water company, access, 

low traffic

12
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Q3: Please describe places/features that you like, and that are a 
good model for future development in White City.

• Parks, trails, and paths (24)
• Not big development (9)
• Places with walkability and sidewalks (7)
• Small‐scaled mixed‐use areas, such as Sugarhouse (6)
• Residential neighborhoods (5)
• Streetlights (4)
• Churches and schools (2)
• Others: Update the WC website

Q4: Please describe places/features that you dislike, which even if 
they can't be remedied, at least should be repeated with future 
development in White City.

• Disrepair (19)
• Insufficient sidewalks (11) 
• Infrastructure maintenance needs (8)
• Insufficient streetlights (7)
• Safety (6)
• Others: noisy areas, privacy fencing, speeding

14
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Q5: For a small‐scale 
mixed‐use area 
(residential and small 
business), what kind of 
building design do you 
prefer?

7
13.7%

29
56.9%

15
29.4%

N=51

Q6: Building frontage. What 
type of building relationships 
to streets or spaces are 
desirable for mixed‐use areas 
in White City?

N=71 (18 skipped)

16
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Q7: Which parking locations 
are desirable for mixed‐use 
buildings in White City?

N=91 (8 skipped)

Q8: Select the 
mixed‐use building 
designs that fit the 
character of White 
City.

N=102 (16 skipped)

18
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Q9: What 
landscaping or 
public spaces are 
desirable for White 
City mixed‐use 
developments?

N=153 (14 skipped)

Q10: In the future, 
where do you think 
it would be most 
appropriate to allow 
mixed‐use areas in 
White City?

N=77

20

21
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WHITE CITY METRO TOWNSHIP 
 
 
RESOLUTION NO.: 20-03-02     DATE: March 5, 2020 
 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE WHITE CITY METRO TOWNSHIP COUNCIL 
APPROVING BYLAWS FOR THE WHITE CITY GENERAL PLAN 
STEERING COMMISSION  
 
 

RECITALS 
 

A. The White City Metro Township (“White City”) is a municipality pursuant to Utah 
Code Annotated (“UCA”) §§ 10-2a-401 et seq. 
 

B. The White City Metro Township Council (the “Council”) is the municipal legislative 
body for Magna pursuant to UCA § 10-3b-501. 

 
C. White City created the White City General Plan Steering Committee (the "Steering 

Committee" or "Committee") to develop a draft a White City General Plan with 
assistance of staff, pursuant to Utah Code §§ 10-9a-401 et al for consideration and 
recommendation to the White City Planning Commission (the “Planning 
Commission” or “Commission”) and, if so recommended by the Commission, 
approval by the Council.  

 
D. The Council is empowered to establish rules of order and procedure for the 

Committee and to set forth other criteria such as membership, appointments etc.   
 
E. It is in White City and its residents best interests for the Council to adopt bylaws for 

the Committee. 
 
 

RESOLUTION 
 
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Council hereby approves the attached Bylaws 

for the Steering Committee, marked as Attachment "A," true and correct copies of which 

shall be provided to the Planning Commission and Steering Committee.  
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 APPROVED AND ADOPTED in the White City Metro Township, Salt Lake County, 

Utah this 5th day of March, 2020. 

BY: ________________________________ 
       Paulina Flint, Mayor 

ATTEST 

______________________________ 
Sherrie Swensen 
Salt Lake County Clerk 
Metro Township Clerk/Recorder 

VOTING 

Council Member Dickerson voting ___________ 

Council Member Flint voting   ____________ 

Council Member Little voting  ____________ 

Council Member Perry voting ____________ 

Council Member Price voting  ____________ 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

________________________________ 
Paul H. Ashton 
Metro Township Attorney 
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Attachment 
“A” 

 
 
 
 



 

 

Bylaws 
White City General Plan Steering Committee 

 
SECTION I – NAME 

  
 The name of the Committee shall be the “White City General Plan Steering Committee.” 
Also may be referred to as the “Committee” in this document.  
 

SECTION II – PURPOSE 
 

 The purpose of the committee is to develop a draft White City General Plan with assistance of 
White City planning staff, pursuant to Utah Code §§ 10-9a-401 et al for consideration and 
recommendation by the White City Planning Commission (the “Planning Commission” or 
“Commission”) for final adoption by the White City Metro Township Council (the “Council”). 
 

SECTION III – COMMITTEE CREATION 
 
 Pursuant to the recommendation of the MSD Planning Director, the Council may create the 
Committee to conduct business pursuant the purpose as identified in Section II. The committee is 
considered a temporary committee created only for its approved purpose.  The committee is advisory 
only and may be dissolved at any time by vote of the Council.  
 

SECTION IV – COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP 
 
 The Committee shall be comprised of a membership appointed by the Mayor and confirmed 
by the Council. The committee shall consist of seven to thirteen residents of White City drawn from 
different areas of the municipality.  Members of the Planning Commission and Council may not 
serve as members of the committee.  If sufficient residents from different areas of the municipality 
are not willing or able to serve on the committee, the Council shall consider dissolving the 
committee and instructing the Planning Commission to complete the General Plan work.    
 
 Community Stakeholder Groups, as recognized by the Council, may recommend persons to 
serve as non-voting members of the committee. The Council may consider these recommendations 
and approve their membership on the committee at the Council’s discretion. 
 

SECTION V – MEMBERSHIP ATTENDANCE 
 
 For the effective and efficient conduct of business to create the general plan, members of the 
committee are encouraged to attend all committee meetings.  



 

 

 
(A) Absences from Committee Meetings – If a member is unable to attend a scheduled 

committee meeting, they should contact the committee clerk to notify them. An absence 
with notification is considered an “Excused Absence.” 
 

(B)  Unexcused Absence – An unexcused absence shall be an absence where no prior 
notification is given to the committee clerk. If a member misses two consecutive regularly 
scheduled meetings, the committee clerk shall send notification to the Mayor for 
consideration of removal and possible replacement of the member.  
 

SECTION VI – QUORUM  
 
 A quorum for the Steering Committee to conduct business shall consist of the of the majority 
of the voting members.   
 

SECTION VII – COMMITTEE CHAIR, VICE CHAIR, AND CHAIR PRO-TEMPORE 
 
 The Committee, from its membership, shall elect a Chair and Vice Chair. The roles and 
responsibilities of the Chair, Vice Chair, and Chair Pro-Tempore are as follows: 
 

(A) Chair –The Chair shall preside at all meetings and shall represent the Committee 
before the Commission and the Council. The Chair shall develop all committee agendas. 
  

(B)  Vice Chair – In the absence of the Chair at a Committee meeting, the Vice Chair shall 
assume the duties of the Chair.  

 
(C)  Chair Pro-Tempore – In the event the Chair and Vice Chair are both unable to attend a 

meeting, the Committee shall elect a Chair Pro-Tempore to conduct the meeting.   
 

SECTION VIII – RULES OF ORDER 
 

(A) Robert’s Rules of Order – Committee meetings and business shall be conducted in 
accordance with the most recent edition of Robert’s Rules of Order.  
 

(B)  Conduct of Meetings – All committee meetings are public meetings.  
 
(C)  Decorum of Meetings – It is always the best practice in public meetings to conduct the 

forum through appropriate civil discourse. It is expected all participants in meetings will 
conduct their actions with civility and respect for the comments of others.   

 



 

 

(D) Agendas, Minutes, Audio, and Meeting-Related Materials – All committee agendas, 
minutes, audio, and meeting-related materials shall be posted in accordance with the Utah 
Open and Public Meetings Act. 

 
 

SECTION IX – COMMITTEE DISSOLUTION 
 
 Upon the adoption of the General Plan by the Council, the Committee shall be considered 
dissolved.  



White City General Plan Steering Committee 
MEETING SUMMARIES 
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https://msd.utah.gov/msd-home/pds/ 

 
 
Kate Davies 
Long Range Planner 
KaDavies@msd.utah.gov 
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WHITE CITY METRO TOWNSHIP – GENERAL PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 
17 DECEMBER 2019 

 

MEETING SUMMARY 
 

This  meeting had three major purposes.  F irst,  planning staff  sought to inform residents 
of  the current state of  transportat ion planning.  Second,  planning staff  wanted to el ic it  
resident’s  ideas and desires regarding transportat ion; this  occurred through discussion 
and brainstorming.  Third,  planning staff  hoped for residents to begin creating goals ;  
these goals  support  the overarching v is ion statement and particu lar ly  guide the 
transportat ion element of  the general plan.  Additionally ,  residents were asked to let 
planning staff  know about community events at which feedback could be gathered.  
 
PROCESS -  INFORMING 
Mikala presented information about transportat ion modes and new technologies as  wel l  
as  street design and connectiv i ty.  Planifax ’s  “Act ive Transportat ion Economics“ v ideo 
was shown. The presentat ion and video generated discussion about improving White  
City’s  walkabi l i ty,  interest in UTA’s pi lot program VIA,  and excitement about how White  
City  could reimagine some of  its  streets.  
 

Kate expanded the scale of  discussion by overviewing the regional and statewide 
planning init iat ives that impact White City  and that,  reciprocally ,  are inf luenced by the 
experiences of  people in places l ike White City.  She also presented a l is t  of  resources,  
included at the end of  this  document,  that residents could explore for more information 
on various transportat ion topics.  
 
PROCESS -  COLLABORATING 
Everyone participated in a Vis ioning Exercise.  Committee Members wrote ideas on sticky 
notes in response to three prompts: 
 

1)  Imagine your favorite  street.  What do you see? What do you hear  and smell?  How 
do you feel? What are people doing? Who are you with?  

 

2)  What are some areas that work or don’t work in White City? Why? ( In terms of 
transportat ion).  

 

3)  How do you want White City  to be connected to other places? 
 
 

https://msd.utah.gov/msd-home/pds/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Lql_S8Ut7oo
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Themes emerged from the responses.  In no particular order,  these were:  
 

infrastructure and maintenance culture  

l ighting natural  spaces  
safety parking 
traff ic management land use connect ion 
act ive transportat ion areas of  concern 
access cooperat ion 
al l  ages  diverse modes for diverse needs 

 
 

OUTCOME - 12/17/19 DRAFT TRANSPORTATION GOALS 
 

From these themes,  those present began ideat ing goals  for the transportat ion element 
of  the general plan.  
 

• Increase pedestr ian and bicyc l ist  access,  safety,  and comfort.  
• Partner with other areas for smooth transportat ion transit ions.  
• Make transportation areas more aesthetical ly  pleasing,  environmental ly  

fr iendly,  cultural ly  interesting,  and health-conscious.   
• Achieve well-maintained transportation infrastructure.  
• Provide adequate and safe parking.  
• Provide good access to key locat ions,  with in  and outside of  White City.  

 

These goals  are works in progress.  At the January 21,  2020 General Plan Steering 
Committee Meeting,  residents wil l  revis it  theses goals  and edit,  add to,  or otherwise 
change them as deemed appropriate.  
 
  

http://www.slco.org/townships
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RESOURCES 
 

UTA = Utah Transit Authority; UDOT = Utah Department of Transportation 

Wasatch Choice 2050: https://wfrc.org/rtp-2019-adopted/ 

*Look at maps dispersed throughout pages 97-120. 

UT State Legislature on General Plans: https://le.utah.gov/~2019/bills/static/SB0034.html 

UT Street Connectivity Guide: https://wfrc.org/Studies/UtahStreetConnectivityGuide-
FINALAndAppendix.pdf 

UT Travel Wise Trip Planner: https://travelwise.utah.gov/ 

*A tool for personal use regarding your travel behavior. 

UDOT Public Meetings: https://www.udot.utah.gov/main/f?p=100:pg:0:::1:T,V:143,  

UDOT Project Maps: http://maps.udot.utah.gov/uplan_data/documents/apps/UDOTProjectsApp/ 

UTA Input Site: https://www.rideuta.com/About-UTA/Open-UTA   

*We encourage you to check on the site regularly and see what projects are accepting feedback 
that may impact White City. 

UTA Active Projects: https://www.rideuta.com/About-UTA/Active-Projects 

Strava App (how UDOT gathers walk/bike data): https://www.strava.com/ 

*A tool for personal use regarding your active transportation behavior. 

 

http://www.slco.org/townships
https://wfrc.org/rtp-2019-adopted/
https://le.utah.gov/%7E2019/bills/static/SB0034.html
https://wfrc.org/Studies/UtahStreetConnectivityGuide-FINALAndAppendix.pdf
https://wfrc.org/Studies/UtahStreetConnectivityGuide-FINALAndAppendix.pdf
https://travelwise.utah.gov/
https://www.udot.utah.gov/main/f?p=100:pg:0:::1:T,V:143,
http://maps.udot.utah.gov/uplan_data/documents/apps/UDOTProjectsApp/
https://www.rideuta.com/About-UTA/Open-UTA
https://www.rideuta.com/About-UTA/Active-Projects
https://www.strava.com/
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WHITE CITY METRO TOWNSHIP – GENERAL PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

28 JANUARY 20 

NOTE: Sandy Public Library changed their meeting room. To access new room: walk to the start of the 
DVD collection, turn left, and follow that wall to the room at the end on the left. 

ATTENDEES 
White City residents: Tyler Huish, Greg Shelton, Randal Hoggan, Don Patocka, Scott Little, Dave Quinney 
Planning staff: Wendy Gurr, Mikala Jordan 

MEETING SUMMARY 

This meeting had two major purposes. First, the draft transportation goals that arose from the December 
GPSC meeting needed to be revisited and further discussed. Second, planning staff sought the development 
of draft transportation objectives, in other words, actionable statements that are more specific than goals 
but that support goals and enable their achievement.  

PROCESS 

INFORMING 
To begin, Mikala presented on how street design can support a street’s purpose, whether that purpose is 
to allow people, cars, bikes, or all of the above, to move safely. Planning staff used a case study—Oklahoma 
City’s General Plan—to exemplify how goals, objectives, and action items are structured and related to 
each other. The steering committee was reminded that transportation goals and objectives ultimately tie 
to White City’s vision statement. 

COLLABORATING 
Next, the whole group discussed the draft transportation goals. Draft goals 2 and 6 were deemed similar 
and combined into one goal. The third part of the meeting consisted of drafting objectives. Steering 
committee members divided into pairs. Each pair spent 20 minutes brainstorming objectives regarding one 
or two of the goals. After 20 minutes, the small groups reported out to the whole group. 

TIME MANAGEMENT  
As this meeting dealt with higher-level goals and objectives regarding transportation, when topics or ideas 
were raised that were important to steering committee members but not focused on the meeting’s 
purpose, they were written on the “Parking Lot.” This living document is idea storage for the steering 
committee, so that important ideas are recorded, remembered, and brought up at times that allow the 
steering committee to proceed effectively. The “Parking Lot” was read aloud at the meeting’s end to 
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confirm to steering committee members that their ideas were heard and recorded. The “Parking Lot” is 
attached to this document and will be updated with newly stored ideas from each meeting.  

CHALLENGES 
In discussing transportation goals and objectives, conflict occurred over where and how different ideas 
should be included in the general plan. Conflict reveals that an issue is complex, evokes multiple 
perspectives, and is important to a community. It is not expected that every steering committee member, 
or every member of the public, agrees about everything in their community; in fact, diversity of opinion 
strengthens a community’s general plan. Planning staff proposes to spend some time at our next meeting 
to develop ground rules for how we deal with conflict when it inevitably arises. 

OUTCOMES – 01/28/2020  

REVISITED GOALS 
Discussion resulted in the following, in no particular order, as transportation goals for White City: 

1. Provide good access to and smooth, safe transitions between key locations within and outside of 
White City.  

2. Make transportation areas more aesthetically pleasing, environmentally friendly, culturally 
interesting, and health-conscious.  

3. Achieve well-maintained transportation infrastructure. 
4. Provide adequate and safe parking.  
5. Increase pedestrian and bicyclist access, safety, and comfort. 

DRAFT OBJECTIVES 
Objectives were developed to support the goals. Pairs drafted objectives for different goals and shared 
their ideas with the group. Some brainstormed objectives delved into the level of detail of action items, or 
very specific actions, initiatives, programs, or measures.  Planning staff created the chart below to organize 
the goals, objectives, and action items. Many of the brainstormed objectives support multiple goals.  

The below objectives and actions are drafts. There was not sufficient time to have an in-depth discussion 
surrounding the objectives; at the Tuesday, February 25, 2020 General Plan Steering Committee Meeting, 
residents will revisit these objectives and edit, add to, or otherwise change them as deemed appropriate. 
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*Green shading under the numbers indicates that an objective supports that numbered 
goal. 

Supported Goal 

Draft Objectives (A., B., etc.) and Actions (a., b., etc.) 1 2 3 4 5 
A. Facilitate access to and use of all modes of transportation (bus, rail, bike, scooter, 

walking, automobile, carshare, rideshare). 
a. Create purposeful, designated areas for public transportation. 
b. Install lighting that is helpful for different modes (I.e., motion-censored on 

pedestrian paths). 
c. Use design measures/standards to assist with wayfinding for each mode1  
d. Match speed limits with street usage by mode (I.e., speed limits on streets 

with bike lanes may be different than speed limits on arterial roads 
intended to move automobiles quickly)2 

     

B. Ensure transportation infrastructure is maintained for maximum life. 
a. Conduct preventative maintenance.  
b. Maintain gutters. 

     

C. Minimize the impacts of infrastructure maintenance on daily life. 
a. Develop a rotating maintenance schedule for road repairs. 

     

D. Align parking ordinances with land use, especially considering short-term rentals 
and accessory dwelling units. 

     

E. Make transportation decisions that contribute to White City’s beautification.  
a. Develop typology standards for White City streets. 

     

F. Make environmentally conscious decisions regarding transportation.      
G. Cooperate and coordinate with other municipalities and agencies regarding transit 

and transportation transitions. 
     

H. Communicate White City’s transportation needs and desires, especially on the 
borders, to other relevant entities. 

     

I. Enable White City to be walkable. 
a. Develop no parking areas adjacent to crosswalks by schools.  
b. Maintain sidewalks to ADA standards.  
c. Achieve sidewalks on every appropriate road.  
d. Dedicate crosswalks in areas with high pedestrian use. 

     

        J.     Enable White City to be bikeable.  
a. Add bicycle lanes on busier streets. 
b. Bike-safe passages through public access areas. 
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WHITE CITY METRO TOWNSHIP – GENERAL PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

2019 – 2020 “PARKING LOT” OF IDEAS 

01/28/2020 

• Parking at Bear Park, Quincy Pool, and other public places 
• Water quality and parking on lawns 
• Bell View property crossing by students 
• Protecting private property rights 
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The purpose of planning, according to the American Planning Association: 

 “Planning Provides a Vision for the Community Today — and in the Future 

The goal of planning is to maximize the health, safety, and economic well-being of all people living in our 
communities. This involves thinking about how we can move around our community, how we can attract 
and retain thriving businesses, where we want to live, and opportunities for recreation. Planning helps 
create communities of lasting value. 

While architects often focus on a single building, a planner's job is to work with residents and elected 
officials to guide the layout of an entire community or region. Planners take a broad view and look at how 
the pieces of a community — buildings, roads, and parks — fit together like pieces of a puzzle. Planners 
then make recommendations on how the community should proceed. One of the greatest challenges for 
planners is to imagine what can and should happen to a community: how it should grow and change, and 
what it should offer residents 10, 15, or even 20 years into the future… Planning is successful when it is 
inclusive and reflects the comprehensive values of the entire community.” 

Retrieved from: https://www.planning.org/aboutplanning/: 

 

https://www.planning.org/aboutplanning/
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WHITE CITY METRO TOWNSHIP – GENERAL PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

25 FEBRUARY 2020 

NOTE: Sandy Public Library changed their meeting room. To access new room: walk to the start of the 

DVD collection, turn left, and follow that wall to the room at the end on the left. 

ATTENDEES 

White City Steering Committee Members: Tyler Huish, Don Patocka, Scott Little, Dave Quinney, Gene 

Wilson, Josiah Halverson; Members of the Public: Randal Hoggan 

Planning staff: Wendy Gurr, Mikala Jordan, Kate Davies; Attorney: Craig Smith 

MEETING SUMMARY 

This meeting’s primary purpose was to develop Ground Rules, in other words, standard operating 

procedures for General Plan Steering Committee meetings. This meeting also intended to review the last 

meeting and make progress on White City’s transportation objectives. Members were reminded of an 

upcoming Transportation Open House, for which flyers will be sent to White City households. 

PROCESS 

INFORMING 

To begin, Mikala reviewed what was accomplished at the last meeting (revisiting of transportation goals 

and creation of transportation objectives). Kate summarized the MSD-wide Transportation Guiding 

Principles Workshop (see Appendix A for the report). Mikala clarified ideas regarding Complete Streets, 

such as redesigning the already existing public-right-of-way, rather than expanding it (see Appendix B for 

examples referenced in the meeting). Kate explained that the transportation element was wrapping up and 

that the next element would be land use. She asked if having a land use expert present at the meeting 

would be helpful; steering committee members affirmed this idea. Steering committee members asked for 

Utah State Code regarding general planning (see Appendix C) as well as how Utah local government works 

and what a typical General Plan process is (see Appendix D). Steering committee members also expressed 

confusion at the role of planners, so examples of planners’ roles are included too (see Appendix E).  

COLLABORATING 

Next, the whole group worked together to come up with Ground Rules and Rules of Operation for the 

General Plan Steering Committee Meetings. The group agreed that having a set of Ground Rules would 

make meetings more effective and efficient as well as facilitate respect in interactions. Members had time 

to brainstorm their ideas. The group proceeded to share in a round-Robin style, with each person sharing 

an idea. Staff wrote ideas on the whiteboard for all to see. Ideas were discussed. Whether Robert’s Rules 

would be used and to what extent (how formal or informal) was a major point of discussion.  
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OUTCOMES – 02/25/2020  

BRAINSTORMED GROUND RULES 

Discussion resulted in the following, in no particular order, as ideas related to Ground Rules for White City 

General Plan Steering Committee meetings.  These will be reviewed at the next meeting and continuously 

as needed: 
 

1. Park some ideas for later (if off topic); these must be recorded 
2. Schedule the parked items for future discussion 
3. Keep to agenda; staff will release at least one week in advance 
4. Set aside open time at each meeting for additional items (complaints) 
5. Elect Chairperson and Vice Chair to run meetings; they will work with MSD staff to develop 

agendas  
6. Closer use of Robert’s Rules: handled on a list and discussed, each agenda item covered 
7. Public connection: strengthen leadership of steering committee 
8. Review Ground Rules at each meeting 
9. Post audio recording for every meeting 
10. Utilize Round Robin protocol 
11. Respect others’ opinions; don’t claim an opinion you disagree with is “off-topic” 
12. Don’t talk over each other 
13. Be inclusive 
14. Transparency 
15. Self-awareness of behavior 
16. Aim for consensus (unanimous agreement); if consensus can’t be reached, take a vote and use 

simple majority 
17. Designate time frames on the agenda 
18. Do your homework – read agenda, read materials sent out by planning staff 

 

Remaining questions regarding meeting processes: 
19. If an agenda item takes longer than designated time frame, do we automatically park it for later? 

Or, do we vote on if we think it’s valuable to keep talking about it? 
20. Is the group responsible for accountability with the ground rules, or do group members need to 

ask the chair to hold the person(s) accountable?   
21. Is the chair always the mediator, or should the mediator rotate at each meeting? 
22. How are issues resolved (tied vote)? 
23. Terms and timelines regarding committee membership and chair/vice-chair positions? 

 

DRAFT OBJECTIVES 

At the January meeting, objectives were developed to support the goals. The steering committee briefly 

began reviewing those draft objectives at this meeting; they will continue to review them at the next 

meeting. 
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*Green shading under the numbers indicates that an objective supports that numbered 
goal. 

Supported Goal 

Draft Objectives (A., B., etc.) and Actions (a., b., etc.) 1 2 3 4 5 
A. Facilitate access to and use of all modes of transportation (bus, rail, bike, scooter, 

walking, automobile, carshare, rideshare). 

a. Create purposeful, designated areas for public transportation. 

b. Install lighting that is helpful for different modes (I.e., motion-censored on 

pedestrian paths). 

c. Use design measures/standards to assist with wayfinding for each mode1  

d. Match speed limits with street usage by mode (I.e., speed limits on streets 

with bike lanes may be different than speed limits on arterial roads 

intended to move automobiles quickly)2 

     

B. Ensure transportation infrastructure is maintained for maximum life. 

a. Conduct preventative maintenance.  

b. Maintain gutters. 

     

C. Minimize the impacts of infrastructure maintenance on daily life. 

a. Develop a rotating maintenance schedule for road repairs. 

b. Coordinate maintenance across entities and utilities. 

     

D. Align parking ordinances with land use, especially considering short-term rentals 

and accessory dwelling units. 

     

E. Make transportation decisions that contribute to White City’s beautification.  
a. Develop typology standards for White City streets. 

     

F. Make environmentally conscious decisions regarding transportation.      

G. Cooperate and coordinate with other municipalities and agencies regarding transit 

and transportation transitions. 

     

H. Communicate White City’s transportation needs and desires, especially on the 

borders, to other relevant entities. 

     

I. Enable White City to be walkable. 

a. Develop no parking areas adjacent to crosswalks by schools.  

b. Maintain sidewalks to ADA standards.  

c. Achieve sidewalks on all appropriate roads.  

d. Dedicate crosswalks in areas with high pedestrian use. 

     

        J.     Enable White City to be bikeable.  
a. Add bicycle lanes on busier streets. 
b. Bike-safe passages through public access areas. 

     

 

 



 

Mikala Jordan 
Long Range Planner 
MJordan@msd.utah.gov 

 

 

 

 

 Planning & Development Services  •  2001 South State Street, N3-600  •  Salt Lake City, Utah 84190 

 
 

 

OTHER DISCUSSION 

Respecting private property rights was brought up as important to White City residents. Steering 

committee members discussed whether they wanted to make: 

a. A transportation objective regarding private property rights (in transportation element 

specifically) 

b. A value regarding private property rights (part of overarching vision statement and values 

for White City and this general plan) 

c. Both of the above 

Four steering committee members voted for b.; three steering committee members and the member of 

the public voted for c.; none voted for a. Due to the tie, further discussion was tabled until the next 

meeting. 

NEXT STEPS 

• Review Ground Rules 

• Review Transportation Objectives 

• Begin Land Use Element 

• Attend White City Transportation Open House on 24 March, 2020, from 6:00 – 8:00 pm at the 

Salt Lake County Government Center S. Atrium, 2001 S. State Street. 

o Planning staff tried to get the Open House to be at Alta View and could not. Scott Little, 

as a member of White City Metro Township Council, offered to pursue the ability for 

Open House to be hosted at Alta View Elementary School. 
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WHITE CITY METRO TOWNSHIP – GENERAL PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

2019 – 2020 “PARKING LOT” OF IDEAS 

01/28/2020 - 2/25/2020 

• Parking at Bear Park, Quincy Pool, and other public places 

• Water quality and parking on lawns 

• Bell View property crossing by students 

• Protecting private property rights 

• Private property location for writing in General Plan 

• Ground Rule review 

• Steering Committee membership 

• Reviewing what a General Plan is and what the process for approval is 

• Chair/vice-chair, and terms and timeline 

• Understanding local government 
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The purpose of planning, according to the American Planning Association: 

 “Planning Provides a Vision for the Community Today — and in the Future 

The goal of planning is to maximize the health, safety, and economic well-being of all people living in our 

communities. This involves thinking about how we can move around our community, how we can attract 

and retain thriving businesses, where we want to live, and opportunities for recreation. Planning helps 

create communities of lasting value. 

While architects often focus on a single building, a planner's job is to work with residents and elected 

officials to guide the layout of an entire community or region. Planners take a broad view and look at how 

the pieces of a community — buildings, roads, and parks — fit together like pieces of a puzzle. Planners 

then make recommendations on how the community should proceed. One of the greatest challenges for 

planners is to imagine what can and should happen to a community: how it should grow and change, and 

what it should offer residents 10, 15, or even 20 years into the future… Planning is successful when it is 

inclusive and reflects the comprehensive values of the entire community.” 

Retrieved from: https://www.planning.org/aboutplanning/: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.planning.org/aboutplanning/
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Appendix A – Transportation Guiding Principles Report 

 

Transportation Planning Principles Workshop Report   

Thursday January 30, 2020 6:30-8:30pm 

2001 South State Street, South Building, S1-120 and South Atrium 

 

PARTICIPANTS  

32 members of Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District (MSD) Planning Commissions, Councils, 

General Plan Steering Committees, and some members of the public who are residents of MSD areas.  

 

STAFF AND SPEAKERS  

MSD Staff: Lupita McClenning, Wendy Gurr, Mikala Jordan, Max Johnson, Daniel Quintanilla, Alex 
Rudowski, Travis Hair, Kate Davies 

   

Speakers: Ted Knowlton, Deputy Director, Wasatch Front Regional Council; Jon Larsen, Director, Division 
of Transportation Planning, Salt Lake City 

 

Other staff: Three Salt Lake County staff members also sat in on presentations and some of the 
discussions but did not participate in the activities.  

 

OBJECTIVES  

• To provide background information on transportation trends and innovations to key MSD 
decision makers;   

• To produce a suite of key transportation principles that can be used to guide transportation 
planning across MSD; and   

• To produce a suite of key transportation principles that can be used to link MSD to surrounding 
areas.    

 

BACKGROUND AND SCOPE  
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At this workshop we started to develop a suite of transportation planning values and principles that can 
sit across the entire jurisdiction of the MSD, with the understanding that these are only a general set of 
guidelines and may be prioritized and implemented differently in each Metro Township or Area based on 
future local open houses, surveys, and other types of engagement with the communities of these areas.  

 

Definitions:  

Values are beliefs about desirable states or modes of conduct that guide behaviour and prioritization. 

 

Principles clarify the overarching values that are to be used and evaluated for all decisions, thus forming 
the foundation for implementing strategies that require a unified management approach.  

 

Values and principles will ultimately be linked to outcomes and performance indicators (see example, 
Table 1). This process will help to ensure that planning decisions are made based on the values held by 
MSD communities. 

 

Table 1: Example of 

possible MSD-wide 

transportation values, 

principles, outcomes 

and indicators 

   

Value Principle  Outcome  Performance Indicator  

Good health  All individuals living within 

a community, regardless 

of age or ability, should be 

able to safely access key 

destinations without 

having to drive     

Increase walkability 

measures to key 

destinations in and near 

to MSD communities 

Percent of major corridors 

that are walkable  

 

EXPERT PRESENTATIONS 

Ted Knowlton, Deputy Director, Wasatch Front Regional Council  

Ted encouraged workshop participants to think big - What are your Metro Townships’ overall issues and 

how does transportation help address them? 
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He outlined some current trends in transportation planning, particularly the decline in investments in 

suburban living, and the rising interest and investment in features such as walkability and a short 

commute (often as part of a commitment to improving human and environmental health).   

He outlined how mapping out “Access to Opportunities” can help re-think transportation planning, linking 

it more specifically to housing and economic development plans. See for example: 

https://wfrc.org/wasatch-choice-map/#currentTabIndex=2&scale=144448&sideBarClosed=false&x=-

12463593&y=4961808  

Ted also outlined some of the specific features that residents are usually looking for in terms of walk- and 

bike-ability, emphasizing that small improvements can often make a big difference.  

Finally, Ted explained how these new ways of planning for and implementing transportation options are 

being supported across Utah. He pointed in particular to UDOT’s new approach to programming 

investments, which aligns with a set of core values (see Figure 1).   

 

Figure 1: Core values outlined in the most recent draft UDOT transportation vision 
https://uvision.utah.gov/  

Jon Larsen, Director, Division of Transportation Planning, Salt Lake City 

Jon discussed some of the transportation innovations that could change the way that we move around 

future urban environments. He emphasized that change is the only certainty!  

In order to deal with change, he suggested relying on two key principles:  

1) Timeless investments are the stable foundation of the system.  

2) Flexibility provides opportunity for innovation and growth.  

https://wfrc.org/wasatch-choice-map/#currentTabIndex=2&scale=144448&sideBarClosed=false&x=-12463593&y=4961808
https://wfrc.org/wasatch-choice-map/#currentTabIndex=2&scale=144448&sideBarClosed=false&x=-12463593&y=4961808
https://uvision.utah.gov/
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He encouraged planning for “the original mode” (walking), which never goes out of style, pointing out 

that “People-First” streets age well. He encouraged everyone to consider how streets function (street 

typologies) to do much more than just move vehicles – they also move people, they can help make a 

place unique and vibrant, they can enhance the livability and sustainability of an area, and they can 

provide access to a variety of services and service providers. Transportation planning should develop 

thoughtful designs that balance those needs and match them with the surrounding context. 

He finished by describing some of the many street design options that are out there which could be 

embraced and reimagined for MSD communities (see for examples Street Design by Dover & 

Massengale).   

 

BREAKOUT SESSION 1: VALUES  

Participants counted off into five small groups and were assigned to a facilitator who would guide them 
through two short activities (Breakout Session 1: Values, and Breakout Session 2: Principles). Participants 
were given an initial list of potential transportation values to consider (Appendix A). These could be added 
to or otherwise adapted as needed with the breakout group. Participants were asked to consider which 
three to five values on the list were MOST important in terms of planning for future transportation across 
the MSD. After describing why their top three values were most important to them and listening to 
others in their group, participants could change their initial votes to come up with a final group tally of 
their top transportation values.  

 

These top transportation values were collected from all five groups and combined into a total tally for the 
whole group. The top transportation values to emerge from this process (those that received eight or 
more votes across all groups) are shown in Figure 2.  
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Figure 2: Top Transportation Values to Consider (received eight or more votes) 

 

BREAKOUT SESSION 2: PRINCIPLES  

Five of the top values that emerged from Breakout Session 1 were then given back to the groups (one 
value per group) to discuss some principles that might help to clarify the values and how transportation 
plans could be implemented in alignment with those values (Figure 3). Some ideas regarding principles 
that emerged from these discussions are outlined below:  

 

Group A: Clean air  

• Develop programs that support emissions reductions (e.g. increased transit and micro mobility 
options, consider a range of ways to reduce trips)    

• Provide resources for education and outreach (e.g. implement an effective campaign for 
carpooling and other clean air transportation options)    
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• Develop an app for schools – support carpooling or walking as a group   

 

Group B: Safe, user friendly streets for all types of users  

• Encourage modes of travel that don’t negatively impact on air quality  

• Consider ages and stages of mode users (child-elderly)  

• All actions and projects are prioritized to improve safety and mode choice  

• Respect the beauty and sustainability of the environment  

• Wherever possible, physically separate different traffic streams  

• All users respect the roads and trails  

• Where possible, use natural means of traffic calming  

• Sidewalk inventory  

• How our streets could incorporate movement 

 

Group C: Aligning local and regional needs  

• Be aware of existing authority (e.g. UT is a property rights state)   

• Need to educate about issues that cross boundaries  

• Need to have a strong vision - what your community should be and the ability to protect this   

• Local economies need to be connected to this vision (what do you want and why)  

• Ordinances need to reflect values, but also be flexible and provide options  

• Sidewalk infrastructure connectivity – improve economies of scale, connect people to amenities 

• Evaluation and monitoring – crucial to include this from the beginning    

 

Group D: Ongoing engagement of stakeholders in local decision making  

• Outreach needed – use multiple ways to connect with a range of audiences, conduct a baseline 
survey, try to connect with people when they are out having fun 

• Recognize and appreciate diversity – plan for ESOL, different ways and venues to connect  

• Keep it positive (overall) so that people stay engaged  

• Outcome-focused efforts needed so that people can see progress  

• Public spaces should be managed by the public – to build a sense of ownership and 
connectedness, can have services days etc.      

• Have mores MSD-wide events! The cooperative nature is awesome, helps to build a collective 
identity and sense of purpose  

 

Group E: Quality transportation choices 
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• Multi-modal choices 

• Stronger and more robust Trax infrastructure 

• Incentives for clean transportation solutions  
o Electric, trails, walkable neighbourhoods  

• Safe user-friendly streets for all users – design is key  

• Choices should evoke a sense of place 

• Carefully consider how to design streets for traffic capacity e.g.   
o Widen streets and increase speeds 
o Control for street width and decrease speeds  

  

 

 

 

Figure 3: Discussing principles in breakout groups.  

NEXT STEPS  

Transportation planning open houses are being organized for your local communities so that we can 

clarify how these values and principles could be prioritized and implemented at the local level. We will 

also use these initial values and principles to guide future Steering Committee efforts as appropriate.   

SAVE THE DATE 

Copperton – March 26th, 6:30pm, Bingham Canyons Lion Club, 8725 West Hillcrest Street 
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Emigration – March 11th, 6:00pm, Emigration Canyon Fire Station, 5025 Emigration Canyon Road 

Kearns – March 16th, 6:00pm, Kearns Athletic Training and Event Center, 5658 South Cougar Lane, Second 

Floor Meeting Room 

Magna – March 19th, 6:30pm, Magna Webster Center, 8952 West Magna Main 

White City – March 24th, 6:00pm, Government Center S. Atrium, 2001 S. State Street   

Unincorporated Areas – To Be Determined  

Brighton – Welcome to the MSD! To Be Determined     

 

WORKSHOP EVALUATIONS  

Thank you to everyone who provided feedback on the workshop! Your input is extremely valuable to us 

and will be used to improve future workshops.  
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RESOURCES 

The initial list of values and principles that were given to participants for discussion and scoring (Appendix 

A) were derived from the following sources:   

Draft UDOT Statewide Rural Long-Range Transportation Plan 2019-2050 

https://www.udot.utah.gov/main/uconowner.gf?n=10385322369402804   

UTA Mission and Vision https://www.rideuta.com/About-UTA/Mission-and-Vision  

WFRC Wasatch Choice 2050 https://wfrc.org/vision-plans/wasatch-choice-2050/  

LEED v4.1 Cities and Communities Existing Guide https://www.usgbc.org/articles/leed-link-leed-v41-

guides  

Jean Crowther, Alta Planning + Design, “Complete Streets 2.0: Responding to the Fast Pace of Change in 
Transportation” https://blog.altaplanning.com/complete-streets-2-0-responding-to-the-fast-pace-of-
change-in-transportation-7e080b82efce  

 

  

https://www.udot.utah.gov/main/uconowner.gf?n=10385322369402804
https://www.rideuta.com/About-UTA/Mission-and-Vision
https://wfrc.org/vision-plans/wasatch-choice-2050/
https://www.usgbc.org/articles/leed-link-leed-v41-guides
https://www.usgbc.org/articles/leed-link-leed-v41-guides
https://blog.altaplanning.com/complete-streets-2-0-responding-to-the-fast-pace-of-change-in-transportation-7e080b82efce
https://blog.altaplanning.com/complete-streets-2-0-responding-to-the-fast-pace-of-change-in-transportation-7e080b82efce
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APPENDIX A - Transportation Values to Consider  
 
Environmental   
Clean air  
Clean water 
Sustainability   
Preservation of open space 
Natural resource conservation/restoration 
Reduction of light pollution 
Resilience to climate change      
Responsible use of materials 
Good nutrient management practices   
Increase energy efficiency 
Mitigate emissions (e.g. GHG)   
Good health and clean air  
 
Social & Cultural  
Good health (of individuals and communities, mental and physical) 
Connected communities 
Safe, user friendly streets for all types of users 
Good access to key destinations/services 
Good access to open space and recreational opportunities 
Preserve/revive high priority sites (e.g. historic structures, focus on growth and redevelopment for infill)   
Quality transportation choices (e.g. moving people, not just cars) 
Manageable and reliable traffic conditions 
Point to point access for micro-mobility and shared vehicles 
Multimodal infrastructure (both the travel lanes and the on-street parking) 
Utilization of digital infrastructure   
Adaptive, flexible components 
Growth management (e.g. establish measures to control growth/sprawl)  
 
Economic  
Strong economy 
Access to economic and educational opportunities 
Affordable living expenses (including transportation costs) 
Support housing options 
Fiscally responsible communities and infrastructure 
Link economic development with transportation and housing decisions 
Low carbon economy 
 
Process  
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Ongoing engagement of stakeholders in local decision making    
Commit to an outcomes-based approach to planning, design, and engineering 
Environmental justice 
Equitable, inclusive, and inviting process 
Aligning local and regional needs 
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Appendix B – Complete Streets Resources 

 

Complete Street Transformations in the Greater Golden Horsehoe Region:  

https://www.tcat.ca/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/CompleteStreetTransformations_web-1.pdf 

 

Seven Case Studies for Complete Streets, by Robert Steuteville:  

https://www.cnu.org/publicsquare/2017/12/07/seven-case-studies-complete-streets 

 

Complete Streets Case Study: Somerville, New Jersey:  

http://njbikeped.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/Somerville-Case-Study-Report-Final-3-24_sm.pdf 

 

What are Complete Streets?:  

https://smartgrowthamerica.org/program/national-complete-streets-coalition/publications/what-are-

complete-streets/ 

 

Complete Streets: 

https://www.transportation.gov/mission/health/complete-streets 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.tcat.ca/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/CompleteStreetTransformations_web-1.pdf
https://www.cnu.org/publicsquare/2017/12/07/seven-case-studies-complete-streets
http://njbikeped.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/Somerville-Case-Study-Report-Final-3-24_sm.pdf
https://smartgrowthamerica.org/program/national-complete-streets-coalition/publications/what-are-complete-streets/
https://smartgrowthamerica.org/program/national-complete-streets-coalition/publications/what-are-complete-streets/
https://www.transportation.gov/mission/health/complete-streets
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Appendix C – Utah State Code Regarding General Plans 

Text of Utah State Code shown here taken from the Utah State Code website: 

https://le.utah.gov/xcode/Title10/Chapter9A/10-9a-P4.html. Two of the Eight subsections are shown. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

https://le.utah.gov/xcode/Title10/Chapter9A/10-9a-P4.html
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Appendix D – Local Government, What is a General Plan, and What does the process look like? 

“Difference between the MSD and the Metro Townships: 

The Metro Townships are independent municipalities that are members of the MSD.  Each Metro 

Township has an elected Mayor and Council. These officials represent the interest of the citizens of the 

individual Metro Township.  The MSD Board of Trustees is made up of each of the Mayors of the Metro 

Townships and a member of the Salt Lake County Council. 

The MSD’s role is to evaluate the needs of all the Metro Townships and Unincorporated County and to 

use the funding to accomplish those needs.  The MSD is the service provider and they oversee all 

contracts with agencies to provide the services.  The MSD Board of Trustees also has sole property tax 

authority over the District (5 Metro Townships and Unincorporated County).” 

https://msd.utah.gov/about/  

 

An Introduction to General Planning: http://www.ruralplanning.org/assets/general-plan-guide.pdf 

• This document is a guide, written by the Utah Department of Workforce Services, Housing & 

Community Development Office, on what planning is and how to do it. 

 

Metro Township Council versus Planning Commission versus General Plan Steering Committee 

• The public votes for the councilors on the Metro Township Council (they are elected officials). 

• The Metro Township Council appoints residents to serve on the Planning Commission (they are 

appointed positions). 

• The Metro Township Council decides who can be on the General Plan Steering Committee.  

o Sometimes, the Metro Township Council will request that the entire Planning 

Commission becomes the General Plan Steering Committee. Other times, one or more 

members of the Planning Commission will apply and be selected to serve on the General 

Plan Steering Committee with other members of the public.  

o Generally, members of the public can apply to be on the General Plan Steering 

Committee. The Metro Township Council then approves or denies each application. 

o Generally, the General Plan Steering Committee is made up of 7 to 15 residents of the 

particular Metro Township. 

https://msd.utah.gov/about/
http://www.ruralplanning.org/assets/general-plan-guide.pdf
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• The General Plan Steering Committee is thus a volunteer group of Metro Township residents. 

Their local knowledge provides the content that goes into the General Plan. 

 

Creating and Adopting a General Plan 

• The Municipal Services District provides planning services for the Metro Townships. Planning staff 

are responsible for organizing the planning process and leading the General Plan Steering 

Committee meetings.  

• At the General Plan Steering Committee meetings, planning staff present information, facilitate 

discussion, and gather input regarding the needs and vision of the Metro Township from the 

General Plan Steering Committee members.  

o Planning staff does a lot of work in between meetings researching, writing, coordinating, 

and planning events for broad public engagement. See more about the role of Planning 

Staff in Appendix E. 

• After months of General Plan Steering Committee meetings and several public engagement 

events, a draft General Plan is written. 

• The General Plan Steering Committee will review the General Plan; staff will make changes. 

• The General Plan Steering Committee sends the General Plan to the Planning Commission for 

review. The Planning Commission can recommend approval, recommend approval with changes, 

or recommend refusal. The Planning Commission must hold a Public Hearing, in which members 

of the public express their thoughts on the Plan. The Planning Commission may choose to hold 

multiple meetings about the General Plan. 

• The Metro Township Council discusses and votes on adoption of the General Plan. They can 

approve the original, approve with the Planning Commission’s changes, approve with their own 

changes, or reject. This also occurs in a public meeting in which members of the public can 

express their thoughts on the Plan. The Metro Township Council may choose to hold multiple 

meetings about the General Plan. 
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Appendix E – What is the role of a City Planner? 

 

“When beginning a project, planners work with public officials, community members, and other groups to 

identify community issues or goals. Using research, data analysis, and collaboration with interest groups, 

planners formulate strategies to address issues or meet goals. They also may help carry out community 

plans, oversee projects, and organize the work of the groups involved. Projects may range from a policy 

recommendation for a specific initiative to a long-term, comprehensive area plan.” 

https://www.careerexplorer.com/careers/urban-planner/ 

 

“What does an urban planner do all day? It can vary, but often, it includes gathering and analyzing data, 

looking at site plans from developers, figuring out changes that need to be made to proposals and going 

into the field to look at factors that affect development. It's important to understand all of the regulations 

and codes regarding building and environmental protection. 

You'll spend a lot of your time meeting with different stakeholders and also working with community 

members. Likely, you will interact with public officials and developers on a regular basis to make decisions 

on land use and on potential development projects. Part of your job may be to present details of new 

projects to different groups. Expect to interact with the city council, planning commissions, businesses, 

the general public, neighborhood associations, developers and any other groups or individuals who have 

a stake in the way land is used and developed.” https://work.chron.com/role-urban-planners-11562.html 

 

“The planner should be the facilitator and linking part in the planning process of building the relational, 

vital consensus by founding synergy through collective actions in the formal and informal practice to 

pursuit various values of interest. The planner has a profound duty to guide the public and politicians in 

the planning process by actively using the qualified basis and the theories of practice. We should not only 

rely on the existing core of basis of capabilities and practices, but similarly stimulate new pioneering ways 

of planning-practicing with the possible result of making our society more liveable based on quality of 

living.”  https://archinect.com/360OLivableUrbanism/the-role-of-the-urban-planner-in-the-modern-

society-as-an-active-implementer-bridging-facilitation-and-consensus-building 

 

 

https://www.careerexplorer.com/careers/urban-planner/
https://work.chron.com/role-urban-planners-11562.html
https://archinect.com/360OLivableUrbanism/the-role-of-the-urban-planner-in-the-modern-society-as-an-active-implementer-bridging-facilitation-and-consensus-building
https://archinect.com/360OLivableUrbanism/the-role-of-the-urban-planner-in-the-modern-society-as-an-active-implementer-bridging-facilitation-and-consensus-building
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WHITE CITY METRO TOWNSHIP – GENERAL PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

7 MARCH 2020, 6:00 PM – 7:30 PM, WEBEX MEETING 

ATTENDEES 
White City Steering Committee Members: Tyler Huish, Dave Quinney, Josiah Halverson, Greg Shelton, 
James Lucas,  Zachary Zundel; 
Planning staff: Wendy Gurr, Mikala Jordan, Kate Davies, Lupita McClenning 

MEETING SUMMARY 

This meeting sought to accomplish four things: review the new Steering Committee bylaws, nominate and 
elect a Steering Committee Chair and Vice Chair, review and finalize ground rules, and review and finalize 
transportation objectives and actions. Due to the number of attendees, the Steering Committee members 
present decided to elect an interim chair for the March and April 2020 General Plan Steering Committee 
meetings and elect a permanent chair and vice-chair for the May 2020 meeting. This way, the Steering 
Committee would comply with the new bylaws while allowing for additional input.   

PROCESS 

Kate reviewed the bylaws passed by the White City Metro Township Council on March 2nd, 2020. A major 
change of these new bylaws is that the General Plan Steering Committee will have a chair and vice chair. 
After agreement for an interim chair due to the number of members in attendance, David Quinney 
nominated Tyler Huish as interim chair. James Lucas seconded the motion, and all committee members 
presented voted in favor.  

Next, Kate reviewed the ground rules, and Steering Committee members discussed the points left 
undecided at the last meeting. The Committee decided that when an agenda item surpassed its designated 
time frame, the Committee would reach consensus about continuing the discussion at the expense of a 
later agenda item or postponing the discussion for a later meeting. The Committee agreed each agenda 
item should be facilitated by the person who headed that agenda item. Additionally, the Chair will work 
with planning staff to develop meeting agendas prior to publishing the agendas. 

Then, Mikala went through the feedback on the transportation objectives and actions. The Steering 
Committee members had the opportunity to review and comment on the draft objections and actions prior 
to the meeting via a survey that went out. Three of the five Committee members present at the meeting 
took the survey as well as one absent member. Several edits were made, which are made in the table 
below.  

OUTCOMES – 03/31/2020  



 

Mikala Jordan 
Long Range Planner 
MJordan@msd.utah.gov 
 

 

Kate Davies 
Long Range Planner 

Kadavies@msd.utah.gov 
 

 

 Planning & Development Services  •  2001 South State Street, N3-600  •  Salt Lake City, Utah 84190 
 

2 

 

 

DRAFT OBJECTIVES 
At the January meeting, objectives were developed to support the goals. The steering committee briefly 
began editing those draft objectives at this meeting, shown below.  

*Green shading under the numbers indicates that an objective supports that numbered 
goal. 

Supported Goal 

Draft Objectives (A., B., etc.) and Actions (a., b., etc.) 1 2 3 4 5 
A. Facilitate access to and use of all modes of transportation (bus, rail, bike, scooter, 

walking, automobile, carshare, rideshare). 
a. Create purposeful, designated areas for public transportation. 
b. Install lighting that is helpful for different modes (I.e., motion-censored on 

pedestrian paths). 
c. Use design measures/standards to assist with wayfinding for each mode1  
d. Match speed limits with street usage by mode (I.e., speed limits on streets 

with bike lanes may be different than speed limits on arterial roads 
intended to move automobiles quickly)2 

     

B. Ensure transportation infrastructure is maintained for maximum life. 
a. Conduct preventative maintenance.  
b. Maintain gutters. 

     

C. Minimize the impacts of infrastructure maintenance on daily life. 
a. Develop a rotating maintenance schedule for road repairs. 
b. Coordinate maintenance across entities and utilities. 

     

D. Align parking ordinances with land use, especially considering short-term rentals 
and accessory dwelling units. 

     

E. Make transportation decisions that contribute to White City’s beautification.  
a. Develop typology standards for White City streets. 

     

F. Make environmentally conscious decisions regarding transportation.      
G. Cooperate and coordinate with other municipalities and agencies regarding transit 

and transportation transitions. 
     

H. Communicate White City’s transportation needs and desires, especially on the 
borders, to other relevant entities. 

     

I. Enable White City to be walkable. 
a. Develop no parking areas adjacent to crosswalks by schools.  
b. Maintain sidewalks to ADA standards.  
c. Achieve sidewalks on all appropriate roads.  
d. Dedicate crosswalks in areas with high pedestrian use. 

     

        J.     Enable White City to be bikeable.       
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a. Add bicycle lanes on busier streets. 
b. Bike-safe passages through public access areas. 

 

 

OTHER DISCUSSION 
Respecting private property rights was brought up as important to White City residents. Steering 
committee members discussed whether they wanted to make: 

a. A transportation objective regarding private property rights (in transportation element 
specifically) 

b. A value regarding private property rights (part of overarching vision statement and values 
for White City and this general plan) 

c. Both of the above 

Four steering committee members voted for b.; three steering committee members and the member of 
the public voted for c.; none voted for a. Due to the tie, further discussion was tabled until the next 
meeting. 

NEXT STEPS 
• Review Ground Rules 
• Review Transportation Objectives 
• Begin Land Use Element 
• Attend White City Transportation Open House on 24 March, 2020, from 6:00 – 8:00 pm at the 

Salt Lake County Government Center S. Atrium, 2001 S. State Street. 
o Planning staff tried to get the Open House to be at Alta View and could not due to the 

arduous insurance requirements of the school district. Scott Little, as a member of White 
City Metro Township Council, offered to pursue the ability for Open House to be hosted 
at Alta View Elementary School. 
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WHITE CITY METRO TOWNSHIP – GENERAL PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

2019 – 2020 “PARKING LOT” OF IDEAS 

01/28/2020 - 3/31/2020 

• Parking at Bear Park, Quincy Pool, and other public places 
• Water quality and parking on lawns 
• Bell View property crossing by students 
• Protecting private property rights 
• Private property location for writing in General Plan - Completed 3/31 
• Ground Rule review  
• Steering Committee membership - Completed 3/31 
• Reviewing what a General Plan is and what the process for approval is 
• Chair/vice-chair, and terms and timeline - Completed 3/31 
• Understanding local government 
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Appendix A – Transportation Guiding Principles Report 

Transportation Planning Principles Workshop Report   

Thursday January 30, 2020 6:30-8:30pm 

2001 South State Street, South Building, S1-120 and South Atrium 

 

PARTICIPANTS  

32 members of Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District (MSD) Planning Commissions, Councils, 
General Plan Steering Committees, and some members of the public who are residents of MSD areas.  

 

STAFF AND SPEAKERS  

MSD Staff: Lupita McClenning, Wendy Gurr, Mikala Jordan, Max Johnson, Daniel Quintanilla, Alex 
Rudowski, Travis Hair, Kate Davies 

   

Speakers: Ted Knowlton, Deputy Director, Wasatch Front Regional Council; Jon Larsen, Director, Division 
of Transportation Planning, Salt Lake City 

 

Other staff: Three Salt Lake County staff members also sat in on presentations and some of the 
discussions but did not participate in the activities.  

 

OBJECTIVES  

• To provide background information on transportation trends and innovations to key MSD 
decision makers;   

• To produce a suite of key transportation principles that can be used to guide transportation 
planning across MSD; and   

• To produce a suite of key transportation principles that can be used to link MSD to surrounding 
areas.    
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BACKGROUND AND SCOPE  

At this workshop we started to develop a suite of transportation planning values and principles that can 
sit across the entire jurisdiction of the MSD, with the understanding that these are only a general set of 
guidelines and may be prioritized and implemented differently in each Metro Township or Area based on 
future local open houses, surveys, and other types of engagement with the communities of these areas.  

 

Definitions:  

Values are beliefs about desirable states or modes of conduct that guide behaviour and prioritization. 

 

Principles clarify the overarching values that are to be used and evaluated for all decisions, thus forming 
the foundation for implementing strategies that require a unified management approach.  

 

Values and principles will ultimately be linked to outcomes and performance indicators (see example, 
Table 1). This process will help to ensure that planning decisions are made based on the values held by 
MSD communities. 

 

Table 1: Example of 
possible MSD-wide 
transportation values, 
principles, outcomes 
and indicators 

   

Value Principle  Outcome  Performance Indicator  
Good health  All individuals living within 

a community, regardless 
of age or ability, should be 
able to safely access key 
destinations without 
having to drive     

Increase walkability 
measures to key 
destinations in and near 
to MSD communities 

Percent of major corridors 
that are walkable  

 

EXPERT PRESENTATIONS 

Ted Knowlton, Deputy Director, Wasatch Front Regional Council  
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Ted encouraged workshop participants to think big - What are your Metro Townships’ overall issues and 
how does transportation help address them? 

He outlined some current trends in transportation planning, particularly the decline in investments in 
suburban living, and the rising interest and investment in features such as walkability and a short 
commute (often as part of a commitment to improving human and environmental health).   

He outlined how mapping out “Access to Opportunities” can help re-think transportation planning, linking 
it more specifically to housing and economic development plans. See for example: 
https://wfrc.org/wasatch-choice-map/#currentTabIndex=2&scale=144448&sideBarClosed=false&x=-
12463593&y=4961808  

Ted also outlined some of the specific features that residents are usually looking for in terms of walk- and 
bike-ability, emphasizing that small improvements can often make a big difference.  

Finally, Ted explained how these new ways of planning for and implementing transportation options are 
being supported across Utah. He pointed in particular to UDOT’s new approach to programming 
investments, which aligns with a set of core values (see Figure 1).   

 

Figure 1: Core values outlined in the most recent draft UDOT transportation vision 
https://uvision.utah.gov/  

Jon Larsen, Director, Division of Transportation Planning, Salt Lake City 

Jon discussed some of the transportation innovations that could change the way that we move around 
future urban environments. He emphasized that change is the only certainty!  

In order to deal with change, he suggested relying on two key principles:  

https://wfrc.org/wasatch-choice-map/#currentTabIndex=2&scale=144448&sideBarClosed=false&x=-12463593&y=4961808
https://wfrc.org/wasatch-choice-map/#currentTabIndex=2&scale=144448&sideBarClosed=false&x=-12463593&y=4961808
https://uvision.utah.gov/
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1) Timeless investments are the stable foundation of the system.  
2) Flexibility provides opportunity for innovation and growth.  

He encouraged planning for “the original mode” (walking), which never goes out of style, pointing out 
that “People-First” streets age well. He encouraged everyone to consider how streets function (street 
typologies) to do much more than just move vehicles – they also move people, they can help make a 
place unique and vibrant, they can enhance the livability and sustainability of an area, and they can 
provide access to a variety of services and service providers. Transportation planning should develop 
thoughtful designs that balance those needs and match them with the surrounding context. 

He finished by describing some of the many street design options that are out there which could be 
embraced and reimagined for MSD communities (see for examples Street Design by Dover & 
Massengale).   

 

BREAKOUT SESSION 1: VALUES  

Participants counted off into five small groups and were assigned to a facilitator who would guide them 
through two short activities (Breakout Session 1: Values, and Breakout Session 2: Principles). Participants 
were given an initial list of potential transportation values to consider (Appendix A). These could be added 
to or otherwise adapted as needed with the breakout group. Participants were asked to consider which 
three to five values on the list were MOST important in terms of planning for future transportation across 
the MSD. After describing why their top three values were most important to them and listening to 
others in their group, participants could change their initial votes to come up with a final group tally of 
their top transportation values.  

 

These top transportation values were collected from all five groups and combined into a total tally for the 
whole group. The top transportation values to emerge from this process (those that received eight or 
more votes across all groups) are shown in Figure 2.  
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Figure 2: Top Transportation Values to Consider (received eight or more votes) 

 

BREAKOUT SESSION 2: PRINCIPLES  

Five of the top values that emerged from Breakout Session 1 were then given back to the groups (one 
value per group) to discuss some principles that might help to clarify the values and how transportation 
plans could be implemented in alignment with those values (Figure 3). Some ideas regarding principles 
that emerged from these discussions are outlined below:  

 

Group A: Clean air  

• Develop programs that support emissions reductions (e.g. increased transit and micro mobility 
options, consider a range of ways to reduce trips)    

• Provide resources for education and outreach (e.g. implement an effective campaign for 
carpooling and other clean air transportation options)    
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• Develop an app for schools – support carpooling or walking as a group   

 

Group B: Safe, user friendly streets for all types of users  

• Encourage modes of travel that don’t negatively impact on air quality  
• Consider ages and stages of mode users (child-elderly)  
• All actions and projects are prioritized to improve safety and mode choice  
• Respect the beauty and sustainability of the environment  
• Wherever possible, physically separate different traffic streams  
• All users respect the roads and trails  
• Where possible, use natural means of traffic calming  
• Sidewalk inventory  
• How our streets could incorporate movement 

 

Group C: Aligning local and regional needs  

• Be aware of existing authority (e.g. UT is a property rights state)   
• Need to educate about issues that cross boundaries  
• Need to have a strong vision - what your community should be and the ability to protect this   
• Local economies need to be connected to this vision (what do you want and why)  
• Ordinances need to reflect values, but also be flexible and provide options  
• Sidewalk infrastructure connectivity – improve economies of scale, connect people to amenities 
• Evaluation and monitoring – crucial to include this from the beginning    

 

Group D: Ongoing engagement of stakeholders in local decision making  

• Outreach needed – use multiple ways to connect with a range of audiences, conduct a baseline 
survey, try to connect with people when they are out having fun 

• Recognize and appreciate diversity – plan for ESOL, different ways and venues to connect  
• Keep it positive (overall) so that people stay engaged  
• Outcome-focused efforts needed so that people can see progress  
• Public spaces should be managed by the public – to build a sense of ownership and 

connectedness, can have services days etc.      
• Have mores MSD-wide events! The cooperative nature is awesome, helps to build a collective 

identity and sense of purpose  

 

Group E: Quality transportation choices 
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• Multi-modal choices 
• Stronger and more robust Trax infrastructure 
• Incentives for clean transportation solutions  

o Electric, trails, walkable neighbourhoods  
• Safe user-friendly streets for all users – design is key  
• Choices should evoke a sense of place 
• Carefully consider how to design streets for traffic capacity e.g.   

o Widen streets and increase speeds 
o Control for street width and decrease speeds  

  

 

 
 

Figure 3: Discussing principles in breakout groups.  

NEXT STEPS  

Transportation planning open houses are being organized for your local communities so that we can 
clarify how these values and principles could be prioritized and implemented at the local level. We will 
also use these initial values and principles to guide future Steering Committee efforts as appropriate.   
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SAVE THE DATE 

Copperton – March 26th, 6:30pm, Bingham Canyons Lion Club, 8725 West Hillcrest Street 

Emigration – March 11th, 6:00pm, Emigration Canyon Fire Station, 5025 Emigration Canyon Road 

Kearns – March 16th, 6:00pm, Kearns Athletic Training and Event Center, 5658 South Cougar Lane, Second 
Floor Meeting Room 

Magna – March 19th, 6:30pm, Magna Webster Center, 8952 West Magna Main 

White City – March 24th, 6:00pm, Government Center S. Atrium, 2001 S. State Street   

Unincorporated Areas – To Be Determined  

Brighton – Welcome to the MSD! To Be Determined     

 

WORKSHOP EVALUATIONS  

Thank you to everyone who provided feedback on the workshop! Your input is extremely valuable to us 
and will be used to improve future workshops.  
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RESOURCES 

The initial list of values and principles that were given to participants for discussion and scoring (Appendix 
A) were derived from the following sources:   

Draft UDOT Statewide Rural Long-Range Transportation Plan 2019-2050 
https://www.udot.utah.gov/main/uconowner.gf?n=10385322369402804   

UTA Mission and Vision https://www.rideuta.com/About-UTA/Mission-and-Vision  

WFRC Wasatch Choice 2050 https://wfrc.org/vision-plans/wasatch-choice-2050/  

LEED v4.1 Cities and Communities Existing Guide https://www.usgbc.org/articles/leed-link-leed-v41-
guides  

Jean Crowther, Alta Planning + Design, “Complete Streets 2.0: Responding to the Fast Pace of Change in 
Transportation” https://blog.altaplanning.com/complete-streets-2-0-responding-to-the-fast-pace-of-
change-in-transportation-7e080b82efce  

 

  

https://www.udot.utah.gov/main/uconowner.gf?n=10385322369402804
https://www.rideuta.com/About-UTA/Mission-and-Vision
https://wfrc.org/vision-plans/wasatch-choice-2050/
https://www.usgbc.org/articles/leed-link-leed-v41-guides
https://www.usgbc.org/articles/leed-link-leed-v41-guides
https://blog.altaplanning.com/complete-streets-2-0-responding-to-the-fast-pace-of-change-in-transportation-7e080b82efce
https://blog.altaplanning.com/complete-streets-2-0-responding-to-the-fast-pace-of-change-in-transportation-7e080b82efce
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APPENDIX A - Transportation Values to Consider  
 
Environmental   
Clean air  
Clean water 
Sustainability   
Preservation of open space 
Natural resource conservation/restoration 
Reduction of light pollution 
Resilience to climate change      
Responsible use of materials 
Good nutrient management practices   
Increase energy efficiency 
Mitigate emissions (e.g. GHG)   
Good health and clean air  
 
Social & Cultural  
Good health (of individuals and communities, mental and physical) 
Connected communities 
Safe, user friendly streets for all types of users 
Good access to key destinations/services 
Good access to open space and recreational opportunities 
Preserve/revive high priority sites (e.g. historic structures, focus on growth and redevelopment for infill)   
Quality transportation choices (e.g. moving people, not just cars) 
Manageable and reliable traffic conditions 
Point to point access for micro-mobility and shared vehicles 
Multimodal infrastructure (both the travel lanes and the on-street parking) 
Utilization of digital infrastructure   
Adaptive, flexible components 
Growth management (e.g. establish measures to control growth/sprawl)  
 
Economic  
Strong economy 
Access to economic and educational opportunities 
Affordable living expenses (including transportation costs) 
Support housing options 
Fiscally responsible communities and infrastructure 
Link economic development with transportation and housing decisions 
Low carbon economy 
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Process  
Ongoing engagement of stakeholders in local decision making    
Commit to an outcomes-based approach to planning, design, and engineering 
Environmental justice 
Equitable, inclusive, and inviting process 
Aligning local and regional needs 
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Appendix B – Complete Streets Resources 

 

Complete Street Transformations in the Greater Golden Horsehoe Region:  

https://www.tcat.ca/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/CompleteStreetTransformations_web-1.pdf 

 

Seven Case Studies for Complete Streets, by Robert Steuteville:  

https://www.cnu.org/publicsquare/2017/12/07/seven-case-studies-complete-streets 

 

Complete Streets Case Study: Somerville, New Jersey:  

http://njbikeped.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/Somerville-Case-Study-Report-Final-3-24_sm.pdf 

 

What are Complete Streets?:  

https://smartgrowthamerica.org/program/national-complete-streets-coalition/publications/what-are-
complete-streets/ 

 

Complete Streets: 

https://www.transportation.gov/mission/health/complete-streets 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.tcat.ca/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/CompleteStreetTransformations_web-1.pdf
https://www.cnu.org/publicsquare/2017/12/07/seven-case-studies-complete-streets
http://njbikeped.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/Somerville-Case-Study-Report-Final-3-24_sm.pdf
https://smartgrowthamerica.org/program/national-complete-streets-coalition/publications/what-are-complete-streets/
https://smartgrowthamerica.org/program/national-complete-streets-coalition/publications/what-are-complete-streets/
https://www.transportation.gov/mission/health/complete-streets
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Appendix C – Utah State Code Regarding General Plans 

Text of Utah State Code shown here taken from the Utah State Code website: 
https://le.utah.gov/xcode/Title10/Chapter9A/10-9a-P4.html. Two of the Eight subsections are shown. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

https://le.utah.gov/xcode/Title10/Chapter9A/10-9a-P4.html
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Appendix D – Frequently Asked Questions about Local Government and General Planning 

What is the purpose of planning? 

According to the American Planning Association https://www.planning.org/aboutplanning/:  
“Planning Provides a Vision for the Community Today — and in the Future 

The goal of planning is to maximize the health, safety, and economic well-being of all people living in our 
communities. This involves thinking about how we can move around our community, how we can attract 
and retain thriving businesses, where we want to live, and opportunities for recreation. Planning helps 
create communities of lasting value.” 

What is a General Plan? 

From the Utah Department of Workforce Services, Housing & Community Development Office 
http://www.ruralplanning.org/assets/general-plan-guide.pdf: 

“The general plan (sometimes called the comprehensive, or master plan) is an advisory policy document 
that outlines your city’s vision for its future. It is a collection of maps, information, and policies that are 
designed to guide the city’s future¹. It describes where you are, where you want to be, and how you will 
get there. The general plan indicates your city’s priorities and intentions for the future. The State of Utah 
requires every county and municipality to have a general plan. State law requires local governments to 
“prepare and adopt a comprehensive, long-range plan” in order to “provide for the health, safety, and 
welfare” of each municipality and it’s residents².” 

¹Iowa State University Extension “The Comprehensive Plan” 
²UCA 10-9a-401(1) 
 
How is a General Plan created and adopted? 

1. The Council directs the Planning Commission to update or draft the General Plan. 

2. The Planning Commission notifies the public of its intent to draft or amend the General Plan. After a 
hearing with the public, the Plan Preparers (for example, a Steering Committee working in collaboration 
with a Planner) begin to draft the document. County, regional, or state government can support the 
process with data and information. The General Public may provide input at various points in the process. 

3. The Plan Preparers pass their draft to the Planning Commission. 

4. The Planning Commission consults with the public before recommending the General Plan to the 
Council. 

5. The Council makes final revisions and adopts the revised/new General Plan in a public meeting. 

https://www.planning.org/aboutplanning/
http://www.ruralplanning.org/assets/general-plan-guide.pdf
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Figure 1: The general planning process shown with involved parties, adapted from 
http://www.ruralplanning.org/assets/general-plan-guide.pdf 

 

Who can serve on a Metro Township Council, a Planning Commission, and a General Plan Steering 
Committee? 

• The public votes for Councilors on the Metro Township Council (they are elected officials). 

• The Metro Township Council appoints residents to serve on the Planning Commission (they are 
appointed positions). 

• The Metro Township Council decides who can be on the General Plan Steering Committee (they may be 
a mix of appointed positions and applicants who fit certain criteria). 

o Sometimes, the Metro Township Council will request that the entire Planning Commission 
becomes the General Plan Steering Committee. Other times, one or more members of the 
Planning Commission will apply and be selected to serve on the General Plan Steering Committee 
with other members of the public. 

o Generally, members of the public can apply to be on the General Plan Steering Committee. The 
Metro Township Council then approves or denies each application. 

o Generally, the General Plan Steering Committee is made up of 7 to 15 residents of the 
particular Metro Township, and/or stakeholders who represent important interests in the area. 

o The General Plan Steering Committee is thus a volunteer group of Metro Township residents. 
Their local knowledge provides the content that goes into the General Plan. 

 

 

http://www.ruralplanning.org/assets/general-plan-guide.pdf
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How is the MSD involved in general planning for its members? 

From the MSD website https://msd.utah.gov/about/: 

“Difference between the MSD and the Metro Townships: 

The Metro Townships are independent municipalities that are members of the MSD. Each Metro 
Township has an elected Mayor and Council. These officials represent the interest of the citizens of the 
individual Metro Township. The MSD Board of Trustees is made up of each of the Mayors of the Metro 
Townships and a member of the Salt Lake County Council. 

The MSD’s role is to evaluate the needs of all the Metro Townships and Unincorporated County and to 
use the funding to accomplish those needs. The MSD is the service provider and they oversee all 
contracts with agencies to provide the services. The MSD Board of Trustees also has sole property tax 
authority over the District (5 Metro Townships and Unincorporated County).” 

What is the role of an MSD Long Range Planner? 

• The MSD provides planning services for the Metro Townships. Planning staff are responsible for 
organizing, facilitating, and linking the different elements of the general planning process, and the many 
different parties involved. 

• At the General Plan Steering Committee meetings, planning staff present information, facilitate 
discussion, and gather input regarding the needs and vision of the Metro Township from the General Plan 
Steering Committee members. 

• Planning staff does a lot of work in between meetings researching, analyzing data, writing, coordinating, 
and planning events for broad public engagement. 

• After many months of General Plan Steering Committee meetings and public engagement events, a 
draft General Plan is written. 

• The General Plan Steering Committee will review and comment on the General Plan; staff will make the 
requested changes. 

• The General Plan Steering Committee sends the General Plan to the Planning Commission for review. 
The Planning Commission can recommend approval, recommend approval with changes, or recommend 
refusal. The Planning Commission must hold a Public Hearing, in which members of the public express 
their thoughts on the Plan. The Planning Commission may choose to hold multiple meetings about the 
General Plan. 

• The Metro Township Council discusses and votes on adoption of the General Plan. They can approve 
the original, approve with the Planning Commission’s changes, approve with their own changes, or reject. 

https://msd.utah.gov/about/


 

Mikala Jordan 
Long Range Planner 
MJordan@msd.utah.gov 
 

 

Kate Davies 
Long Range Planner 

Kadavies@msd.utah.gov 
 

 

 Planning & Development Services  •  2001 South State Street, N3-600  •  Salt Lake City, Utah 84190 
 

23 

 

This also occurs in a public meeting in which members of the public can express their thoughts on the 
Plan. The Metro Township Council may choose to hold multiple meetings about the General Plan. 

“When beginning a project, planners work with public officials, community members, and other groups to 
identify community issues or goals. Using research, data analysis, and collaboration with interest groups, 
planners formulate strategies to address issues or meet goals. They also may help carry out community 
plans, oversee projects, and organize the work of the groups involved. Projects may range from a policy 
recommendation for a specific initiative to a long-term, comprehensive area plan.” 
https://www.careerexplorer.com/careers/urban-planner/ 

“While architects often focus on a single building, a planner's job is to work with residents and elected 
officials to guide the layout of an entire community or region. Planners take a broad view and look at how 
the pieces of a community — buildings, roads, and parks — fit together like pieces of a puzzle. Planners 
then make recommendations on how the community should proceed. One of the greatest challenges for 
planners is to imagine what can and should happen to a community: how it should grow and change, and 
what it should offer residents 10, 15, or even 20 years into the future… Planning is successful when it is 
inclusive and reflects the comprehensive values of the entire community.” 
https://www.planning.org/aboutplanning/: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.careerexplorer.com/careers/urban-planner/
https://www.planning.org/aboutplanning/
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WHITE CITY METRO TOWNSHIP – GENERAL PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

26 MAY 2020, 6:00 PM – 7:00 PM, WEBEX MEETING 

ATTENDEES 

White City Steering Committee Members: Tyler Huish, Renee Sutton, Don Patocka, Greg Shelton, Zachary 
Zundel 
Planning Staff: Wendy Gurr, Mikala Jordan, Kate Davies, Kayla Mauldin 
White City Members of the Public: 2 

MEETING SUMMARY 

To begin, one new Steering Committee member and one new planning staff member were introduced.  Per 
the committee’s agreed-upon ground rules, planning staff reviewed these ground rules as well as Robert’s 
Rules. This meeting resumed and built upon previous discussion of land use. Kate reviewed the results from 
the Transportation and Land Use Survey. Then Steering Committee members identified, explained, and 
discussed White City’s Character Areas. The meeting concluded with a review of the General Plan 
timeframe and plan for upcoming meetings. 

PROCESS 

Why identify Character Areas? What is a ‘character area’? The Purpose of Character Plans is to define, 
maintain or enhance a desired “character” for an area. “Character” can be thought of as the look, feel and 
history of a place – those factors which set it apart from other areas. For planning purposes, the character 
of the area is first identified through a number of factors such as the geographic setting[KM1], the age and 
style of housing, street patterns, predominant landscaping patterns, land use patterns, dominant unifying 
open spaces, major barriers on the edges, and similar factors. 

Character Areas are places where a combination of buildings and streetscape features create a distinct and 
valued character. Design or performance standards are then created to assist designers and developers in 
providing projects that are true to the context of that particular area (architectural styles, landscaping 
patterns, color scheme, etc.). These standards can be integrated into zoning codes and ordinances that 
cover a specific area or an entire community. 

OUTCOMES – 05/26/2020  

BRAINSTORMED CHARACTER AREAS 

At April’s meeting, the Steering Committee began brainstorming Character Areas. At the May meeting, the 
Steering Committee reviewed the map of areas that had been generated during the last meeting and 
considered other areas that should be included. Some areas were identified based on existing positive traits 
while other areas were selected for their future potential. The following Character Areas were generated: 

mailto:MJordan@msd.utah.gov
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• Dimple Dell 
• Horse Area: road type, no turn around; could use a crossing sign and lights 
• Trail Head into gully, and trails plan with Salt Lake County 
• Picnic table area off 1300 East, down the gully: paved access across the middle school to the west; 

1991 plan addresses this area; it should not be forgotten; needs improved infrastructure 
• Bear Park: community service, open space, and recreation 
• First farmhouse: potential historic plaque 
• Trail to Cottonwood Heights 

ADU AND ZONING DISCUSSION 

Kate asked the Steering Committee about Accessory Dwelling Units – ADUs. The discussion turned to 
zoning and zoning changes. Several Steering Committee members conveyed concern about White City 
changing; they expressed that White City should remain single-family residential indefinitely. Planning 
Staff confirmed that high density multi-family, such as high rises, would not be appropriate for White City. 
However, Planning Staff encouraged the Steering Committee to think about White City’s future needs: 
what type of housing will White City residents need in 20 years? In between only single-family homes and 
high rises are dozens of options, such as ADUs. Additionally, the Moderate-Income Housing Plan, required 
by Utah State law, identifies ADUs as one of White City’s three strategies. One Steering Committee 
member asked about what White City has to do to meet state requirements; Mikala clarified that White 
City has to demonstrate progress in attempting to increase Moderate-Income Housing. She said that 
adopting an ADU ordinance, which can (and ought to) be specifically tailored to a community, is the most 
common strategy. 

Steering Committee members brought up several important considerations regarding ADUs in White City: 

• Ensure utilities and infrastructure can support ADUs. 
• Some places are more or less appropriate for ADUs, due to parking or lot size constraints. 
• Landlords should be present, on-site: no absentee landlords. 
• Some types of ADUs are more or less appropriate for White City (with Steering Committee 

members expressing a preference for less visible types, such as basement apartments). 

Mikala pointed out that all of these concerns can be addressed in the ordinance, thus ensuring that any 
added ADUs fit well into the context of White City.  

One Steering Committee member said it makes sense to identify White City’s character and needs first, 
and then adjust zoning or other land use regulations (if needed) to uphold that character and meet those 
needs (rather than committing to the current zoning which may or may not meet the needs and desires 
of the community). . Additionally, the Steering Committee member pointed out that if the Steering 
Committee cannot decide upon an action plan to progress in Moderate-Income Housing, then the Metro 
Township Council gets to make these decisions instead.  
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NEXT STEPS 

• Continue land use and character area discussion 
• Send out fully analyzed Transportation and Land Use Survey results 
• Send out draft Character Area map 
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WHITE CITY METRO TOWNSHIP – GENERAL PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

2019 – 2020 “PARKING LOT” OF IDEAS 

01/28/2020 - 5/26/2020 

• Parking at Bear Park, Quincy Pool, and other public places 
• Water quality and parking on lawns 
• Bell View property crossing by students 
• Protecting private property rights - Decided to add as overarching value in 3/31 Meeting 
• Private property location for writing in General Plan - Completed 3/31 
• Ground Rule review – Each meeting 
• Steering Committee membership - Completed 3/31 
• Reviewing what a General Plan is and what the process for approval is - Completed in Meeting 

Report from 25 February 2020 
• Chair/vice-chair, and terms and timeline - Completed 3/31 
• Understanding local government - Completed in Meeting Report from 25 February 2020 
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WHITE CITY METRO TOWNSHIP – GENERAL PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

23 JUNE, 6:00 PM – 7:30 PM, WEBEX MEETING 

ATTENDEES 

White City Steering Committee Members: Josiah Halverson, Tyler Huish, Don Patocka, David Quinney, Greg 
Shelton, Renee Sutton, and Zachary Zundel. 
Planning Staff: Wendy Gurr, Mikala Jordan, Kate Davies 
White City Members of the Public: 1 

MEETING SUMMARY 

Chairman Huish welcomed the group and opened the meeting. Planning staff led a discussion about the 
draft Transportation Chapter and elicited feedback from the group. Planning staff then gave a short 
presentation to further the ongoing Character Area discussion, including providing the results from the 
Transportation and Land Use Survey.  Planning staff connected White City’s current trends and patterns 
with White City’s vision and priorities as well as regional and national data. The group then discussed land 
character and what opportunities may or may not be appropriate in White City.  

OUTCOMES – 06/23/2020  

TRANSPORTATION CHAPTER DISCUSSION 

The Committee reviewed the Transportation Chapter. Discussion began with a Round Robin, where 
committee members shared their overall impression of the chapter. Feedback included: add numbers to 
specify statements whenever possible, review language choices carefully, change map of disconnected 
areas to a cartoon/graphic, include street typology illustrations, add Sego Lily Station to public 
transportation section, and reword and clarify transportation and commerce section. Discussion turned to 
wording regarding one action item (create purposeful, designated areas for public transportation), and 
Chairman Huish tabled the vote and discussion to the next General Plan Steering Committee Meeting. 

CHARACTER AREAS DISCUSSION 

The Committee added one point of interest, the White Towers Swimming Pool, to the character area map. 
Committee members noted this area’s family-friendly environment and its role as a summertime gathering 
place. 

Committee members expressed the need to balance the preservation of White City’s character with the 
acknowledgement that change does happen. Committee members emphasized that General Plan 
outcomes should be opportunities and options. The Committee explored the benefits and drawbacks of 
small-scale mixed-use areas. Committee members asked questions about what is fair; what is 
representative of public interest; what creates opportunities; and what makes sense given the land, 
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transportation, and housing contexts. The area around White Towers Swimming Pool was proposed as an 
area that may be appropriate for mixed-uses ten or twenty years down the road.  Discussion regarding this 
and other areas will continue at the next Steering Committee meeting, on July 28th, 2020. Further 
discussion is needed to guide how to best engage with the public regarding this historically tense topic. 

NEXT STEPS 

• Continue land and character area discussion 
• Send out character area activity 
• Send out Ted Talk link 
• Make discussed edits to the Transportation Chapter 
• Decide if Transportation Chapter can be sent on to Planning Commission (just for feedback, NOT 

for approval or voting) 
• Begin survey development regarding land and character 
• (In the future) send out Engineering Reports when published 
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WHITE CITY METRO TOWNSHIP – GENERAL PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

2019 – 2020 “PARKING LOT” OF IDEAS 

01/28/2020 - 6/23/2020 

• Parking at Bear Park, Quincy Pool, and other public places 
• Water quality and parking on lawns 
• Bell View property crossing by students 
• Protecting private property rights - Decided to add as overarching value in 3/31 Meeting 
• Private property location for writing in General Plan - Completed 3/31 
• Ground Rule review – Each meeting 
• Steering Committee membership - Completed 3/31 
• Reviewing what a General Plan is and what the process for approval is - Completed in Meeting 

Report from 25 February 2020 
• Chair/vice-chair, and terms and timeline - Completed 3/31 
• Understanding local government - Completed in Meeting Report from 25 February 2020 
• Discuss “create purposeful, designated areas for public transportation” action item 
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WHITE CITY METRO TOWNSHIP – GENERAL PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

28 JULY, 6:00 PM – 7:30 PM, WEBEX MEETING 

ATTENDEES 

White City Steering Committee Members: Josiah Halverson, Tyler Huish, Don Patocka, David Quinney, Greg 
Shelton, Renee Sutton, and James Lucas. 
Planning Staff: Wendy Gurr, Mikala Jordan, Kate Davies 
Other Staff: Todd Anderson 
White City Members of the Public: 2 

MEETING SUMMARY 

Chairman Huish welcomed the group and opened the meeting. He updated the group on the new White 
City General Plan website page (https://tinyurl.com/wcgpsc), where committee members and the public 
can find information and access surveys regarding the General Plan. He also confirmed that a mailer sharing 
this link will go out to every White City household following the distribution of the White City Newsletter, 
which also includes a General Plan update. Discussion turned to the Transportation chapter. Committee 
members voted to edit one transportation action item. Economic specialist Todd Anderson presented 
about economic needs and potential economic opportunities in White City. Conversation centered on the 
link between economic opportunities and character areas.  Then Chairman Huish presented all the 
submitted character area maps (last meeting’s “homework” assignment). These maps depicted Committee 
members’ ideas about White City’s land character in the distant future. Finally, the draft land character 
survey was presented and discussed.  

OUTCOMES – 07/31/2020  

TRANSPORTATION CHAPTER DISCUSSION 

The Committee reviewed the second draft of the Transportation Chapter. One change, adding security and 
safety concerns on Dimple Dell trails (suggested via email), will be made. The Committee voted to add 
“where appropriate” to the transportation action item: “Create purposeful, designated areas for public 
transportation.” No other changes were suggested, and the Committee found that changes requested in 
the June meeting were listened to and made for the July meeting. The transportation and land use survey 
will stay open until August 21st.  

ECONOMIC DISCUSSION 

Todd Anderson talked about economic needs and opportunities in White City using White City’s SWOT and 
APAE analyses, United States Census Bureau data, and ESRI Business Analyst Online data. Facts important 
to the appropriateness of various economic opportunities in White City, such as the large workforce 
population, the number of home businesses, the unemployment rate, and the community’s stated desires, 
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were reviewed. The Committee discussed the benefits of and concerns associated with economic 
opportunities in White City. The Committee also talked about how economic goals can be supported or 
undermined by land use decisions and are thus relevant to the character area discussion. One committee 
member identified the balance between needing sales tax to make community improvements and 
contribute to the MSD, and preserving the current character of White City. 

CHARACTER AREAS ASSIGNMENT 

Chairman Huish presented all of the maps that were created. He summarized similarities and differences, 
such as preserving the residential character of White City, preserving current open space and parks, and 
allowing mixed use areas (if the property owners choose) along busier roadways. Maps showed varying 
levels of change and had differences in where mixed use areas may be appropriate in the future. 

LAND CHARACTER SURVEY 

Committee members reviewed the draft land character survey. Planning staff and committee members 
agreed that pictures should be better tailored to White City. Planning staff pointed out that having some 
images unlikely to match the character of White City is helpful too: residents can distinguish between what 
they like and what they dislike, and what respondents do not select is as informative for the planning 
process as what respondents do select. The land character survey will be on the new website and made 
public next week (week of August 3rd). 

NEXT STEPS 

• Continue land and character area discussion 
• Make discussed edit to the Transportation Chapter 
• Send out second draft of land character survey with discussed edits; incorporate additional 

feedback; make survey public 
• Send out mailer regarding new White City General Plan website and surveys 
• (In the future) send out Engineering Reports when published 
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WHITE CITY METRO TOWNSHIP – GENERAL PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

2019 – 2020 “PARKING LOT” OF IDEAS 

01/28/2020 - 7/28/2020 

• Parking at Bear Park, Quincy Pool, and other public places 
• Water quality and parking on lawns 
• Bell View property crossing by students 
• Protecting private property rights - Decided to add as overarching value in 3/31 Meeting 
• Private property location for writing in General Plan - Completed 3/31 
• Ground Rule review – Each meeting 
• Steering Committee membership - Completed 3/31 
• Reviewing what a General Plan is and what the process for approval is - Completed in Meeting 

Report from 25 February 2020 
• Chair/vice-chair, and terms and timeline - Completed 3/31 
• Understanding local government - Completed in Meeting Report from 25 February 2020 
• Discuss “create purposeful, designated areas for public transportation” action item - Completed 

7/28 
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WHITE CITY METRO TOWNSHIP – GENERAL PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

25 AUGUST, 6:00 PM – 7:30 PM, WEBEX MEETING 

ATTENDEES 

White City Steering Committee Members: Zachary Zundel, Josiah Halverson, Tyler Huish, Don Patocka, 
David Quinney, and Renee Sutton. 
Planning Staff: Wendy Gurr, Mikala Jordan, Kate Davies 
White City Members of the Public: 1 

MEETING SUMMARY 

Chairman Huish welcomed the group and opened the meeting. He confirmed that a mailer sharing the 
White City general planning webpage link (https://tinyurl.com/wcgpsc) had gone out to every White City 
household following the distribution of the White City newsletter, which also included a general plan 
update. There was some discussion of what additional outreach could/should be done. Planners led a brief 
discussion about divisive versus cohesive terminology/definitions/semantics regarding the general plan. 
Kate Davies provided an update on the transportation and land use survey results, which led into a 
discussion of whether any additional changes were needed to the transportation chapter. The Committee 
voted to pass the chapter on to the Planning Commission for review with minor changes. Kate Davies then 
summarized the preliminary findings from the Character Area survey and Mikala Jordan provided a review 
of the role of Character Areas in land use planning. This was followed by a discussion of a drafted map of 
Character Areas for White City that was based on a compilation of the previous Character Areas mapping 
assignments (7/28/20) and other data. Some adjustments were proposed by Committee members, and it 
was agreed that more input was needed from the public via the survey to clarify a few key issues such as 
the inclusion and/or location of potential future mixed use area(s). Don Patocka resigned from the 
Committee.   

OUTCOMES  

OUTREACH  

There was some discussion regarding the possibility of disseminating the information via email to existing 
contact lists as well, but planning staff reminded Steering Committee members that they did not have 
access to emails from the previous general planning process, as per the instructions of the Mayor. It was 
agreed that another postcard should go out the week of 9/8, and that an email could go out to all 
leadership (GPSC, PC, MTC) for further dissemination. 

TERMINOLOGY  

Planners led a brief discussion about definitions/semantics regarding the general plan and encouraged 
Steering Committee members to focus on what they have in common rather get too caught up in 
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semantics. The group agreed to aim not to use divisive terminology wherever possible (e.g. terms such as 
‘blight’).  

TRANSPORTATION CHAPTER DISCUSSION 

Kate Davies provided an update on the transportation and land use survey results, as that survey closed on 
8/21 with an additional 32 responses for a total of 70 responses. No major changes resulted from the 
additional data, indicating that the priorities and actions described in the transportation chapter should still 
be appropriate. The Committee agreed to pass this chapter on to the Planning Commission for review once 
the additional survey data could be added.  

LAND CHARACTER SURVEY 

Kate Davies summarized the preliminary findings from the Character Area survey, which will remain open 
until 1 Oct. Preliminary results indicate a heavy emphasis on the need to preserve the residential character 
of White City, and to further build on recent walkability enhancements in the area. Early findings also 
indicate a strong dislike for areas that are run-down, unkempt, and lack good accessibility (e.g. sidewalks, 
streetlights). Mixed use was not strongly supported in these preliminary results, although there was some 
indication that participants would find this type of land use appropriate under certain conditions in some 
heavily trafficked corridors.  

Mikala Jordan provided a review of the role of Character Areas in land use planning. This was followed by 
a discussion of a drafted map of Character Areas for White City that was based on a compilation of the 
previous Character Areas mapping assignments (7/28/20) and other data. Some adjustments were 
proposed by Committee members, which will be accounted for on an upcoming version of the map. It was 
agreed that more input was needed from the public via the survey to clarify a few key issues such as the 
inclusion and/or location of potential future mixed use area(s).  

Don Patocka resigned from the Committee after disagreeing with some of the comments made regarding 
the proposed Character Areas.   

NEXT STEPS 

• Continue land and character area discussion  
• Share the Transportation Chapter with the PC for comment  
• Send out second mailer regarding new White City General Plan website and survey 
• (In the future) send out Engineering Reports when published 
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WHITE CITY METRO TOWNSHIP – GENERAL PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

2019 – 2020 “PARKING LOT” OF IDEAS 

01/28/2020 - 7/28/2020 

• Parking at Bear Park, Quincy Pool, and other public places
• Water quality and parking on lawns
• Bell View property crossing by students
• Protecting private property rights - Decided to add as overarching value in 3/31 Meeting
• Private property location for writing in General Plan - Completed 3/31
• Ground Rule review – Each meeting
• Steering Committee membership - Completed 3/31
• Reviewing what a General Plan is and what the process for approval is - Completed in Meeting

Report from 25 February 2020
• Chair/vice-chair, and terms and timeline - Completed 3/31
• Understanding local government - Completed in Meeting Report from 25 February 2020
• Discuss “create purposeful, designated areas for public transportation” action item - Completed

7/28
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WHITE CITY METRO TOWNSHIP – GENERAL PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

22 SEPTEMBER, 6:00 PM – 7:00 PM, WEBEX MEETING 

ATTENDEES 

White City Steering Committee Members: Tyler Huish, David Quinney, Greg Shelton, and Renee Sutton. 

Planning Staff: Wendy Gurr, Mikala Jordan 

White City Members of the Public: 1 

MEETING SUMMARY 

Chairman Huish welcomed the group and turned the meeting over to planning staff. Mikala Jordan shared 

examples of the General Plan document design. Tying into this, Mikala asked residents to think about a 

General Plan logo as a fun way to celebrate White City and tie together general planning documents. The 

Steering Committee will brainstorm logo ideas; a logo based upon the historic farmhouse was suggested. 

Mikala then presented on Land Character Survey results (see below). The meeting concluded with a 

discussion on character areas in White City, with consensus on the following: Sego Lily Corridor, Canal 

Corridor, 10600 Corridor, Southern Spur, and the rest of White City. 

OUTCOMES  

OUTREACH  

The Land Character Survey has been active since August 8th and will remain open until October 1st. The 

White City Newsletter and two mailers (sent to every White City household) have advertised the survey as 

well as encouraged attendance to the Steering Committee meetings and directed questions to planning 

staff. As of September 21st, 31 responses to the Land Character Survey have been recorded. The images 

and associated text on the following pages display the results so far. What do these results indicate? One, 

residents value White City’s residential character and its amenities, such as the pool, the parks, the schools, 

and the historic farming house. Two, residents identify that various capital improvements, such as 

sidewalks, lighting, and home repairs, are needed throughout White City to improve quality of life. Three, 

residents have different ideas on their vision for White City’s future: 56 percent would not like to see any 

type of mixed use areas while 40 percent would like to see some type of mixed use area. If these results 

are representative of the community, then multiplying the percentages by White City’s population gives an 

approximate number of people with these visions: 3,100 people may not like to see any mixed use, while 

over 2,200 people may like some type of mixed use. The Steering Committee works hard to balance 

different community wants, and they continue having difficult discussions to explore White City’s future.  

One Steering Committee member shared that she experienced difficulty with the survey link, while other 

members successfully accessed the survey. Staff will connect with this member to identify reasons for the 

link difficulties and address them. 
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FURTHER LAND AND CHARACTER DISCUSSION 

Mikala Jordan presented the comments submitted by Steering Committee members regarding the 

potential character areas drafted at the previous meeting. She displayed the comments as well as a list of 

themes that summarized each comment on the screen. Chair Huish led a discussion on these comments. 

Steering Committee members talked about preserving what’s important in White City (such as the 

agricultural roots and the residential character) while also balancing the need for improving the community. 

After discussion, Steering Committee members present agreed unanimously on the following character 

areas: Sego Lily Corridor, Canal Corridor, 10600 Corridor, and Southern Spur (the A-2- area south of 10600 

S), and they grouped together the rest of White City as a fifth character area. A next step is to conduct 

public outreach regarding these areas and to develop visions and needs for each area. 

OTHER DISCUSSION 

Several Steering Committee members raised concerns that discussions in the Steering Committee have 

been misconstrued in other forums. The Steering Committee wanted to make it clear that they and 

planning staff are not progressing any policies that would take away peoples’ homes. They  do not want to 

do this, and would not have the power to do this, as part of a general planning process. Steering Committee 

members raised the point that Steering Committee members are charged with considering the long term 

future of White City, which can be a challenging and contentious topic, but engaging with these kinds of 

ideas is an important part of a democratic process. Steering Committee members and planning staff note 

that if any residents have concerns about how the process is being conducted, their feedback and 

participation is always welcome.  

NEXT STEPS 

• Continue land and character area discussion: 

o Develop vision for each area 

o Develop public outreach regarding draft Character Areas 

• Brainstorm logo ideas. 

• (In the future) send out Engineering Reports when published 
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WHITE CITY METRO TOWNSHIP – GENERAL PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

2019 – 2020 “PARKING LOT” OF IDEAS 

01/28/2020 - 9/22/2020 

• Parking at Bear Park, Quincy Pool, and other public places 

• Water quality and parking on lawns 

• Bell View property crossing by students 

• Protecting private property rights - Decided to add as overarching value in 3/31 Meeting 

• Private property location for writing in General Plan - Completed 3/31 

• Ground Rule review – Each meeting 

• Steering Committee membership - Completed 3/31 

• Reviewing what a General Plan is and what the process for approval is - Completed in Meeting 

Report from 25 February 2020 

• Chair/vice-chair, and terms and timeline - Completed 3/31 

• Understanding local government - Completed in Meeting Report from 25 February 2020 

• Discuss “create purposeful, designated areas for public transportation” action item - Completed 

7/28 
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WHITE CITY METRO TOWNSHIP – GENERAL PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

27 OCTOBER, 6:00 PM – 7:30 PM, WEBEX MEETING 

ATTENDEES 

White City Steering Committee Members: Josiah Halverson, Tyler Huish, David Quinney, Greg Shelton, 
Renee Sutton, and Zachary Zundel. 
Planning Staff: Wendy Gurr, Mikala Jordan, Jim McNulty 
White City Members of the Public: 2 

MEETING SUMMARY 

Chairman Huish welcomed the group and turned the meeting over to planning staff. Mikala Jordan shared 
the new White City Long Range Planning website, walking the Committee through the site’s spaces for 
finding information about, and leaving feedback on, planning processes. The Committee affirmed interest 
in hosting a Virtual Public Open House and settled on late January for a date. Discussion turned to 
consideration of a logo for the planning process. Several people expressed hesitation in having a logo, and 
discussion was tabled for the present. Mikala then reviewed the feedback on the transportation element 
provided by the Planning Commission and Metro Township Council. The Committee agreed that Mikala 
would send any major content changes to the Committee via email; after the Committee’s review, the 
transportation element would be uploaded to the website for public viewing. Mikala then shared the results 
of the Land Character Survey. See these results below. Brainstorming and discussion on writing visions and 
narratives for each Character Area occurred next. To conclude, the Committee provided feedback on the 
draft Land Priorities survey and decided to meet twice per month starting in December.  

OUTCOMES  

OUTREACH  

The Land Character Survey opened August 8th and remained open until October 1st. The White City 
Newsletter and two mailers (sent to every White City household) advertised the survey and directed 
questions to planning staff. A total of 53 people responded to the Land Character Survey. The images on 
the following pages summarize the results for each question. On those images, the “N = #” indicates the 
total responses for that question. Because respondents could choose more than one response for some 
questions, the sample size exceeds 53 on several questions. What do the results indicate?  

1. Residents value White City’s family-oriented, residential neighborhood character. 
2. Residents value White City’s amenities, especially the pool and the parks.  
3. Residents identify that various capital improvements, such as sidewalks, lighting, and home repairs, 

are needed throughout White City to improve quality of life.  
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4. Residents have different ideas on their vision for White City’s future: 57 percent would not like to 
see any type of mixed use areas while 43 percent would like to see some type of mixed use area. If 
these results are representative of the community, then multiplying the percentages by White 
City’s population gives an approximate number of people with these visions: about 3,200 people 
may not like to see any mixed use, while about 2,400 people may like some type of mixed use. The 
Steering Committee works hard to balance different community wants, and they continue having 
difficult discussions to explore White City’s future.  

5. If White City decides to create design standards for the built environment (building types, the 
orientation of buildings to the streets, landscaping, etc.), the results of this survey can be used as 
a guide. Residents preferred inward-facing buildings; smaller-sized parking lots; multiple housing 
styles, with craftsman being the top choice; and landscaping, especially low water landscaping. 

NEXT STEPS 

• Develop and send out mailer with the new website, the Area Needs and Priorities survey, and the 
transportation element.  

• Finalize vision for each character area 
• Develop land use goals. 
• (In the future) send out Engineering Reports when published 

 

2019 – 2020 “PARKING LOT” OF IDEAS 

01/28/2020 - 10/27/2020 

• Parking at Bear Park, Quincy Pool, and other public places 
• Water quality and parking on lawns 
• Bell View property crossing by students 
• Protecting private property rights - Decided to add as overarching value in 3/31 Meeting 
• Private property location for writing in General Plan - Completed 3/31 
• Ground Rule review – Each meeting 
• Steering Committee membership - Completed 3/31 
• Reviewing what a General Plan is and what the process for approval is - Completed in Meeting 

Report from 25 February 2020 
• Chair/vice-chair, and terms and timeline - Completed 3/31 
• Understanding local government - Completed in Meeting Report from 25 February 2020 
• Discuss “create purposeful, designated areas for public transportation” action item - Completed 

7/28 
• Logo ideating and discussion  
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WHITE CITY METRO TOWNSHIP – GENERAL PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

15 DECEMBER, 6:00 PM – 7:30 PM, WEBEX MEETING 

ATTENDEES 

White City Steering Committee Members: Josiah Halverson, Tyler Huish, David Quinney, Renee Sutton, and 
Zachary Zundel. 
Planning Staff: Wendy Gurr, Mikala Jordan 
White City Members of the Public: 2 

MEETING SUMMARY 

Chairman Huish welcomed the group and turned the meeting over to planning staff. Mikala Jordan 
presented the results from the Area Needs and Land Priorities Survey. See these results below. The results 
were tied into the next part of the agenda: a discussion on the draft Character Area Narratives. Committee 
members discussed the narratives, affirmed that the narratives reflected public feedback so far (during 
drafting, the narratives incorporated input as it came in from the survey), and provided additional edits to 
staff. Then staff displayed eight land use goals from other communities’ general plans, as examples to help 
generate ideas for White City. Committee members brainstormed land use goals for White City. To 
conclude, the Committee discussed the previously mentioned Virtual Public Open House and is considering 
February or March for a date.  

OUTCOMES  

AREA NEEDS AND LAND PRIORITIES RESULTS 

Find these results below, or on the White City Long Range Planning Page, via a StoryMap presentation 
(direct link to the StoryMap here: https://wc-lrp-gslmsd.hub.arcgis.com/app/038e13bcb0574da4bb0ed3b284694cf8).  
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DRAFT GOALS  

After seeing a variety of other communities’ land use goals as examples, Committee members took 
approximately five minutes to brainstorm and jot down their ideas for White City’s land use goals. Each 
committee member shared their ideas, which were recorded in real-time via planning staff’s screen sharing 
of a PowerPoint slideshow. This amounted to 13 ideas: 

• Sustain property owners' rights and opinions while embracing positive change and various opinions 
(current and future).  encouraging community involvement.  

• Supporting resident's desire to preserve single family housing while recognizing possible future 
changes that could warrant a change of opinion. Planning keeps both viewpoints in mind.  

• Staying rooted - Keep an eye towards keeping what we have but making it better. 
• Ensure the beauty of the area 
• A place where people of all ages come home 
• A place where people enjoy being outside and mingling with neighbor 
• Enhance recreational amenities 
• Maintaining identity as a crossroads for regional trails 
• Promote a sense of pride and identity in the community through maintaining and enhancing place-

making infrastructure.  
• A greater balance to resources and amenities through connectivity with Sandy City 
• Access to all public spaces 
• Enhance the safety, comfort, and visual attractiveness of the built environment 
• Maintain a community driven township. 

Committee members then discussed the ideas, with the intent to consolidate different phrases about the 
same theme into one statement about that theme. Three Committee members volunteered to work on 
wordsmithing these ideas between meetings. They will bring back these ideas consolidated into 3-7 distinct 
land use goals for discussion at the next Steering Committee meeting on January 5, 2021. 

NEXT STEPS 

• Finalize land use goals. 
• Develop land use actions. 
• (In the future) send out Engineering Reports when published 
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2019 – 2020 “PARKING LOT” OF IDEAS 

01/28/2020 – 12/15/2020 

• Parking at Bear Park, Quincy Pool, and other public places 
• Water quality and parking on lawns 
• Bell View property crossing by students 
• Protecting private property rights - Decided to add as overarching value in 3/31/20 Meeting 
• Private property location for writing in General Plan - Completed 3/31/20 
• Ground Rule review – Each meeting 
• Steering Committee membership - Completed 3/31/20 
• Reviewing what a General Plan is and what the process for approval is - Completed in Meeting 

Report from 25 February 2020 
• Chair/vice-chair, and terms and timeline - Completed 3/31/20 
• Understanding local government - Completed in Meeting Report from 25 February 2020 
• Discuss “create purposeful, designated areas for public transportation” action item - Completed 

7/28/20 
• Logo ideating and discussion  
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WHITE CITY METRO TOWNSHIP – GENERAL PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

5 JANUARY 2021, 6:00 PM – 7:00 PM, WEBEX MEETING 

ATTENDEES 

White City Steering Committee Members: Tyler Huish, David Quinney, and Greg Shelton. 
Planning Staff: Wendy Gurr, Mikala Jordan, Jim McNulty 
White City Members of the Public: 3 

MEETING SUMMARY 

Chairman Huish welcomed the group and planning staff began the meeting. The group discussed the draft 
land use goals and further developed them. Potential actions (policies, programs, events, meetings, 
collaborations, and projects) related to land use were shared and discussed as well. Finally, the group 
agreed that the Community Engagement Chapter could be put on the Long Range Planning website and 
sent to the Planning Commission for feedback.  

OUTCOMES  

DRAFT GOALS  

Before this meeting, several members had volunteered to work on editing the original draft goals from the 
December meeting. Committee members looked at the new drafts and made further changes to them. A 
main point of discussion was how to describe White City’s housing character. Single family housing was 
determined to be too limiting, especially considering the introduction of Accessory Dwelling Units to White 
City. Additionally, committee members asked that “place-making” be defined in the plan.  The draft goals 
will be discussed again at the next meeting (January 26th) and are included below: 

1. Ensure that effective land use planning is kept in balance with preserving the freedom and 
rights of individual landowners. 

2. Maintain and promote White City’s neighborhood scale housing character (primarily detached 
residences) while also promoting a quality of life that attracts and sustains new families and 
the housing needs of the Salt Lake Valley.  

3. Establish landscaping and beautification standards that make White City a distinctly scenic, 
fun and appealing place to live and visit.  

4. Promote a sense of pride and identity in the community through maintaining and enhancing 
place-making infrastructure. 

5. Enhance recreational amenities and access to public parks and open spaces. 
6. All land use decisions include actions toward mitigating or improving the air quality.  

DRAFT ACTIONS 

Next, the committee discussed land use actions to include in the Land Use Work Program. Draft actions are 
included below, and more will be brainstormed and discussed at the next meeting: 
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1. Present place-making ideas on 10600 S to the community and provide corresponding ideas 
for funding opportunities. (report)  

2. Work with Engineering and Public Works to apply for grants to create and install a ‘Welcome 
to White City’ sign’ that showcases White City’s identity. (collaboration, grant application)  

3. Host a public workshop regarding code enforcement rules and regulations. (event)  
4. Have quarterly meetings with Sandy City to discuss land use planning in the 

area. (collaboration, event)  
5. Work with White City’s Water Improvement District to provide educational content on 

waterwise landscaping and water sensitive infrastructure choices. (report, collaboration)  
6. Participate in regional planning efforts, such as the Wasatch Front Regional 

Council’s PlanTac and Regional Working Groups. 
7. In a thorough public process, revamp zoning ordinances to reflect White City.* 

 
*Current zoning ordinances are generic zones from the County, and includes possible zones that are not 
desired for White City [industrial, high density commercial, high density housing, etc.], and all MSD areas 
are going to get updated, specifically-tailored to them, ordinances in the next two years. 
 
Other ideas were brought up that need to be formulated into clear actions. These include:  

• Canal trail improvements.  
• Efficiency of park space and uses – increase shade, decrease watering needs 
• Produce a study about place-making initiatives and opportunities.  
• Increase education about proper park strip uses. 

 
Additionally, the group discussed that the design and built environment considerations in the draft 
Character Area analyses are also implementable actions to be included in the Work Program.  
 

NEXT STEPS 

• Send Community Engagement Chapter to Planning Commission and then Council for feedback. 
• Finalize land use goals. 
• Finalize land use actions. 
• Send All About Planning, Community Background, and Land Use Chapters to Planning Commission 

and then Council for feedback. 
• Begin Lifelong Communities element. 
• Discuss feedback from Planning Commission and Council. 
• (In the future) send out Engineering Reports when published 
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2019 – 2021 “PARKING LOT” OF IDEAS 

01/28/2020 – 1/5/2021 

• Parking at Bear Park, Quincy Pool, and other public places 
• Water quality and parking on lawns 
• Bell View property crossing by students 
• Protecting private property rights - Decided to add as overarching value in 3/31/20 Meeting 
• Private property location for writing in General Plan - Completed 3/31/20 
• Ground Rule review – Each meeting 
• Steering Committee membership - Completed 3/31/20 
• Reviewing what a General Plan is and what the process for approval is - Completed in Meeting 

Report from 25 February 2020 
• Chair/vice-chair, and terms and timeline - Completed 3/31/20 
• Understanding local government - Completed in Meeting Report from 25 February 2020 
• Discuss “create purposeful, designated areas for public transportation” action item - Completed 

7/28/20 
• Logo ideating and discussion  
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WHITE CITY METRO TOWNSHIP – GENERAL PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

26 JANUARY 2021 6:00 PM – 7:00 PM, WEBEX MEETING 

ATTENDEES 

White City Steering Committee Members: Tyler Huish, David Quinney, Renee Sutton, and Greg Shelton. 
Planning Staff: Wendy Gurr, Mikala Jordan 
White City Members of the Public: 1 

MEETING SUMMARY 

Chairman Huish welcomed the group and planning staff opened the meeting. The group discussed the draft 
All About Planning, Community Background, and Land Use chapters. The group agreed that the All About 
Planning and Community Background chapters could be sent to the Planning Commission for feedback. 
Most of the meeting was dedicated to communicating feedback on the Land Use chapter. The group agreed 
to give Steering Committee members until February 8, 2021 to send over any more feedback on the Land 
Use chapter to planning staff, after which planning staff would make the edits and send to the Planning 
Commission for review. The second part of the agenda, discussing actions related to land use, did not occur 
due to time constraints. Planning staff closed the meeting by presenting an overview of the remaining steps 
to finish the General Plan. 

PROCESS 

Drafted land use actions were sent to the Steering Committee for review prior to this meeting. However, 
the group ran out of time to discuss them. These draft actions will be discussed at future meetings. 

a. Provide planning commissioners with annual training to ensure that commissioners make 
data-backed, fiscally responsible, and legally viable land use recommendations. 

b. Communicate to Parks and Recreation the importance of Dimple Dell Regional Park to 
White City, via collaboration on issues of access to and preservation of the park. 

c. Maintain or improve the existing parks level of service. 
d. Propagate the MSD Citizen Problem Reporter. 
e.  Share the General Plan with WFRC, UDOT, UTA, Sandy City, Parks and Recreation, Public 

Works, Engineering, and Economic Development. 
f. Audit and update  zoning ordinances to reflect White City's needs and preferences as 

outlined in this General Plan; create a working group to do so and follow an extensive 
public process. 

g. Rezone Bear Park into an open space/park zone to better ensure its long term 
preservation. 

h. Audit and update the ordinances as they relate to code enforcement, property 
maintenance, and parking to address issues of compliance.  
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i. Provide a report on potential locations for and costs of various place-making strategies in 
White City to the community, including potential grants to support such projects. 

j. Create a working group to identify design standards for potential future small-scale mixed 
use on 10600 South, including transparency, building height, and other standards as 
identified in this General Plan. 

k. Provide elected and appointed officials with data and best practices on land use planning, 
via a presentation and accompanying report every even year.  

l. Host an educational open house regarding code enforcement and building permitting 
rules, regulations, and processes. 

m. Support community efforts to accomplish the annual Southeast Township Day and host an 
informational booth on planning projects. 

n. Utilize existing and emerging technologies to support transparency among PDS, MTC, PC, 
and White City residents. 

o. Continue maintaining an up-to-date, online hub of planning information and resources 
tailored to White City. 

p. Investigate barriers to participation in planning processes and develop an action plan to 
reduce these. 

q. Explore options to purchase and put up community bulletin boards, one north of Dimple 
Dell and one south of Dimple Dell, for meeting postings, community events, directions to 
municipal websites, and other key community information. 

r. Meet with Engineering and Public Utilities to highlight the importance of water sensitive 
infrastructure practices in White City to protecting the water supply. 

s. Develop and distribute educational brochures about reinforced masonry, energy 
efficiency, and home improvement, including any programs or grants that can aid residents 
in such efforts. 

t. Develop and distribute educational brochures about firesafe landscaping and defensible 
yards, especially to residences bordering Dimple Dell Regional park.  

u. Work with White City Water Improvement District to develop educational brochures about 
waterwise landscaping in yards and water sensitive home practices. 

v. Discuss with Engineering and Public works the use of waterwise landscaping in park strips 
and the public-right-of-way of streets. 

w. Update sign ordinance to ensure compatibility with White City's character areas. 

OUTCOMES  

LAND USE CHAPTER FEEDBACK 

• BOLD OR UNDERLINE CHAPTERS/SECTIONS UNDER WHAT IS IN THIS DOCUMENT? SECTION 
• LU2 GOAL - SHOULD NEIGHBORHOOD SCALE BE HYPHENATED? 
• CAPITALIZE "THE" ON PAGE 33 
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• ZOOM IN ON MAP ON PAGE 36 
• ADD IN A SENTENCE ON PAGE 36 ABOUT DIMPLE DELL BEING NOT IN THE JURISDICTION OF THE 

COUNTY 
• "HOMES BEGAN DEVELOPING AROUND THE DIMPLE DELL PARK OPERATED BY SLCO" 
• CHANGE "WARD" TO "PLACES OR WORSHIP OF THE CHURCH…" PAGE 38 
• CHANGE "EAST" TO "WEST" ON PAGE 38 
• CHANGE 1975 TO 2018 FOR "EARLIEST" AND "LATEST" YEAR ON PAGE 38 UNDER COMMERCIAL 
• MISSPELLED INSTITUTIONAL ON PAGE 40 
• BLACK TEXT ON TOP OF GRAY IS HARD TO SEE WHEN PRINTED 
• CHANGE "CLOSE" TO "ADJACENT" ON PAGE 42 
•  UNDERLINE "DIRECT DISTANCES" ON PAGE 42 
• LOOK MORE INTO THE REC CENTER - IS THEIR FIELD OPEN FOR PUBLIC USE? INCLUDE IN PARK 

ANALYSIS? 
• DOUBLE CHECK WHETHER I INCLUDED LONE PEAK IN ANALYSIS 
• MISSPELLED VARIOUSLY ON PAGE 44 
• ADD "WATER QUALITY" TO LU6 GOAL (SO IT'S AIR AND WATER). 
• BOLD OR UNDERLINE DEFINITIONS OF NEAR-TERM, MID-TERM, OR LONG-TERM. 
• ADD IN "BI-LEVELS" BY "SPLIT LEVELS" ON PAGE 48 
• OMIT "WHERE THERE IS ALWAYS STRONG REPRESENTATION" 
• CHANGE TO BIG BEAR PARK ON PAGE 49 
• MISSPELLING BUSINESSES ON PAGE 53 
• CLARIFY TRANSPARENCY AND HUMAN-SCALE (AND SPECIFY THAT IT'S FOR MIXED- USE REBUILDS) 
• LOOK FOR UPDATED WCWID IMAGE 
• MISSPELLED "ACCESS" ON PAGE 60 
• ADD RULE FOR DEFINING DENSITY RANGES ON PAGE 62 

 

NEXT STEPS 

• Planning staff sends out draft chapters to PC and uploads to the website. 
• Finalize land use actions. 
• Begin Lifelong Communities element. 
• Discuss feedback from Planning Commission and Council. 
• (In the future) send out Engineering Reports when published 
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2019 – 2021 “PARKING LOT” OF IDEAS 

01/28/2020 – 1/5/2021 

• Parking at Bear Park, Quincy Pool, and other public places 
• Water quality and parking on lawns 
• Bell View property crossing by students 
• Protecting private property rights - Decided to add as overarching value in 3/31/20 Meeting 
• Private property location for writing in General Plan - Completed 3/31/20 
• Ground Rule review – Each meeting 
• Steering Committee membership - Completed 3/31/20 
• Reviewing what a General Plan is and what the process for approval is - Completed in Meeting 

Report from 25 February 2020 
• Chair/vice-chair, and terms and timeline - Completed 3/31/20 
• Understanding local government - Completed in Meeting Report from 25 February 2020 
• Discuss “create purposeful, designated areas for public transportation” action item - Completed 

7/28/20 
• Logo ideating and discussion  
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WHITE CITY METRO TOWNSHIP – GENERAL PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

9 FEBRUARY 2021 6:00 PM – 7:30 PM, WEBEX MEETING 

ATTENDEES 

White City Steering Committee Members: Tyler Huish, David Quinney, Renee Sutton, and Greg Shelton. 
Planning Staff: Wendy Gurr, Mikala Jordan, Todd Andersen 
White City Members of the Public: 2 

MEETING SUMMARY 

After Chairman Huish welcomed the group, planning staff opened the meeting. Staff introduced the 
concept of Lifelong Communities, which is the topic of the last element of the General Plan. White City’s 
Lifelong Communities element consists of four themes: Governance, Economic Opportunities, Aging in 
Community, and Resilience and Sustainability. Staff provided background information on each theme and 
linked existing public feedback to these themes. Steering Committee members asked questions and shared 
reactions to the topics. Then, actions related to land use were discussed.  A few edits were requested. The 
Committee affirmed that the draft Land Use chapter could be passed on to the Planning Commission and 
Council for feedback. Planning staff closed the meeting by identifying the next meeting date and time. 

OUTCOMES 

LAND USE ACTION FEEDBACK 

Drafted land use actions were sent to the Steering Committee for review prior to this meeting. The draft 
statements are in navy blue text, and the requested edits are in red. 

a. Provide planning commissioners with annual training to ensure that commissioners make 
data-backed, fiscally responsible, and legally viable land use recommendations. 

b. Communicate to Parks and Recreation the importance of Dimple Dell Regional Park to 
White City, via collaboration on issues of access to and preservation of the park. 

c. Maintain or improve the existing parks level of service. 
d. Propagate the MSD Citizen Problem Reporter. 
e. Increase transparency with the MSD Citizen Problem Reporter by providing feedback on 

submitted tickets. 
f.  Share the General Plan with WFRC, UDOT, UTA, Sandy City, Parks and Recreation, Public 

Works, Engineering, and Economic Development. 
g. Audit and update  zoning ordinances to reflect White City's needs and preferences as 

outlined in this General Plan; create a working group to do so and follow an extensive 
public process. 
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h. Rezone Bear Park into an open space/park zone to better ensure its long term 
preservation. 

i. Audit and update the ordinances as they relate to code enforcement, property 
maintenance, and parking to address issues of compliance.  

j. Provide a report on potential locations for and costs of various place-making strategies in 
White City to the community, including potential grants to support such projects. 

k. Create a working group to identify design standards for potential future small-scale mixed 
use on 10600 South, including transparency, building height, and other standards as 
identified in this General Plan. 

l. Provide elected and appointed officials with data and best practices on land use planning, 
via a presentation and accompanying report every even year.  

m. Host an educational open house regarding code enforcement and building permitting 
rules, regulations, and processes. 

n. Support community efforts to accomplish the annual Southeast Township Day and host an 
informational booth on planning projects. 

o. Utilize existing and emerging technologies to support transparency among PDS, MTC, PC, 
and White City residents. 

p. Partner with the Community Council to share information via their newsletter. 
q. Continue maintaining an up-to-date, online hub of planning information and resources 

tailored to White City. 
r. Investigate barriers to participation in planning processes and develop an action plan to 

reduce these. 
s. Explore options to purchase and put up community bulletin boards, in public places in 

White City both north and south of Dimple Dell, for meeting postings, community events, 
directions to municipal websites, and other key community information. 

t. Meet with Engineering and Public Utilities to highlight the importance of water sensitive 
infrastructure practices in White City to protecting the water supply. 

u. Develop and distribute educational information (brochures, website content, etc.) about 
code enforcement rules, regulations, and ways to come into compliance. 

v. Develop and distribute educational information (brochures, website content, etc.) about 
reinforced masonry, energy efficiency, and home improvement, including any programs or 
grants that can aid residents in such efforts. 

w. Develop and distribute educational information (brochures, website content, etc.) about 
firesafe landscaping and defensible yards, especially to residences bordering Dimple Dell 
Regional park.  

x. Work with White City Water Improvement District to develop educational information 
(brochures, website content, etc.) about waterwise landscaping in yards and water 
sensitive home practices. 
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y. Discuss with Engineering and Public works the use of waterwise landscaping in park strips 
and the public-right-of-way of streets. 

z. Update sign ordinance to ensure compatibility with White City's character areas. 

 

LIFELONG COMMUNITIES DISCUSSION - THOUGHTS SHARED BY COMMITTEE MEMBERS 

• Governance: 
o Understand the vision of White City and successfully execute it. 
o Plan for the future needs of residents with transportation and land use. 
o Ensure rights are not infringed upon by others. 
o Encourage participation in civic matters. 

 Youth Council (suggestion by staff) 
• Economic Opportunities: 

o What sorts of taxes get collected in White City and how do they translate into funds for 
projects/maintenance? 

o Does White City benefit from contractors who pay a business license fee in White City? 
o Give residents ideas and examples about types of businesses they could run from their 

home, and the types of businesses that White City would want to see. 
o Provide resources for new businesses – contacts, grants, understanding how to meet 

standards, etc. 
 Let the governing body be a partner rather than an enforcer. 

• Aging in Community 
o Protect the way of life of elderly residents. 
o Empathize with the amount of change that elderly residents have seen and why they 

moved into the community in the first place. 
o Consider trip hazards in sidewalks (roots, uneven pavement, etc.). 
o Consider width of sidewalks, etc. 
o Investigate crosswalk times (staff suggestion). 

• Resilience and Sustainability 
o Earthquake fallout is the biggest natural threat: could the community partner with an 

insurance company for a baseline earthquake insurance rate? This may make is less 
expensive and more attainable for residents, and therefore help with resilience. 

NEXT STEPS 

• Planning staff sends out draft Land Use chapter to PC and Council and uploads to the website. 
• Progress Lifelong Communities element. 
• Planning staff researches answers to questions raised by Committee about finances, code 

enforcement, and earthquake insurance.  
• Discuss feedback from Planning Commission and Council. 
• (In the future) send out Engineering Reports when published 
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2019 – 2021 “PARKING LOT” OF IDEAS 

01/28/2020 – 1/5/2021 

• Parking at Bear Park, Quincy Pool, and other public places 
• Water quality and parking on lawns 
• Bell View property crossing by students 
• Protecting private property rights - Decided to add as overarching value in 3/31/20 Meeting 
• Private property location for writing in General Plan - Completed 3/31/20 
• Ground Rule review – Each meeting 
• Steering Committee membership - Completed 3/31/20 
• Reviewing what a General Plan is and what the process for approval is - Completed in Meeting 

Report from 25 February 2020 
• Chair/vice-chair, and terms and timeline - Completed 3/31/20 
• Understanding local government - Completed in Meeting Report from 25 February 2020 
• Discuss “create purposeful, designated areas for public transportation” action item - Completed 

7/28/20 
• Logo ideating and discussion – Determined to be unwanted. 
•  
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WHITE CITY METRO TOWNSHIP – GENERAL PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

23 FEBRUARY 2021 6:00 PM – 7:00 PM, WEBEX MEETING 

ATTENDEES 

White City Steering Committee Members: Tyler Huish, David Quinney, Renee Sutton, and Greg Shelton. 
Planning Staff: Wendy Gurr, Mikala Jordan, Todd Andersen 
White City Members of the Public: 7 

MEETING SUMMARY 

Chairman Huish welcomed the group, and planning staff began the meeting. Staff addressed four questions 
asked at the previous meeting. Mikala then presented data on health indicators for White City. Then the 
committee discussed and generated goals related to Governance, Economic Opportunities, Aging in 
Community, and Resilience and Sustainability. Per the Chair’s request, staff provided example statements 
to assist with brainstorming. Planning staff closed the meeting by identifying the next two (and potentially 
last two) meeting dates and times: March 9th and 23rd, from 6:00 pm to 7:30 pm. 

*In this report, staff has included two suggestions to consider in italics.  

OUTCOMES 

LIFELONG COMMUNITIES DRAFT GOALS 

Drafted goals related to lifelong communities are shown below. The theme of lifelong communities 
addressed by the goal is included in parentheses: 

• Foster transparency, collaboration, and clear communication among officials, staff, the public, 
and other agencies. (Governance) 

• Enhance and expand digital infrastructure to support home-based work, entertainment, and 
education opportunities. (Economic Opportunities) 

• Support small-scale local and home-based businesses with access to resources for financial 
assistance and/or business training and education. (Economic Opportunities) 

• Ensure that the built environment supports people of all ages and abilities, allowing safe and easy 
navigation within the community as well as access to important places outside the community. 
(Aging in Community) 

• Prepare for possible emergency events. (Resilience & Sustainability) 
o *Mikala’s suggestion: “Bolster resilience through emergency preparedness and response.” 

• Improve the quality of the natural environment. (Resilience & Sustainability) 
• Mitigate negative environmental impacts in built environment decisions. (Resilience & 

Sustainability) 
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o *Mikala’s suggestion: Combine the above two - “Improve the quality of  the natural 
environment and mitigate negative environmental impacts in built environment 
decisions.” 

• Maintain and make needs-appropriate improvements to infrastructure to support the resilience 
of the built environment. (Resilience & Sustainability) 

The Committee considered including a goal addressing retirement age and economic resources, and they 
asked to keep thinking about this between meetings. Thus far, it reads, “Provide support for retirement 
through...” The Committee will finalize this at the next meeting. 

NEXT STEPS 

• Finish Lifelong Communities element (3/9). 
• Work on and finish Work Program(3/9 & 3/23). 
• Discuss feedback from Planning Commission and Council (3/9 & 3/23). 
• Agree to a final Plan to pass along to the Planning Commission (3/23). 
• (In the future) send out Engineering Reports when published 

PLANNING COMMISSION FEEDBACK ON CHAPTERS 1,2,3 AND 4 

A Planning Commission meeting followed the Steering Committee meeting. Their feedback on the draft 
chapters is included below for the Steering Committee to review and think about before the next meeting. 

Intro Chapters (1-3): 

• Page 10 - Section 3 – Add a brief summary of the chapters - Section 4 – Add a brief summary of the 
work program.  

• Page 8 - Should we move the state requirement of the General Plan to the first of the list? 
• They liked page 9 a lot.  
• Make figure on page 9 bigger if possible. 
• They loved chapter 2.  
• Page 14 – The timeline events and flowchart indicator is difficult to follow. They advised 

reconsidering its design. 
• Page 18 - They loved the clarification on blight.  
• They suggested adding more comments on COVID and needing to adapt the process in Chapter 2. 
• They suggested adding a section about how this document is living and can be edited over time. 
• They suggested adding the average household occupancy to infographic spread on pages 32-33: 

number of people and number of children. 
• Add ACS resource to infographic spread on pages 32-33. 

Land Use Chapter (4): 

• They commented that it's a chapter of very little change. 
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• They liked how we demystify zoning when we talk about needing to rezone Big Bear Park as 
park/open space.  

• Is the park really zoned SFR? (Yes, it is).  
• Would the County have to apply for a rezone? (We will follow up).  

• They liked the suggestions to turn regular, needed infrastructure into creative spaces with 
personality and color (placemaking, traffic calming, etc.). 

• They liked the Character Areas section. 
• They suggested adding a header (of the specific Character Area) to each page in case someone 

skips a page, or using a color theme. 
• They liked the 106 Transitional Area section. On page 54 or within the intro area, talk about the 

impact of adjacent communities/influences on this road. Other jurisdictions may have other ideas 
about this road. 

• They advise to look carefully at prohibitive uses for 106 S. Can we be more clear about what is 
allowed or not in the 106th zone (strip malls etc)? 

• ADUs… wondering about their role in this doc. 
• ***Staff responded that pending state legislation, if passed, will influence this. The State 

may pass a bill that requires every single family zone in Utah to allow ADUs. 
• They liked that we address that there are conflicting opinions, and they liked that we show all of 

the opinions. 

 

2019 – 2021 “PARKING LOT” OF IDEAS 

01/28/2020 – 2/24/2021 

• Parking at Bear Park, Quincy Pool, and other public places 
• Water quality and parking on lawns 
• Bell View property crossing by students 
• Protecting private property rights - Decided to add as overarching value in 3/31/20 Meeting 
• Private property location for writing in General Plan - Completed 3/31/20 
• Ground Rule review – Each meeting 
• Steering Committee membership - Completed 3/31/20 
• Reviewing what a General Plan is and what the process for approval is - Completed in Meeting 

Report from 25 February 2020 
• Chair/vice-chair, and terms and timeline - Completed 3/31/20 
• Understanding local government - Completed in Meeting Report from 25 February 2020 
• Discuss “create purposeful, designated areas for public transportation” action item - Completed 

7/28/20 
• Logo ideating and discussion – Determined to be unwanted. 
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WHITE CITY METRO TOWNSHIP – GENERAL PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

9 MARCH 2021 6:00 PM – 7:30 PM, WEBEX MEETING 

ATTENDEES 

White City Steering Committee Members: Tyler Huish, David Quinney, Renee Sutton, and Greg Shelton. 

Planning Staff: Wendy Gurr, Mikala Jordan, Jim McNulty 

White City Members of the Public: 5 

MEETING SUMMARY 

Chairman Huish welcomed the group, and planning staff began the meeting. First, the Steering Committee 

finalized goals for the Lifelong Communities element. Then the Steering Committee shared their thoughts 

on the draft Lifelong Communities element. Next, staff reviewed the feedback from the Planning 

Commission and Council on the drafts of chapters 1-4 of the General Plan. The Steering Committee 

discussed the feedback and determined which changes they wanted to make. Planning staff asked for 

reactions and comments on the Glossary and Frequently Asked Questions draft. The Steering Committee 

voted to post the designed draft Transportation Chapter and the Glossary and Frequently Asked Questions 

Chapter on the website. Finally, the meeting closed by identifying the next two meeting dates for March 

23rd and a day to-be-determined in April. 

OUTCOMES 

LIFELONG COMMUNITIES GOALS 

Drafted goals related to lifelong communities were reviewed and discussed. The following goals were 

agreed upon: 

• Foster transparency, collaboration, and clear communication among officials, staff, the public, 

and other agencies.  

• Enhance and expand digital infrastructure to support home-based work, entertainment, and 
education opportunities. 

• Support small-scale local and home-based businesses with access to resources for financial 
assistance and/or business training and education. 

• Ensure that the built environment supports people of all ages and abilities, allowing safe and easy 
navigation within the community as well as access to important places outside the community. 

• Strengthen resilience through emergency preparedness and response. 
• Improve the quality of  the natural environment and mitigate negative environmental impacts in 

built environment decisions. 
• Maintain and make needs-appropriate improvements to infrastructure to support the resilience 

of the built environment.  
• Preserve the heart of White City’s character. 

Additionally, the Steering Committee requested an action in the Work Program related to propagating 
information and resources to older adults for home repair and accessibility retrofits. 
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FEEDBACK FROM PLANNING COMMISSION AND COUNCIL 

All of the feedback from the Planning Commission and Council on Chapters 1-4 were shared with the 

Steering Committee and discussed. The Steering Committee agreed to the changes suggested by the 

Planning Commission for Chapters 1-4. The Steering Committee agreed to the changes suggested by the 

Council for Chapters 1-3, with the caveat that the items related to the law were run by the legal team. 

The Steering Committee agreed to the following in response to the Council’s feedback on Chapter 4. 

Goal Statement wordings:  

LU1: Ensure that effective land use planning is kept in balance with preserving the freedom and 
rights of individual landowners. 

LU2: Maintain and promote White City’s neighborhood-scale housing character (primarily 
detached residences) while also promoting a quality of life that attracts and sustains new families 
and the housing needs of the Salt Lake valley.  

LU3: Promote a sense of pride and identity in the community through maintaining and enhancing 
place-making infrastructure.  

LU4: Establish landscaping and maintenance standards that make White City a distinctly scenic, fun 
and appealing place to live and visit.  

LU5: Enhance recreational amenities and access to public parks and open spaces. 

LU6: All land use decisions include efforts toward mitigating or improving the air and water quality. 

Other: 
Clarify vacant parcels on page 40. 

The Steering Committee ran out of time to discuss the rest of the feedback and requested that staff begin 
an email chain to elicit additional comments from the Committee. Staff began an email chain on 3/12. 

FEEDBACK ON LIFELONG COMMUNITIES ELEMENT AND GLOSSARY AND FAQ CHAPTER 

The Steering Committee liked the draft Lifelong Communities element and had few suggestions for changes 

at this time. The Committee asked for a pixilated image to be fixed and asked for the SWOT and APAE 

section to be reorganized. The Committee agreed to staff’s suggestion that they wanted to add more 

explanatory text at the beginning of the chapter. Lastly, the Committee suggested a heading design change 

for the Glossary and FAQ chapter, and one committee member wanted to brainstorm a FAQ regarding 

private property and property rights. 

NEXT STEPS 

• Discuss Feedback from the online comment boxes 3/23. 

• Work on and finish Work Program 3/23. 

• Agree to a final Plan to pass along to the Planning Commission 4/TBD. 

 

mailto:MJordan@msd.utah.gov


Mikala Jordan 
Long Range Planner 
MJordan@msd.utah.gov 

 

 
 

   
 

 

2019 – 2021 “PARKING LOT” OF IDEAS 

01/28/2020 – 3/9/2021 

• Parking at Bear Park, Quincy Pool, and other public places 

• Water quality and parking on lawns 

• Bell View property crossing by students 

• Protecting private property rights - Decided to add as overarching value in 3/31/20 Meeting 

• Private property location for writing in General Plan - Completed 3/31/20 

• Ground Rule review – Each meeting 

• Steering Committee membership - Completed 3/31/20 

• Reviewing what a General Plan is and what the process for approval is - Completed in Meeting 

Report from 25 February 2020 

• Chair/vice-chair, and terms and timeline - Completed 3/31/20 

• Understanding local government - Completed in Meeting Report from 25 February 2020 

• Discuss “create purposeful, designated areas for public transportation” action item - Completed 

7/28/20 

• Logo ideating and discussion – Determined to be unwanted. 
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WHITE CITY METRO TOWNSHIP – GENERAL PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

23 MARCH 2021 6:00 PM – 7:00 PM, WEBEX MEETING 

ATTENDEES 

White City Steering Committee Members: Tyler Huish, David Quinney, and Greg Shelton. 
Planning Staff: Wendy Gurr, Mikala Jordan, Jim McNulty 
White City Members of the Public: 2 

MEETING SUMMARY 

Chairman Huish welcomed the group, and planning staff began the meeting. First the Committee finished 
discussing the feedback from the Council on the drafts of Chapter 4 (Land Use) of the General Plan.  Then 
the bulk of the meeting was dedicated to discussing the draft Work Program. Committee members added 
one action and asked for several wording changes. After this discussion, planning staff reviewed the 
feedback posted on the White City Long Range Planning hub site. The Steering Committee agreed for the 
entire draft plan to be posted on the website. Finally, the meeting closed by proposing the last meeting 
date for April 13th.  

OUTCOMES 

FEEDBACK FROM COUNCIL 
 
At the March 9th meeting, the Committee agreed to discuss the remainder of the feedback over email. One 
committee member shared their thoughts over email, so those ideas were brought up again at the March 
23rd meeting. The Steering Committee agreed to the following in response to the Council’s feedback on 
Chapter 4: 
 

• Clarify wording about zoning as much as possible, but the Committee is confident in how clear 
most of it is already. 

• Use “micro park” instead of “pocket park” and explain what that is. 
• Get legal team’s opinion on items related to state legislation. 
• *Jay Springer confirmed that he sees no issues with the Plan as written. 
• Add quiet to allowed mixed-uses and add noisy and polluting to prohibited mixed-uses. 
• Keep comments about White City signage in the 106 South Corridor area. 
• Change 50% to 66% with regard to the Southern Spur area. 
• Keep comment about a horse-friendly midblock crossing over 106 South. 

 
FEEDBACK ON WORK PROGRAM 
 
The Steering Committee discussed the draft Work Program, large portions of which had been discussed at 
prior meetings. They requested one action be added (listed first) and several be edited. After the edited 
actions, find the reason for the edit: 
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• Identify desired micro park locations and activities along the Canal Trail and work toward an 

implementation plan. 
• Work with Engineering and Public Works to apply for grants to create, identify locations for, and 

install signage that identifies White City (previously  specified ‘Welcome to White City’ signs). 
• Update ordinances to include principles of lifelong and livable communities (previously two 

separate actions). 
• Support community efforts to accomplish the annual Southeast Township Day and other 

community-wide events and host an informational booth on planning projects at these events 
(previously only state Southeast Township Day and left out other events). 

• Use equity framework to evaluate the decision-making and prioritizing of projects (slight wording 
change).  

• Participate in a MSD-hosted education and outreach program that focuses on one planning theme 
per month and provides opportunities for the community to learn, interact, collaborate, and 
provide feedback (clarification that it would be MSD-hosted). 

• Share the General Plan with WFRC, UDOT, UTA, Sandy City, Parks and Recreation, Public Works, 
Engineering, and Economic Development; if and when amendments occur, share those (added part 
about amendments). 

• Investigate the possibility of expanding dumpster services, whether to twice annually or to another 
preferred setup (added another preferred setup). 

 
Additionally, the timeline for every action item about “developing and distributing resources” was edited. 
For each, distribution should occur biennially; this was reflected in the wording and in the years marked on 
the spreadsheet. Finally, the Committee suggested delaying some of the actions by one or two years, as we 
are already part way through 2021.  
 
FEEDBACK FROM ONLINE FEEDBACK OPPORTUNITY BOXES 
 
Staff shared that 13 sets of responses with 8 written comments had been posted to the online feedback 
boxes that asked residents to share their reactions to different draft General Plan chapters. 
 

• Of the 16 responses about a residents’ attitude toward a draft chapter, 11 were favorable, three 
were neutral, and two were negative. 

• The eight comments are summarized here: 
o Use a word other than blight. 
o Want more sidewalks. 
o Address parking on 106 S. 
o Connectivity issues in Transportation Chapter are hard to see; add Carnation Drive as an 

arterial/collector. 
o Firm belief that most of White City wants only single-family housing; dislike use of 

Boulder as a case study. 
o Excited about walkability; more street lighting; more bike-friendly streets. 
o Disagree with resident quote about more parking in Big Bear; keep Big Bear as-is. 
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o Invest in high-speed internet; more sidewalks; Goathead removal. 
 

NEXT STEPS 

• Staff posts the full draft online and sends out via email. 
• Agree to a final Plan to pass along to the Planning Commission - 4/13. 

 

 

2019 – 2021 “PARKING LOT” OF IDEAS 

01/28/2020 – 3/9/2021 

• Parking at Bear Park, Quincy Pool, and other public places 
• Water quality and parking on lawns 
• Bell View property crossing by students 
• Protecting private property rights - Decided to add as overarching value in 3/31/20 Meeting 
• Private property location for writing in General Plan - Completed 3/31/20 
• Ground Rule review – Each meeting 
• Steering Committee membership - Completed 3/31/20 
• Reviewing what a General Plan is and what the process for approval is - Completed in Meeting 

Report from 25 February 2020 
• Chair/vice-chair, and terms and timeline - Completed 3/31/20 
• Understanding local government - Completed in Meeting Report from 25 February 2020 
• Discuss “create purposeful, designated areas for public transportation” action item - Completed 

7/28/20 
• Logo ideating and discussion – Determined to be unwanted. 
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Ground Rules:

Meeting process and protocols 

• Closer use of Robert’s Rules: handled on a list and discussed, each agenda item 
covered

• Elect Chairperson and Vice Chairperson to run meetings to strengthen leadership of 
Steering Committee – these officials will work with MSD staff to develop agendas 

• The Chair/Vice Chair will be in place until the General Plan is complete and the 
Steering Committee is dissolved 

• *Park some ideas for later (if off topic); these must be recorded

• *Schedule the parked items for future discussion

• Keep to agenda 

• Designate time frames on the agenda 

*If a SC Member has a desired future agenda item, let
Chair, Vice-Chair, and Staff know, so it can be added. If
you don’t reach out, propose this new topic for next
meeting.



• If an agenda item surpasses its designated time frame, the Committee should reach 
consensus about continuing the discussion at the expense of a later agenda item or 
postponing the discussion for a later meeting

• Each agenda item should be facilitated by the person who headed that agenda item 

• *All group members should encourage one another to adhere to the ground rules if 
needed

• *In extreme cases the Chair is responsible for maintaining order and sticking to the 
agenda

• *Set aside open time at each meeting for additional items

• If/when members of the public attend Steering Committee meetings, timeframes 
will be allocated to ensure that the Committee can receive their input, but 
timeframes may vary somewhat depending on the number of attendees 
and the length of the agenda

• Utilize Round Robin protocol as needed to ensure all are heard 



• Aim for consensus (unanimous agreement); if consensus can’t be reached, take a vote 
and use simple majority. If a vote is tied - reopen discussion and then vote again, or 
table for another meeting (as per Roberts' Rules)

Member expectations 

• Do your homework – *read agenda, read materials sent out by planning staff

• Respect others’ opinions; don’t claim an opinion you disagree with is “off-topic” 

• Don’t talk over each other • Be inclusive • Encourage transparency 

• All participants will practice self-awareness regarding their own behavior 

Staff expectations

• Staff will encourage and maintain a transparent process of General Plan development 
based on the needs and interests of the Steering Committee 

• Staff will work with Chair/Vice Chair/Committee members to develop agendas 
Staff will release agenda and associated documents at least one week in 
advance. Staff will post audio recording for every meeting 



Draft General Plan: final feedback?



Path to Adoption

Public Open House Public Comment 

Period Planning Commission Public 

Hearing (recommendation) Council 

Public Meeting (adoption)



Review remaining ‘Parking Lot’ items 

• Parking at Bear Park, Quincy Pool, 
and other public places 

• Water quality and parking on 
lawns 

• Bell View property crossing by 
students 



Thank you so 

much for your 

hard work, 

dedication to 

tough 

conversations, and 

perseverance in 

finding common 

ground. You all 

have done 

incredible service 

for White City.
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