
Page 1 of 6 Planning Commission Meeting Approved: January 26, 2021 
         November 24, 2020 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
Tuesday, November 24, 2020  6:00 p.m. 

Cedar Hills, Utah 
 

NOTICE OF ELECTRONIC PARTICIPATION  
This meeting will be held electronically pursuant to Utah Code 52-4-207(4), and Mayor Rees’ 
November 10, 2020 written determination that conducting an electronic meeting with an anchor 
location presents a substantial risk to the health and safety of those who may be present at the 
anchor location.  
 

Present: Jeff Dodge, Chair, Presiding 
Commissioners: Jared Anderson, Tyler Dahl, John Dredge, Kathryn Newman,  Lori 
Anne Spear, Steve Thomas 

  Absent/Excused: Eric Schloer 
  Chandler Goodwin, City Manager 
  Jenny Peay, Planning Associate 
  Gretchen Gordon, Deputy City Recorder 
  Others: Troy Belnap, Jeff Wood, Mitch Morris 
 

1. Call to Order 
Chair Jeff Dodge called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 
 

2. Public Comment 
No comments. 
 

3. Approval of the Minutes from the October 27, 2020 Planning Commission Meeting  
MOTION: C. Spear—To approve the minutes of the October 27, 2020 Planning 
Commission Meeting.  Seconded by C. Anderson.  

Yes - C. Anderson 
  C. Dodge 

C. Dredge  
      C. Spear 
      C. Thomas Motion passes. 

 

4. Review/Recommendation and Public Hearing on amendments to the City Code Title 10 
Chapter 4 relating to Building Setbacks in Various Residential Zones  

Chandler Goodwin reported they had received an application for the development of a garage on 
a corner lot in the rear setback which was allowed subject to location requirements of the 
underlying zone, which in this case was the R-1-11,000 zone.  Currently the code read: “all 
dwellings and other main buildings shall be setback not less than 25 feet from the rear lot line 
except that where there was a garage attached to the rear of the dwelling.”  The required rear 
setback for said garage may not be reduced less than 12 feet as measured from the rear lot line to 
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the closest part of the building.  In this application they wished to put a living space above the 
garage.  The code being proposed read that the required rear setback may be reduced to not less 
than 12 feet as measured from the rear lot line to the closest part of the building foundation.  The 
proposed code would be that the rear setback would remove “for said garage” and add 
“foundation.”  There was not a height restriction on the garage so they did not see why residents 
could not build above a garage.  The proposal would allow for the development of a garage.  The 
view shed would be a little obstructed but there were places in the city with shorter setbacks and 
they could not regulate a view shed.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING  
 
Troy Belnap, property owner, stated the goal was to allow them to easily access their garage.  When 
constructing the garage, the cost of constructing a living area above it was relatively cheap.  He 
did not want to miss out on the value of opportunity. 
 
C. Spear asked how many square feet the garage and living space would be.  Mr. Belnap replied it 
was a two-car garage and was 24x24 feet.  It would be the only garage and they would turn the 
garage space attached to the house into bedrooms.   
 
C. Spear asked if this would be an accessory dwelling.  Mr. Goodwin replied it was not an 
accessory building as it was part of the main building.  According to the code, buildings on corner 
lots had unique setbacks and one of the unique setbacks was to have a garage in the back of the 
building.  As the code was written, the attorney said he could defend either interpretation of the 
code to allow for or against putting living space above.   
 
C. Spear asked if it would have its own address.  Mr. Goodwin replied that it was still the same 
house.  They were not changing the setbacks they were changing what was allowed within the 
setbacks. 
 
C. Dodge stated the code was about dwellings and they did not allow dwellings within 25 feet.  
The setback requirements were for safety and privacy.  He said the language needed to be cleaned 
up around the word “dwelling.” 
 
Mr. Goodwin stated they already allowed for garages at a 12-foot setback and the question was 
whether they allowed livable space there.  C. Dodge commented it was about more than the 
language and asked if they wanted to be able to allow living space that close to the property line.  
Mr. Goodwin pointed out the special circumstance of the code pertaining to corner lots and stated 
that this was a unique instance.  There were very few instances of this in the City where this was 
a corner lot which really had two front setbacks, and this would act as a side setback.  There was 
then discussion about height requirements and backyard privacy. 
 
Mr. Belnap said he could already see into his neighbor’s yard as it was currently.  He had 
approached his neighbor before pursuing the addition because of the privacy issue and the neighbor 
was okay with it.  There was subsequent discussion about the applicant pursuing a variance instead 
of changing the code to eliminate unintended consequences. 
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C. Thomas commented this could be a way to open up more opportunities for ADUs and more 
affordable housing which was one of their goals. 
 
Mr. Goodwin discussed the accessory building code and pointed out under that code it would be 
allowed to have livable space closer to the property line than the application under discussion. 
 
C. Dodge thought the code was straightforward and the modifications being proposed would not 
change anything.  However, changing the language might allow for unintended consequences. 
 
C. Thomas asked why they could not make the side setback a front setback since it fronted a street.  
Mr. Goodwin said the front was defined as the side; the rear setback was determined from that as 
well. 
 
Mr. Goodwin stated this applied to three different zones and this code was problematic as it was 
written regardless.  There was no height requirement currently in this portion of the code.  He felt 
whether they wanted to make the modifications to the code or not, they probably needed to change 
the language and add building “foundation” because that was where they currently measured 
setbacks and they needed to remove “for said garage.”  There was discussion about livable spaces 
and garages being attached or detached from the house and the associated setbacks. 
 
C. Thomas did not think that as the code was written or proposed was clear about this.  He wanted 
to see the code written such that if a person had an attached garage the setback needed to be 12 
feet and livable space could be built above it on the same footprint.  However, the bottom level 
had to be a garage and whatever was built above it had to stay within the garage height and setback 
requirements.  There was discussion on which way to draft the code and different facing setbacks. 
 
C. Dodge said architecturally there was probably a way to construct a livable space above the 
garage if they worked with slope and where the livable space started above the garage within 25 
feet.  
 
MOTION: C. Dredge—To table this item.  Seconded by C. Thomas.  

Yes - C. Anderson 
  C. Dodge 

C. Dredge  
      C. Spear 
      C. Thomas Motion passes. 
 

5. Review/Action on Conceptual Plan approval for a Commercial Development located at 
9908 North 4800 West (Lot 4) in the SC-1 Commercial Zone  
 

Mr. Goodwin stated they had received an application for a proposed car wash on the south end of 
the Gateway Subdivision.  It split some lot lines so if it moved forward it would need new plat 
lines.  This was just a concept plan for a conditional use in the zone which meant they needed to 
be permitted and may require further conditions or mitigations: 
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• Staff and public parking would need to be shown 
• Open Space needed to be shown 
• Sidewalk infrastructure needed to be shown 
• Impact of existing homes – there was about 100’ to property line of nearest home so the 

noise level of car wash and vacuums should be reviewed to determine decibel level 
• Hours of operation 
• Landscaping buffer/screening – 30% 
• Lighting plan needed to be shown 
• Water Use -the city needed to determine usage 
• Turn radius 
• Headlights impacting homes, especially when it is dark early in the evening 

 
C. Dredge asked if the only ingress and egress was on a private drive.  Mr. Goodwin replied yes, 
they would need to work out an access easement agreement with the property owners on the private 
drive.  C. Dodge commented it would primarily get used for the car wash.  Mr. Goodwin concurred. 
 
C. Thomas asked if other lots could eventually provide access.  Mr. Goodwin said with the size of 
the proposed lot there would not be much room for other access points.   
 
C. Spear asked why the lot could not be shifted to the other side away from the homes.  Jeff Wood 
explained they developed car washes across the country: five in Utah, Florida, and Georgia.  They 
considered this location a premium express car wash and as part of that they recycled 75-85% of 
water on-site.  Furthermore, none of the chemicals were harmful in any way and could flow into 
the public storm water system.  Unlike other car washes they offered complimentary towels, 
cleaning supplies, disinfectant, high pressure air, and things of that nature.  They did not control 
the entire lot.  It was owned by Nathan Ricks, and the side they had chosen was the only part 
available for purchase.  They would prefer access off of 9900 North but were told it was probably 
not an option.  Mr. Goodwin stated that would be problematic because of its location to the two 
intersections there but would entertain a request for that and deter it to the City Engineer. 
 
Mr. Wood stated they would probably have four to five employee parking spaces, hours of 
operations were typically 7am-8pm at their car washes, and he could provide decibel levels for 
vacuums.  He asked if the landscaping buffer could be within the 10-foot setback to which Mr. 
Goodwin replied yes.  C. Spear asked where they would put employee parking.  Mr. Wood replied  
upon entrance, immediately to the left there would be room to put in parking.     
 
Mr. Goodwin asked if the turn radius of 35 feet wide from point A to point B worked.  Mr. Wood 
replied they would work, and the drive aisles were much wider than they needed to be. 
 
Mr. Wood stated by positioning the building close to the residential area, most of the lighting 
would be shielded by the building.  He would get the water impact data for them.  C. Dodge 
commented that headlights might be an issue pointing at houses, especially when it got darker 
earlier in the winter.  Mr. Wood said they could landscape the area to help mitigate that.   
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Mr. Goodwin said as a conditional use they would be subject to certain conditions.  A conditional 
use applicant could only be denied if they could not implement conditions to mitigate harmful 
effects. 
 
C. Dodge was worried about the houses to the south east and wanted to do everything they could 
to be good neighbors.  He liked the arrangement of the outboard amenities where they were. 
 
C. Spear asked if the landscaping buffer could be a wall to completely block headlights out of the 
neighbors’ properties.  Mr. Goodwin said there were ways they could do it without a wall because 
he thought a wall affected the visual impact of the commercial zone.  They wanted to keep it open 
so there were other measures they could look at that would be a better visual than the wall. 
 
C. Thomas had a concern about traffic flow and how they would handle it if it got backed up.  Mr. 
Wood said they liked this site because they could fit around 20-25 cars in the stacking lanes which 
would help to mitigate the traffic issue.   
 
C. Dahl asked about traffic flow if other businesses went in.  Mr. Wood replied he had not 
addressed the easement issue yet.  They would not move forward with the project if they did not 
obtain a reciprocal easement from the houses.  The property owners were aware of that and there 
was currently a utility easement on that private drive.   
 
Mitch Morris worked with Mr. Wood and added that their busiest car wash was busiest between 
11am-4pm.  They were not open past 8pm at any of their locations. 
 
Mr. Goodwin read the list of conditions that would need to be addressed in the preliminary 
proposal: noise, hours of operation, landscaping (specifically the creation of a landscape buffer), 
parking, traffic and lighting, and water usage. 
 
MOTION: C. Dredge—To approve the conceptual site plan for a commercial development 
located at 9908 North 4800 West in the SC-1 Commercial Zone, subject to the conditions 
listed by staff.  Seconded by C. Anderson.  

Yes - C. Anderson 
  C. Dodge 

C. Dredge  
      C. Spear 
      C. Thomas Motion passes. 
 

6. Review/Action on approving the 2020 Planning Commission Schedule  
 
Mr. Goodwin stated the major change was moving the start time from 7:00 pm to 6:00 pm.  They 
did not have a meeting scheduled at the time for December of the current year, but based on 
pending applications for projects, a special meeting may be needed. 
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MOTION: C. Anderson—To approve the 2021 Planning Commission Schedule.  Seconded 
by C. Spear.  

Yes - C. Anderson 
  C. Dodge 

C. Dredge  
      C. Spear 
      C. Thomas Motion passes. 
ADJOURNMENT 
This meeting was adjourned at 7:19 p.m. on a motion by C. Dodge, seconded by C. Dredge and 
unanimously approved. 
 
 
Approved:  
January 26, 2021 
 
 
 
       

/s/ Colleen A. Mulvey, MMC 
City Recorder 

 
 


