
Page 1 of 8 Planning Commission Meeting Approved: March 23, 2021 
        January 26, 2021 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
Tuesday, January 26, 2021  6:00 p.m. 

Cedar Hills, Utah 
 

NOTICE OF ELECTRONIC PARTICIPATION  
This meeting was held electronically pursuant to Utah Code 52-4-207(4), and Mayor Andersen’s 
January 20, 2021 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 

  Chandler Goodwin, City Manager 
  Jenny Peay, Planning Associate 
  Colleen Mulvey, City Recorder 
  Others:  Dustin Kuttler, Jeff Wood, Mitch Morris 
 

1. Call to Order 
Chair Jeff Dodge called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 
 

2. Public Comment 
No comments. 
 

3. Appointment of Chair and Vice Chair  
 
MOTION: C. Thomas—To nominate Jeff Dodge as Chair.   
 
MOTION: C. Thomas—To amend motion and nominate Jeff Dodge as Chair and John 
Dredge as Vice Chair.  Seconded by C. Spear. Roll Call Vote. 
    Yes - C. Anderson 
      C. Dodge      
      C. Dredge 
      C. Spear 
      C. Thomas Motion passes. 
 

4. Public comment 
No public comments. 
 

5. Approval of the Minutes from the November 24, 2020 Planning Commission Meeting  

C. Spear commented  she noticed they had tabled an item during this meeting and asked if they 
would be addressing it.  Mr. Goodwin replied that staff wasn’t ready to discuss the item yet. 
 
MOTION: C. Spear – To approve the minutes of the November 24, 2020 Planning 
Commission meeting.  Seconded by C. Dredge.  
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Yes - C. Anderson 
      C. Dodge      
      C. Dredge 
      C. Spear 
      C. Thomas Motion passes. 
 

6. Review/Recommendation and Public Hearing on Preliminary Plan approval for O’Reilly 
Auto Parts located at approximately 10066 North 4700 West in the PD-1 Zone 

 
C. Dodge stated they would not actually review this project tonight because not enough 
information had been submitted.  However, the item was noticed as a public hearing.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
No comments. 
 
MOTION: C. Dredge – To table this item.  Seconded by C. Spear.  

Yes - C. Anderson 
      C. Dodge      
      C. Dredge 
      C. Spear 
      C. Thomas Motion passes. 
 

7. Review/Recommendation and Public Hearing on Final Plan approval for the Lone Peak 
Lofts Mixed Use Project located on the corner of Cedar Hills Drive and Redwood Drive 
(4600 West) 

 
Mr. Goodwin presented the final plan for the Lone Peak Lofts mixed-used project located on Cedar 
Hills Drive and Redwood Drive around 4600 West directly east of the Walmart.  The project 
consisted of commercial and residential mixed-use.  Lots 1-4 were residential townhomes, and lots 
5 and 6 were commercial pads on the first floor with residential components on the second floor.  
The project had a total of 12 residential units.  He commended the developer for incorporating the 
nuances of this specific site within the confines of the city code.  The engineer had reviewed the 
project and had bounced back and forth a few times resolving a lot of the issues.  There were still 
some issues with the utilities that needed to show what existing utilities were on Redwood Drive.   
 
Mr. Goodwin stated they had done a good job pulling from the city’s palate for the landscaping 
plan.  The project had a little over 60 square feet and the proposal showed 20,212 square feet of 
open space, just over the 30% threshold required by city code. There might need to be some 
additional plants placed based on the lengths of some of the buildings and the city’s requirements.  
The parking was the trickiest situation in the development.  Right now the plat showed 45 stalls, 
three of which were ADA stalls.  The four townhomes each had three-car garages with their own 
dedicated driveway pads; the parking for the townhome component was in line with Cedar Hills’ 
code.  The issue came with lots 5 and 6 and the shared parking between residential and commercial.  
Every stall on site was for 5 and 6.  The commercial components were yet unknown so they did 
not know the parking requirements and would not until plans came in.  The upstairs will be finished 
but the basement will be open to any site plan.  When the use was known they could estimate how 



Page 3 of 8 Planning Commission Meeting Approved: March 23, 2021 
        January 26, 2021 

 

the parking would need to be dispersed.  If there was a high evening demand it would present a 
problem for the upstairs residential properties there might need to be reserved stalls for whoever 
leased the apartments. 
 
C. Spear clarified there would be 4 units in buildings 5 and 6 and that that would leave 12 parking 
spaces for lots 5 and 6.  Mr. Goodwin replied he thought 12 would be too many and it would be 8 
at most, 2 parking stalls per unit.  There were two commercial pads and two residences about each 
commercial building so a total of 8.  Code required two spots for a single-family dwelling.  He 
recognized that in all likelihood those stalls would not be used throughout the day and there might 
be a way to reserve them from 5:00 on, however the CC&Rs for the development worked out.   
 
C. Thomas commented  he thought there were plenty of parking spaces.  Mr. Goodwin commented 
he liked the parking plan and he thought they had done a great job.  The code allowed for parking 
among shared commercial uses, but it didn’t really speak to shared parking between commercial 
and residential uses.  C. Thomas asked if this was the first mixed-use situation they had.  Mr. 
Goodwin replied it was probably the only one that they had so they wanted to get it right.  The 
townhomes had essentially six stalls to themselves and the other stalls were a lot for the two 
commercial lots compared to other places in town.  C. Thomas said all of the residential parking 
requirements were covered and everything else could be commercial.  Mr. Goodwin replied he 
was thinking more of CC&Rs or signage put up that restricted parking for certain times.  
 
Mr. Goodwin stated they did not have them submit a photometric plan for lighting.  There were 
two light poles, and the nearest existing home was much farther north near the retention basin.  C. 
Dodge pointed out there was a third light pole at the end of the parking lot and a fourth at the end 
of the double lot.  Mr. Goodwin commented he was comfortable with the parking lot layout as 
presented, and the elevations had not changed from the last presentation. 
 
C. Thomas commented they had done a great job with what they had asked them to do.  Mr. 
Goodwin stated his only condition was that they complete the engineer’s review.   
 
C. Spear commented she did not have any concerns and liked the site plan, landscaping, and 
elevation.  C. Dodge agreed.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
No comments. 
 
C. Dahl said he and his wife had looked over these since his was the only house that would be 
affected, and it seemed like they would be okay with it. 
 
Mr. Goodwin commented he liked the idea that there was a residential component to the 
landscaping transitioning into the city. 
 
C. Dredge asked if the apartments above Lots 5 & 6 were single bedroom units were because they 
looked small.  Mr. Goodwin replied to his recollection they were two-bedroom units.   
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MOTION: C. Thomas – To recommend the final plan approval and development of the Lone 
Peak Lofts Mixed Use Project.  Seconded by C. Anderson.  

Yes - C. Anderson 
      C. Dodge      
      C. Dredge 
      C. Spear 
      C. Thomas Motion passes. 
 

8. Review/Recommendation and Public Hearing on Preliminary Plan approval for Shiny 
Shell Car Wash located at approximately 9908 North 4800 West in the SC1 Commercial 
Zone 

 
Mr. Goodwin stated project was located at the opposite end of the city’s commercial zone in the 
Cedar Hills Gateway subdivision and in order to do this they would have to reconfigure some of 
the lots.  There was lot 3, 4, and a larger lot 5 and this was taking a large part of lot 4 and half of 
lot 5 and making it into a new lot.  At the next meeting they would have an amended Plat D to 
approve.   
 
There was an easement and part of his concern was the access to the site through Lots 3 and 5.  
The public utility easement was a shared access.  Part of his concern was securing easements into 
the property from the other two properties and recording the Plat in this manner would alleviate 
that concern.  The traffic pattern brought people up into the site in two different lanes and then 
through the car wash.  There were vacuum stalls on the north side of the building.  On the site plan 
there would need to be an amended Plat approved at some point. 
 
Mr. Goodwin presented the landscape plan and said they recycled 60-70% of the water.  He said 
the site plan was 39235 square feet with a total landscaped area of 9210 square feet; just over 23%.  
There was a retention basin to the north of the self-storage building which was part of the Cedar 
Canyon Subdivision but was part of the original lot that the Cedar Hills Gateway project was 
formed from.  As part of the settlement agreement that had created Cedar Canyon, that retention 
basin was going to become rock mulch.  They did not want that, so the developers were paying to 
upgrade it to grass. 
 
Mr. Goodwin discussed the parking and stated the project had four dedicated parking stalls, two 
were ADA.  Staffing wise, they had somebody at the booth, somebody in the office, and someone 
in the car wash.  As part of their business practice they sometimes had employees park in the 
vacuum stalls, so they were treating the vacuum stalls as employee parking.  There were 18 vacuum 
stalls that could double as employee parking if necessary.  Given the proximity to the neighboring 
residential areas on the south and east, he was concerned about what the impacts would be.  The 
noise from the vacuums and the lighting from the sight were things they needed to watch.  He 
presented the photometric plan and pointed out the light was in the public right of way in the street.   
 
Mr. Goodwin discussed the landscaping plan.  They would need to revisit the palate to make sure 
they were all being pulled from the city’s code.  If they could situate the landscaping in a way that 
created some vegetative noise barrier to help mitigate noise from the site it would be beneficial to 
them.   
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Mr. Goodwin presented two proposed elevations.  Elevation A was what they wanted to do, and 
concept B changed the rooftop to the pitched roof that was more in line with what they had existing 
in the commercial area.  This was still subject to a lot of engineering and he was interested in the 
water recycling.  He liked the site plan and all of the concerns had been addressed it was just down 
to minor tweaks. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
No comments. 
 
C. Spear commented that part of conditions they had listed was they needed some sort of noise 
level report for a car wash and the decibel levels.  She asked if they had received one.  
 
Jeff Wood, owner, and developer stated they had submitted a study of the decibel levels for the 
vacuums and the blowers in the tunnel.  They had placed the vacuums away from the residential 
buildings and were shielded by the road.  The dryers in the tunnel were also as far away from the 
residential area as they could be.  The noise study showed that ambient noise was typically around 
60-70 decibels.  When you stood 0 ft. away from the dryers it showed that the decibels were 93 
and ten feet further.  Between the ambient noise and the dryer it dropped to 85, 20 feet away it was 
79, and at 30 feet away, which was essentially the property line, it was less than 76 decibels.  A 
lawnmower was 80-85 decibels, so it was less than or equivalent to the noise from a lawnmower.            
 
C. Thomas stated those decibel levels exceeded the requirements in the SC-1 zone.  Mr. Wood 
asked where on-site that was measured.  Mr. Goodwin commented  code said at the property line.  
The allowable levels at L1, L10, and L90 were 68, 60, and 52 during the daytime and at nighttime 
L1 and L10 were 55 decibels and L90 was 50.  Mr. Goodwin commented they had put in pickleball 
courts at Harvey Park and had gotten complaints because of the noise.  He had taken a sound 
measuring device and walked the trail system to check decibel levels when it was still it was 58 
and when a car drove by it was 75; the cars would probably be louder than anything happening at 
the car wash.  He thought the code needed to be revisited because those decibel levels were 
unrealistic expectations. He had gotten readings of 90 and 78.3 along the trails in the afternoon 
which fell in line with noise you would hear in a daytime environment. 
 
C. Dodge commented  they needed to get some clarification of the code and find out what L1, L10, 
and L90 meant.  They needed to understand what it meant if they needed to mitigate or rewrite the 
code.   Mr. Goodwin said he would go to the Supersonic in Pleasant Grove and measure it and 
report back.  Their vacuums were situated right at the property line so there was no building buffer 
to the surrounding neighborhoods. 
 
C. Thomas was worried about the residential areas and thought that it could be a nuisance.  He 
suggested they find some clarity on L1, L10, and L90 and take some more measurements for 
comparison to make sure they were hitting their intent.   
 
Mr. Wood stated  they would do whatever they could do to mitigate the noise and they had put the 
noisiest equipment the furthest away from the residential area.  In winter they had doors that closed 
on each door and the machines weren’t constantly running.  Mr. Goodwin commented that North 



Page 6 of 8 Planning Commission Meeting Approved: March 23, 2021 
        January 26, 2021 

 

County Boulevard was right there, and cars were constantly driving up and down so he would get 
some readings at that intersection and compare it to the proposal.  Mr. Wood stated the vacuum 
equipment they had installed was the finest available and was exceptionally quiet.  Mr. Goodwin 
asked if these were the vacuums they used at their other facilities.  Mr. Wood replied they had 
them at their Murray location and encouraged him to go take measurements there. 
 
C. Dodge asked about the sound and the light, primarily to the east and south. On the landscape 
plan he hoped they could consider beefing up the landscaping on the southeast corner that fronted 
up to the homes.  Berming wasn’t a bad way and berming up to 2.5 feet could cut off some of the 
smaller car’s headlights.  He was thinking hedgerows or evergreens that could help block sound 
and light year-round.  He agreed the configuration of the building and the elements on the side 
were the best for the residences and there would be a cross-traffic issue they would have to manage.  
He assumed that there would be monument signage to indicate a clear entrance. 
 
Mr. Goodwin commented they might do a community monument sign with the other developments 
out of the right of way.  He liked the idea of berming and beefing up landscape as long as they 
were mindful of not blocking any views of traffic.  C. Dodge suggested planting on the east side 
and south side and maybe put a wall on the corner to maintain visibility.  For signage, he was 
thinking a community sign could go up by 9930; he just wanted it to be successful. 
 
C. Spear commented on the elevations, the signage on the building looked like it was on the south 
side of the building.  She asked if it could be moved to the north side so it could be seen going 
south on North County Boulevard and the aesthetic would be better for the residents.  Mr. Wood 
replied they would look into all the suggestions.  They were more than happy to increase the 
landscaping to cut down on the light.  C. Dodge commented  he was in favor of the development 
they just needed to mitigate some things. 
 
Mr. Goodwin commented on the elevations and said they were very similar in their color décor; 
the only major difference was that one looked more modern with the slope of the roof and the 
windows. C. Spear said the second elevation would make it a more cohesive development.   
 
C. Dredge preferred option A but he didn’t think it was cohesive with what else was going on.  He 
said option B was the better option to stay in line with what they had.  Mr. Goodwin stated he saw 
a lot of grey split-faced block and he thought it would have to be a different style of brick because 
they did not have any of the grey split-faced block in their commercial zone.  C. Dodge urged them 
to stay away from grey and they could warm it up with a beige that mixed with the red.  
Aesthetically he liked option A, as it reminded him of their clubhouse at the golf course with a 
more mountain aesthetic.  However he also wanted it to fit in with the rest of the development and 
suggested a bit of a mix.  Mr. Wood said they could take the elevation with the slanted roof and 
put the more colonial style gabled roof on it instead.  The side elevation had more of a modern 
feature with the straight canopy and he asked if that was the sort of mix C. Dodge had alluded to.  
C. Dodge replied he would throw it back to whoever was designing the building with some generic 
comments because he did not want to design the building.  He commented on signage and said 
they would need some sort of signage from the south.  Mr. Wood replied  the going home traffic 
was more advantageous which was why they had located the car wash on that side so it would be 
more visible.    
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C. Thomas had looked up what L1, L10, and L90 meant, and it is the duration of the decibel level 
over an hour.  C. Dodge suggested Mr. Wood look into the code and compare it to their test results.  
Mr. Wood said the ambient noise from the road was pretty constant at 65 or 70 and asked if they 
were going to be held to less noise than what a passing car would be.  Mr. Goodwin wanted to go 
down to the site and see what the ambient level of noise was because with the constant level of 
traffic on North County Boulevard.  There could already be noise levels that exceeded those 
parameters and he wanted to benchmark where they were.  C. Thomas stated that they would not 
be held accountable for traffic but for the adding of equipment.  In theory they would comply with 
the code or a condition that was set.  Mr. Goodwin asked if they could provide specs for the 
vacuums that provided decibel levels.  Vac-u-tech was the manufacturer of the vacuums and 
McNeil was the manufacturer of the blowers, so the decibel level was combination of the two.  He 
said they might not be able to measure lower than the ambient noise of the neighborhood and he 
wanted to make sure that their target was something achievable.  
 
C. Dodge asked if they tabled this until they had more information.  Mr. Goodwin replied they 
could table it and they might be able to do a special planning commission meeting if they got the 
data together quickly.  Mr. Wood asked if it was possible to put conditions on approval because 
they would ultimately be coming back to the planning commission for final approval.  A lot of the 
conditions were easy to address, and he asked if it were possible to implement conditions so they 
could continue to move forward with the City Council.  C. Dodge did not know that any of the 
items brought up were deal-breakers, so he wanted to make sure they were being worked through 
to their satisfaction.  C. Thomas thought it would be fine and most of the items would be worked 
out with staff.  The biggest thing he wanted to address were nuisance mitigations to protect the 
residents that lived near.  Mr. Goodwin commented he would spell that out clearly in the motion.  
Mr. Wood stated that that was fine with him because they had to come back for a final approval 
no matter what. 
 
C. Thomas asked what the proposed hours of operation were.  Mr. Wood replied 7am-8pm, with 
reduced hours on Sundays. 
 
Mr. Goodwin reviewed the conditions list; subject to:   
• Greater understanding of noise levels, measuring at other car washes, measuring the base line 

noise levels on site and other commercial areas in Cedar Hills. 
• Expand the landscaping on the south east corner, to consider berming as part of the landscaping 

plan. 
• Show the location of the monument sign as a possible easement on Lot 3. 
• Evaluate the building design to add more traditional elements. 
• To address nuisance mitigations, specifically hours of operation, lighting, and noise. 
• Subject to an engineering review. 
 
MOTION: C. Dredge – To recommend the preliminary plan approval of the Shiny Shell Car 
Wash located at 9908 North 4800 West, subject to the stated conditions.  Seconded by C. 
Spear.  

Yes - C. Anderson 
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      C. Dodge      
      C. Dredge 
      C. Spear 
      C. Thomas Motion passes. 
 

9. Review/Recommendation and Public Hearing on Preliminary and Final Plat approval for 
the Lakeshore Trails Subdivision Plat B 

 
Mr. Goodwin explained this proposal was for an amended Lakeshore Trails Plat B, currently Lot 
201 and Lot 202 were actually three lots.  The two homeowners were jointly purchasing the lot in 
between them and splitting that lot between the two of them and reamending the plat to show 
themselves acquiring that land.  Staff had no concerns with this, it did not add any density to the 
project.  The only thing they would ask was that the existing stubs for utilities be capped.  C. 
Dredge commented that technically they could subdivide their lots in the future and build another 
home.  Mr. Goodwin commented that would be extremely unlikely because of how costly it would 
be. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
No comments. 
 
MOTION: C. Spear – To recommend the preliminary and final plat approval for Lakeshore 
Trails Plat B.  Seconded by C. Thomas.  

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. Thomas, seconded by C. Dredge and 
unanimously approved. 
 
 
 
Approved:  
March 23, 2021 
 
 
 
       

/s/ Colleen A. Mulvey, MMC 
City Recorder 

 
 


