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PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
May 25, 2021  6:00 p.m. 
Community Recreation Center 

10640 N Clubhouse Drive, Cedar Hills, Utah 
 
 
Present: Jeff Dodge, Chair, Presiding 

Commissioners: Jared Anderson, Tyler, Dahl, Donald Dolenc, John Dredge, Lori 
Anne Spear  

  Absent/Excused: Kathryn Newman, Steve Thomas  
  Chandler Goodwin, City Manager 
  Jenny Peay, Planning Associate 
  Colleen Mulvey, City Recorder 
 

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

2. Public Comment 
No comments. 
 

3. Review/Recommendation and Public Hearing on amendments to City Code Title 10-6a 
related to landscaping and approved uses in the Commercial Zone 

 
Mr. Goodwin explained this was about changing the 30% landscaping requirement down to 23%.  
There needed to be an empirical method for determining this, so he had come up with two ways 
for this to happen.  The first would be that the City require a landscape plan to be submitted as part 
of a site plan.  If they were planning on doing less than 30%, the City could require an engineer’s 
estimate on how much it would cost to install and use that as a base number for a surcharge.  There 
could be a long-term savings on not having to do maintenance on landscaping. The second 
methodology was more in line with Gateway.  He explained the Gateway situation.  Before they 
drafted code about this issue, he wanted to explore these two options and see if there might be a 
third option.   
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
No comments. 
 
C. Spear stated as long as developers met the code regarding the landscaping standard, then there 
should not be a problem.  Mr. Goodwin said they had established a landscape code throughout the 
zone and as long as they made sure they had the right trees in the right locations, they could do the 
bare minimum.  C. Spear said she would prefer option 1. 
 
C. Dredge preferred option 1 but liked the idea of a multiplier.  C. Dolenc said if they went with 
option 2 they should recommend an economic study.  C. Dahl asked if this was only for new 
construction.  Mr. Goodwin replied it was just for new construction, but it was also limited in 
scope.  They were running out of commercial zone and there was not a lot that this would pertain 
to. 
C. Dodge agreed with C. Dolenc and liked option 1 and the multiplier.  Mr. Goodwin said they 
had done a lot of park projects in the last couple of years.  Therefore, he had landscape costs and 
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could narrow down what they were spending to give them a better idea of what the multiplier 
number would look like. 
 
C. Dolenc thought that as long as there was some kind of rational analysis, he would feel better 
about it.  C. Andersen agreed and thought the City needed to codify where the money would go.  
Mr. Goodwin replied that the City would need to establish this and there would need to be a 
revenue account.  C. Anderson stated  there needed to be a rational nexus of how the money was 
used.   
 
MOTION: C. Spear – To table this item.  Seconded by C. Dredge.  

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

4. Review/Recommendation and Public Hearing on amendments to City Code Title 10 related 
to park strips and landscaping in residential zones 

  
Jenny Peay stated that Governor Cox had declared a state of emergency because of drought 
conditions in the State.  The year before the Planning Commission had proposed code to include 
xeriscaping and local scaping into the landscaping of residential areas.  There were areas in the 
code that needed to be adjusted to better align with the current practices.  She reviewed the code 
about fencing and corner lots.  They wanted to encourage water conservation and give an 
explanation of conservation methods in the code.  Under defined terms, they wanted to include 
language that would say preference would be given to native, drought-tolerant vegetation. 
 
Ms. Peay said there were bonding issues they had run across and currently the practices for the 
building department did not include landscaping strips.  There was language in the code that 
currently allowed one year for landscaping to be completed for both new and existing builds.  
Commercial areas were different because they were reviewed by Planning Commission and City 
Council.  They also wanted to add duty of ownership or applicant.  They wanted to include 
language that specifically had property owners responsible.   
 
Ms. Peay explained the City had a lot of requests to put pavers on different items within the 
landscaping strips, but they did not want anything over the three-foot threshold.  There was 
language to indicate large boulders, but they may want to put a cap on that so they did not go over 
the three-foot threshold.  They did not want to create parking areas for the smaller streets on the 
park strips.  She said including xeriscaping and local scaping park strips was another small step to 
water conservation. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
No comments. 
 
C. Dolenc asked if there was a requirement that the landscaping be maintained.  Ms. Peay replied 
it was more of an upkeep, and they had code that addressed housekeeping issues.   
C. Anderson asked if they could qualify concrete in the park strip to a certain width.  Ms. Peay 
replied she thought this would go more toward a path, but they could clarify that.  C. Anderson 
said as it was worded in 4-c it seemed like a prohibition towards concrete.  Mr. Goodwin said  
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there was an exception for driveway approaches.  C. Anderson said he had poured concrete in his 
park strip, but it met the width of the walkway.  Mr. Goodwin said he was not objected to that and 
the reason they did not want all concrete was that it would just be a parking area.   
 
C. Dodge asked about the definition of landscaping in section C which said pavers were an 
acceptable material.  He asked if the City put any limitation on that material.  Ms. Peay replied it 
was her understanding that they would allow that.  Mr. Goodwin said they would allow it, but it 
was still required that trees be planted; there was a list of acceptable trees to be planted as dividers. 
 
C. Spear asked about pea gravel.  Mr. Goodwin said they did not want pea gravel or wood chips 
because it got moved around by wind and kids and ended up in the gutters.  Therefore, the rock 
requirement would be that they would have to have rock with a four-inch diameter so it could not 
go through the grates.   
 
C. Dahl asked about the height of three feet.  Ms. Peay replied that that was what was up for 
discussion, and they were requesting it to be 36 inches.  C. Dredge asked about the line of sight 
with 36 inches.  Ms. Peay replied they could not do four feet because they had to have a line of 
sight and three feet would be the maximum. 
 
MOTION: C. Spear – To recommend the proposed amendments to Title 10 Chapter 5, 18 
and 27 and 6-4-4 relating to landscaping options to the city council for adoption.  Seconded 
by C. Anderson.  
 
C. Dolenc asked if that included the amendment to allow walkways.   
 
AMENDED MOTION: C. Spear – To recommend the proposed amendments to Title 10 
Chapter 5, 18 and 27 and 6-4-4 relating to landscaping options to the city council for 
adoption, subject to allowing landscaping rocks to be at least four inches in diameter, the 
approved walkway be no more than four feet wide, and landscape boulders be no higher 
than 36 inches.  Seconded by C. Anderson.  

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

5. Review/Recommendation and Public Hearing on amendments to City Code Title 10-5-38 
related to ground mounted renewable energy systems 

 
Mr. Goodwin stated in the past there had been ground systems that had been intrusive to neighbors.  
The current code allowed for solar panels to be up to 20 feet.  These were poles with panels that 
rotated with the sun that could be a nuisance because of the glare.  There was a request by the City 
Council to explore an outright ban on these but in drafting the code he did not feel like this was 
the right approach because there were some ground mounted systems in the City, such as on stop 
signs, which he did not want to ban.  He thought an outright ban was too restrictive and so they 
were asking to add an exemption section for public utility poles and ground systems less than four 
feet tall. 
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PUBLIC HEARING 
 
Viki Pope said that her son worked for a solar company who had designed the ground unit in her 
backyard.  Her elevation changed in her backyard from the top of her property 15 feet and the 
reason she was looking for a ground mount in her backyard was that trees would prevent solar 
panels on her roof from having any effect.  Her son had been in contact with the City about 
permitting for a ground mount and her situation would require eight panels.  With the proposal of 
a 50-foot square area on the ground mount and a four-foot height limitation she would only be able 
to fit three panels so she would not be able to install the system.  She asked if the reason this was 
being looked into was one specific annoying installation.  She further asked if the City had looked 
into whether this code change would preclude residents willing to bring solutions to their energy 
usage from moving to green situations. 
 
C. Dredge asked how they arrived at the four-foot restriction.  Mr. Goodwin replied it was not a 
magic number.  C. Dahl asked what the minimum was because he was hesitant to prevent residents 
from using solar panels.  Mr. Goodwin replied that the instance that had been brought to him was 
similar to Ms. Pope’s in that it was a backyard that ran up the hillside which was installed out of 
the resident’s sight but instead was in everyone else’s sight, so it became an obnoxious issue in the 
neighborhood.  He said this was a discussion item and they could talk about the number of panels 
and the height. 
 
C. Dredge commented they should also look at the ratio of square feet of solar panels to the ratio 
of square footage in the yard.  Mr. Goodwin replied that that was fair and said he would like to 
prevent 50% usage of the backyard because it seemed intrusive.   
 
C. Spear said her concern was how the heat would affect the neighbors. Mr. Goodwin replied he 
did not think the heat was the issue; the glare was the issue.  The way that the panels were angled, 
it sometimes could not be helped.  He said the way panels were designed now reduced the glare 
from earlier designs, so it was not as big of an issue, but it still was problematic.   
 
C. Dredge commented that ground mounted meant a lot of different things and they might want to 
get more specific.  Additionally, if they were on rotating poles or if they were fixed, the City could 
not eliminate them entirely.  C. Anderson suggested analyzing on a case-by-case basis like a 
special use permit to have the ability to ask all of these questions every time an application was 
made.  Mr. Goodwin replied that it was prudent to the City to have guidelines even on a case-by-
case basis.            
 
C. Dodge commented that how tall something was is different from how high it was.  He did not 
know how to define the minimum required system, but he was not attracted to the idea of all the 
solar panels on the roof and would prefer something else but within reason.  Mr. Goodwin said 
with ground mounted systems there were a number of different approaches that could be taken.  
He said that he was hearing that they should approach this as a conditional use permit, but even 
with a CUP certain criterion needed to be met. 
 
C. Dodge asked if glare was the only negative effect or if height was also an issue.  C. Dahl 
commented that the issues were noise, vibration, and visual impact.  C. Dodge asked how they 
would define visual impact.  Mr. Goodwin commented their topography led to some unique 
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challenges because of the hillside.  He said the Planning Commission could table this and do more 
research. 
 
C. Dolenc commented they needed to be clear and objective and that there would always be some 
subjectivity.  C. Dredge commented the only option he would be interested in was tying it to 
percentage.  C. Spear agreed.  Mr. Goodwin commented rather than looking at the ration of the lot 
they should look at the ratio of the backyard.  C. Dolenc was concerned about the height.  Mr. 
Goodwin suggested looking at what other cities were doing.  C. Dodge wanted to find a reasonable 
solution. 
  
MOTION: C. Dahl – To table this item.  Seconded by C. Spear.  

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

6. Review/Recommendation and Public Hearing on amendments to City Code Title 10 
Chapters 2, 4 and 6 related to driveways 

 
Mr. Goodwin stated they had talked about driveways, and he had been working on this code for 
about a year.  The ordinance amendments had since been significantly altered.  They were adding 
definitions of a driveway, of a fire apparatus road, and the definition of Wildland Urban Interface 
Area (WUIA).  Staff did not want to treat driveways that were less than 60 feet in length as fire 
apparatus roads.  Fire apparatus access roads had to meet certain requirements in terms of grade, 
but they wanted to define a fire apparatus access road.  These definitions came straight from fire 
code and the wildland urban interface area code.  There was a WUIA in the City which had its 
own code.  Utah had its own urban interface code as well, so some of the provisions had been 
taken from the Utah code.  They were removing driveways from the cut and fill slopes but were 
allowing up to 12% unless approved by the fire marshal; however, they could only go up to 15%.  
Anything over 15% would have to have an adjacent code complaint stairway for emergency access.  
Residential driveways with the WUIA had similar requirements but in addition, if they had 
driveways over 12%, the fire marshal required an area in front of the house where they could fight 
the fire without the structure coming down on them.  Turnarounds and turnabouts would also be 
required in driveways over 50 feet.   
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
No comments. 
 
C. Dredge commented that the in the City there were driveways that were 60 feet and driveways 
that were 150 feet; he asked what was going on with intervening 90 feet.  Mr. Goodwin replied 
they were treated as fire access apparatus roads, so they were not long enough to require 
turnarounds, but they were long enough to not be in excess of 12%.  
 
C. Dolenc asked what the radius of a turnaround was.  Mr. Goodwin replied that that was defined 
in the fire code and any time a plan came in, it was submitted to the fire marshal for approval. 
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C. Dodge said one term that was present was critical angle, which depended on soil type, and he 
thought that needed to be looked at.  Mr. Goodwin replied he could get a definition for that.  C. 
Dodge said he had looked it up and there were multiple definitions.   
 
MOTION: C. Anderson – To recommend the proposed amendments to Title 10-2, 4 and 6 
related to driveways, subject to adding a definition for “critical angle of repose”.  Seconded 
by C. Dredge.  

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

7. Review/Recommendation and Public Hearing on Final Plat approval for Lakeshore Trails 
Subdivision Plat D 

 
Mr. Goodwin stated this was similar to what they had done with Plat C.  There were two small lots 
on Hunter Court and the topography of these lots made them difficult to build on, so they were 
looking to combine the two lots into one larger lot. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
No comments. 
 
C. Dredge asked if this was going to be irreversible.  Mr. Goodwin replied it depended on where 
they put the house.  C. Spear asked if it was the same owner.  Mr. Goodwin replied yes, and that 
he assumed they would not subdivide in the future.  C. Dodge liked the idea of combining the two.  
 
MOTION: C. Spear – To recommend the amended Lakeshore Trails Subdivision Plat D for 
approval by the City Council.  Seconded by C. Dredge.  

Yes - C. Anderson 
      C. Dodge      
      C. Dredge 
      C. Spear Motion passes. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
This meeting was adjourned at 7:09 p.m. on a motion by C. Spear, seconded by C. Dredge and 
unanimously approved. 
 
Approved: 
July 13, 2021 
 
 

/s/ Colleen A. Mulvey, MMC 
City Recorder 

 
 
 
 


