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SPECIAL PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
Tuesday, May 11, 2021 6:00 p.m. 

Community Recreation Center 
10640 N Clubhouse Drive, Cedar Hills, Utah 

 
Present: Commissioners: Jared Anderson, Donald Dolenc, Lori Anne Spear, Steve Thomas 

(6:11 p.m.), Tyler Dahl (6:56 p.m.) 
Absent/ Excused: Jeff Dodge, John Dredge, Kathryn Newman 
Chandler Goodwin, City Manager 
Gretchen Gordon, Deputy City Recorder 
Others: Mitch Morris – Shiny Shell, Charlie Openshaw – Gateway, Willow Becker 

 
1. Call to Order  

This meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of Cedar Hills, having been properly noticed, 
was called to order by Commissioner Anderson at 6:04 p.m.  
 

2. Public Comment 
No comments. 
 

3. Approval of the Minutes from the February 23, 2021, and the March 23, 2021, Planning 
Commission meetings  

MOTION: C. Spear – To approve the minutes of the February 23, 2021, and the March 23, 
2021, Planning Commission meetings.  Seconded by C. Dolenc.  

Yes - C. Anderson 
      C. Dolenc      
      C. Spear Motion passes. 
 
 

4. Review/Recommendation and Public Hearing on Concept and Preliminary Plan approval 
for Shiny Shell Car Wash located at 10002 North 4800 West in the SC-1 Commercial Zone 

 
Mr. Goodwin stated the car wash was moved to a new location.  The new plan included a car wash 
and a lube center adjacent to the Hart’s.  One of his concerns was the flow of traffic through Hart’s 
access points; therefore, the City was working on an agreement with them.  A car wash was a 
conditional use in the SC-1 commercial zone.  A lube center was considered a service station which 
was also a conditional use.  There were a few dedicated parking stalls on site: nine small stalls, 
one with ADA access, and 23 vacuum stalls.  The Planning Commission did not have any concerns 
about the sound levels based on the new location.  The parking was mainly for employees, and he 
did not think parking was an issue.  He commented on the landscaping and said there was some 
landscaping buffer between the vacuums from the street side.  The only problem was that they 
were under power lines so they might need to reconsider the types of trees planted. 
 
C. Dolenc had concerns about the trees and asked if they could put shrubs instead of trees.  C. 
Spear suggested a berm.  Mr. Goodwin replied they did not have enough room for a berm.  He 
stated there were some shrubs that could be intermingled. 
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Mitch Morris, Shiny Shell representative, stated they did have trees that were 20 feet.  Mr. 
Goodwin said they could tweak the landscaping plan and that it was an easy fix.  C. Spear asked 
about the playground on the site plan and wondered what it would look like.  Mr. Morris referred 
to the plan and explained that it was a unique experience for their monthly passholders.   
 
C. Thomas commented the last time he had seen the site plan there was not an oil change building.  
Mr. Goodwin replied this was a different location.  C. Thomas asked if this would still be a Shiny 
Shell.  Mr. Morris replied that they had a partnership with Grease Monkey, but it would still be a 
Shiny Shell. 
 
C. Spear asked how many employees there would be at the lube center.  Mr. Morris replied there 
would be seven to eight employees throughout the day on varying shifts.  C. Thomas clarified that 
there would be three bays and all were pull-through.  Mr. Morris confirmed this to be the case.       
 
C. Thomas asked if there were any staff concerns and if anything was non-compliant.  Mr. 
Goodwin replied there were some minor landscaping tweaks that needed to be made.  He said they 
had more parking than in the original plan, as well as the option of using the vacuum stalls for 
parking.  There were three access points to the site, and Mr. Goodwin explained the flow of traffic. 
 
Mr. Goodwin said one of the concerns from the original site was noise in proximity to homes, but 
he didn’t think it would be an issue at the new site.  He wanted to see a clear lighting plan, 
especially on the east side.  The last concern was signage and he was requesting some changes on 
the elevations.  On the site plan he wanted to see signage locations so they could see that the views 
were clear.  He recommended swapping out the metal roof for shingles so it matched the rest of 
the buildings in the area.  He suggested swapping out the white brick to match the other buildings 
in the area as well.   
 
C. Dolenc asked about the LED backlit panels.  Mr. Morris replied that the windows had a frosted 
pane and the LED strips were at the bottom of the windows to create a glow effect on the top of 
the building.  They could adjust the colors depending on what the Planning Commission wanted.  
There was discussion about the LED lighting preferences of the Commission members. 
 
C. Thomas asked about the roof.  Mr. Goodwin replied they had initially wanted a steel industrial 
look but that the Planning Commission wanted more of an organic wooden look.  C. Dolenc asked 
about what was under the car wash.  Mr. Morris replied that they were windows.   
 
C. Dolenc commented they could improve the architectural appearance to be more closely matched 
with the other buildings in the area.  Mr. Goodwin agreed.  C. Spear said she could go either way 
on the matter.  Mr. Morris said they were flexible and were willing to work with what was 
requested of them, but he couldn’t commit to anything either way without consulting with the 
company.  C. Thomas said as long as it conformed to their standards, that was all they were 
obligated to make them do. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
No comments. 
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MOTION: C. Thomas – To recommend to the City Council the preliminary plan for Shiny 
Shell car wash and lube station, located at 10002 North 4800 West in the SC-1 Commercial 
Zone, subject to conforming to the commercial zone design guidelines.  Seconded by C. Spear.  

Yes - C. Anderson 
      C. Dolenc      
      C. Spear 
      C. Thomas Motion passes. 
 
Mr. Goodwin asked that Item #7 be moved up to the next item on the agenda. 
 

5. Review/Action on Concept Plan approval for Cedar Hills Gateway Subdivision Lot 2, 3, 4 
& 6 

 
Mr. Goodwin stated that lot 6 would not be part of this concept plan.  Tentative lease agreements 
were underway with all three buildings needing drive thru access.  In the last year food 
establishments had changed the way they served their customers and the need for drive-thrus had 
increased because of the COVID-19 pandemic.   
 
Mr. Goodwin stated this was only a concept plan and he described where the buildings and drive-
thrus would be.  He stated they would want some sort of traffic study to show them how it would 
work.  His main concern was traffic flow.  There was discussion about access points. 
 
C. Thomas asked if there was dine-in at any of these.  Mr. Goodwin replied yes.  C. Thomas asked 
if there was walk-up traffic and said that they didn’t want a separate window for that.  Mr. Goodwin 
replied that delivery drivers for Door Dash and UberEATS often times parked and walked up to 
the counters to pick up food and a lot of restaurants had signage for drivers to park.  C. Thomas 
had concerns with queuing.  Mr. Goodwin said they were giving this the go ahead but there were 
things that they needed to consider along the way. 
 
Charlie Openshaw, Gateway, said it was a multi-tenant building.  It was a 4,000 square foot 
building and they were having negotiations with an entity that wanted to take 2,500 of that space, 
thereby leaving only 1,500 feet.  They were seeking other retail besides food because it was easier 
on parking.  There would be other tenants in all of the buildings.  In the lot 2 building there would 
potentially be three tenants and it was 4,600 square feet.   
 
Mr. Goodwin said with opening Canal Boulevard they were going to see a lot more traffic in the 
area and that it would flow out more.  There were 800 units going in that area and a lot of people 
were looking at commercial opportunities.  Another thing to consider was that as long as the use 
was permitted in the zone it would not come back to the Planning Commission. 
 
C. Thomas asked if there were any nonconforming uses or concerns.  Mr. Goodwin replied that 
his only concern was traffic.  C. Thomas commented there was no good pedestrian access to the 
business district from the new buildings.  He asked if there was a way to do a pedestrian friendly 
bridge or tunnel.  Mr. Goodwin answered affirmatively, but there was not a lot of traction for this 
option.   
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Mr. Openshaw said that they had worked with developers on this Concept Plan to create a layout 
that was market-driven. 
 
MOTION: C. Thomas – To approve the concept plan for the Cedar Hills Gateway, Lots 2, 3 
and 4, subject to a traffic study.  Seconded by C. Spear.  

Yes - C. Anderson 
  C. Dahl 

      C. Dolenc      
      C. Spear 
      C. Thomas Motion passes. 
 

6. Review/Recommendation and Public Hearing on Concept, Preliminary and Final Plan 
approval for a 2-lot subdivision located at 9991 North 4000 West in the R-1-20,000 Rural 
Residential zone  

 
Mr. Goodwin said this was a simple 1 lot to 2 lot split.  There were already utilities in the road and 
laterals would be installed.  A sidewalk would be installed along Cedar Hills Drive with an ADA 
ramp at the corner.  They were not recommending a sidewalk along 4000 West because the road 
was in significant need of repair.  The road would be redone so the infrastructure would have to 
be torn out when that work was done.  He said this was a pretty simple issue with no concerns.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING  
Willow Becker, representing the community surrounding this area, wanted to verify that this would 
remain zoned as an R-1-20,000 zone.  Mr. Goodwin explained that they would only be splitting 
the lot and there would be no zone change.  
 
MOTION: C. Spear – To recommend to the City Council the concept, preliminary and final 
plan for the Smith/Walker subdivision, located at 9991 North 4000 West in the Rural 
Residential R-1 20,000 Zone.  Seconded by C. Thomas.  

Yes - C. Anderson 
  C. Dahl 

      C. Dolenc      
      C. Spear 
      C. Thomas Motion passes. 
 

7. Review/Recommendation and Public Hearing on amendments to Cedar Hills City Code 
10-5-32 and 10-2-1 related to Accessory Dwelling Units  

 
PUBLIC HEARING 
No comments. 
 
Mr. Goodwin said this all stemmed from the changes to State law that had been changed in the last 
legislative session which became effective May 5th.  These had previously been referred to as 
accessory apartments but were now being referred to as accessory dwelling units.  The code that 
was passed four to five years ago generally followed what the State had mandated, but with a few 
changes.  There was prohibition on secondary utility meters.  Modifications could not take away 
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from the residential look of the home.  The City could require a primary dwelling and one off-
street parking stall.  A permit or license could be required that would need to be registered with 
the City.  Additionally, the City could prohibit 25% of more ADU on lot sizes of less than 6,000 
square feet.  Units needed to be owner occupied, and any non-compliance could have a lien placed 
on it. 
 
Mr. Goodwin stated housing was a significant issue the State was facing.  The State approached 
the housing issue with a one size fits all approach and it really didn’t work that way; even though 
there wasn’t enough affordable housing according to the State, at the same time there wasn’t much 
as a City that they could do about it.  The State differentiated between an internal ADU and an 
external ADU.  An internal ADU could only require one parking stall, and as the code was written 
an external ADU required two stalls.  He said there were provisions about this he did not like, 
primarily parking.  There was discussion about registering ADUs and how they would enforce 
these policies.      
 
MOTION: C. Thomas – To recommend to the City Council the proposed amendments to 
Cedar Hills City 10-2-1 and 10-5-32 related to accessory dwelling units.  Seconded by C. 
Dolenc.  

Yes - C. Anderson 
  C. Dahl 

      C. Dolenc      
      C. Spear 
      C. Thomas Motion passes. 
 

8. Discussion on Cedar Hills Code 10-6A related to landscaping and approved uses in the 
Commercial Zone 

 
Mr. Goodwin said  he had spoken with some developers about the 30% landscaping requirement, 
and they were okay with it, but the half-acre retention basin was being counted toward the 
requirement.  The developers were wondering if there was a way to put money into other areas to 
fulfil this requirement.  There was discussion about green space, alternative uses, and potential 
fees. 
 
Mr. Goodwin said that cities could make exactions but they had to fall within State law and there 
had to be some methodology so developers had something to rely on.  The City was running out 
of commercial land and he wanted some permanent beautification efforts.  There needed to be 
rhyme and reason so it was defensible.  Mr. Goodwin then discussed approved uses, expressing 
concern that the list of those uses was not exhaustive.           
 
There was then group discussion regarding the O’Reilly’s proposal and the commercial dynamics 
within the City.     
 

9. Discussion on HB 409, Municipal and County Land Use and Development Revisions 
 
Mr. Goodwin said there had been changes to the land use management and development act, 
including cities to require four hours of training for Planning Commission members.  One hour 
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had to be on the goals and duty of the Planning Commissioner.  When a new Planning 
Commissioner took office, they could not vote or participate in a meeting until they had completed 
that training.  There were some resources available to cities to provide this training.      
 
ADJOURNMENT 
This meeting was adjourned at 7:50 p.m. on a motion by C. Thomas, seconded by C. Dolenc and 
unanimously approved. 
 

Approved: 
July 13, 2021 
 
 
 

/s/ Colleen A. Mulvey, MMC 
City Recorder 

 
 


