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PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
July 27, 2021 6:00 p.m. 

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

 
Present: Jeff Dodge, Chair, Presiding 

Commissioners: Tyler Dahl, Donald Dolenc, John Dredge, Kathryn Newman, Lori 
Anne Spear 

  Absent/Excused: Chandler Goodwin, Jared Anderson, Steve Thomas 
  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 
Chapter 4 related to Conditional Use for Large Animal Units in the PR2.2 Planned 
Residential Zone 

   
Jenny Peay explained that this originated from a property owner at 9561 Canyon Road.  They 
requested to have a horse on the property which was .99 acres.  They requested a possible rezone 
or to include this into his property to allow for large animals.  It was currently in the PR2.2 zone.  
It didn't make sense for them to have that much land and not be able to use it for large animals.  
There might be some legalities for staff to look at regarding a rezone but they recommended to 
rezone. 
 
C. Dredge asked if they would rezone the whole portion.  Ms. Peay replied they would try to rezone 
the lot.  C. Dodge clarified that the R-1-15,000 zone did allow for large animals.  Ms. Peay 
confirmed.  She defined a large animal unit.  If a property met the requirements then they would 
be allowed large animals.  The second would be the conditional use which was the large animal 
unit with regards to structures. 
 
C. Dodge clarified that the options were to either rezone or to add the property to the current zones.  
Ms. Peay said they could allow it or deny it and go back to looking at a rezone because there may 
be some legalities to a rezone.   
 
C. Dodge commented that rezoning would allow anyone within a certain radius to have large 
animals and asked if there would be a public hearing.  Ms. Peay replied there would be a public 
hearing and anyone within a 300-foot radius would get a notice in the mail of a public hearing. 
 
Ms. Peay showed the areas that allowed for large animals.  C. Dodge asked about allowing for 
conditional use.  Ms. Peay said they didn't want to create another issue. 
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C. Dolenc said the subject property adjourned the R-1-15,000 zone and clarified they would just 
be moving boundaries.  Ms. Peay replied all the homes that fronted Canyon Road were in the R-
1-15,000 zone.  C. Dredge asked to clarify that it would not be an island.  Ms. Peay replied that it 
would not. 
 
C. Spear commented it made more sense to do a conditional use.  C. Dolenc said that there was 
the possibility of unintended consequences.             
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
No comments. 
 
MOTION: C. Spear – To not recommend the proposed amendments to Title 10-4G-3, related 
to large animal units.  Seconded by C. Dahl.  

Yes - C. Dahl 
C. Dolenc     

 C. Dredge 
       C. Spear Motion passes. 
 

4. Review/Recommendation and Public Hearing on Amendments to City Code Title 10 
Chapter 5 related to Residential Short-Term Rentals 

 
Ms. Peay stated the current city code did not address the growing market for short term rentals.  
Rental properties already existed in the city but they didn't have a way to calculate how many were 
on websites.  Short-term rentals (STR) were being managed by most cities, but Cedar Hills didn't 
have the ability to regulate these.  The city didn't know who operated these and didn't know how 
to contact owners and there was no way of knowing how many STRs were on one property.  The 
proposed STR code was drafted by the city attorney after referring to multiple other city codes.  
One of the line items was D, limiting the number of STRs. 
 
Ms. Peay said  on the proposed code, some questions had arisen, 1) the maximum number of STRs 
for each community 2) how to define community.  There were two options, one was to determine 
how this was defined.  They could define the zoning map or they could use voting precincts.  There 
were 5 voting precincts and the zoning map had 8 zones.  She recommended using the voting 
precinct map because it would allow for more balance and give them more options.  They also 
wanted to define ‘detached’ as not being in the home.  They were recommending striking the 
language about a dwelling within and detached dwellings also cleaning up the language regarding 
voting districts.     
 
C. Dolenc commented that voting precincts had a more even population distribution.  Ms. Peay 
agreed.  C. Dolenc commented on the word detached and said they were looking at how many 
STRs were designated to an area and commented on the difference between single and multi-
family dwellings.  Ms. Peay said she had a concern with this as well and went over it with the 
attorney.  C. Dolenc asked what the basis was.  Ms. Peay replied it would be per household.  C. 
Dolenc clarified that they were counting dwelling units.  Ms. Peay replied yes. 
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C. Dredge asked for clarification about the units.  Ms. Peay replied each household would get 2.  
They had some homes that had attached garages with units above the garage that they rented out.  
C. Dahl asked if that counted as two dwellings.  Ms. Peay replied they would count as an ADU 
and she could see them leaving that in there.  C. Dodge said if it was left in, where they were 
attached would those be counted.  Ms. Peay replied that she interpreted it as each zone would have 
2 STRs, and per 100 homes with attached units, they would count an extra one, but this would be 
very rare.   
 
C. Dredge said there should be two per precinct.  Ms. Peay said with the proposed code it would 
only allow one STR per property and would have to be owner occupied.  C. Spear asked if STRs 
were concentrated in one area.  Ms. Peay showed where STRs were on a map.   
 
C. Dodge commented they had attached townhomes in the city and asked if they counted as 3 
dwellings or a single dwelling because with more dwellings, the more STRs you could have.  He 
said it got tricky with townhomes and didn't know how to count that neighborhood.  
 
There was discussion about the understanding of different dwelling units and detached units and 
allowable STRs. 
 
C. Dodge said they had discussed Airbnbs before and his thought was that they wanted less vs. 
more so he thought they should leave detached in the code because then it would be based on 
buildings.  C. Dredge said if they left detached in, even a building with 3 dwellings counted as 
one.  Ms. Peay commented the current code assumed that they were already exceeding that, and 
this code would give them the stability to regulate how many and to monitor these and require 
business licenses. 
 
C. Dodge commented they were concerned about density.  C. Dredge said if they were trying to 
reduce these STRs then by taking detachable out, that would make it one for every 200. 
 
C. Spear asked how they would know when someone had closed down an STR.  Ms. Peay replied 
that typically with a business license it had to be renewed and there was a safety inspection which 
went along with that. 
 
C. Spear asked how the attorney felt about the language.  Ms. Peay replied that he had 
recommended to take out detached because it implied that it was not part of the main dwelling. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
No comments. 
 
C. Dahl said that in 4-c-3 it said there must be a renter and asked what the goal with that was.  Ms. 
Peay replied this went along with other city’s codes to allow for enough time to go in and clean 
and that there was a limitation on how long it could be rented out, which was six months.   
 
C. Dahl said there was language that the owner had to be present during the rental.  Ms. Peay 
replied it had to be owner occupied, she added there could be someone else present, but someone 
affiliated with the property had to be present.  
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Ms. Peay read 3b.  C. Dahl replied that owner occupancy made sense but the language made it 
seem that the owner had to be on-site.  Ms. Peay read 4-c-1.  C. Dredge commented that to reside 
in the property did not mean being present on site.  C. Dahl replied it sounded like they had to be 
there. 
 
C. Dolenc commented about urgent response and said that that would be a good place to put 
something about a designee.   
 
C. Dredge said to reside somewhere you had to live there for 6 months and 1 day and under 4-d it 
talked about accessory apartments and conflicting language.  There was discussion about what the 
word “resides” meant. 
 
C. Spear asked what the intention of the city was.  Ms. Peay replied they wanted the owner to be 
available for emergencies or other issues.  There was further discussion about owner occupation. 
 
C. Dodge stated this was an item that they would need to take back to the attorney for clarification 
and to determine what the city’s intentions were.  Ms. Peay stated that they wanted to preserve 
residential areas. 
 
C. Dolenc asked about 4-c where it said a maximum of 82 nights per year and asked who counted 
that.  Ms. Peay replied the city had no way to track it and it would be an honor system.  C. Dodge 
said if they got a complaint, it would give the city teeth to do something about it.  
 
C. Dolenc asked about 4a, maximum occupancy, and asked how they would regulate this.  Ms. 
Peay replied this went along with the definition of a family.  C. Dolenc asked if they could avoid 
the issue and just say 8 people.  They were concerned with turning homes into party houses.  C. 
Dolenc suggested 4 or 5 so they didn’t have to be the relationship police.  Ms. Peay replied they 
had to consider the rentals that were entire upper areas of homes.   There was discussion about 
familial relations and group occupancy. 
 
C. Dolenc commented there was no way for them to enforce this.  Ms. Peay replied if the police 
were called out and it was found out that they were not meeting code, then they would be fined.  
Ms. Peay said they did have to sign an affidavit that they would comply by code which allowed 
the city to enforce a fine upon determination of violations.  She went through the fines and 
violations. 
 
C. Dahl asked what kind of business license they would need.  Ms. Peay replied it was strictly for 
an STR business license.  C. Dredge said he didn't think they needed to do active audits, only go 
in when there were complaints.  
 
C. Dodge thought there were items they needed to table which needed to go back for clarification. 
 
C. Dredge proposed pulling detached and increasing the number to 150.  C. Dahl thought they 
needed more clarification on purpose.  C. Dredge said if they left detached in, they would get 
complaints. 
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C. Dahl suggested adding designee information.  C. Newman said from the perspective of the 
business owner they want the best tenants, and it would be good to hear from some of these. 
 
Ms. Peay replied that on the Airbnb website they rated guests and homeowners.  
 
MOTION: C. Dredge – To table this item.  Seconded by C. Dolenc.  

Yes - C. Dahl 
C. Dolenc     

 C. Dredge 
       C. Spear Motion passes. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
This meeting was adjourned at 7:02 p.m. on a motion by C. Dredge, seconded by C. Spear and 
unanimously approved. 
 
 
Approved: 
September 28, 2021 
 
 

/s/ Colleen A. Mulvey, MMC 
City Recorder 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


