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SPECIAL PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
July 13, 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, Steve Thomas 
  Absent/Excused: John Dredge, Kathryn Newman, Lori Anne Spear 
  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. Approval of the Minutes from the May 11, 2021 Special Planning Commission meeting, 
and the May 25, 2021, Planning Commission meeting 

MOTION: C. Anderson – To approve the minutes of the May 11, 2021 Special Planning 
Commission meeting, and the May 25, 2021, Planning Commission meeting.  Seconded by 
C. Dolenc.  

Yes - C. Anderson 
  C. Dahl 

      C. Dolenc      
      C. Thomas Motion passes. 
 

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

 
PUBLIC HEARING 
No comments. 
 
Chandler Goodwin stated the plans really hadn’t changed and that overall, everything was as it 
had been presented before.  The vacuums were on the west side of the building and surrounded 
by a road and landscaping. They had shown on the plans that they had parking available on the 
east and in the back for employees.  He said there were a few things that needed to be worked 
out with the subdivision and that 9980 North and 4700 West needed to be completed.  They were 
working on an agreement about reimbursing the City for the cost of the improvements.  Water 
rights had been purchased and they reused 70% of the water on-site but the City needed to verify 
that they were using their appropriate share.  Because of the access points in the subdivision, 
they would have to work out an access agreement with Hart’s.  He discussed the landscaping 
plan and said for the most part, it was fine, but they wanted to make sure that they moved a tree 
from the line of vision area.         
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C. Thomas asked if the dumpster area was enclosed.  Mr. Goodwin replied yes.  
 
C. Dodge said they could move it to 4700 if they eliminated the tree.  C. Thomas asked how high 
the dumpster enclosure was.  Mr. Goodwin said it was going to be higher than the 3 feet that was 
allowed and they needed to make sure it didn’t block anything.  C. Thomas suggested moving it 
in further.  Mr. Goodwin replied they wouldn’t want to move it in any further because it would 
make it difficult for the garbage truck to empty.  The reason this was a good location for the 
dumpster was because the front loader had ample room to empty it. 
 
C. Dodge asked about the joint easement agreement.  Mr. Goodwin said that part of the land sale 
was the land that was purchased from Hart’s gas station and Hart’s owned part of it.  C. Thomas 
wanted to make sure that they had a clear vision because that was a big thing.  Mr. Goodwin said 
the fire marshal had 2 items they wanted addressed on this site plan.  A new fire hydrant needed 
to be installed and they were concerned with access for public safety so there needed to be a 
cutout with a gate that allowed ambulances and fire trucks to get in which would not be for 
public access.  
 
C. Dolenc said he had an issue with landscaping at 26% and that until the amendment was passed 
by the City Council this was premature.  If there were a plan with 30% and a plan with 26%, they 
could approve both plans with a condition.  Mr. Goodwin replied he was okay with that and in 
the event the council did not approve the landscaping amendment, they must provide a plan with 
30% landscaping.  Mr. Goodwin was fairly confident that the Council was going to approve the 
amendment because they were trying to find ways throughout the City to reduce water use.  C. 
Dolenc supported the landscaping change but thought it should be approved with a condition.     
 
C. Dodge commented that he liked the new location. 
 
C. Dahl asked if they had addressed overflow access for traffic.  Mr. Goodwin replied there were 
days when that was going to happen but didn’t think it was fair to make them plan for that. 
 
C. Thomas commented on the long run.  Mr. Goodwin said they had memberships and had a 
system that read license plates which read them quickly and moved cars through.   
 
MOTION: C. Dolenc – To recommend to the City Council the final plan for Shiny Shell 
Car Wash and lube station, located at 10002 North 4800 West in the SC-1 Commercial 
Zone, subject to the following modifications: an agreement on improvements for 
infrastructure on 9980 North and 4700 West, verification of water rights, access agreement 
with Hart’s, minor alterations to the landscaping plan, installation of fire hydrant on 
northwest corner of project, and final engineering review.   Seconded by C. Thomas.  

Yes - C. Anderson 
  C. Dahl 

      C. Dolenc      
      C. Thomas Motion passes. 
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5. Review/Recommendation on Amendments to City Code Title 10-6a related to 
landscaping and approved uses in the Commercial Zone 

 
Mr. Goodwin stated they had had a public hearing the month before and he was happy to talk 
about comments made at that hearing.   
 
C. Dodge read comments submitted to the Commissioners by Cheri Condie via email. 
 
Mr. Goodwin said the current code required 30% of the commercial land be landscaped and he 
had heard from developers that this was fairly high for commercial development.  They wanted 
to create an environment that was aesthetically pleasing which drew people in but also 
recognizing that the purpose of a commercial area was to generate sales tax.  They were 
proposing this allowance to go down to 23% as long as they make the contribution to the City 
which could be used for other landscaping purposes thereby maximizing their commercial land.  
The goal of the City council was to find ways to conserve water.  There were areas in the City 
that required sprinkler systems and irrigation like islands in parking lots.  He wanted to set up a 
grid system so that water wasn’t running into the street.  They had been asked to put smart timers 
on all the zones of the City but there were hundreds of zones, and they couldn’t afford to put 
smart timers on all of them. Some of the areas that were not usable to the public they wanted to 
find ways to reduce the water consumption by the City.  
 
C. Anderson asked if Mr. Goodwin would walk them through the proposed calculations.  Mr. 
Goodwin showed the site plan and walked through the figures they used for this calculation.  He 
used Taco Bell as an example.  There was discussion about the difference in dollar amount 
contributions to the City with different percentages.  C. Anderson was concerned about not 
losing track of the public cost of maintenance to provide an additional incentive to developers.  
Mr. Goodwin replied that it did provide an incentive to developer by reducing ongoing 
maintenance costs.  It would be contingent on the City to show receipts of those funds and the 
expense of those funds in the appropriate manner.  This would require the creation of a revenue 
line item that showed the purposes of these funds for the audit.   
 
C. Anderson commented he was in favor of having any contribution.  Mr. Goodwin replied that 
that was why he liked the formula, it was very straightforward.  Any landscaping engineer’s 
estimate would get sent for review.  The City engineer had landscaping architects on staff that 
helped with these reviews. 
 
C. Dolenc asked about subsection 4 of the ordinance and suggested removing the 23%.  Mr. 
Goodwin said that it would be the second 23% and agreed.   
 
C. Thomas asked if they had any indication what council’s thoughts on this were.  Mr. Goodwin 
replied there was an awareness about water conservation because they were using way too much 
water.  The Council recognized there were some heavy water users and that any measure to 
reduce water consumption was a good measure. 
 
C. Thomas clarified that this was not converting landscaping to any other use.  Mr. Goodwin 
replied it was removing landscaping on site and then taking the dollars that would be used for 
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landscaping in other areas.  C. Anderson asked if this was intended to have retroactive effects.  
Mr. Goodwin replied, no.  C. Anderson suggested they add language which would make it 
clearer that this was for future developments.  Mr. Goodwin replied that developers could update 
their landscape plans.  There was discussion on what language could be used to clarify this. 
 
C. Anderson said if someone wanted to go to the effort of updating their plans, he didn’t have a 
problem with it, but they needed to be clear on it.  C. Thomas asked if loosening up on this was 
going to affect the walkability and accessibility of the properties.  Mr. Goodwin replied he 
thought that they were related but when looking at developing a landscaping plan for a 
commercial area, walkability was one of the first things that came up and walkability was always 
a concern.   
 
C. Dodge commented they needed to make sure that the City could show in an audit where those 
funds were used.   
 
C. Dodge asked about the language regarding the guidelines and suggested the use of ‘shall 
consider’.  There was discussion about this. 
 
Mr. Goodwin stated that overall developers were in favor of this.  
 

MOTION: C. Thomas – To recommend to the City Council the proposed code amendments 
to City Code 10-6a-4 related to landscaping in the commercial area, subject to the following 
modifications: removing the second “23%” in the proposed code.  Seconded by C. Dahl.  

Yes - C. Anderson 
  C. Dahl 

      C. Dolenc      
      C. Thomas Motion passes. 
 

6. Review/Recommendation on Amendments to City Code Title 10-5-38 related to ground 
mounted renewable energy systems 

 
Jenny Peay provided background for this item.  Other than an outright ban on ground mounted 
solar panels they took recommendations from the Planning Commission and listened to public 
comment and they had come back with the code under discussion.  They addressed the location 
and wanted to keep them out of right of ways, particularly drainage areas.  They also changed the 
rear and side setbacks to ten feet instead of five feet.  The next thing that they looked at was 
height.  They came to the proposal with 4 ft which they realized wasn’t tall enough for larger 
systems, so they had raised it to 6 ft. These systems were typically mounted on a frame with a 
pole and other cities requirements ranged from 6ft. to 15ft. and the only concern was if a home 
had a higher elevation in the back of their property.  If the panels didn’t exceed the elevation of 
the roof and stayed under 6 ft., they didn’t see an issue with it.  The Planning Commission had 
suggested assessing this on a case-by-case basis and it was decided if the panels would be 
mounted on a pole, they would do this and grant it as a conditional use approval.  They wanted a 
percentage for the surface of the panel and had used 5% but this was an arbitrary number and 
could be more than that per recommendation.  The building official recommended on the 
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fencing, to make sure before the City signed off on anything that the enclosure was present.  
Safety was also reviewed by the building official and another concern was the glare. 
 
C. Thomas asked if most of these would be aluminum or steel and said that they could get them 
with a matte surface.  Ms. Peay replied if you were on a higher elevation and looking down you 
would see them regardless and they wanted to reduce that glare.  The reason they did the 6 feet 
was it gave them the option of not using poles. 
 
C. Dolenc commented on section 4 subsection e2 about small systems less than 3 feet in 
diameter and suggested they set a square foot number.  He also suggested they state that this 
would be an aggregate total of all system so there couldn’t be multiple systems.  Ms. Peay asked 
if this would be specifically for small systems to which C. Dolenc replied, yes.   
 
C. Dahl asked about yard lighting and if they would add security.  He commented on motion 
sensor lights and cameras.  There was discussion about the different types of systems and the 
accompanying security measures.  Ms. Peay commented this would be very hard to enforce.   
 
C. Dodge suggested a change of language of ‘except as follows’ to 3c.  Ms. Peay clarified the 
exceptions.  C. Dodge asked for clarification about what was allowed with the 6ft. height 
requirement above grade.  Ms. Peay answered.  C. Dodge said there was a difference between 
height and elevation and suggested they clarify the language about this.  Mr. Goodwin responded 
that if there was a slope in the backyard and they wanted to put a 6ft. system in, it would be 
higher than the grade in the front yard and the language needed to be cleaned up.                   
 
Ms. Peay said if the house was at a lower elevation, they just didn’t want the panels over the 
roofline or over the fence line.  There was discussion about the language regarding elevation.  
 
C. Dodge said the first sentence should say that it ‘shall not be more than 6 feet above the highest 
grade’ so that it could be built at the top of the property.  Ms. Peay said  the way she interpreted 
it was if they used the word ‘lowest’ it wouldn’t allow for the highest grade, but they could put it 
higher if it was closer to the home.  C. Thomas commented the way he read it; it didn’t matter 
because you could go get an administrative exemption any time you want.  Ms. Peay replied this 
would be where it got reviewed on a case-by-case basis.  Mr. Goodwin said conditional uses 
should inherently be administrative decisions so this went back to conditional use approval code 
in that City Council Planning Commission set the expectation of what they were to mitigate with 
a conditional use permit and then it would be up to administration to determine if it met those 
criteria.  He suggested crossing off the word non because they had no reference to non-
administrative in the code. 
 
C. Dodge asked what kind of exemption a homeowner would be looking for.  Ms. Peay said an 
example would be if they wanted to put it closer to their property and it would still be non-
intrusive and they could put it on a pole and still meet that 6 ft. high fence requirement and still 
be under the roof line, and that would be reviewed.  C. Dodge asked if they could ask for a taller 
than 6-foot system.  Ms. Peay replied yes, and that would be what was reviewed.   
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C. Thomas said there were a couple of other things like setbacks.  He asked why they did the ten-
foot setbacks if it was below the fence line.  Mr. Goodwin replied that most of the time the ten-
foot setbacks were because of easements.  Ms. Peay said another issue that had come up with 
some of the rotating solar panels was that once they rotated, they sometimes crossed property 
lines so by pulling it back ten feet not only were they keeping them off of easements but also 
keeping them on the property.  C. Thomas commented that most of the systems were fixed.  Ms. 
Peay replied there was an instance where they had allowed a rotating system and it did cross 
property lines.  C. Thomas said the other thing was about the storm water conveyance.  He said a 
lot of people wanted to put these systems on retention ponds and they needed to make sure that 
the electrical was above the flood line.    
 
Mr. Goodwin said most retention basins within the City were owned by the City or an HOA.  He 
could only think of one privately owned retention basin.  C. Thomas said he was more concerned 
with commercial property.  Mr. Goodwin said  there were no retention basins in the commercial 
area that were not owned by the City. 
 
C. Dolenc asked about the wording of subsection D.  He suggested taking out “more than”.  Ms. 
Peay said the 5% was up for discussion and the concern that they had was the 50% landscaping 
requirement.  C. Thomas said he didn’t see these as accessory buildings or permanent structures, 
that it was a frame and it was still open space and there was no reduction of landscaping.  Mr. 
Goodwin said they had gotten proposals for putting foundations with poles for big panels that 
rotate around, and these were in fact permanent.  He talked about the way they handled 
permanent vs. temporary structures.     
 
C. Dahl asked if they did put a number, the argument was whether or not it would be a 
permanent structure.  There was discussion about the 5% figure.  Ms. Peay clarified they were 
talking about the rear lot area.  Mr. Goodwin showed example pictures of an intrusive ground 
mounted solar system.  There was discussion about the image.  C. Thomas asked about accessory 
structures.  Ms. Peay replied with an accessory structure it can go up to 5 feet if there was no 
easement.  C. Thomas asked about anything else that went over the lot line.   C. Dolenc 
commented that eaves couldn’t go over the lot line.  C. Thomas thought it should be from the 
edge of the array and not the base of the structure.  Ms. Peay clarified they should leave it as an 
accessory structure.  C. Thomas replied it needed to be measured from the edge of the solar panel 
and not the base otherwise they would have some problems because it sounded like as long as 
the base was 5 feet away the panels could go over the property line.  C. Dolenc replied it said, 
‘devices and not ‘base’.  Ms. Peay said  if they left in the setback at 5 feet but left in the verbiage 
that the ‘device’.  C. Thomas said he would call it the array. 
 
C. Dodge asked why they were reducing from ten to five feet.  He said it sounded like the whole 
array was proposed to be 2 feet from the property line.  C. Thomas said if the 6-foot rule stands 
you wouldn’t be seeing it from the other side of the fence.  Mr. Goodwin said they were trying to 
keep them out of the easements.  C. Dolenc asked what someone would need to submit if they 
came in to apply.  Ms. Peay replied they would need a site plan and how it was projected onto 
the property.  Those were being reviewed and the case-by-case basis would be if they wanted 
panels on a pole instead of a frame.  C. Dolenc clarified that the location of the solar system 
would be checked.   
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C. Dodge asked if they wanted to approve this with language modifications.  C. Thomas 
commented he would like staff to take another stab at it because all of the safety items should be 
building code already.  Ms. Peay commented a lot of this was taken from other cities and the 
reason she had felt comfortable with it was because she had had the building official review it.  
C. Anderson asked Ms. Peay to read the modification as she understood them.     
 
Ms. Peay read from her notes the modifications suggested by the Planning Commission.   
 
C. Dodge said that that worked for him.  C. Dahl asked if that was enough.  Mr. Goodwin 
commented this didn’t preclude anyone from putting solar systems on their own home.  C. Dahl 
asked if 5% was sufficient.  Mr. Goodwin said in drafting code you needed to set a measure and 
it became arbitrary when it was being enforced differently.  If they weren’t okay with 5%, they 
were saying that they didn’t want to see large ground mounted solar systems but if they were 
okay with 50% then they were giving the go-ahead for large ground mounted solar systems.  C. 
Thomas said it could be a combination of both.  Mr. Goodwin said the roof of the house should 
be relevant to the size of the house it was powering.  C. Anderson suggested setting it at 5% and 
adding language to clarify and review.  C. Thomas said he thought there needed to be a ‘not to 
exceed’ at some point.  Mr. Goodwin asked what the criteria would be for allowing someone to 
go from 5 to 25%.  C. Thomas replied it should be limited by the square footage of the house.  C. 
Thomas thought the house should limit it but there also should be other criteria. 
 
C. Anderson asked what the public pulse was.  Mr. Goodwin said it was less about square 
footage as it was the height because when you buy a house you buy it with the expectation that 
you were going to see your neighbor’s house and see structures.  C. Anderson asked what was 
the purpose of putting surface area in.  Mr. Goodwin replied it was in order to prevent people 
from making their entire backyards an accessory structure.   
 
C. Dahl asked if the concern was for height, would the neighbors care, and their request was to 
identify the impact.  C. Anderson commented they assumed the neighbors would be able to see 
it.  Ms. Peay replied they wanted to focus more on height.  C. Dodge commented if people were 
required to stay ten feet back, there was no way to build at 5% because they were already 
covered by the code.  He liked the limitations.   
 
Mr. Goodwin asked if they got rid of the surface area requirement, would they be okay with their 
neighbor’s backyard being 100% solar.  C. Thomas commented the maximum area of solar was 
50% of the footprint of the principle building and 25% of the footprint of the principle building 
could not be grounded.  Mr. Goodwin commented there was still a limitation there.  C. Thomas 
replied they tied it to the building and still had setbacks so if they didn’t have room for it, they 
couldn’t do it.  Ms. Peay commented the only problem she saw with that was that if a particular 
lot had an accessory structure, they would have to calculate that in for solar panels. Mr. Goodwin 
commented if your neighbor put in solar panels there was a good chance that it would be seen.  
In the Cedars neighborhood open fencing was required so they would be able to see it and 
fencing alone was not enough to mask it.  Ms. Peay said there was an option that other cities did 
which required a screen. 
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Mr. Goodwin said he could get on board with a formula that incorporated the footprint of the 
main dwelling as the factor that determined the size of the solar system but 50% of the footprint 
of the main dwelling might not be enough to power the main dwelling so it would defeat the 
purpose of doing solar in the first place.  No one had a problem with panels on rooftops, but the 
50% figure might put some serious limitations on people, but for ground mounted solar systems 
he could see that being the driving factor.  Mr. Goodwin asked if there was sentiment amongst 
the commission to change it from a square footage requirement to a footprint requirement.  C. 
Dolenc commented he thought the ground mounted proportion should correspond to the ground 
and not the building.  C. Anderson agreed.   
 
C. Dodge said they could either set a number or look at what other cities had done.  C. Dolenc 
commented that any number would be arbitrary.  C. Anderson said it would be subjective and  
they needed to avoid the word arbitrary.  Mr. Goodwin said in generating the code, that number 
wasn’t necessarily arbitrary because it was how they were envisioning the community, it was 
arbitrary in its application.  C. Dolenc commented that whatever number they went with would 
go to public comment.      
 
C. Thomas left the meeting at 7:50 p.m. 
 
Ms. Peay asked if they were good with 5%.  C. Dahl said he didn’t think it was arbitrary, it just 
didn’t have a motivating reason behind it.  Mr. Goodwin stated anytime they dealt with 
conditional uses, he wanted direction for staff on granting the conditional use to be very clear 
and he thought that this portion of the code might be too vague.  C. Dolenc said any number they 
set, a request for a variance could be made.  Mr. Goodwin replied absolutely, they would have to 
demonstrate to the appeal authority compliance with the 5 criteria that was set by the state.  It 
should be very difficult to get a variance, otherwise there was no point to the code.  
 
C. Anderson said they needed to consider size, shape, and topography, and that was where 
instead of trying to set a standard, they review it on a case-by-case basis.  He understood this was 
a burden on staff, but he thought they could review it case-by-case and if it didn’t put a burden 
on the neighbors, they could allow it.  Mr. Goodwin asked what the criteria they were looking for 
in granting a conditional use permit, and didn’t know if the current conditional use code 
addressed visual impact as something to consider.  C. Anderson referred to 3a regarding visual 
impact.  Mr. Goodwin replied as long as it was clear to staff what the conditional use process 
looked like; he could agree with it.  C. Dodge said they could set it 5% and allow for 
administrative approval.  Mr. Goodwin asked if they should add language to 3c about limiting 
the effect to surrounding properties.  C. Anderson replied that that would send a clear message to 
the applicant.  There was discussion on how to change the language of 3b, 3c, and 3d. 
 
C. Dolenc commented this section didn’t address public utilities.  Ms. Peay said if you looked at 
most systems on public facilities, they didn’t go over that 7 ft. limitation.  Mr. Goodwin 
suggested adding an exception for public utilities.  Ms. Peay asked if they wanted this under the 
small systems code.  Mr. Goodwin replied he would just put it in the general system code 
somewhere at the end of the code making sure there was a blanket exception for City utilities.       
 
MOTION: C. Dahl – To table this item.  Seconded by C. Dolenc. 
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Yes - C. Anderson 
  C. Dahl 
  C. Dodge 

      C. Dolenc Motion passes. 
ADJOURNMENT 
This meeting was adjourned at 8:08 p.m. on a motion by C. Anderson, seconded by C. Dodge 
and unanimously approved. 
 
 
Approved: 
August 31, 2021 
 
 

/s/ Colleen A. Mulvey, MMC 
City Recorder 

 


