
Page 1 of 11                                             Cedar Hills City Council Meeting                                    Approved: November 16, 2021 
                                                                               October 19, 2021 

 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING  
CITY OF CEDAR HILLS  

Tuesday, October 19, 2021 – 7:00 p.m. 
Community Recreation Center 

10640 N Clubhouse Drive, Cedar Hills, Utah 
 
Present:  Mayor Denise Andersen - Presiding  
   Council Member Laura Ellison (via telephone) 
   Council Member Ben Ellsworth 
   Council Member Mike Geddes 
   Council Member Brian Miller  
 
Absent/Excused: Council Member Kelly Smith   
   
Staff:   Chandler Goodwin, City Manager 
   Charl Louw, Finance Director 
   Greg Gordon, Recreation Director 
   Kevin Anderson, Public Works Director 

Jeff Maag, Building Official 
Hyrum Bosserman, City Attorney 

   Colleen Mulvey, City Recorder 
 
Others:   Lieutenant Josh Christensen 
   Charlie Openshaw 
 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
 
1. Call to Order, Pledge, and Invocation.   
 
The City Council Meeting of the City of Cedar Hills, having been properly noticed, was called to 
order at 7:04 p.m. by Mayor Andersen. 
 
The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Boy Scout, Tanner Hortin.   
 
The Invocation was offered by Council Member Geddes. 
 
2. Approval of Meeting Agenda. 
 
MOTION:  Council Member Ellsworth moved to approve the meeting agenda.  Council 
Member Miller seconded the motion.  Vote on motion:  Council Member Ellison-Aye, 
Council Member Ellsworth-Aye, Council Member Geddes-Aye, Council Member Miller-
Aye.  The motion passed unanimously.    
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3. Public Comment:  Time has been set aside for the public to express their ideas, 
concerns, and comments.   

 
Keith Irwin gave his address as 8881 North Pine Hollow Drive and thanked the City Council for 
being willing to reconsider the parking ordinance for recreational vehicles.  Through discussions, 
he had learned more about the City Council areas of concern and believed a beneficial resolution 
was achieved.  Mr. Irwin noted that there was a piece of the ordinance that restricted any vehicle 
over 25-feet from being parked and felt that should be reconsidered as well.   
 
Luke Aplington gave his address as 10097 North Sage Road West and thanked the City Council 
for reconsidering the parking ordinance for recreational vehicles.  He noted that not every trailer 
that is parked on the side of the road is for recreation purposes.  Some residents in the City did not 
have a place to park their work trailers.  Mr. Aplington explained that he can park his work trailer 
on his property during the winter but since the trailer needs to be moved consistently throughout 
the rest of the year, it cannot be parked on his property during those times.  He reported that there 
is currently a road working sign three houses down.  That sign covers the vision much more than 
his flatbed trailer did.  He noted that his truck is taller than his flatbed trailer.  Since the trailer 
needs to be parked in his driveway, his truck is parked on the road instead.  It was more difficult 
to see over the truck than the trailer.  
 
Alexandra McEwen gave her address as 10207 North Bayhill Drive and addressed short-term 
rentals.  She shared her experience as a realtor and stated that often clients want to know what they 
can do with a property.  For instance, whether there is an option to rent out the home and if it could 
be converted to an Airbnb.  The answer often impacts whether someone is interested in purchasing 
a home, even though most people never actually rent out their home.  Many preferred to know that 
it would be possible.  Ms. McEwan urged the City Council to consider the short-term rental option 
that is the least restrictive.  She stated that it makes more sense for the City to try to regulate issues 
like parking and noise rather than restrict the ability to rent.  
 
There were no further public comments.  
 
CONSENT AGENDA 
 
4. Approval of the Minutes from the August 24, 2021, Work Session and City Council 

Meetings. 
 
MOTION:  Council Member Ellsworth moved to approve the Consent Agenda.  Council 
Member Geddes seconded the motion.  Vote on motion:  Council Member Ellison-Aye, 
Council Member Ellsworth-Aye, Council Member Geddes-Aye, Council Member Miller-
Aye.  The motion passed unanimously.    
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CITY REPORTS AND BUSINESS 
 
5. City Manager. 
 
City Manager, Chandler Goodwin shared updates with the City Council.  He reported that a 
number of programs in the Recreation Department were concluding such as soccer, flag football, 
and team flag football.  The programs had been successful, and the City looked forward to 
continued success with the future Recreation Department programs.  Mr. Goodwin reported that 
the Events Department is getting busier.  Typically, there is a slow down through January.  
However, January was projected to be a busy month for the City.   
 
There was a Stepping On class with the Utah County Health Department for senior citizens.  
Mr. Goodwin reported that it is a seven-week course and additional information could be obtained 
through the Recreation Department.  He reported that even though it had been a rainy October, the 
golf course was still doing well.  There was an upcoming tournament with approximately 100 
people signed up.  Mr. Goodwin stated that construction on the new short course would begin on 
November 1, 2021.  Additionally, ballots went out for the election and there was a ballot box drop-
off location at the fire station.  Mr. Goodwin also thanked the Fire Department for the Open House 
they hosted the previous week.   
 
6. Mayor and Council. 
 
Mayor Andersen reported that Council Member Smith was out of the country and not present 
tonight.  Council Member Ellison was attending the meeting via telephone.  Council Member 
Miller reminded those present that election day is in two weeks.  He encouraged everyone to vote.  
 
SCHEDULED ITEMS AND PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
7. Review/Action and Public Hearing on Preliminary Plan Approval for Cedar Hills 

Gateway Subdivision Phase 4 Lot 3 in the SC-1 Commercial Zone. 
 
Mr. Goodwin shared a site plan with the City Council and reported that the item was reviewed by 
the Planning Commission in September 2021.  Lot 3 was proposed to be a Café Rio with another 
unit that would have an unknown tenant.  The subdivision had already been approved and the 
current discussions pertained to the building, use, and layout.  He shared a Landscaping Plan with 
the Council and explained that some changes would need to be made.    
 
Building elevations were outlined.  Mr. Goodwin stated that Café Rio will have a lot of windows 
and a drive-thru.  It is not an overly tall building and will be approximately 25 feet tall.  The 
COVID-19 pandemic dramatically impacted brick and mortar restaurants and it is now extremely 
beneficial for restaurants to have a drive-thru.  Staff wanted to make sure that there is a clear plan 
in place to address the anticipated needs of the drive-thru. 
 
Mr. Goodwin explained that the developer contracted with Hales Engineering to conduct a 
Gateway Traffic Study.  As development occurs within the commercial zone and in the areas 
surrounding the commercial zone, it is important to be aware of the demand and the levels of 
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service at the intersections.  The Gateway Traffic Study measured the levels of service and 
provided a grade.  Mr. Goodwin shared the existing grades within Cedar Hills.  He reported that 
the peak hour levels of service, with the addition of the full project, would still have an acceptable 
grade.  However, the 9930 South/North County Boulevard (SR-129) was a problem area.  It was 
important to consider mitigation efforts.   
 
When the project was originally approved, there were two cutouts that were the size of two-lane 
traffic.  Mr. Goodwin explained that one mitigation effort had already been put in place.  Those 
approaches would be widened so it was possible to queue in two separate directions.  This would 
provide a northbound and southbound queue in order to turn.  Had those mitigation efforts not 
already been put in place, he anticipated the intersection grade would have failed.   
 
Mr. Goodwin further discussed the intersections.  He noted there was an option to have a right-
turn-only on the exit, but he preferred to maintain full access.  His recommendation was to keep 
the intersections as they are.  Council Member Geddes noted that since there are two lights, they 
regulated whether vehicles are able to turn left or right.  He did not think that was a bad solution 
to leave that as it was and then make adjustments over time if needed.  Mr. Goodwin stated that if 
someone wants to make a left-hand turn onto State Street, the wait is generally 20 to 25 seconds 
at most.  He stated that any intersection traffic mitigation that is needed would be a City project 
rather than a project for the developer to worry about.   
 
Council Member Geddes asked about the timing for Café Rio.  Mr. Goodwin anticipated it would 
open in the spring.  The project developer, Charlie Openshaw, reported that he was under contract 
to deliver the building to Café Rio by June.  He hoped the development would be done before that.  
There was discussion regarding public infrastructure.  
 
Mayor Andersen opened the public hearing. 
 
Daniel Zappala gave his address as 10341 North Cottonwood Drive and shared comments 
regarding traffic control at the intersection.  He noted there had been a similar issue in Pleasant 
Grove.  There used to be only a stop sign coming down Canyon Road.  Initially, the Utah 
Department of Transportation (“UDOT”) stated the light at the next intersection was too close, and 
another light could not be added, but eventually, the additional light was added.  He encouraged 
Staff to approach UDOT and push harder on the additional light.  Utah tends to prioritize traffic 
flow rather than the safety of pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicles.  The goal was to push as many 
cars through as quickly as possible.  Mr. Zappala believed the priority should be safety.  
Additionally, he shared comments related to the placement of the handicap stalls.  He noted that 
the handicap stalls would be stuck behind the drive-thru lane if the lane happens to be busy.  Mr. 
Goodwin noted that discussions related to the handicap stalls had already taken place.  
 
There were no further comments.  The public hearing was closed.   
 
MOTION:  Council Member Geddes moved to approve the preliminary plans for the Cedar 
Hills Gateway Subdivision Phase 4 Lot 3, located in the SC-1 Zone at approximately 9920 
North 4800 West, subject to zoning and engineering approval.  Council Member Ellsworth 
seconded the motion.  Vote on motion:  Council Member Ellison-Aye, Council Member 
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Ellsworth-Aye, Council Member Geddes-Aye, Council Member Miller-Aye.  The motion 
passed unanimously.    
 
8. Review/Action and Public Hearing on an Ordinance Amending City Code Title 10 

Chapter 5 Related to Short-Term Rentals. 
 
Mr. Goodwin explained that there had been previous City Council discussions on short-term 
rentals and Planning Commission feedback had been shared.  Based on City Council feedback, 
many of the restrictions had been removed.  In Section 4(a), there was language related to 
maximum renter occupancy, but that had been eliminated.  Mr. Goodwin reported he had a 
conversation with the Fire Marshal and no maximum occupancy was recommended.  However, 
language was needed to clearly indicate that the owner carried the liability.  In Section 4(c), there 
was language to state that properties cannot be rented as a short-term rental for more than 182 
nights per year.  The City Council had asked that the maximum number of nights be removed.  
 
In Section 4(c)(3), there was language that the Council may want to consider.  It stated: 
 

• There must be a renter vacancy period of one consecutive night between each rental. 
 
Council Member Geddes did not believe there was a need to include that restriction.  Mr. Goodwin 
noted that the Council was trying to give property owners maximum flexibility for their property, 
while at the same time, navigating the safety and use issues associated with short-term rentals.  As 
a result, he felt that the language in Section 4(c)(3) might be something that the City Council 
wanted to remove.  In Section D, the Planning Commission had created language that would limit 
the number of short-term rentals that could be in Cedar Hills.  Based on Council Member feedback, 
that language had been withdrawn.   
 
Council Member Miller wondered what the restrictions were, aside from requiring that the short-
term rental be owner-occupied.  Mr. Goodwin noted that the home being owner-occupied was the 
main restriction, but a Business License is also required.  Council Member Miller felt that the 
complaints that came with short-term rentals would be addressed under the Nuisance and Parking 
ordinances.  Mr. Goodwin addressed parking issues.  He reported the State changed some of its 
rules and guidelines on long-term accessory dwelling units (“ADU”) as well as associated parking 
regulations during the last Legislative Session.  There was a bill that initially proposed that cities 
could not require any additional off-street parking for ADUs.  Mr. Goodwin noted the bill had 
been met with a lot of criticism and the off-street parking requirements had been altered.  He noted 
that for a short-term rental, one additional off-street parking stall would likely be sufficient. 
 
Council Member Geddes wondered if a short-term rental was subject to winter regulations, which 
Mr. Goodwin confirmed.  Mayor Andersen liked the idea that short-term rentals could make 
properties more affordable for owners.   
 
Mayor Andersen opened the public hearing. 
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Maridee Killian, a Juniper Road resident, wondered how much the license would be for short-term 
rentals.  Mr. Goodwin explained the license itself was $20 the initial year and it would be $5 per 
year after that point.   
 
Kay Fugal gave her address as 3963 West 9850 North.  She explained that at a previous City 
Council Meeting, she asked about leaving her home for a year or two and then coming back.  She 
wondered if that would still be considered owner-occupied since it was still her primary residence.  
Mr. Goodwin felt that would be considered a long-term rental.  Council Member Miller believed 
that at the previous City Council Meeting, she had mentioned renting out the top and bottom of 
the home separately.  Ms. Fugal explained she has an area of the home that is an Airbnb, and she 
occupies the rest of the home.  If she left for a year or two, the Airbnb would still run and whoever 
rented her portion of the house would run the Airbnb for her in her absence.  Mayor Andersen 
stated that her situation might fit better into the bed and breakfast category.  She had looked into 
that information and would share it with Ms. Fugal.  
 
There were no further comments.  The public hearing was closed.   
 
MOTION:  Council Member Miller moved to approve Ordinance No. 10-19-2021A, an 
ordinance adopting the Cedar Hills City Code 10-5-41, Residential Short-Term Rentals, 
subject to striking Section C-3 vacancy period, eliminating the requirement of one night.  
Council Member Geddes seconded the motion.  Vote on motion:  Council Member Ellison-
Aye, Council Member Ellsworth-Aye, Council Member Geddes-Aye, Council Member 
Miller-Aye.  The motion passed unanimously.    
 
9. Review/Action and Public Hearing on an Ordinance Amending City Code Title 10 

Chapter 5 Related to Accessory Dwelling Units. 
 
Mr. Goodwin reported that if a resident wants to rent out a portion of their home long-term as an 
ADU, the home must remain owner-occupied.  Staff wanted to clean up existing language in the 
City Code to ensure that this occurs.  The language would state that if a home is placed in a trust, 
either the trustor or trustee must be listed on the trust documents and live in the home to comply 
with the owner-occupancy provision.  Mr. Goodwin explained that someone interpreted the City 
Code in a completely different manner than was intended.  The proposed ADU amendments would 
prevent that from happening in the future.  
 
Mayor Andersen opened the public hearing.  There were no comments.  The public hearing was 
closed.   
  
MOTION:  Council Member Ellsworth moved to approve Ordinance No. 10-19-2021B, an 
ordinance adopting the Cedar Hills City Code 10-5-32, Accessory Dwelling Units.  Council 
Member Geddes seconded the motion.  Vote on motion:  Council Member Ellison-Aye, 
Council Member Ellsworth-Aye, Council Member Geddes-Aye, Council Member Miller-
Aye.  The motion passed unanimously.    
 
10. Review/Action on Ordinance Amending City Code Title 5 Chapter 2 Related to 

Parking Trailers and Recreational Vehicles in a Public Right-of-Way. 
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Mr. Goodwin reported that based on feedback received from the community, staff changed the 
parking restrictions for recreational vehicles on City streets from 24-hours to 48-hours.  Staff 
proposed that the language related to the 24-hour restrictions be stricken from the City Code.  In 
addition, there had been conversations about the length and size of the vehicles during a Staff 
Meeting.  It was proposed that D (4), which restricted vehicles to 25-feet, be stricken.   
 
Building Official, Jeff Maag explained that the street guidelines in the City Code limit vehicles to 
12,000 pounds, with some exceptions for garbage trucks, school buses, and City vehicles for snow 
plowing.  He questioned the need for that language since it was not enforced.  There are some 
motor homes that exceed the weight limit as well as construction equipment that is brought home 
at night.  He proposed that the weight limit be stricken.  Mr. Goodwin clarified that the suggestion 
was that Section D (1) and D (4) be removed from City Code Title 5 Chapter 2.  He also wanted 
to see language added that would state it is unlawful to park in a clear vision area.   
 
MOTION:  Council Member Geddes moved to approve Ordinance No. 10-19-2021C, an 
ordinance amending Cedar Hills City Code Title 5 Chapter 2 related to the parking of 
recreational vehicles on public streets, subject to adding Section #4 that it was unlawful to 
park in a clear vision area and removing sections D (1) and D (4).  Council Member Miller 
seconded the motion.  Vote on motion:  Council Member Ellison-Aye, Council Member 
Ellsworth-Aye, Council Member Geddes-Aye, Council Member Miller-Aye.  The motion 
passed unanimously.    
 
11. Review/Action on Awarding a Bid for a Citywide Fiber Project. 
 
Chair of the Fiber Committee, Daniel Zappala shared a PowerPoint presentation related to a bid 
for a Citywide fiber project.  He made note of the members on the Fiber Committee and shared a 
list of the proposals received, which included the following:  
 

• SenaWave Communications; 
• UTOPIA Fiber; 
• STRATA Networks; 
• First Digital; and 
• BitStream Networks. 

 
Mr. Zappala overviewed the Fiber Committee process.  He explained that Committee Members 
began by familiarizing themselves with the terminology and technology related to fiber networks.  
That was followed by an initial comparison of the proposals.  Criteria were developed to determine 
how the proposals would be judged.  The Committee then invited two finalists to answer questions 
and share presentations.  Written questions were also submitted, and written feedback was received 
from both of the finalists.  The Committee did a detailed comparison of the finalists and came up 
with a recommendation for the City Council.   
 
It was noted that the fiber medium carries a signal using light waves instead of electronic signals.  
There are very high speeds associated with fiber and that was the main advantage.  Mr. Zappala 
reported that fiber offered anywhere from 250 Mbps to 1 Gbps or 10 Gbps.  Those speeds were 
symmetric, which meant there was the same speed for both uploads and downloads.  Using a shared 



Page 8 of 11                                             Cedar Hills City Council Meeting                                    Approved: November 16, 2021 
                                                                               October 19, 2021 

 

medium, such as cable, the download speeds were higher than the upload speeds.  That could cause 
issues if someone was trying to back up a hard drive online, upload a YouTube video or participate 
in a Zoom video call.   
 
The Fiber Committee looked at some of the competitors to fiber to further examine upload and 
download speeds.  Mr. Zappala reported that the primary competitor in the area is cable.  The 
download speed is a maximum of 1.2 Gbps, but the upload speed was quite slow, with 1 to 10 
Mbps and a maximum of 35 Mbps.  He overviewed the speeds for DSL G. Fast.  The download 
speed was 100 Mbps to 1 Gbps and upload speeds had a 90/10 or 50/50 split.  Another competitor 
is 5G, which has a download speed of 50 to 100 Mbps and upload speeds of 10 to 50 Mbps.  
Starlink has a download speed of 100 Mbps with the possibility of reaching 1 Gbps in the future.  
The upload speed is 20 Mbps.   
 
An initial comparison of the submitted proposals was conducted.  Mr. Zappala shared a chart that 
included information about who owns the network, the type of network, the financing, and the 
features.  He noted that SenaWave Communications proposed private financing that was arranged 
and paid for by SenaWave Communications.  Mr. Zappala discussed the different types of 
networks and noted that it was not clear what type of network SenaWave Communications was 
planning to build.  With that proposal, fiber would not be open access and residents would not be 
able to choose between different ISPs.  
 
UTOPIA Fiber proposed that they would contract with Utah Infrastructure Agency to provide 
financing and then there would be $30 per month charged to subscribers to pay for the construction 
fees, maintenance, and operations costs.  The City would act as a backstop and if there were not 
enough residents subscribed to the network, the City would be responsible.  UTOPIA Fiber 
proposed active ethernet and there were several features listed, such as fiber huts with redundant 
cooling, battery backups, and natural gas generators. 
 
STRATA Networks proposed to build a network for the City and Cedar Hills would own that 
network.  There were two different models to consider: subscriber fees and utility fees.  STRATA 
Network proposed a hybrid active/passive network and there would be open access.  First Digital 
proposed that they would own the network, but the City would bond for it and would use a utility 
fee model to pay for it.  They proposed passive ethernet for residents and active ethernet for 
businesses.  First Digital also suggested an open access model.  Bit Steam Communications was 
the final applicant.  They proposed that there would be private financing backed by municipal 
bonds.  It was proposed that the service would be a hybrid between fiber and wireless, but there 
were not a lot of details included in the proposal.  
 
The Fiber Committee narrowed down the applications to UTOPIA Fiber and STRATA Networks.  
The two were then compared further.  Mr. Zappala overviewed the major issues related to both of 
the finalist applications:  
 

• STRATA Networks:  The City would obtain the construction bond and own the network.  
The bond would cover only 35% of resident connections.  For excess subscribers, the City 
would either need to bond more in advance, the City would need to pay a connection fee, 
or the resident would need to pay a connection fee.  While there was the potential for the 
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City to earn excess revenue, the proposal would be a risk to the City for the subscriber 
connections, bond debt, and long-term maintenance; 

• UTOPIA Fiber:  Utah Infrastructure Agency would finance construction and UTOPIA 
would own the network.  They would take both the risks and the rewards.  Subscriber fees 
would go towards bond payments and UTOPIA would handle maintenance, operations, 
and future upgrades.  All subscriber installation costs, regardless of the number of 
subscribers, would be covered by UTOPIA and financed through subscriber fees.  If the 
subscriber revenues were insufficient to cover the bond debt, the City would make a short-
term loan until sufficient revenues were received and repaid.  As a result, there would be a 
risk to the City for bond debt.  

 
The two finalist proposals were compared for operations and customer service.  The Committee 
believed both would do a reasonable job, but UTOPIA has an edge because they have been serving 
and providing network operations in the area for some time.  Additionally, UTOPIA offers 
economies of scale for ISPs who could service customers in all connected cities.  This would likely 
lead to more choice for residents.   
 
Mr. Zappala compared the subscriber model to the utility model.  STRATA Networks could use 
either and UTOPIA used only the subscriber model.  The utility model had a benefit in that 
everyone contributes, and it could lead to higher revenues for the City.  An argument could be 
made for the utility model because the addition of fiber was a utility that covered every home in 
the City.  All residents would have the option to join whenever they wanted.  However, the 
downside to the utility model was that there would be residents who would be unhappy about 
paying for something they did not intend to use.  The subscriber model was more politically 
acceptable since only those that wanted fiber would pay for the service.   
 
UTOPIA Fiber conducted a survey on the residents of Cedar Hills and the results stated: 
 

• 90% of residents supported the City pursuing broadband options; 
• 83% supported a fiber-to-the-home plan that used a subscriber model.  68% supported a 

utility model; 
• In a direct comparison, about 47% supported the subscriber model and 42% supported the 

utility model. 
 
Mr. Zappala reported that most residents in Cedar Hills are dissatisfied with their current Internet 
service providers.  The addition of fiber would provide higher upload and download speeds for 
lower costs.  The Fiber Committee recommended that the City Council award a bid for a fiber 
network contract to UTOPIA Fiber.  
 
Mr. Goodwin thanked the Fiber Committee for all of their work.  He said this item was listed as 
Review/Action on the City Council Meeting agenda.  However, it was a big decision for the 
Council, and he recommended that the item be tabled to the November 16, 2021, City Council 
Meeting.  This would ensure that all Council Members were present to vote.  Mr. Goodwin 
reported that UTOPIA Fiber has an excellent track record, but it was important to allow residents 
to share their comments, concerns, and feedback.   
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Council Member Geddes thanked the Fiber Committee and Mr. Zappala for their work.  There was 
discussion about the timeline.  Council Member Miller expressed his appreciation to the 
Committee.  He was willing to vote at the current City Council Meeting but felt it was important 
to have all of the Council Members available to do so.  Council Member Ellsworth was grateful 
for all of the work that had been done by the Committee.  He supported tabling the item to receive 
public feedback and have the full Council present.   
 
MOTION:  Council Member Miller moved to table the item until the November 16, 2021, 
City Council Meeting.  Council Member Ellsworth seconded the motion.  Vote on motion:  
Council Member Ellison-Aye, Council Member Ellsworth-Aye, Council Member Geddes-
Aye, Council Member Miller-Aye.  The motion passed unanimously.    
 
12. Review/Action and Public Hearing on an Ordinance Indicating the Intent to Amend 

the Land Use Element of the Cedar Hills General Plan. 
 
Mr. Goodwin explained that the item was discussed during the previous City Council Meeting.  It 
was time to update the General Plan Land Use Element.  As part of the process, the City needed 
to provide notice of intent to various entities.   
 
Mayor Andersen opened the public hearing.  There were no comments.  The public hearing was 
closed.  
 
MOTION:  Pursuant to Section 10-9a-203(1), Council Member Geddes moved that the City 
Recorder or delegated individual give public notice of the City’s intent to prepare a 
comprehensive General Plan amendment to the General Plan of the City of Cedar Hills.  The 
notices shall be sent to the entities as set forth in the above code at least 10 calendar days 
prior to the commencement of such a process.  Council Member Ellsworth seconded the 
motion.  Vote on motion:  Council Member Ellison-Aye, Council Member Ellsworth-Aye, 
Council Member Geddes-Aye, Council Member Miller-Aye.  The motion passed 
unanimously.    
 
13. Review/Action on a Resolution Amending City Design Standards and Public 

Improvement Specifications. 
 
Mr. Goodwin explained that the Design Standards and Public Improvements Specifications Guide 
was last updated 15 years ago.  Staff recommended that the City Council adopt new language in 
the Design Standards Manual to allow the use of more up-to-date methods.  He explained that 
development could use standards that were different than the Cedar Hills Design Standards if the 
City Engineer approved the specifications from the most recent American Public Works 
Association Manual of Standard Specifications and Manual of Standard Practices.  The 
amendments to the Design Standards and Public Improvements Specifications guide would 
reference the most recent manual.  The City wanted to be open to adopting new construction 
methods when it was necessary or when it becomes beneficial to the City.  
 
MOTION:  Council Member Ellsworth Miller moved to approve Resolution No. 10-19-
2021A, amending the City of Cedar Hills Design Standards and Public Improvement 
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Specifications.  Council Member Geddes seconded the motion.  Vote on motion:  Council 
Member Ellison-Aye, Council Member Ellsworth-Aye, Council Member Geddes-Aye, 
Council Member Miller-Aye.  The motion passed unanimously.    
 
14. Review/Action on a Resolution Adding, Amending, or Deleting Certain Fees to the 

Official Fees, Bonds, and Fines Schedule of the City of Cedar Hills (Pressurized 
Irrigation Fee).  

 
Mr. Goodwin explained that the current Fee Schedule includes a Pressurized Irrigation Fee that 
was collected for all new construction.  The current fee was calculated in a manner that increased 
each month.  Staff proposed that the Council place a moratorium on the pressurized irrigation fee 
and go back to collection in the amount that was received on July 1, 2007, which was $417.90 + 
$239.00.  Mr. Goodwin proposed that Council also instruct staff to come up with a study or a new 
structure to collect the fee in the future.   
 
MOTION:  Council Member Ellsworth moved to approve Resolution No. 10-19-2021B, 
placing a six-month moratorium on the collection of the pressurized irrigation fee, and to 
direct staff to propose a new fee and structure for collection of the pressurized irrigation 
fees.  Council Member Miller seconded the motion.  Vote on motion:  Council Member 
Ellison-Aye, Council Member Ellsworth-Aye, Council Member Geddes-Aye, Council 
Member Miller-Aye.  The motion passed unanimously.    
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
15. Adjourn. 
 
MOTION:  Council Member Geddes moved to adjourn.  Council Member Ellsworth 
seconded the motion.  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Council.   
 
This meeting adjourned at 8:37 p.m.  
 
 
Approved by Council: 
November 16, 2021 
 
       
        /s/ Colleen A. Mulvey, MMC 
        City Recorder 
 


