
Page 1 of 7                                              Cedar Hills Planning Commission Meeting   Approved: March 22, 2022 
February 22, 2022 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
Tuesday, February 22, 2022 – 6:00 p.m. 

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

 
Present:  John Dredge, Presiding 
   Commissioner Jared Anderson 

Commissioner Tyler Dahl 
Commissioner Steve Thomas 
Commissioner Lori Anne Spear 

   
Absent/Excused:  Commissioner Kathryn Newman 
   Commissioner Donald Dolenc 

Commissioner Jeff Dodge 
 
Staff:   Chandler Goodwin, City Manager 
   Jenny Peay, Planning Associate 
   Colleen Mulvey, City Recorder 
   Hyrum Bosserman, City Attorney 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
 
1. Call to Order. 
 
Chair John Dredge called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 
 
2. Public Comment. 
 
Todd Mahana gave his address as 3867 West Hunters Court.  His concern pertained to the retention 
basin.  He has approximately 30 years of experience with retention basins in Texas and does not 
see a need for one in this area.   
 
There were no further public comments. 
 
Chair Dredge stated that the agenda items would be reordered to next address agenda item 
number 3, then item number 5, and then item number 4.  All of the Commissioners agreed with 
the change in agenda. 
 
SCHEDULED ITEMS AND PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
3. Approval of the Minutes from the January 25, 2022, Planning Commission Meeting. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Spear moved to APPROVE the minutes of the January 25, 2022, 
Planning Commission Meeting, as written.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner 
Dahl.  Vote on motion:  Commissioner Anderson-Aye, Commissioner Dahl-Aye, 
Commissioner Thomas-Aye, Commissioner Spear-Aye.  The motion passed unanimously.   



Page 2 of 7                                              Cedar Hills Planning Commission Meeting   Approved: March 22, 2022 
February 22, 2022 

 
4. Review/Recommendation and Public Hearing on the Preliminary Plan for the 

Lakeshore II Subdivision Plat A Located in the H-1 Hillside Residential Zone. 
 
City Manager, Chandler Goodwin, reported that the proposed subdivision is called Lakeshore II 
as it connects to the original Lakeshore Trails subdivision on the north.  The parcel in question is 
just under 25-acres in size.  It is in the H-1 Hillside Zone and because it is larger than 20-acres, it 
qualifies to be developed under the Planned Residential Development Code.  Section 10-6B allows 
for the clustering of homes and changing the setbacks and density to bring them to the portion of 
the property that is more usable.  The east side of the property will remain as open space. 
 
The preliminary plat shows the development of the 12 lots with sizes ranging from .35 acres to 1.6 
acres.  It shows a continuation of Lakeshore Drive to wrap around the hillside and connect with 
Cedar Hills Drive.  In October 2021, the matter came before the Commission who discussed how 
to continue the road over the aqueduct easement and up into the hillside.  Mr. Goodwin displayed 
the parcel map and described the colored lines in relation to the slope.  The less steep portion of 
the parcel is completely encapsulated within the aqueduct easement and they are very strict with 
what goes into their easement.  The previous question was how to get the road from Lakeshore 
Drive to the east to connect for future development.  This is problematic with the existing contours 
and the need to meet certain slope requirements and fits within the parameters of the easements. 
 
The proposed project includes Parcel A, which is not suitable for development due to the steep 
slopes and would be dedicated as open space.  The open space will include the Bonneville 
Shoreline Trail, the Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake and Sandy easement, and a 
PacifiCorp power easement.  The proposed project will connect itself to existing City utilities, and 
both pressurized irrigation and culinary water are available at the current termination of Lakeshore 
Drive.  The sewer will have to flow back down into Cedar Hills Drive and connect to the existing 
lines.  
 
The issues that need to be noted, in addition to the access, include the slope of the road and access 
for emergency vehicles.  The plat showed the slope at 8%, which is within the parameters of the 
Code.  The Fire Department will need to look at the turn radius to make sure it is suitable for their 
apparatus.  Due to the location on the east side of Canyon Road, it is the Wildland Urban Interface 
(“WUI”) of the City that has its own rules and regulations regarding how the urban areas interface 
with the wildland areas.  It is intended primarily for fire protection and access to ensure public 
safety.  Therefore, the area is subject to the WUI codes, with the largest of concern being driveway 
slopes of less than 12%.   
 
Staff asked that a note be added to the subdivision plat to indicate that the property is subject to 
the WUI code.  The final subdivision redlines were ready to send back to the developer.  There 
was not yet approval subject to those items.  
 
A comment was made during the public comment portion of the meeting regarding retention 
basins.  It was noted that the reason a retention basin is needed here is due to existing off-site 
drainage and the incorporation of hardscape that is not permeable.  The developers requested a 
collection point between Lots 9 and 10 that would flow directly into the City’s storm drain system.  
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The retention basin would be farther down.  Staff would like it to be adequate to incorporate the 
surface drainage off the roads and for the 100-year storm off-site drainage.  It is a fairly 
straightforward subdivision.  The hillside offers a few complications, but they have a Geotechnical 
report that they have submitted to engineering for review.   
 
Chair Dredge opened the public hearing. 
 
Susan Friberg gave her address as 3856 West Mountaintop Circle.  She was concerned that there 
is a drainage ditch at the back of her property that she does not want to be filled up.  She explained 
it is an emergency water drainage that connects to the neighboring properties.  She was concerned 
that her property will be flooded if the ditch gets filled in. 
 
Jesse Meacham, who resides at 10057 North Lakeshore Drive, was developing this property.  His 
understanding, according to his engineer, was that there is a pipe that handles the water flow.  He 
was unaware of the pipe, as was his engineer until he walked the property.  The pipe has been 
previously installed but there were no records of it.  The most significant concern is the 100-year 
storm.  The intent was to place a catch basin just east of Lot 9.  It would slow the water flow and 
allow it to continue down at a manageable rate.  The heavy engineering that has been done is 
related to the flow to each property and how much each property can handle.  They engineered 
sumps that will be installed on every property to capture much of the flow and send it back into 
the ground.  The intention was for each property to manage the flow and have the basin capture 
the remainder.  He stated that the plan is to keep the ditch mentioned by Ms. Friberg.   
 
Commissioner Thomas asked if the entrance was exactly across from Cedar Hills Drive.  
Mr. Meacham confirmed that that was the intent.  Commissioner Thomas asked for further 
clarification regarding the location of the pipe.  Mr. Goodwin indicated that he would have to go 
look at it.  Mr. Meacham believed they can manage the flow without having to do a retention basin.   
 
Ms. Friberg asked if the water is going into the pipe or in the ditch.  Mr. Meacham confirmed that 
it will be in the pipe.   
 
Mr. Mahana asked for a clarification as to the basis for the need for a retention basin. 
 
Mr. Goodwin explained that there are City standards based on the 100-year storm which is unlikely 
but may happen.  They take the expected flows for the site and project where the water will go.  
The City Engineer suggested a storm drain at Lot 12, but their plans show sumps throughout the 
subdivision.  They would have to show that the percolation rate of the sumps is capable of 
capturing the 100-year event.  He indicated that this is not his area of expertise and is based on the 
opinion of the City Engineer.  Mr. Mecham commented that they have been working with the City 
Engineer and will work out the best solution. 
 
Mr. Mahana was concerned about the water in the retention pond not being useful.  Because water 
is a precious resource, he would like to see it captured for use elsewhere in the community.  
Mr. Goodwin explained that during a heavy storm in the summer, there is water accumulation, but 
typically after about 48 hours, it is gone.  Mosquitos are a valid concern with standing water. 
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Commissioner Thomas asked about the trail system as it pertains to the easements.  Mr. Goodwin 
stated that there are no official trails in the area.  It was noted that the Bonneville Shoreline Trail 
will connect. 
 
Commissioner Spear asked about water rights that people own and how that works if the water 
which usually percolates into the groundwater is piped to another location.  Mr. Goodwin 
explained there are people with water rights that are serviced through the Pleasant Grove Irrigation 
Canal and the Mill Ditch.  The intent of the storm drain system as one of the City’s utilities is to 
preserve the roads.   
 
Commissioner Thomas agreed that it is critical to prevent water from accumulating on the roads 
and intersections.  Mr. Goodwin remarked that it is multi-faceted.  The drainage needs to be off 
the roads, but it also cannot accumulate behind the existing homes. 
 
Commissioner Dredge asked about the piping of the water.  Mr. Goodwin described where the 
pipes will be and where they will go into an inlet box.   
 
Commissioner Dahl asked about the driveway angles of Lots 4 and 5.  Mr. Goodwin stated that 
there is a maximum of 12% slope, so unique engineering may need to be done to mitigate the slope 
for the individual homes. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Spear moved to recommend APPROVAL of the Preliminary Plan 
for the Lakeshore II Subdivision (formerly noticed as the “Meacham Subdivision” located 
in the H-1 Hillside Zone, subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. Subject to engineering. 
 

2. A note should be added to the subdivision plat indicating that it is subject to 
the Wildlife Urban Interface Codes. 
 

3. Subject to Fire Marshal approval of the turn radius on Lakeshore Drive. 
 
Commissioner Dahl seconded the motion.   
 
With Canyon Road having just been redone, Commissioner Thomas asked if there would be 
consultation with the Engineering Department when tying into the utilities.  Mr. Goodwin stated 
that they will have to work with Utah County when making the road cuts.   
 
Commissioner Thomas asked about connections to the water system and the water pressure.  
Mr. Goodwin stated there is sufficient pressure in the area.  It is unrelated to pressure issues in 
other areas of the City. 
 
Commissioner Thomas asked how much capacity the City has from purchasing water rights.  
Mr. Goodwin stated that the area south of Lone Peak High School is not coming from the City’s 
water supply.  The primary sources for supplying culinary water are the Harvey and Cottonwood 
wells and the AF booster.  There is capacity there to add the 12 proposed homes.  The capacity 
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issues arise in the heat of the summer.  There is currently a bill in the legislature that would mandate 
secondary water meters by the year 2030.  By 2030, there are declining incentives, and after 2030, 
there will be increasing fines.  Cities that have installed secondary water meters have seen a 
reduction in their secondary water use of at least 30%.  That equates to millions of gallons.  Cedar 
Hills is moving forward with secondary water meters despite the State mandates.  Over the last 
year, the water level in the Harvey Well has dropped dramatically.  The City decided to be 
proactive in building resiliency for the water supply. 
 
VOTE ON MOTION:  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Commission. 
 
5. Open and Public Meetings Training. 
 
City Attorney, Hyrum Bosserman, presented the Sunshine Laws via a PowerPoint presentation.  It 
is a simple law that specifies that governments should do the people's business openly and 
transparently.  In 1976, the Sunshine Act was implemented at the federal level.  It requires that 
every portion of every meeting of an agency be open to public observation and procedures must 
be implemented to ensure that the public is provided with adequate advance notice of the agency’s 
scheduled meeting and agenda. 
 
The legislative intent is to remember that the people are the only legitimate foundation of power, 
and it is from them that the constitutional charter is derived.  Government is and should be the 
servant of the people, and it should be fully accountable to them for the actions that it supposedly 
takes on their behalf.  It states that the State, its agencies, and political subdivisions exist to aid in 
the conduct of the peoples’ business.  Also, the intent is that government entities take their actions 
openly and conduct their deliberations openly. 
 
Mr. Bosserman reported that any recommendations to the City Council must also be open and 
transparent.  The Sunshine Act requires the government to send notices for meetings, keep accurate 
records, and allow for public participation.  Any time an administrative, advisory, or legislative 
body has authority to make decisions or recommendations about the public’s business, the 
Sunshine Laws are in effect. 
 
Mr. Bosserman described what constitutes a meeting.  A meeting is the convening of a public body 
with a quorum present.  A quorum is defined as at least three members of a government body 
where the meeting is to discuss, receive comments from the public about, or act upon a matter over 
which the public body has jurisdiction or advisory power.  The meeting can be by phone, computer, 
or other electronic means.  There still needs to be an anchor location where the public can attend 
or participate in person or electronically. 
 
Mr. Bosserman asked how often the Planning Commission holds closed meetings.  It was reported 
that it is quite infrequent.  They are only allowed when discussing an individual’s character, 
professional competence, or physical or mental health.  This includes all personnel discussions.  
Any discussions regarding security personnel, criminal misconduct allegations, trade secrets, 
discussion regarding pending or imminent litigation, or strategy sessions to discuss the purchase, 
exchange, lease, or sale of real property.  In a closed meeting, a quorum must be present, two-
thirds of the body present must vote to close the meeting, and the body must first hold a public 



Page 6 of 7                                              Cedar Hills Planning Commission Meeting   Approved: March 22, 2022 
February 22, 2022 

meeting with proper notice before entering into the closed meeting.  The body must publicly 
disclose the vote by name of each member for or against entering into the closed meeting, the 
reasons for holding the closed meeting, and the location of the closed meeting. 
 
In a closed meeting, the body may not approve any ordinance, resolution, rule, regulation, contract, 
or appointment, interview a person to fill an elected position, or take final action, except in the 
case of a judicial or quasi-judicial decision.  
 
There are noticing requirements for a meeting that specify that they must be done within 24 hours 
of the meeting and the notice must be posted at the business office of the entity.  It must also be 
posted to the Utah Public Notice Website.  The notice must specify the location, date, and time of 
the meeting, as well as the agenda. 
 
Written minutes must be taken of open meetings and a recording of an open and closed meeting 
must also be kept.  The closed meeting recording is confidential and can only be released upon 
court order.  Violation of the Open and Public Meetings Act constitutes a Class B Misdemeanor, 
punishable by a fine not to exceed $1,000 and confinement of not more than six months in jail.  
Additionally, a court may void any action taken in violation of the Act and the guilty party may be 
required to pay court costs and attorneys fees. 
 
Common violations of the Act include closing meetings without members of the body voting first 
in an open meeting to close the meeting, conducting closed meetings for reasons other than those 
allowed by the Act, and taking official or final action in a closed meeting.  Additionally, failing to 
properly provide notice or adequate notice of a public meeting or deliberations over email or text 
messages.  One common violation would be if all of the Commission Members were in an email 
chain discussing public issues.   
 
A question was posed regarding a site visit if several Commission Members wanted to go together 
to look at a specific situation.  In this case, the site visit would have to be noticed, but no records 
would need to be kept. 
 
Questions were raised regarding specific situations that were discussed in detail.  Mr. Bosserman 
presented several situations and asked the Commission Members to respond as to whether they 
would be allowed.  There was substantial discussion regarding the various issues.   
 
6. Discussion on the City’s General Plan Land Use Element. 
 
Mr. Goodwin provided a link to a shared document for all Commissioners to view it and offer 
comments.  Commissioner Spear asked about the RR-120 zone and if agricultural uses are allowed 
with restrictions.  Mr. Goodwin stated that it would apply under the Nuisance Code to all 
residential zones. 
 
Commissioner Dahl asked about the Wildland Urban Infrastructure and what it encompasses.  
Mr. Goodwin explained that it primarily pertains to fires.  If there is a fire in the area, the City will 
get federal help to fight it and pay for it.  The City must maintain fire barriers and other stipulations 
to qualify for the assistance.  
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Commissioner Dahl asked how that section determines potential future residential development.  
Mr. Goodwin explained that everything east of Canyon Road is in the WUI and is undevelopable.  
He identified on a map the areas that are legally and practically developable and areas that are not 
accessible.  Landowners in certain areas are subject to subdivision regulations. 
 
Commissioner Spear inquired about the Phase 5 area behind the golf course.  Mr. Goodwin 
reported that at one point, the City approved a 22-lot subdivision but it was never developed.  There 
have been several discussions regarding what land should be used.  He stated that when the Land 
Use Element was drafted in the mid-1990s, Cedar Hills was mostly undeveloped.  Between 1995 
and 2007, Cedar Hills was one of the fastest-growing cities in the nation based on percentages.  
Cedar Hills is now the slowest and in terms of Utah County, the population is projected to shrink 
by 2050 because families are getting older and moving away.  Now that the City is developed, the 
question to consider is what they want the City to look like in the next 20 years.   
 
Housing and water are the most critical issues the State is facing currently.   There will likely be a 
water element added to the Land Use Plan for Development in the next few months.  The Planning 
Commission will decide what type of maintenance for the community or potential redevelopment 
will be important to residents and what that looks like in terms of the General Plan.  Mr. Goodwin 
explained that there is a section of the City where the homes are nearly 60 years old.  They are 
typically on larger lots.  He stated that there may be a market for purchasing some of the homes 
and redeveloping them in into more dense housing.  That is part of what the State is pushing cities 
to do to accommodate the rising need for housing.  There was discussion regarding multi-use 
housing needs. 
 
Mr. Goodwin asked the Commissioners how they would like to move forward with this issue.  It 
was determined that a document would be sent out and the Commissioners could comment 
individually and discuss possible options at a future meeting.  It was also determined that a 
completion goal date of June was set at which time they could present their recommendations to 
the City Council.  Sections 1 and 2 were determined to be completed by the next Planning 
Commission meeting. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
7. Adjourn. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Thomas moved to adjourn.  Commissioner Spear seconded the 
motion.  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Commission.   
 
This meeting adjourned at 7:47 p.m.  
 
Approved by Council: 
March 22, 2022 
 
        /s/ Colleen A. Mulvey, MMC 
        City Recorder 


