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PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
Tuesday, July 26, 2022 – 6:00 p.m. 

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

 
Present:  John Dredge, Presiding 
   Commissioner Tyler Dahl 

Commissioner Donald Dolenc 
Commissioner Lori Anne Spear 

   
Absent/Excused:  Commissioner Jared Anderson 
   Commissioner Jeff Dodge 
   Commissioner Kathryn Newman 
   Commissioner Steve Thomas 
 
Staff:   Chandler Goodwin, City Manager 

Jenny Peay, Planning Associate 
   Colleen Mulvey, City Recorder 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
 
1. Call to Order. 
 
Chair John Dredge called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 
 
2. Public Comment. 
 
There were no public comments. 
 
SCHEDULED ITEMS AND PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
3. Approval of the Minutes from the June 28, 2022, Planning Commission Meeting. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Dahl moved to APPROVE the minutes of June 28, 2022 Planning 
Commission meeting.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Spear. Vote on motion:  
Commissioner Dahl-Yes, Commissioner Dolenc-Yes, Commissioner Spear-Yes, Chair 
Dredge-Yes.  The motion passed unanimously.  
 
4. Review/Recommendation and Public Hearing on Amendments to City Code Title 10 

Chapter 2-1 and Title 10 Chapter 5-40 Related to Definitions for Structures and 
Easement Language.   

 
Planning Associate, Jenny Peay reported that the definitions for “façade” and “structure” will be 
added to the defined terms.  They are primarily housekeeping items.  The “façade” definition is 
the outside of the building wall including windows, doors, and parapets.  ‘Structure’ is defined as 
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anything constructed or erected or of a fixed location or below the ground excluding cement pads, 
driveways, pavers, and flatwork.   
 
Chair Dredge opened the public hearing.  There were no public comments.  The public hearing 
was closed.  
 
Commissioner Dolenc commented that people argue that balconies encroach into setbacks or 
easements because they are above ground.  He suggested that a phrase be added to the definition 
of ‘structure’ to read, “…anything constructed or erected with a fixed location any portion of which 
is on or below the ground.”  City Manager, Chandler Goodwin, suggested that they include above 
the ground as well since a cantilevered deck or patio is fixed to the ground outside of the easement, 
but the obstruction is above.  The definition of ‘structure’ was modified to read, “Anything 
constructed or erected with a fixed location any portion of which is on, below, or above the ground 
excluding cement pads, driveways, pavers, or flatwork.” 
 
Ms. Peay indicated that she referred to other city codes that exclude the roof as the façade of the 
building.  She asked if similar verbiage should be added.  She noted that the Code provides 
clarification for eaves, which allows for it to extend beyond the home a maximum of two feet.   
 
Commissioner Dahl asked about fences and if they are considered structures.  Ms. Peay did not 
believe a fence is considered a structure unless it is seven feet or greater in height.  Mr. Goodwin 
stated that it is treated like a retaining wall that is under four feet in height.  Ms. Peay referenced 
Utah State Code, which specifically indicates that if a fence is built on a property line where there 
is typically a 10-foot easement that encroaches into the property, nothing is preventing the property 
owner from placing a fence there.  If a utility provider were to utilize that easement and the fence 
were damaged, they would replace it.  If a structure were there, they would not replace it and the 
property owner would be liable.   
 
Commissioner Dahl stated that his intent was to reduce the number of questions coming back to 
staff.  Mr. Goodwin referenced Easement Code Section 10-5-40, which states that fences are 
allowed.  Ms. Peay explained that it is not allowed throughout the corridor but on the specific plat 
that is called out.  Staff would be given latitude since a retaining wall on the frontage of the 
property would be considered a structure and would have to be outside of the easement.  She 
provided context and described an actual situation where a property owner placed a retaining wall 
across an active easement owned by PG Irrigation Company.  The applicant came in requesting a 
Building Permit for a retaining wall.  Unfortunately, the Code did not call it out as a structure, and 
it was enforceable.  There was nothing in the Code prohibiting it, so the City was required to issue 
the permit even though they recognized that it compromised the irrigation easement.  Providing 
clarification gives staff more latitude to protect existing easements in the future.   
 
Code Section 10-5-40 was modified to specify that fences are permitted subject to additional 
restrictions based on underlying easements.   
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Dolenc moved to recommend the proposed amendments to City 
Code 10-2-1 and 10-5-40 subject to the following: 
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1. In 10-5-40:  Fences in general are allowed as a Conditional Use Permit and 
may be subject to additional restrictions based on underlying easement and 
zoning requirements. 
 

2. In 10-2-1:  Any portion which is above an easement. 
 
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Spear.  Vote on motion:  Commissioner Dahl-
Yes, Commissioner Dolenc-Yes, Commissioner Spear-Yes, Chair Dredge-Yes.  The motion 
passed unanimously.  
 
5. Discussion on Amendments to the City’s General Plan Land Use Element. 
 
Mr. Goodwin reported that tonight the final discussion on the above matter will take place.  A 
meeting will be held in August where the public hearing will be conducted as required by state 
law.  A review and recommendation to the City Council was to be made at that next meeting.   
 
Mr. Goodwin reviewed Section 6-Land Use Guidelines.  He reported that Section 6 was not part 
of the previous land use element and is all new material.  He welcomed input from the 
Commission.  He stated that the Land Use Guidelines can establish the key principles that guide 
the underlying decisions that are made.  The hope was that it will serve the Planning Commission 
now and in the future in terms of how those decisions are made.  The Land Use Guidelines were 
reviewed and described as generally broad statements.   
 
Mr. Goodwin explained that in the document they are trying to distinguish between types of open 
space.  Commissioner Dahl liked the idea of determining the identity of Cedar Hills.  Chair Dredge 
was under the impression that the document is not intended to impress the State or the County.  
Commissioner Dahl asked what the goal is for economic development.  Mr. Goodwin singled in 
on economic development and stated that the Land Use Element should focus on what is to take 
place in the City over the next five to 20 years.  He did not expect there to be a wholesale change 
in the community during that time.  However, by the time that timeframe is up, he expected to see 
a need for the redevelopment of certain neighborhoods.  He suggested that the document provide 
guidance in that regard.   
 
Mr. Goodwin commented that as developers come to the City to purchase property and seek to 
redevelop, they may ask for different densities.  That is something the Commission should 
consider.  The Commission will then need to balance making housing affordable with the type of 
community it is, which can be tricky.  He suggested that they focus on future redevelopment within 
the City.    
 
Commissioner Dahl questioned whether there are other items that they would like to be evident in 
the image of the City.  Chair Dredge read it differently and suggested that they improve the image 
of the community and foster a positive, healthy environment.   
 
Commissioner Spear commented that the perception will change over time.  She liked that the 
document addresses long-term residency and considered it a key phrase.  Mr. Goodwin stated that 
in terms of long-term residency, people usually remain because they feel trapped or because they 
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like where they live and don’t want to leave.  He felt that in general, the guidelines should clearly 
communicate to future bodies how they envision creating long-term residency in the community.  
Commissioner Spear remarked that sometimes that is in direct conflict with future redevelopment 
and suggested that future bodies consider that.  Commissioner Dahl commented that it may also 
encourage apartment development.   
 
Mr. Goodwin explained that development within the community will change over time.  He used 
the City’s original General Plan as an example.  Commissioner Dahl suggested verbiage changes 
to reflect the intent to improve the image.  Commissioner Spear stressed the importance of identity.  
Mr. Goodwin stated that changes will continue to be made with a decision planned for next month.   
 
Commissioner Dolenc referenced 6-14, which addresses land use decisions based on a 
comprehensive understanding of their effects on the environment.  Although hazards are 
referenced in 1-3, he suggested that something be added regarding natural hazards as identified on 
the Utah County Hazard Maps and specify that they be considered in all land use decisions.  Rather 
than hazard mitigation, Mr. Goodwin suggested that reference be made to the Mountainland 
Association of Governments’ Hazard Mitigation Plan.  Commissioner Dolenc was impressed by 
Utah County preparing the hazard maps and putting them online.  Ms. Peay pointed out that it does 
not call out slope failure zones.   
 
Section 7 – Goals and Policies of the Land Use Element, was next reviewed and discussed.  
Commissioner Spear supported keeping Sections 6 and 7 separate.  The use of the words ‘should’ 
and ‘shall’ were debated.  Mr. Goodwin stated that the staff presentation made to the Council and 
Planning Commission should be that what is put forward complies with the goals of the General 
Plan.  It was mentioned that the General Plan is intended to guide decisions rather than make them.  
The verbiage should be modified to reflect that intent.  Potential changes were identified as well 
as instances of redundancy. 
 
On the zone map, there is an area in the middle of the City that is currently zoned Public Facility 
which is a privately-owned common area.  He recommended that it be made part of the underlying 
residential zone.  It would not provide for any density but would put it back into the zone in which 
it belongs.  Chair Dredge asked if a zone change requires the Land Use Element to be modified.  
Mr. Goodwin stated that it does not, and a zone change should not make minor adjustments to the 
Land Use Element.  He explained that the Land Use Element should be so broad as to guide the 
decision on a small level.  They should, however, ensure that the zone change is consistent.  If it 
is determined to not be consistent, a change should be made.   
 
Mr. Goodwin stated that the former General Plan contained several unnecessary elements.  They 
have since tried to break it down into its most essential form.  He explained that the previous 
language specified that if a development or zone change is found to be beneficial to the community 
by the Planning Commission, the Planning Commission will recommend that the General Plan 
Land Use Element be amended prior to approval of the development.   
 
Chair Dredge questioned the tone being set by the policy.  He commented that a developer who 
reads it will think that all they have to do is persuade the Planning Commission that it is beneficial 
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to the community.  Mr. Goodwin stated that the Planning Commission will have to determine and 
find that it is beneficial.  Providing the right set of tools to evaluate a proposal will be critical.   
 
Procedural issues for making changes to the document prior to the next meeting were described.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
6. Adjourn. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Dolenc moved to ADJOURN.  The motion was seconded by 
Commissioner Spear.  Vote on motion:  Commissioner Dahl-Yes, Commissioner Dolenc-Yes, 
Commissioner Spear-Yes, Chair Dredge-Yes.  The motion passed unanimously.  
 
This meeting adjourned at 7:05 p.m.  
 
 
Approved: 
August 23, 2022 
 
 
        /s/ Colleen A. Mulvey, MMC 
        City Recorder 
 
 


