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TOWN COUNCIL NOTICE AND AGENDA

THE SPRINGDALE TOWN COUNCIL WILL HOLD AN ELECTRONIC MEETING
ON WEDNESDAY, APRIL 14, 2021
SPECIAL MEETING STARTS AT 3:30PM. REGULAR MEETING STARTS AT 5:00PM.
This Council meeting will not have an anchor location and will be conducted entirely via electronic means.
Council members will connect remotely. The meeting will be available for live public viewing/listening via Zoom.
If you do not have access to the internet, you can join the audio by telephone.
**Please see electronic login information below.
SPECIAL MEETING:
Approval of the special meeting agenda
A.
Closed Session
1. Strategy session to discuss the purchase, exchange, or lease of real property
B.
Action Required by Closed Session
REGULAR MEETING:
Approval of the regular meeting agenda
A.
Announcements/Information/Community Questions
1. General announcements
2. Zion National Park update – Superintendent Bradybaugh
3. Presentation about the upcoming Mamma Mia! production at the OC Tanner by Dixie State University – Del Beatty
Vice- President of Student Affairs, Geoffrey Reynolds Director of Raging Red, and Brianna Rosia Production
Marketing Manager
4. Council department reports
5. Community questions and comments
B.

Legislative Action Items
1. Public Hearing – Ordinance 2021-05 Geologic Hazards ordinance
2. Ordinance 2021-04, Enacting Chapter 7-9 of Town Code related to the disposal of Town-owned real property
3. Ordinance 2021-06, Prohibiting Open Fires and Fireworks in Springdale

C.

Administrative Action Items
1. Approval of quit claim action on a portion of parcel S-63-A to the Novel House in exchange for additional right
of way to the Town of Springdale on parcels S-63-E and S-63-A-1
2. Resolution 2021-06, a Resolution authorizing and adopting the Interlocal Cooperation Agreement with
Washington County regarding election services
3. Resolution 2021-04, a Resolution revising the fee schedule for Town operations, including changing the home
occupation permit fee, increasing sewer grinder fees, and adding a Habitat Conservation Program impact fee
4. Bid award and contract approval for the Springdale History and Visitors Center renovation project
5. Review and approval of the Secondary Water Master Plan – Sunrise Engineering
6. Request for blanket approval for up to 12 single event permits in 2021 for Bit & Spur Associates, Inc., and Zion
Brewery
7. Proclamation 2021-01, Proclaiming April 30, 2021 as Arbor Day in Springdale
8. Consideration and possible approval of the employment agreement for Chief of Police Garen Brecke

D.

Consent Agenda
1. Review of monthly invoices
2. Minutes: March 5th and March 10th

E.

Administrative Non-Action Items
1. General Council discussion

F.

Adjourn

This notice is provided as a courtesy to the community and is not the
official notice for this meeting/hearing. This notice is not required by
town ordinance or policy. Failure of the Town to provide this notice or
failure of a property owner, resident, or other interested party to receive
this notice does not constitute a violation of the Town’s noticing
requirements or policies.
NOTICE: In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals
needing special accommodations or assistance during this meeting should
contact Town Clerk Darci Carlson (435.772.3434) at least 48 hours before the
meeting.

**Persons interested in accessing the meeting can login
using the following link:
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/84876718782?pwd=M2Y3ZFk3bH
Y0cnlpK3R3bU5iQWlNQT09
Meeting ID: 848 7671 8782
Passcode: 574951
One tap mobile
+12532158782,,84876718782#,,,,*574951# US (Tacoma)
+13462487799,,84876718782#,,,,*574951# US (Houston)
Dial by your location
+1 346 248 7799 US (Houston)
+1 669 900 9128 US (San Jose)
Meeting ID: 848 7671 8782
Passcode: 574951

Packet materials for agenda items will be available on the Town website by 5:00pm on April 9, 2021:
http://www.springdaletown.com/AgendaCenter/Town-Council-4

Memorandum
To:
From:
Date:
Re:

Town Council
Thomas Dansie, Town Planner
April 8, 2021
Geologic Hazard Ordinance

Executive Summary
On December 9, 2020 the Town Council directed the Planning Commission to draft a geologic hazard
ordinance. Working with geologic hazard experts the Commission has prepared and recommended an
ordinance establishing standards and processes for development of property in geologically hazardous
areas. The ordinance is based on a model ordinance developed by the Utah Geologic Survey (UGS), as
well as geologic hazard ordinances from the cities of North Salt Lake and Draper.
Pursuant to Utah Code1, the Town has been withholding review and approval of development
applications in geologically hazardous areas during the time the Planning Commission has been
developing the ordinance. The Town can continue to stay approval of these applications until the
ordinance has been adopted, or June 9, 2020, whichever comes first.
The Town Council should review the proposed ordinance in public hearing at the April 14 meeting.
Ordinance Summary
Springdale is located in a geologically dynamic area. The dramatic cliff walls of Zion Canyon are formed
by a unique combination of geologic factors that produce an actively changing and developing
landscape. Some of these geologic processes are dramatic and happen quickly, such as rockfall. Others
are more slow moving, like landslides. All of these processes have the potential to damage property and
present safety risks to people. For this reason these processes are collectively referred to as “geologic
hazards.”
The UGS calculates that geologic hazards cause roughly two-billion dollars of damage nationwide each
year. Since 19973 geologic hazards have claimed 6,172 lives in Utah.
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See UCA 10-9a-509(1)(a)(ii): An applicant is entitled to approval of a land use application if the application
conforms to the requirements of the applicable land use regulations, land use decisions, and development
standards in effect when the applicant submits a complete application and pays application fees, unless: … (B) in
the manner provided by local ordinance and before the applicant submits the application, the municipality formally
initiates proceedings to amend the municipality's land use regulations in a manner that would prohibit approval of
the application as submitted. See also UCA 10-9a-509(1)(b): The municipality shall process an application without
regard to proceedings the municipality initiated to amend the municipality's ordinances as described in Subsection
(1)(a)(ii)(B) if:(i) 180 days have passed since the municipality initiated the proceedings; and (ii) the proceedings have
not resulted in an enactment that prohibits approval of the application as submitted.

Geologic hazards are particularly dangerous because their timing and frequency is unpredictable. While
these events occur very rapidly on a geologic time scale, when measured against the timeline of human
history their occurrence is seen as infrequent and sporadic. This leads to a common, yet inaccurate,
assumption that a comparatively long period (as measured by historic time, not geologic time) of hazard
inactivity means a hazard no longer exists. The unfortunate result is a false sense of safety which could
lead to unwise development and land use decisions relative to threat of geologic hazard.
Geologic hazards are predictable in location, if not in timing. According to UGS hazard experts, it is
possible to identify areas that are at elevated risk of geologic hazard by mapping and analyzing factors
that contribute to a particular hazard. For example, the UGS can identify areas at elevated risk of rockfall
hazard in Springdale by locating the specific geologic formation that is the source of the fallen rock on
the valley floor. The UGS then projects a “fall angle” from the top of this formation to the valley floor.
Areas that fall inside this fall angle are at elevated risk from rockfall. Similarly, the UGS can identify the
geologic factors that lead to other hazards and identify the areas at risk from those hazards. Using this
process the UGS has produced geologic hazard maps that identify areas at risk of several geologic
hazards in Springdale. These hazards include rockfall, landslide, and liquefaction.
The UGS hazard maps identify general areas of geologic hazard. They do not address the hazard risk on
specific building sites. For this reason the UGS, and other geologic hazard experts, recommends that
development of property in areas at elevated risk of natural hazard be subject to site specific geologic
hazard investigation. The purpose of such site specific investigations is to identify the particular risks and
threats associated with a specific proposed development. The geologic hazard investigation will also
recommend mitigation strategies to help minimize risks and protect the proposed development and its
inhabitants from geologic hazard.
The UGS recommended geologic hazard investigation should not be seen as a tool or strategy to limit or
stop development. It is a development neutral tool intended to ensure new development in geologically
hazardous areas accounts for the site specific level of geologic hazard risk. The hazard investigation will
add cost, time, and increased effort to the development process. The mitigation measures
recommended in the geologic hazards investigation could make development of a particular site
financially infeasible. However, a requirement for a geologic hazards investigation is not a de facto bar on
development in geologically hazardous areas.
In Springdale most hazards are associated with either the steep canyon walls (e.g. rockfall and landslide),
or the Virgin River (e.g. flooding, erosion, liquefaction). This leaves a narrow swath of land between the
river and the base of the cliffs that, in general, is not at elevated risk of geologic hazard. Most of this area
in Springdale has already been developed. Most of the undeveloped properties in the Town are either
near the river, or in the foothills. Thus, most of the potential future development in Springdale will be in
areas at elevated risk of geologic hazard.
Because most of the potential future development in the Town will be in geologically hazardous areas it
is increasingly important to have processes and standards in place to ensure that new development is

done in a way that protects property and people from harm. This is the reason for the proposed geologic
hazard ordinance.
The Planning Commission has worked with geologic hazard experts (both from the private sector and the
UGS) to develop a geologic hazard ordinance that is specifically tailored to the Town’s needs. While the
ordinance is based on ordinances from the cities of North Salt Lake and Draper, as well as the UGS model
ordinance, it has been adjusted to the specific and unique development scenarios in Springdale.
The Commission created an ordinance that requires thorough investigation and mitigation of geologic
hazards on a building site. They ensured the ordinance contains objective standards by which to evaluate
that proposed development. Yet the Commission also wanted the ordinance to be accessible to a lay
reader so that the Commission, property owners, and developers all had a clear understanding of the
expectations and standards for development in geologically hazardous areas.
Like the UGS model ordinance, the Town’s proposed ordinance establishes a requirement for a geologic
hazard investigation as a requirement for development in geologically hazardous areas. It also places
responsibility on the property owner or developer to implement any and all mitigation strategies the
geologic hazard investigation recommends. However, details about the processes involved in performing
the geologic hazard investigations are not included in the ordinance (as they are in the UGS model
ordinance). Instead the Planning Commission recommends these details be adopted by resolution in a
Geologic Hazards Investigation Standards Manual2. In this way the ordinance will be clear, objective, and
accessible to a lay reader without being overwhelmed by technical details. Professionals and
practitioners who perform the geologic hazard investigations will have access to the technical details and
standards for such in the manual.
The proposed ordinance does the following:
-

-

-
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Clarifies that geotechnical reports are required for all new development (with minor exceptions)
in Springdale. This is current policy, the proposed ordinance clarifies the requirements for the
geotechnical investigation.
Establishes “geologic hazard study areas” as any area identified on UGS maps that is at risk of
landslide, rockfall, or liquefaction.
Requires the geotechnical report to provide an initial review of geologic hazards for properties in
a geologic hazard study area. If the geotechnical report indicates the potential for geologic
hazards on the property, the applicant must prepare a site-specific geologic hazard investigation
and report.
Establishes standards for geologic hazard investigations and reports contained in a separate
“Geologic Hazard Investigation and Report” manual. This is done to simplify the actual ordinance
by placing standards for the reports in a separate technical document, rather than in the

A copy of the draft manual is attached to this report. If the Council adopts the ordinance staff will prepare a
resolution for adoption of the manual.

-

ordinance itself. These standards require mitigation of geologic hazards as a condition of
development on a property.
Establishes standards for the review of geologic hazard investigations and reports.
Requires applicants to: record notice of the geologic hazard investigation and report against the
property and to enter into a hold harmless agreement with the Town regarding development on
the property.

Public Comment
The Planning Commission held a public hearing on this item in the March meeting. The Commission
received comments from the public as summarized below:
-

-

-

The Town is concerned about affordable housing. This ordinance will add costs to the
development process and will thereby increase the cost of housing. Any location in Springdale is
geologically hazardous, developers assume that risk when they develop. An additional regulation
from the Town concerning these hazards is not needed.
While having an established and objective set of criteria to evaluate development in geologically
hazardous areas is an improvement over the Town’s current practice of reviewing development
in hazard areas, this process will greatly increase development costs. While the intent of the
ordinance is good, the additional costs on development it will generate could make development
cost-prohibitive.
Geotechnical reports cannot always be trusted. The Town should be cautious in basing
regulations on geotechnical reports, since two reports on the same property can contain
contradictory results and recommendations.

Planning Commission Action
The Commission recommended approval of the proposed ordinance, as recorded in the motion below:
Motion made by Barbara Bruno that the Planning Commission recommends that the Council
adopt the Geologic Hazard Ordinance as presented in our package with edits from our attorneys
in section 10-15-F-9(E)(3) that makes it clear that the land use must comply with the standards
rather than the report and that the Town, with expert advice can recommend the mitigation
method. We recommend the adoption of this ordinance based on findings from the Utah
Geological Survey and the Utah Department of Natural Resources in an attempt to protect
human life. This ordinance will apply to help protect buildings that are designed for human
occupancy in areas that are above normal risk. We have deliberated over the language and feel
that it is appropriate and more comprehensive than the current Geologic Hazards standards.
Also, we recommend the general formatting and stylizing changes that the attorney
recommended.
Seconded by Dawn McComb.
McComb: Aye. Burns: Aye. Kenaston: Aye. Rioux: Aye. Bruno: Aye. Motion passed unanimously.

DRAFT

MINUTES OF THE SPRINGDALE PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING ON
WEDNESDAY MARCH 17, 2021 AT 5:00 PM
This Planning Commission meeting did not have an anchor location and was conducted
entirely via electronic means. Commission members connected remotely.
The meeting was available to the public for live viewing/listening and contained public
hearings.
Meeting convened at 5:00 pm.
MEMBERS PRESENT: Chair Barbara Bruno, Commissioners Ric Rioux, Jack Burns, Dawn
McComb, Tom Kenaston, Kyla Topham, and Susan McPartland from Zion National Park.
ALSO PRESENT: Director of Community Development Tom Dansie and Deputy Clerk Katy
Brown recording. See attached sheet for attendees known to have signed into the electronic
meeting.
Approval of the Agenda: Motion made by Ric Rioux to approve the agenda. Seconded by
Tom Kenaston.
Burns: Aye
Topham: Aye
Kenaston: Aye
Rioux: Aye
Bruno: Aye
Motion passed unanimously.
Commission discussion and announcements: Mr. Dansie announced that as COVID restrictions
were slowly lifting, the Town was taking steps to transition back to in-person meetings in the near
future.
A. Action Items
1. Public Hearing: Ordinance Revision - Addition to Title 10 of the Town Code of a geologic hazard
ordinance which will establish standards for identification, investigation, and mitigation of
geologic hazards on a property as part of the development process: Utah Geologic Survey (UGS)
had strongly recommended adopting geologic land use regulations to address hazards that the Town was
not currently regulating such as landslides, rockfalls, liquefication, and radon gas hazards. The proposed
ordinance created standards for evaluating and responding to potential threats from geologic hazards in
Springdale. The ordinance would build on the Town’s current requirements for a geotechnical
investigation by expanding the scope to look at soils and geologic hazards for properties identified as
being in a high hazard area according to UGS-drafted hazard maps. If an initial geotechnical investigation
indicated the presence of likely geologic hazards on the property, it would require an additional in-depth
analysis and require the applicant to provide mitigation strategies.
The Commission had previously reviewed a draft ordinance, and since then it had undergone format and
stylistic changes. The Commission also added clarification that any geotechnical investigations would be
required for any structure intended for human occupancy.

Draft Minutes of the March 17, 2021 Planning Commission Meeting
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The Town attorney had reviewed the most current draft and made additional formatting and stylistic
changes that were not included in the draft that was before the Commission. Most of the attorney’s
revisions did not change the substance of the policy in any way, but any motion for approval would need
to be inclusive of those changes. In 10-15F-9(E)(3), the attorney noted that the language indicates that
the Town would review each geologic hazard report submitted and determine if the report was in
compliance with current standards. The attorney recommended revising the language so the Commission
would determine whether or not the proposed land use was compliance with standards, not the
geotechnical report.
The attorney also suggested that the Commission discuss another portion of the ordinance. As drafted, if
an applicant orders a geotechnical investigation and the report recommended several different strategies
for mitigation, the Town could retain the right to direct the applicant on which mitigation strategies would
be required.
Commission questions to staff: None were asked.
Questions to staff by members of the public: Ryan Lee asked what prompted the ordinance revision.
•

The Town currently had a standard wherein no property could be developed in such a way that
placed people or property at unreasonable risk of natural or geologic hazard. The proposed
ordinance attempted to add more clarity and specificity to the current standard. Fortunately, the
Town had not experienced any loss of life due to geologic hazards, but there were nearby
communities that experienced geologic events resulting in damaged properties and loss of lives.
The Town was attempting to get ahead of that and provide a level of safety for new development
in Town.

Mr. Lee felt that any property in Springdale was surrounded by a geologic hazard of some kind. He asked
how the hazard areas in Springdale were defined.
•

Mr. Dansie referred to the geologic hazard map produced by UGS showing areas of elevated risk
of hazards.

Public questions to the applicant: None were asked.
Motion made by Jack Burns to open Public Hearing. Seconded by Dawn McComb.
Burns: Aye
McComb: Aye
Rioux: Aye
Kenaston: Aye
Bruno: Aye
Motion passed unanimously.
Public Comments: Mr. Lee had heard a lot of complaints from residents that affordable housing was
very needed. Each new regulation made it harder and more expensive to develop, which would affect
the likelihood of affordable housing. Any location in Springdale presented a hazard, it was part of
living there. He did not support the ordinance.
Luke Wilson saw the value of having set criteria. His colleagues had estimated that requiring
additional analysis would triple development costs. He liked the premise but felt it would be costprohibitive.
Rob McMahon said geotechnical reports were sometimes vague and could not be exact because of
small sample sizes. It was evident in the disclaimers that many reports geotechnical reports
contained. He felt the Town should be cautious about basing regulations on technical reports. He had
seen multiple reports for the same site that offered conflicting information and suggestions.
Motion made by Jack Burns to close public hearing. Seconded by Dawn McComb.
McComb: Aye
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Burns: Aye
Rioux: Aye
Kenaston: Aye
Bruno: Aye
Motion passed unanimously.
Commission deliberation: Ms. Bruno understood the tone of caution from those who made public
comments. The Commission had put a lot of time into the concept and had emphasized public
engagement through the process. The Town had recently organized an event for UGS to help educate
the community on the hazards that existed and the potential mitigation efforts that could be pursued. She
acknowledged that it was tricky but that the ordinance was necessary. The Commission was trying to
mitigate areas that posed an above-normal risk. For those visiting the area who didn’t understand the
inherent risks, the Commission felt an obligation to put a requirement for mitigation strategies in place.
The Commission agreed with Ms. Bruno’s comments and understood that impacts but felt that mitigation
strategies were important.
Ms. Topham added that affordable housing was on the forefront of her mind, but she didn’t think the
Commission could make strides with affordable housing availability at the risk of the public’s safety.
Mr. Burns questioned the recommendation from the attorney about the Town being able to choose which
mitigation strategies the applicant would have to implement. He wondered if that would present a liability
for the Town.
•

Any mitigation strategies would be recommendations from field experts and engineers, not the
Town. The Town attorney felt that the Utah Government Immunity Act protected the Town from
liability.

Mr. Burns asked staff to clarify the purpose of the modification to 10-15 -F-9(E)(3).
•

The ordinance originally stated that “Springdale will determine if the report complies with the
following standards”. The “report” only served as evidence of compliance; therefore, any
determinations should be based on whether or not the proposed development, as demonstrated
by the report, complied with land use standards.

Motion made by Barbara Bruno that the Planning Commission recommends that the Council
adopt the Geologic Hazard Ordinance as presented in our package with edits from our
attorneys in section 10-15-F-9(E)(3) that makes it clear that the land use must comply with the
standards rather than the report and that the Town, with expert advice can recommend the
mitigation method. We recommend the adoption of this ordinance based on findings from the
US Geological Survey ad the Utah Department of Natural Resources in an attempt to protect
human life. This ordinance will apply to help protect buildings that are designed for human
occupancy in areas that are above normal risk. We have deliberated over the language and feel
that it is appropriate and more comprehensive than the current Geologic Hazards standards.
Also, we recommend the general formatting and stylizing changes that the attorney
recommended. Seconded by Dawn McComb.
McComb: Aye
Burns: Aye
Kenaston: Aye
Rioux: Aye
Bruno: Aye
Motion passed unanimously.
2. Public Hearing: Design/Development Review: Restaurant, gift shop, and theater building at 897
Zion Park Boulevard (Bumbleberry Property) - Stan Smith: The previous building was a nonconforming building. Town code allowed non-conforming buildings destroyed by catastrophic events to be
rebuilt to the configuration that existed immediately prior to the catastrophic event. The applicant was
proposing to rebuild the structure within the confines of the original configuration with a few alterations.
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Chapter 10-15F: Geologic Hazard

10-15F-1: Purpose
The purpose of this geologic hazard ordinance is to promote and protect the health, safety, and
welfare of the citizens of Springdale, protect the infrastructure and financial health of Springdale, and
minimize adverse effects of geologic hazards to public health, safety, and property by encouraging wise
land use and development.
10-15F-2: Definitions
As used in this geologic hazard ordinance, the following terms have the following meanings:
ACCEPTABLE AND REASONABLE RISK: No loss or significant injury to occupants, no release of hazardous
or toxic substances, and minimal structural damage to buildings or infrastructure during a hazard event
allowing occupants egress outside.
ACCESSORY BUILDING: Any structure not designed for human occupancy, which may include tool or
storage sheds, gazebos, and swimming pools. Accessory dwelling units and businesses located in
accessory buildings must comply with all requirements as buildings designed for human occupancy.
ALLUVIAL FAN: A fan shaped deposit where a fast-flowing stream flattens, slows, and spreads, typically at
the exit of a canyon onto a flatter plain.
BUILDABLE AREA: Based on an accepted geologic hazard investigation report, the portion of a site not
impacted by geologic hazards, or the portion of a site where it is concluded the identified geologic
hazards can be mitigated to an acceptable and reasonable risk, and where structures may be safely
located. Buildable areas must be clearly marked on approved site plans and/or final approved plats, as
appropriate.
COUNCIL: The town council of Springdale.
CRITICAL FACILITIES: Essential, hazardous, special occupancy, and all Risk Categories III and IV structures,
as defined in the statewide adopted International Building Code (IBC), and lifelines, such as major utility,
transportation, communication facilities, and their connections to critical facilities.
DEBRIS FLOW: A slurry of rock, soil, organic material, and water transported in an extremely fast and
destructive manner that flows down channels and onto and across alluvial fans; includes a continuum of
sedimentation events and processes, including debris flows, debris floods, mudflows, sheet flooding, and
alluvial fan flooding.
DEVELOPMENT: All critical facilities, subdivisions, single-family dwellings, duplexes, and multi-family
dwellings, commercial and industrial buildings; also includes additions to or intensification of existing
buildings, storage facilities, pipelines and utility conveyances, and other land uses.

1

ENGINEERING GEOLOGIST: A Utah-licensed Professional Geologist, who, through education, training, and
experience, practices in the field of engineering geology and geologic hazards meeting the requirements
of Section 10-15F-6.
ENGINEERING GEOLOGY: Geologic work that is relevant to engineering and environmental concerns, and
the health, safety, and welfare of the public. Engineering geology is the application of geological data,
principles, and interpretation affecting the planning, design, construction, and maintenance of
engineered works, land use planning, and groundwater issues.
ESSENTIAL FACILITY: Buildings and other structures intended to remain operational in the event of an
adverse geologic event, including all structures with an occupancy greater than 1000 shall also be
considered IBC Risk Category III when not meeting the criteria for IBC Risk Category IV; and IBC Risk
Category IV buildings and other structures are designated as essential (critical) facilities.
GEOLOGIC HAZARD: A geologic condition that presents a risk to life, of substantial loss of real property,
or of substantial damage to real property and includes, but is not limited to surface fault rupture,
liquefaction, landslides, slope stability, debris flows, rockfalls, avalanches, radon gas, any geologic
condition that meets the definition of “geologic hazard” under state law, and other hazards.
GEOLOGIC HAZARD STUDY AREA: A potentially hazardous area as defined in Section 10-15F-4 within
which geologic hazard investigations are required prior to development.
GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER: A Utah-licensed Professional Engineer who, through education, training, and
experience, is competent in the field of geotechnical or geological engineering meeting the requirements
of Section 10-15F-6.
GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING: The investigation and engineering evaluation of earth materials, including
soil, rock, and manmade materials and their interaction with earth retention systems, foundations, and
other civil engineering works. The practice involves the fields of soil and rock mechanics and the earth
sciences, and requires the knowledge of engineering laws, formulas, construction techniques, and
performance evaluation.
GOVERNING BODY: The Springdale town council, or a designee of the council.
INFRASTRUCTURE: Those improvements which are required to be installed and guaranteed in
conjunction with an approved subdivision or other land use approval. Infrastructure may be public or
private, on site or off site, depending on development design, and may include streets, curb, gutter,
sidewalk, water and sanitary sewer lines, storm sewers, flood control facilities, and other similar
facilities.
INTERNATIONAL BUILDING CODE (IBC): The latest, statewide adopted International Code Council
International Building Code.
LANDSLIDE: The downslope movement of a mass of soil, surficial deposits, and/or bedrock, including a
continuum of processes between landslides, earth flows, debris flows, debris avalanches, and rockfalls.
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LEGAL LOT OF RECORD: A parcel of land which meets all zoning requirements to be eligible for the
development of a dwelling, habitable structure, or other facility or structure, pursuant to all Springdale
requirements.
LIQUEFACTION: A sudden, large decrease in shear strength of a saturated, cohesionless soil (generally
sand and silt) caused by a collapse of soil structure and temporary increase in pore water pressure during
earthquake ground shaking. May lead to ground failure, including lateral spreads and flow-type
landslides.
NON-BUILDABLE AREA: That portion of a site which a geologic hazard investigation report has concluded
is impacted by geologic hazards that present an unreasonable and unacceptable risk, and where the
siting of habitable structures, accessory structures which house an accessory dwelling unit or business,
or critical facilities, are not permitted.
ROCKFALL: A rock or mass of rock, newly detached from a cliff or other steep slope which moves
downslope by falling, rolling, toppling, and/or bouncing; includes rockslides, rockfall avalanches, and
talus.
SETBACK: An area subject to risk from a geologic hazard within which habitable structures or critical
facilities and their supports are not permitted.
SLOPE STABILITY: The resistance of a natural or constructed slope to failure by landsliding and assessed
under both static and dynamic (earthquake-induced) conditions.
STRUCTURE DESIGNED FOR HUMAN OCCUPANCY: Any residential dwelling or any other structure used or
intended for supporting or sheltering any use or occupancy by humans or businesses, includes all Risk
Category II structures as defined in the currently adopted International Building Code, but does not
include an accessory building that houses no accessory dwelling unit or business.
TALUS: Rock fragments lying at the base of a cliff or a very steep rocky slope.
SPRINGDALE: The Town of Springdale, a Utah municipal corporation.
10-15F-3: Applicability
A. The regulations in this chapter apply to all lands under the jurisdiction of Springdale,
except as specifically provided in subparagraph C below .
B. Every legal lot of record, lot in a proposed land subdivision, and parcel within a Geologic
Hazard Study Area as defined by this ordinance must have a safe buildable area for the
intended use. Each buildable area must also have access from the nearest existing
public, private street, or private lane that is free of unreasonable and unacceptable
geologic hazards. Any geologic hazards that must be mitigated in order to provide a
buildable area with acceptable and reasonable access must be mitigated prior to
issuance of the final plat approval or building permit approval, as appropriate.
C. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the regulations in this chapter do not apply to the
following:
1. A detached accessory building that is not designed for human occupancy; or
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2. The remodeling of an existing structure designed for human occupancy, provided that
the use of the structure does not change and the remodeling does not expand the
footprint or foundation of the structure.
D. This chapter applies to any replacement of a structure after complete or partial demolition.
E. As defined in the statewide adopted 2018 International Building Code (IBC), Table 1604.5,
Springdale considers IBC Risk Category III buildings and other structures to represent a substantial hazard
to human life in the event of failure, except that any structure with an occupancy greater than 1000 shall
also be considered IBC Risk Category III when not meeting the criteria for IBC Risk Category IV; and IBC
Risk Category IV buildings and other structures are designated as essential (critical) facilities.
10-15F-4: Geologic Hazard Study Area
The Geologic Hazard Study Area means and includes the following areas:
A. Designated Special Study Areas by the Utah Department of Natural Resources, Utah Geological
Survey (UGS, https://geology.utah.gov), including those areas designated per Utah Code
79-3-202(f) around hazardous faults and are in the Utah Quaternary Fault and Fold Database
(https://geology.utah.gov/apps/qfaults/); and
B. Landslide hazard areas defined in Section 10-15F-8(A); and
C. Liquefaction hazard areas defined in Section 10-15F-8(B); and
D. Rockfall hazard areas defined in Section 10-15F-8(C); and
E. Radon gas hazard areas defined as any building or structure in Springdale that contains a
basement; and
F.

Any other similar areas

10-15F-5: Geotechnical Report Required
A. A geotechnical report is required for the approval of any of the following:
a. Subdivision approval process;
b. Design/development review process for any new building over 500 square feet in area; and
c. Any addition to an existing building when the combined area of the existing building and
new addition exceed 1,000 square feet in area;
d. Any structure intended for human occupancy; and
e. In any other instance where the DCD determines the site or soil conditions warrant a
geotechnical report.
B. The purposes of the geotechnical report are to 1) identify any problematic soils (including subsurface
soils) that may be encountered during development and which may pose a threat to the structural
integrity of the proposed development; 2) provide specific engineering recommendations to mitigate
the threats posed by any problematic soils identified; and 3) conduct an initial analysis of geologic
hazards for properties located in a Geologic Hazard Study Area.
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C. The geotechnical report must contain the following information:
1. Boundary lines and dimensions of the subject property.
2. Existing site conditions: general topography, drainage, vegetation, and other surface
conditions.
3. Location, size, and type of any existing structures, previous surface disturbance or grading,
or other improvements.
4. Location, size, and type of all proposed development.
5. Subsurface exploration and conditions: description of subsurface exploration methods,
results of exploration, and general subsurface conditions.
6. Laboratory analysis of subsurface exploration and soil sampling.
7. Geotechnical recommendations for proposed development: site grading and subgrade
preparation, foundation and slab design, seismicity and liquefaction, drainage control, and
other associated recommendations.
8. If the proposed development is located in a Geologic Hazard Study Area, or in any other area
the DCD determines is at elevated risk from geologic hazards, an initial analysis of the
geologic hazards associated with development of the site. Such initial analysis shall include
the geotechnical engineer’s professional opinion about whether or not additional study and
analysis of site-specific geologic hazards is necessary for the safe development of the
property.
D. Geologic Hazard Investigation Report Required: For properties in a Geologic Hazard Study Area, if the
initial analysis of geologic hazards in a geotechnical report required under paragraph A identifies
significant site-specific risk of geologic hazard on a property, then a geologic hazard investigation and
report that meets the standards of this chapter is required.

10-15F-6: Minimum Investigator Professional Qualifications
Geologic hazard investigations often involve both engineering geology and geotechnical
engineering. Engineering geology investigations shall be performed under the direct supervision of a
Utah-licensed Professional Geologist specializing in engineering geology as defined in this chapter.
Geotechnical engineering investigations shall be performed under the direct supervision of a
Utah-licensed Professional Engineer specializing in geotechnical engineering as defined in this chapter.
Engineering geology and the evaluation of geologic hazards is a specialized discipline within the
practice of geology requiring the technical expertise and knowledge of techniques not commonly used in
other geologic investigations. Therefore, geologic hazard investigations involving engineering geology
and geologic hazard investigations shall be conducted, signed, and sealed by a Utah-licensed Professional
Geologist specializing in engineering geology and geologic hazards. Proof of qualifications shall be
provided to Springdale concurrently with the submission of the geologic hazard investigation report.
The minimum qualifications required by Springdale for an Engineering Geologist are as follows:
A. An undergraduate or graduate degree in geology, engineering geology, or geological engineering,
or closely related field, from an accredited college or university; and
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B. Five full-time years of experience in a responsible position in the field of engineering geology and
geologic hazards in Utah, or in a state with similar geologic hazards and regulatory environment,
and experience demonstrating the geologist's knowledge and application of appropriate
techniques in geologic hazard investigations; and
C. An active Utah Professional Geologist license in good standing.
Evaluation and mitigation of geologic hazards often require contributions from a qualified
geotechnical engineer, particularly in the design of mitigation measures. Geotechnical engineering is a
specialized discipline within the practice of civil engineering requiring the technical expertise and
knowledge of techniques not commonly used in civil engineering. Therefore, geologic hazard
investigations that include engineering design and related tasks shall be conducted, signed, and sealed
by a Utah-licensed Professional Engineer, specializing in geotechnical engineering and geologic hazards.
Proof of qualifications shall be provided to Springdale upon request.
The minimum qualifications required by Springdale for a Geotechnical Engineer are as follows:
A. A graduate degree in civil or geological engineering, with an emphasis in geotechnical engineering;
or a B.S. degree in civil or geological engineering with 12 semester hours of post B.S. credit in
geotechnical engineering, or course content closely related to evaluation of geologic hazards, from
an ABET accredited college or university; and
B. Five full-time years of experience in a responsible position in the field of geotechnical engineering
and geologic hazards in Utah, or in a state with similar geologic hazards and regulatory
environment, and experience demonstrating the engineer's knowledge and application of
appropriate techniques in geologic hazard investigations; and
C. An active Utah Professional Engineer license in good standing.
10-15F-7: Geologic Hazard Investigations and Reports
Each geologic hazard investigation and report shall be site-specific and shall identify all known or
suspected potential geologic hazards, whether previously identified or unrecognized, that may affect the
subject property, both on and adjacent to the property. A geologic hazard investigation and report may
be combined with a geotechnical report and/or contain information on multiple hazards. A geologic
hazard investigation report that is required under this chapter must meet the requirements of the
Geologic Hazard Investigation and Report Manual, which has been adopted by Springdale and is available
at the Springdale Town Office.
10-15F-8: Geologic Hazards Specified
The geologic hazard investigation and report must address the following hazards, if the property is in a
Geologic Hazard Study Area associated with the specific hazard.
A. Landslides. Landslide hazard maps show the location of previous landsliding, areas of potential
landsliding, and Geologic Hazard Study Areas. These maps are published by the UGS
(https://geology.utah.gov/hazards/info/maps/). Development of properties within areas identified

6

as previous landsliding, very high landslide hazard, or high landslide hazard on the UGS hazard
maps requires submittal and review of a site-specific geologic hazard investigation and report
discussing landslide hazards, prior to receiving a land-use or building permit from Springdale. The
applicant must retain a qualified Engineering Geologist and Geotechnical Engineer to perform the
slope stability analysis. Considering the complexity inherent in performing slope stability analyses,
additional effort beyond the minimum standards presented herein may be required at some sites
to adequately address slope stability. Slope stability and landslide hazard investigations and
reports shall conform with the Guidelines for Evaluating Landslide Hazards in Utah (UGS Circular
122, Chapter 4, https://ugspub.nr.utah.gov/publications/circular/c-122.pdf), as well as the
standards adopted in the Town’s geologic hazard investigation and report standards manual.

B. Liquefaction. Liquefaction can cause buildings to tip and settle; roads to crack, deform and flood;
buried storage tanks to rise towards the surface; and other types of damage to buildings and
infrastructure. Liquefaction hazard investigation reports shall conform with the requirements
described below and be prepared by a qualified geotechnical engineer as defined above.
1. Liquefaction hazard maps show the location and relative anticipated severity of liquefaction
during an earthquake. An applicant proposing development in an area identified as very high
or high susceptibility to liquefaction must submit a site-specific geologic hazard investigation
and report addressing liquefaction hazards and suggesting mitigation measures prior to
receiving land use or building permit approval from the Town.
2. Geologic hazard investigations and reports addressing liquefaction hazards must meet the
standards adopted in the Town’s geologic hazard investigation and report standards manual.
C. Rockfall. Rockfall hazard investigations and reports shall conform with the Guidelines for
Evaluating Rockfall Hazards in Utah (Lund and Knudsen, 2019; UGS Circular 122, Chapter 7,
https://ugspub.nr.utah.gov/publications/circular/c-122.pdf).
1. Rockfall hazard maps show the locations of known rockfall, areas of potential rockfall, and
recommended special study areas. An applicant proposing development in an area identified
as a very high or high hazard rockfall area must submit a site specific geologic hazard
investigation and report that identifies the hazards and suggests potential mitigation measures
prior to receiving land use or building permit approval from the Town.
D. Radon is a radioactive gas that emanates from uranium-bearing rock and soil and may concentrate
in enclosed spaces in buildings. All new development in Springdale with basements or
underground crawl spaces must include radon barriers under the structure to mitigate the
potential for radon gas concentration in the structure.
10-15F-9: Submittal and Certification of Geologic Hazard Investigation Reports
A. If a geologic hazard investigation report is required under Section 10-15F-5(D), the applicant shall
prepare and submit a geologic hazard investigation report (may be combined with geotechnical
and/or other geologic reports) that meets the requirements of this chapter with an application for
a subdivision preliminary or final plat, or for a design/development review for any commercial or
institutional structure, or any one-, two-, or multi-family dwelling, or a building permit, or any
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other land use entitlement. The applicant is required to submit the following information with the
report:
1. A written, stamped certification from a Utah-licensed Professional Geologist that the geologic
hazard investigation report has been prepared pursuant to the requirements of this chapter;
and
2. A written, stamped certification from a Utah-licensed Professional Geologist and a Professional
Engineer that every proposed development lot, building pad, and parcel does not present an
unreasonable or unacceptable risk to the health, safety, and welfare of persons or property,
including buildings, storm drains, public streets, culinary water facilities, utilities, or critical
facilities, whether off site, on adjacent properties, or on site, because of the presence of
geologic hazards or because of modifications to the site due to the proposed land use; and
3. A written, stamped certification from a Utah-licensed Professional Geologist and a Professional
Engineer that every proposed development lot, building site, and parcel layout demonstrates
that, consistent with regional standards of practice, the identified geologic hazards can be
mitigated to a level where the risk to human life and damage to property are reduced to an
acceptable and reasonable level in a manner which will not violate applicable federal, state,
and local statutes, ordinances, and regulations. Mitigation measures shall consider in their
design, the intended aesthetic functions of other governing ordinances of Springdale; and
4. A written, stamped certification from a Utah-licensed Professional Geologist and a Professional
Engineer along with a mitigation plan, if necessary, that demonstrates that the identified
hazards or limitations will be addressed without impacting or adversely affecting off site areas,
including adjacent properties. Mitigation measures must be reasonable and practical to
implement and shall not require ongoing maintenance by property owners; and
5. Written verification from the issuer of professional errors and omissions liability insurance, in
the amount of $2,000,000.00 each, which covers the Utah-licensed Professional Geologist and
Professional Engineer, and which are in effect on the date of preparation and submittal of all
required reports and certifications.
B. The applicant and/or property owner must, as a precondition to any approval by the Town,
implement and complete any and all mitigation measures identified in the geologic hazard
investigation and report. The Town may set other requirements as are necessary to mitigate any
geologic hazards and to ensure that the purposes of this article are met. These requirements may
include, but are not limited to:
1. Additional or more detailed investigations and professional certifications to understand or
quantify the hazards and/or determine whether mitigation measures recommended in the
report are adequate; and
2. Specific mitigation requirements, establishing buildable and non-buildable areas, limitations
on slope grading, controls on grading, and/or revegetation; and
3. Prior to receiving a grading, excavation, or building permit, final grading plans, when required,
shall be prepared, signed and sealed by the Utah licensed Engineering Geologist and
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Geotechnical Engineer that prepared the geologic hazard investigation and geotechnical
report(s) to verify that their recommendations have been appropriately incorporated in the
final grading plan and that building locations are approved.
C. The Town may also set requirements necessary to protect the health, safety, and welfare of the
citizens of Springdale, protect the infrastructure and financial health of Springdale, and minimize
potential adverse effects of geologic hazards to the public health, safety, and property as a
condition of approval of any development which requires a geologic hazard investigation report.
D. The Engineering Geologist and Geotechnical Engineer who prepared the geologic hazard and/or
geotechnical report(s) shall be on site, at the cost of the applicant, during certain phases of
construction, particularly during grading phases, the construction of retaining walls in excess of 4
feet in exposed height, and geologic hazard mitigation.
E. Springdale will review any proposed land use that requires preparation of a geologic report under
this chapter to determine compliance with the standards in this chapter, as well as the other
standards referenced in this chapter.
1. Springdale will endeavor to complete each review in a reasonable time frame.
2. All direct costs associated with Springdale’s review of the geologic report, including for any
third-party reviewer, shall be paid by the applicant as a precondition to any approval.
3. Springdale will determine whether the proposed land use or development, as documented by
the report, complies with the following standards:
a. A suitable geologic hazards investigation report has been prepared by qualified,
Utah-licensed professionals; and
b. The proposed land use does not present an unreasonable risk to the health, safety, and
welfare of persons or property, including buildings, storm drains, public streets, culinary
and other water facilities, utilities or critical facilities, whether off-site or on-site, or to the
aesthetics and natural functions of the landscape, such as slopes, streams or other
waterways, drainage, or wildlife habitat, whether off-site or on-site, because of the
presence of geologic hazards or because of modifications to the site due to the proposed
land use; and
c. The proposed land use demonstrates that, consistent with the current, regional state of
practice, the identified geologic hazards can be mitigated to a level where the risk to
human life and damage to property are reduced to an acceptable and reasonable level in a
manner which will not violate applicable federal, state, and local statutes, ordinances, and
regulations. Mitigation measures should consider in their design, the intended aesthetic
functions of other governing ordinances, such as the grading ordinance. The applicant
must include with the geologic report, a mitigation plan that defines how the identified
hazards or limitations will be addressed without impacting or adversely affecting off-site
areas. If the report identifies multiple options for mitigation, the Town, after consulting
with its geologic hazard expert, may mandate which of the options must be implemented.
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Mitigation measures must be reasonable and practical to implement, especially if such
measures require on-going maintenance by property owners; and
d. Should the Town determine the geologic report is deficient with respect to this ordinance,
the town will provide the applicant with a letter summarizing the specific deficiencies. If a
submitted report is found deficient three times or a report was excessively deficient,
Springdale will notify the Utah Division of Occupational & Professional Licensing about the
licensed professional(s) deficient reports that were submitted to a public entity that were
not in compliance with Utah Rules R156-76-502 (Professional Geologists,
https://rules.utah.gov/publicat/code/r156/r156-76.htm) and/or R156-22-502 (Professional
Engineers, https://rules.utah.gov/publicat/code/r156/r156-22.htm).
F.

For any real property with respect to which development has proceeded on the basis of a geologic
hazard and/or geotechnical report which has been accepted by Springdale, no final inspection shall
be completed, Certificate of Occupancy issued, or performance bond released until the
engineering geologist and geotechnical engineer who signed, stamped, and approved the
report(s), certifies in writing, that the completed development, improvements, and structures
conform to the descriptions and requirements contained within the report, and that all the
required inspections were made and approved by the Engineering Geologist and Geotechnical
Engineer that prepared said report(s). If the preparing Engineering Geologist and Geotechnical
Engineer are unavailable, an Engineering Geologist and Geotechnical Engineer, similarly qualified
and licensed in Utah, shall provide the certifications.

G. An applicant may appeal any decision made under the provisions of this article only after the
land-use authority has issued a final decision and shall set forth the specific grounds or issues upon
which the appeal is based. The appeal shall be submitted in writing to Springdale in accordance
with the appeals provision ordinances of Springdale and current State of Utah code.
10-15F-10: Disclosure Required When a Geologic Hazard Investigation Report is Required
A. Whenever a geologic hazard investigation report is required under this chapter, the owner of the
parcel shall record a notice running with the land on a form provided by Springdale prior to the
approval of any development or subdivision of such parcel or commencement of construction
activity. Disclosure shall include signing a Disclosure and Acknowledgment Form provided by
Springdale, which includes:
1. Notice that the parcel is located within a Geologic Hazard Study Area or as otherwise defined
in this article; and
2. Notice that a geologic hazard investigation report was prepared and is available for public
inspection in Springdale files.
B. Where geologic hazards, related setbacks, and non-buildable areas are delineated in a subdivision,
the owner shall also place additional notification on the plat stating the above information, prior
to final approval of the plat by Springdale.
10-15F-11: Warning and Disclaimer
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The Geologic Hazard Study Area designated herein includes only those potentially geologic
hazardous areas known to Springdale and should not be construed to include all possible potential
hazard areas. The geologic hazard ordinance and the Geologic Hazard Study Area may be amended as
new information becomes available, pursuant to procedures set forth in this ordinance. The provisions of
this ordinance do not in any way assure or imply that areas outside the Geologic Hazard Study Area are
free from the possible adverse effects of geologic hazards. This chapter shall not create any liability on
the part of Springdale, its officers, reviewers, or employees thereof, for any damages from geologic
hazards that result from reliance on this ordinance or any administrative requirement or decision
lawfully made hereunder.
10-15F-12: Change of Use
No change in use which results in the conversion of a building or structure from one not used for
human occupancy to one that is so used shall be permitted unless the building or structure complies
with the provisions of this article.
10-15F-13: Hold Harmless Agreement
Applicants receiving any permit or approval within a Geologic Hazard Study Area shall be
required to sign and record on the property a Hold Harmless Agreement available from Springdale.
10-15F-14: Conflicting Regulations
In cases of conflict between the provisions of existing zoning classifications, building codes, the
subdivision ordinance, or any other ordinance of Springdale and this geologic hazard ordinance, the
most restrictive provision shall apply.
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Geologic Hazard Investigation and Report Manual
1.0 Standards for Geologic Hazard Investigations and Reports Addressing Landslide Hazards
1. When evaluating site conditions to determine the need for slope stability analyses,
off-property conditions shall be considered (both up-slope to the tops of adjacent, ascending
slopes and down-slope to and beyond the toes of adjacent, descending slopes). Also, the
professionals shall demonstrate that the proposed hillside development will not affect
adjacent sites or limit adjacent property owners’ ability to develop their sites.
2. Investigations shall also address the potential for surficial instability, rock slope instability,
debris/mudflows, rockfalls, and soil creep on all slopes that may affect the proposed
development, be affected by the proposed development, and along access roads.
Intermediate geomaterials (IGM), those earth materials with properties between soil and rock,
if present, shall be appropriately investigated, sampled, and tested.
3. An Engineering Geologist shall provide appropriate input to the Geotechnical Engineer with
respect to the potential impact of the geology, stratigraphy, and hydrologic conditions on slope
stability. The shear strength and other geotechnical properties shall be evaluated by the
Geotechnical Engineer. Qualified Engineering Geologists may assess and quantitatively
evaluate slope stability; however, the Geotechnical Engineer shall perform all design stability
calculations. Ground motion parameters for use in seismic stability analysis may be provided
by either the Engineering Geologist or the Geotechnical Engineer.
4. Except for the derivation of the input ground motions for pseudostatic and seismic
deformation analyses described below, slope stability analyses and evaluations shall be
performed in general accordance with the latest version of Recommended Procedures for
Implementation of DMG Special Publication 117: Guidelines for Analyzing and Mitigating
Landslide Hazards in California (Blake and others, 2002). Procedures for developing input
ground motions to be used in Springdale are described below. If on-site sewage and/or
stormwater or other water disposal exists or is proposed, the slope stability analyses shall also
include the effects of the effluent plume on slope stability.
5. The minimum acceptable static factor of safety (FS) is 1.5 for both overall and surficial slope
stability and 1.1 for a calibrated pseudostatic analysis using Stewart and others (2003) or other
method pre-approved by Springdale.
6. Soil and/or rock sampling and testing shall be based on current ASTM International and/or
American Association of Highway Officials (AASHTO) standards, as appropriate. Laboratory
tests shall be performed using current ASTM International or AASHTO standards, as
appropriate, in a laboratory accredited by the AASHTO Materials Reference Laboratory and/or
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to ensure compliance with current laboratory testing
standards and quality control procedures. The final report shall include complete laboratory
test results reported in conformance with current ASTM International or AASHTO standards, as
appropriate.
7. Soil and/or rock properties, including unit weight and shear strength parameters (cohesion and
friction angle), shall be based on conventional laboratory tests on appropriate samples.

Where appropriate, such as for landslide slip surfaces, along bedding planes, for surficial
stability analyses, etc., laboratory tests for saturated, residual shear strengths must be
performed.
Estimation of the shear resistance along bedding or landslide planes normally requires an
evaluation of saturated, residual, along-bedding strength values of the weakest interbedded or
slide plane material encountered during the subsurface exploration, or in the absence of
enough exploration, the weakest material that may be present, consistent with site geologic
conditions. Soil strength parameters derived solely from CPT data are most often not
appropriate for slope-stability analysis in many cases, particularly for strengths along existing
slip surfaces, where residual strengths have developed. Additional guidance on the selection
of strength parameters for slope stability analyses is contained in Blake and others (2002).
8. Residual strength parameters may be determined using direct or ring shear testing equipment;
however, ring shear tests are preferred. If performed properly, direct shear test results may
approach ring shear test results. The specimen must be subjected to enough deformation
(such as, a significant number of shearing cycles in the direct shear test or a significant amount
of rotation in the ring shear test) to assure that residual strength has been developed. In the
direct and ring shear tests, stress-deformation curves can be used to determine when an
enough shearing cycles have been performed by showing that no further significant drop in
shear strength results with the addition of more cycles or rotation. The stress-deformation
curves obtained during the shear tests must be submitted with the other pertinent laboratory
test results. It shall be recognized that for most clayey soils, the residual shear strength
envelope is curved and passes through the origin (for example, at zero normal stress there is
zero shear strength). Any apparent shear strength increases resulting from a non-horizontal
shear surface, such as ramping or bulldozing in residual direct shear tests, shall be discounted
in the interpretation of the strength parameters.
9. Inherent in the analyses, the Geotechnical Engineer will need to use judgment in the selection
of appropriate shear test methods and in the interpretation of the results to develop shear
strength parameters commensurate with the slope stability conditions to be evaluated.
Scatter plots of shear strength data may need to be presented to allow for assessment of
idealized parameters. The report shall summarize shear strength parameters used for slope
stability analyses and describe the methodology used to interpret test results and estimate
those parameters, including.
a. Peak shear strengths may be used to represent across-bedding failure surfaces or
compacted fill, in situations where strength degradations are not expected to occur (see
Blake and others, 2002). Where peak strengths cannot be relied upon, fully softened or
lower strengths shall be used; and
b. Ultimate shear strength parameters shall be used in static slope stability analyses when
there has not been past deformation. Residual shear strength parameters shall be used in
static slope stability analyses when there has been past deformation; and
c. Averaged strength parameters may be appropriate for some across-bedding conditions, if
enough representative samples have been carefully tested. Analyses for along bedding or
along-existing-landslide slip surfaces shall be based on the lower-bound interpretations of

residual shear strength parameters and comparison of those results to correlations, such
as those of Stark and others (2005).
10. The potential effects of soil creep shall be addressed where any proposed structure is planned
near an existing fill or natural slope. The potential effects on the proposed development shall
be evaluated and mitigation measures proposed, including appropriate setback
recommendations that consider the potential effects of creep forces.
11. Gross stability includes rotational and translational deep-seated slope failures or portions of
slopes existing within or outside of, but potentially affecting the proposed development. The
following guidelines, in addition to those in Blake and others (2002), shall be followed when
evaluating slope stability:
a. Stability shall be analyzed along cross sections depicting the most adverse conditions, such
as the highest slope, most adverse bedding planes, shallowest likely groundwater table,
steepest slope, etc. Often, analyses are required for different conditions and for more
than one cross section to demonstrate which condition is the most adverse. When
evaluating the stability of an existing landslide, analyses must also address the potential
for partial reactivation. Inclinometers may be used to help determine critical failure
surfaces, and along with high-precision GPS/GNSS, the activity state of existing landslides.
The critical failure surfaces on each cross-section shall be identified, evaluated, and plotted
on the large-scale cross section; and
b. Rock slope stability shall be based on current rock mechanics practice, using the methods
of Wyllie and Mah (2004), based on Hoek and Bray (1981); Practical Rock Engineering
(https://www.rocscience.com/assets/resources/learning/hoek/Practical-Rock-EngineeringFull-Text.pdf); Federal Highway Administration (1989); and similar references, such as
https://www.rocscience.com/learning/hoeks-corner/publications; and
c. If the long-term static FS is ≤1.5, mitigation measures shall be required to bring the factor
of safety up to the required level or the project may be redesigned to achieve a minimum
FS of ≥1.5; and
d. The temporary stability of excavations shall be evaluated, and mitigation measures shall be
recommended as necessary to obtain a minimum FS of ≥1.3; and
e. Long-term slope stability shall be analyzed using the highest known and anticipated
groundwater level based upon a groundwater assessment as described in the Guidelines
for Evaluating Landslide Hazards in Utah (Beukelman and Hylland, 2019; UGS Circular 122,
Chapter 4, https://ugspub.nr.utah.gov/publications/circular/c-122.pdf), along with
groundwater sensitivity analyses; and
f.

Slope stability and analysis input parameters, such as groundwater elevations and
conditions, cannot be contingent on uncontrollable factors, such as limiting landscape
irrigation, etc.; and

g. Where back-calculation is appropriate, shear strengths utilized for design shall be no
higher than the lowest strength computed using back calculation. If a professional

proposes to use shear strengths higher than the lowest back-calculated value, justification
shall be required. Assumptions used in back-calculations regarding pre-sliding topography
and groundwater conditions at failure must be discussed and justified; and
h. Reports shall describe how the shear strength testing methods used are appropriate in
modeling field conditions and the long-term performance of the analyzed slope. The
utilized design shear strength values shall be justified with laboratory test data and
geologic descriptions and history, along with past performance history, if known, of similar
materials; and
i.

Reports shall include shear strength test plots consisting of normal stress versus shear
resistance (failure envelope). Plots of shear resistance versus displacement shall be
provided for all residual and fully softened (ultimate) shear tests; and

j.

The degree of saturation for all test specimens shall be reported. Direct shear tests on
partially saturated samples may grossly overestimate the cohesion that can be mobilized
when the material becomes saturated in the field. This potential shall be considered when
selecting shear strength parameters. If the rate of shear displacement exceeds 0.005
inches per minute, the Geotechnical Engineer shall provide data to demonstrate that the
rate is sufficiently slow for drained conditions; and

k. Shear strength values higher than those obtained through site-specific laboratory tests will
generally not be accepted; and
l.

If direct shear or triaxial shear testing is not appropriate to model the strength of highly
jointed and fractured rock masses, the design strengths shall be evaluated in a manner
that considers overall rock mass quality and be consistent with current rock mechanics
practice; and

m. Shear strengths used in slope stability analyses shall be evaluated considering the natural
variability of engineering characteristics inherent in earth materials. Multiple shear tests
on each site material are likely to be required; and
n. Shear strengths for proposed fill slopes shall be evaluated using samples mixed and
remolded to represent anticipated field conditions. Tests to confirm strengths may be
required during grading; and
o. Where bedding planes and/or discontinuities are laterally unsupported in slopes, potential
failures along the unsupported bedding planes and/or discontinuities shall be analyzed.
Similarly, stability analyses shall be performed where bedding planes and/or
discontinuities form a dip-slope or near-dip-slope using composite, potential failure
surfaces that consist of potential slip surfaces along bedding planes and/or discontinuities
in the upper portions of the slope, in combination with slip surfaces across bedding planes
and/or discontinuities in the lower portions of the slope; and
p. The stability analysis shall include the effect of expected maximum moisture conditions on
unit weight; and

q. For effective stress analyses, measured groundwater conditions adjusted to consider likely
unfavorable conditions with respect to anticipated future groundwater levels, seepage and
pore pressure shall be included in the slope stability analyses; and
r.

Tension crack development shall be considered in the analyses of potential failure
surfaces. The height and location of the tension crack shall be determined by modeling;
and

s. Anticipated surcharge loads, as well as external boundary pressures from groundwater,
shall be included in the slope stability evaluations, as deemed appropriate; and
t.

Generally, computer-aided modeling techniques should be used, so that the potential
failure surface with the lowest factor of safety can be located. However, analytical chart
solutions may be used, provided they were developed for conditions like those being
analyzed. Examples of typical modeling techniques are illustrated on Figures 9.1a to 9.1f in
Blake and others (2002). However, verification of the reasonableness of the analytical
results is the responsibility of the Geotechnical Engineer and Engineering Geologist, and

u. The critical potential failure surface used in the analysis may be composed of circles,
wedges, planes, or other shapes considered to yield the minimum FS most appropriate for
the geologic site conditions. The critical potential failure surface having the lowest factor
of safety with respect to shearing resistance must be sought. Both the lowest FS and the
critical failure surface shall be documented.
12. Surficial slope stability refers to slumping and sliding of near-surface materials and is most
critical during the snowmelt and rainy season or when excessive landscape irrigation is
applied. The assessment of surficial slope stability shall be based on analysis procedures for
stability of an infinite slope with seepage parallel to the slope surface or an alternate failure
mode that would produce the minimum factor of safety. The minimum acceptable saturation
depth for surficial stability evaluation shall be 4 feet.
a. Residual shear strengths comparable to actual field conditions shall be used in surficial
stability analyses. Surficial stability analyses shall be performed under rapid draw-down
conditions, where appropriate, such as for debris and detention basins; and
b. Where 2H:1V or steeper slopes have soil conditions that can result in the development of
an infinite slope with parallel seepage, calculations shall be performed to demonstrate
that the slope has a minimum static FS of 1.5, assuming a fully saturated 4-foot thickness.
If conditions will not allow the development of a slope with parallel seepage, surficial
slope stability analyses may not be required if approved by Springdale; and
c. Surficial slope stability analyses shall be performed for fill, cut, and natural slopes
assuming an infinite slope with seepage parallel to the slope surface or other failure mode
that would yield the minimum FS against failure. A suggested procedure for evaluating
surficial slope stability is presented in Blake and others (2002); and
d. Soil properties used in surficial stability analyses shall be determined as noted for residual
strengths above. Residual shear strength parameters for surficial slope stability analyses

shall be developed for a stress range that is consistent with the near-surface conditions
being modeled. It shall be recognized that for most clayey soils, the residual shear
strength envelope is curved and passes through the origin (for example, at zero normal
stress, there is zero shear strength). For sites with deep slip surfaces, the guidelines given
by Blake and others (2002) should be followed; and
e. The minimum acceptable vertical depth for which seepage parallel to the slope shall be
applied is 4 feet for cut or fill slopes. Greater depths may be necessary when analyzing
natural slopes that have significant thicknesses of loose surficial material.
13. In addition to static slope stability analyses, slopes shall be evaluated for seismic slope stability.
Acceptable methods for evaluating seismic slope stability include using calibrated pseudostatic
limit-equilibrium procedures and simplified methods, such as, those based on Newmark
(1965), to estimate permanent seismic slope movements and are summarized in Blake and
others (2002). Nonlinear, dynamic finite element/finite difference numerical methods also
may be used to evaluate slope movements resulting from seismic events, if the procedures,
input data, and results are thoroughly documented, and deemed acceptable by Springdale.
a. Regarding design ground accelerations for seismic slope-stability analyses, Springdale
prefers a probabilistic approach to determining the likelihood that different levels of
ground motion will be exceeded at a site within a given time period. To more closely
represent the seismic characteristics of the region, design ground motion parameters for
seismic slope stability analyses shall be based on the peak accelerations with a 2%
probability in 50 years (2,500-year return period); and
b. Peak ground accelerations (PGA) shall be used from the most recent USGS National
Seismic Hazard Maps (https://earthquake.usgs.gov/hazards/hazmaps/) and adjusted for
effects of soil/rock (site-class) conditions in accordance with Seed and others (2001) or
other appropriate methods that consider the site-specific soil conditions and their
potential for amplification or de-amplification of the high-frequency strong motion.
Site-specific response analysis may also be used to develop PGA values if the procedures,
input data, and results are thoroughly documented, and deemed acceptable by
Springdale; and
c. Pseudostatic methods for evaluating seismic slope stability are acceptable if minimum
factors of safety are satisfied, and due consideration is given in the selection of the seismic
coefficient (k) reduction in material shear strengths, and the factor of safety for
pseudostatic conditions; and
d. Pseudostatic seismic slope stability analyses can be performed using the “screening
analysis” procedure described in Blake and others (2002). For that procedure, a k-value is
selected from seismic source characteristics (modal magnitude and distance, and firm rock
PGA) and ≤ 2 inches (5 cm) of deformation is specified. For that procedure, a factor of
safety of ≥ 1.0 is considered acceptable; otherwise, an analysis of permanent seismic slope
deformation shall be performed.
14. For seismic slope stability analyses, estimates of permanent seismic displacement are
preferred and may be performed using the procedures outlined in Blake and others (2002). It

should be noted that Bray and Rathje (1998), referenced in Blake and others (2002), has been
updated and superseded by Bray and Travasarou (2007), which is Springdale currently
preferred method. For those analyses, calculated seismic displacements shall be ≤ 2 inches (5
cm), or mitigation measures shall be proposed to limit calculated displacements to ≤ 2 inches
(5 cm).
For specific projects, different levels of tolerable displacement may be possible, but
site-specific conditions, which shall include the following, must be considered:
a. The extent to which the displacements are localized or broadly distributed; broadly
distributed shear deformations would generally be less damaging, and more displacement
could be allowed; and
b. The displacement tolerance of the foundation system–stiff, well-reinforced foundations
with lateral continuity of vertical support elements would be more resistant to damage
and could potentially tolerate larger displacements than typical slabs-on-grade or
foundation systems with individual spread footings, and;
c. The potential of the foundation soils to experience strain softening–slopes composed of
soils likely to experience strain softening should be designed for relatively low
displacements if peak strengths are used in the evaluation of the yield coefficient (ky) due
to the potential for progressive failure, which could involve very large displacements
following strain softening.
To consider a threshold larger than 2 inches, the project professional shall provide prior,
acceptable justification to Springdale and obtain the [City’s/County’s] approval. Such
justification shall demonstrate, to the satisfaction of Springdale, that the proposed project will
achieve acceptable performance.
15. Slope stability analyses shall be performed for cut, fill, and natural slopes of water-retention
basins or flood-control channels. In addition to analyzing typical static and seismic slope
stability, those analyses shall consider the effects of rapid drawdown, if such a condition could
occur.
16. When slope stability hazards are determined to exist on a project, measures to mitigate
impacts from those hazards shall be implemented. Some guidance regarding mitigation
measures is provided in Blake and others (2002) and methods include:
a. Hazard avoidance; or
b. Grading to improve slope stability; and/or
c. Reinforcement of the slope and/or improvement of the soil within the slope, and/or;
d. Reinforcement of the structures built on the slope to tolerate anticipated slope
displacements.

Where mitigation measures that are intended to add stabilizing forces to the slope are to be
implemented, consideration may need to be given to strain compatibility. For example, if a
compacted fill buttress is proposed to stabilize laterally unsupported bedding or a landslide,
the amount of deformation needed to mobilize the recommended shear strength in the
buttress shall be considered to confirm that it will not result in adverse movements of the
upslope bedding or landslide deposits. Similarly, if a series of drilled piers is to be used to
support a potentially unstable slope and a structure will be built on the piers, pier
deformations resulting from movements needed to mobilize the soil’s shear strength shall be
compared to tolerable deflections in the supported structure.
17. Full mitigation of slope stability hazards shall be performed for developments in Springdale.
Remedial measures that produce static FS ≥1.5 and acceptable seismic displacement estimates
shall be implemented as needed.
18. On some projects or portions of, such as small structural additions, residential infill projects,
non-habitable structures, and non-structural natural-slope areas, full mitigation of seismic
slope displacements may not be possible, due to physical and/or economic constraints. In
those cases, partial mitigation, to the extent that it prevents structural collapse, injury, and loss
of life, may be possible if consistent with IBC design criteria, and if it is approved by Springdale.
The applicability of partial mitigation to specific projects shall be evaluated on a case-by-case
basis.
19. For developments when full mitigation of seismic slope displacements is not implemented, a
Notice of Geologic Hazard shall be recorded with the proposed development describing the
displacement hazard at issue and the partial mitigation employed. The Notice shall clearly
state that the seismic displacement hazard at the site has been reduced by the partial
mitigation, but not eliminated. In addition, the owner shall assume all risks, waive all claims
against Springdale and its consultants, and indemnify and hold Springdale and its consultants
harmless from any and all claims arising from the partial mitigation of the seismic
displacement hazard.
2.0 Standards for Geologic Hazard Investigations and Reports Addressing Liquefaction Hazard

1. A liquefaction-hazard investigation shall be performed in conjunction with any geotechnical
and/or geologic hazards investigation prepared within Springdale.
2. For all structures where liquefaction-hazard analyses indicate that ground settlement and/or
lateral spread may be anticipated, the project structural engineer must provide documentation
that the building is designed to accommodate the predicted ground settlements and
displacements in such a manner as to be protective of life (collapse prevention) during and
after the design seismic event.
3. The investigation of liquefaction hazard is an interdisciplinary practice. The site investigation
report must be prepared by a qualified Geotechnical Engineer, who must have competence in
the field of seismic hazard evaluation and mitigation.

Because of the differing expertise and abilities of qualified Engineering Geologists and
Geotechnical Engineers, the scope of the site investigation report for a project may require
that both types of professionals prepare and review the report, each practicing in the area of
their expertise. Involvement of both a qualified Engineering Geologist and Geotechnical
Engineer will generally provide greater assurance that the hazard is properly identified,
assessed, and mitigated.
Liquefaction-hazard analyses are the responsibility of the Geotechnical Engineer, although the
Engineering Geologist should be involved in the application of screening criteria and general
geologic site evaluation to map the likely extent of liquefiable deposits and shallow
groundwater. Engineering properties of earth materials shall be evaluated and the
performance of quantitative liquefaction-hazard analyses resulting in a numerical factor of
safety and quantitative assessment of settlement and liquefaction-induced permanent ground
displacement shall be performed by the Geotechnical Engineer. The Geotechnical and
Structural Engineers shall develop all mitigation and design recommendations. Ground motion
parameters for use in quantitative liquefaction-hazard analyses may be provided by either the
Engineering Geologist or Geotechnical Engineer.
Except for the derivation of input ground motion, liquefaction-hazard investigations shall be
performed in general accordance with the latest version of Recommended Procedures for
Implementation of DMG Special Publication 117, Guidelines for Analyzing and Mitigating
Liquefaction in California (Martin and Lew, 1999). Additional protocol for liquefaction-hazard
investigations is provided in Youd and Idriss (1997, 2001), Assessment of the Liquefaction
Susceptibility of Fine-Grained Soils (Bray and Sancio, 2006), SPT-Based Liquefaction Triggering
Procedures (Idriss and Boulanger, 2010), and the State of the Art and Practice in the
Assessment of Earthquake-Induced Soil Liquefaction and Its Consequences (Committee on
State of the Art and Practice in Earthquake Induced Soil Liquefaction Assessment, 2016).
Acceptable factors of safety for liquefaction are shown in Table 1.
Table 1. Minimum factors of safety for various International Building Code facility types.

Type of Facility
Critical Facilities, including essential or hazardous facilities
and special occupancy structures

Minimum Factor
of Safety (FS)

1.3

IBC Category III and IV Structures
Industrial and Commercial Structures
1.25
IBC Category II(b) Structures
4. Soil liquefaction is caused by strong seismic ground shaking where saturated, cohesionless,
granular soil undergoes a significant loss in shear strength that can result in settlement and
permanent ground displacement. Surface effects of liquefaction include settlement, bearing
capacity failure, ground oscillations, lateral spread, and flow failure. It has been well
documented that soil liquefaction may occur in clean sands, silty sands, sandy silt, non-plastic
silts, and gravelly soils. The following conditions must be present for liquefaction to occur:

a. Soils must be saturated, either below the water table or above a confining layer, and
b. Soils must be loose to moderately dense, and
c. Earthquake ground shaking must be relatively intense, and
d. The duration of ground shaking must be large enough for the soils to generate seismically
induced excess pore water pressure and lose their shearing resistance.
5. The following screening criteria may be applied to determine if further quantitative evaluation
of liquefaction hazard is required:
a. If the estimated maximum past-, current-, and maximum-future-groundwater-levels (i.e.,
the highest groundwater level applicable for liquefaction-hazard analyses) are determined
to be deeper than 50 feet below the existing ground surface or proposed finished grade
(whichever is deeper), liquefaction-hazard assessments are not required. For soil
materials that are located above the groundwater level, a quantitative assessment of
seismically induced settlement is required; and
b. If bedrock underlies the site, those materials need not be considered liquefiable and no
analysis of their liquefaction potential is necessary; and
c. If the corrected Standard Penetration Test (SPT) blow count, (N1)60, is ≥ 33 in all samples
with an acceptable number of blow counts recorded, liquefaction-hazard assessments are
not required. If CPT soundings are made, the corrected CPT tip resistance, qc1N, should be
≥ 180 in all soundings in sandy soils; otherwise, liquefaction-hazard assessments are
needed; and
d. If plastic soils with a Plasticity Index (PI) ≥ 18 are encountered during site exploration,
those materials may be considered non-liquefiable. Additional acceptable screening
criteria regarding the effects of plasticity on liquefaction susceptibility are presented in
Boulanger and Idriss (2004), Bray and Sancio (2006), and Seed and others (2003). Youd
and others (2002) provide additional guidance on analyzing lateral spreads.
If the screening investigation clearly demonstrates the absence of liquefaction hazards at a
project site and Springdale concurs, the screening investigation will satisfy the site
investigation report requirement for liquefaction hazards. If not, a quantitative evaluation is
required to assess the liquefaction hazards.
6. Geologic research and reconnaissance are important to provide information to define the
extent of unconsolidated deposits that may be prone to liquefaction. Such information shall be
presented on geologic maps and cross sections and provide a description of the formations
present at the site that includes the nature, thickness, and origin of Quaternary deposits with
liquefaction potential. There shall also be an analysis of groundwater conditions at the site
that includes the highest recorded water level and the highest water level likely to occur under
the most adverse foreseeable conditions in the future, including seasonal changes.

During the field investigation, the Engineering Geologist shall map the limits of unconsolidated
deposits with liquefaction potential. Liquefaction typically occurs in cohesionless silt, sand,
and fine-grained gravel deposits of Holocene to late Pleistocene age, in areas where the
groundwater is shallower than about 50 feet, but other soil types are may also be liquefiable.
Shallow groundwater may exist for a variety of natural and/or manmade reasons. Landscape
irrigation, on-site sewage disposal, and unlined manmade lakes, reservoirs, and storm-water
detention basins may create a shallow groundwater table in soils that were previously
unsaturated.
7. Subsurface exploration shall consist of drilled borings and/or CPT soundings. The exploration
program shall be planned to determine the soil stratigraphy, groundwater level, and indices
that could be used to evaluate the potential for liquefaction by in-situ testing or laboratory
testing of soil samples. If borings are utilized, the use of mud-rotary drilling methods is highly
recommended to achieve minimal disturbance of the in-situ soils. If mud-rotary drilling is not
used, a through explanation is required in the submitted report. Borings and CPT soundings
must penetrate a minimum of 45 feet below the final ground surface. If during the
investigation, the liquefaction evaluation indices the liquefaction potential may extend below
45 feet, the exploration shall be continued for a minimum of 10 feet, to the extent possible,
until non-liquefiable soils are encountered.
For saturated cohesionless soils where the SPT (N1)60 values are < 15 or where CPT tip
resistances are < 60 tsf, grain-size analyses, hydrometers tests, and Atterberg Limits tests shall
be performed on these soils to further evaluate their potential for permanent ground
displacement (Youd and others, 2002) and other forms of liquefaction-induced ground failure
and settlement. In addition, it is also recommended that these same tests be performed on
saturated cohesionless soils with SPT (N1)60 values between 15 and 30 to further evaluate the
potential for liquefaction-induced settlement.
Where a structure may have below grade construction and/or deep foundations, such as
drilled shafts or piles, the investigation depth shall extend to a minimum of 20 feet below the
lowest expected foundation level (e.g., drilled shaft or pile tip) or to 45 feet below the existing
ground surface or lowest proposed finished grade, whichever is deeper. If during the
investigation, the liquefaction evaluation indices indicate that liquefaction potential may
extend below that depth, the exploration shall be continued at least 10 additional feet, to the
extent possible, until non-liquefiable soils are encountered.
8. For the design ground accelerations used in liquefaction analyses, Springdale prefers a
probabilistic approach to determining the likelihood that different levels of ground motion will
be exceeded at a site within a given time period. To more closely represent the seismic
characteristics of the region, design ground motion parameters for seismic slope stability
analyses shall be based on the peak accelerations with a 2% probability in 50 years (2,500-year
return period). PGA values shall be obtained from the USGS National Seismic Hazard Maps
and Site-Specific Data webpage (https://earthquake.usgs.gov/hazards/hazmaps/) using the
latest long-term model. PGAs obtained from the USGS shall be adjusted for effects of soil/rock
(site-class) conditions in accordance with Seed and others (2001) or other appropriate and
documented methods that are deemed acceptable by the Springdale that consider the

site-specific soil conditions and their potential for amplification or deamplification of the high
frequency strong ground motion.
Site specific response analysis may also be used to develop PGA values if the procedures, input
data, and results are thoroughly documented and deemed acceptable by Springdale.
9. Sites, facilities, buildings, structures, and utilities that are founded on or traverse liquefiable
soils may require further remedial design and/or relocation to avoid liquefaction-induced
damage. These shall be investigated and evaluated on a site-specific basis with appropriate
geologic and geotechnical investigation to support the remedial design and/or mitigative plan.
This design or plan may include changes/modifications to the soil, permanent dewatering,
earthquake drains, foundation systems, building structural frame or support, etc. Remedial
design and/or mitigation measures shall be reviewed and approved by Springdale.
10. Liquefaction hazard reports shall include: boring logs, geologic cross-sections, laboratory data,
a detailed explanation pertaining to how idealized subsurface conditions and parameters used
for the analyses were developed, analytical results and software output files, and summaries
of the liquefaction-hazard analyses and conclusions regarding liquefaction potential and likely
types and magnitudes of ground failure in addition to the other report requirements detailed
in this chapter.
Subsurface geologic and groundwater conditions developed by the engineering geologist must
be illustrated on geologic cross sections and must be utilized by the geotechnical engineer for
the liquefaction-hazard analyses. If on-site sewage or storm-water disposal exists or is
proposed, the liquefaction-hazard analyses shall include the effects of the effluent plume on
liquefaction potential.
The results of any liquefaction-hazard analyses must be submitted with pertinent
documentation, including calculations, software output, etc. Documentation of input data,
output data, and graphical plots must be submitted for each computer-aided
liquefaction-hazard analysis and included as an appendix to the report. Additional information
and/or data may be requested to facilitate Springdale review.

Memorandum
To:
From:
Date:
Re:

Town Council
Thomas Dansie
April 8, 2021
Ordinance 2021-04: Disposal of Real Property

The Town is contemplating an exchange of 3,460 square foot property with a local landowner. The
property exchange is to the mutual benefit of the Town and the property owner. Utah Code 10-8-2
requires the Town to have a policy, enacted by ordinance, related to the disposal of real property.
Adopting this ordinance is necessary prior to the Town making the property exchange.
The attached proposed ordinance creates the Town’s policy for disposal of real property. It requires
notice and allowance of public comment prior to the Town disposing of any real property valued at
$250,000 or more1. However, the Council can choose any amount it deems appropriate for the minimum
value of property disposal that requires public notice and comment. St. George City sets the minimum at
$500,000. Santa Clara City sets the minimum at $200,000.
Staff recommends the Council adopt ordinance 2021-04 regarding disposal of Town-owned real property.

1

The currently proposed property exchange will not require the public notice and comment indicated in the
ordinance because the value of the property is much less than $250,000 (it is 3,460 square feet of unimproved
Public Use zone property). However, the Town still needs to have this ordinance in place prior to disposing of the
property.

ORDINANCE 2021-04
AN ORDINANCE OF THE SPRINGDALE TOWN COUNCIL
ENACTING CHAPTER 7-9 OF THE TOWN CODE: DISPOSAL OF TOWNOWNED REAL PROPERTY
WHEREAS, Utah Code Section 10-8-2 requires the town to enact an ordinance that
establishes requirements and procedures for the disposal of real property that is
owned by the town; and
WHEREAS, the town wants to establish requirements and procedures that are
necessary for the disposal of real property that is owned by the town; and

WHEREAS, the Springdale Town Council has determined that it is necessary to enact
Chapter 7-9: Disposal of Town-Owned Real Property.
NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED, by the Springdale Town Council that Chapter
7-9 of the Town Code is hereby enacted as follows:
7-9-1: DEFINITIONS:

As used in this chapter:

DISPOSAL: The alienation of town-owned real property by sale, trade, or transfer of
title.

REASONABLE NOTICE: Publication of notice on the Utah Public Notice website and on
the town’s website.

SIGNIFICANT PARCEL: Any lot or parcel of real property with an estimated fair
market value based on a professional appraisal conducted within the last six months
of two hundred and fifty thousand dollars ($250,000.00) or more.

TOWN-OWNED REAL PROPERTY: A lot or parcel of real property owned by the town.
7-9-2: PUBLIC COMMENT:

The public will be allowed to comment on any proposed disposal of a significant
parcel of town-owned real property. Public comment shall be made in the following
manner as designated prior to the disposal by the town manager:

A. In writing submitted to the town clerk by the time and date set by the town
manager; or

B. In a public meeting, the time and date of which will be set by the town council.
(Ord. 2004-07)

7-9-3: NOTICE:

Reasonable notice will be given at least 14 days before the disposal of a significant
parcel of town-owned real property. The notice will state whether public comment
will be taken:
A. In writing along with the deadline for the submission; or

B. In a public meeting along with the date, time, and place of the meeting.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Springdale Town Council the 14th day of April 2021.
By: ___________________________
Stanley J. Smith, Mayor
Attest:

ROLL CALL VOTE

R. Aton
S. Elger
A. Player
S. Smith
L. Zumpft

__________________________
Darci Carlson, Town Clerk

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No
No
No

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING
I, Darci Carlson, acting on behalf of the Town of Springdale, hereby certify that accurate
copies of Ordinance 2021-___, were posted at three places within the municipality:
Springdale Town Hall, Springdale Post Office, and the Canyon Community Center on the ____
day of ____________________, 2021.
__________________________________________
Darci Carlson, Town Clerk

Memorandum
To:
From:
Date:
Re:

Mayor, Town Council
Rick Wixom
April 8, 2021
April 14, 2021 Town Council Meeting
Item B3: Ordinance 2021-06: Chapter 4-9 Prohibiting Open Fires and
Fireworks

Each year the Council adopts an ordinance prohibiting open fires and fireworks during the
summer fire season. This proposed ordinance repeals and replaces the ordinance adopted last
year as Chapter 4-9 of the Town Code. It is essentially the same ordinance adopted last year
with updated dates and the repealing clause added.
The State code section governing this action, 15a-5-202.5, references several environmental
conditions that would be hazardous for ignition sources, including fireworks. These conditions
include:
 mountainous, brush-covered, forest-covered, or dry grass-covered areas;
 areas within 200 feet of waterways, trails, canyons, washes, ravines, or similar areas; and
 the wildland urban interface area, which means the line, area, or zone where structures or
other human development meet or intermingle with undeveloped wildland.
As all these conditions are commonly found throughout the entire town, the ordinance, like
previous versions, prohibits open fires (with some exemptions) and fireworks within the town
boundaries during the summer fire season of June 1 to Sept. 15. These conditions and the
ordinance have been discussed previously with Chief Gildea from the Hurricane Valley Fire
District, who agreed that these conditions are found throughout the community and has
determined that they present fire risks. He supports the Council adopting this ordinance each fire
season.
We are required to provide a map to the County of fireworks restrictions by May 1st of each year
so that the County can produce a county-wide consolidated map of fireworks restriction areas by
June 1st. The attached map, which identifies the entirety of Springdale as an area where
fireworks are prohibited, will be provided to the County as required.

ORDINANCE 2021‐06
AN ORDINANCE PROHIBITING OPEN FIRES AND THE DISCHARGE OF
FIREWORKS IN THE TOWN OF SPRINGDALE DURING THE 2021 FIRE
SEASON

WHEREAS, The Springdale Town Council, in conjunction with the Hurricane Valley Fire
Special Service District, has a desire to reduce the threat of fires within the Town limits that
could cause extensive damage in the Town; and
WHEREAS, the Town is authorized under Title 53, Chapter 7, Part 2, Section 225, Utah Code
Annotated 1953, to prohibit the discharge of fireworks in areas with existing and historical
hazardous environmental conditions; and
WHEREAS, the Utah Division of Forestry, Fire and State Lands identifies the Town of
Springdale as a community at high risk for wildfire; and
WHEREAS, the use of ignition sources including explosive and other fireworks within the
Town of Springdale substantially increases the risk of fires; and
WHEREAS, the Springdale Town Council and the fire code official for the Town of Springdale
have determined that existing and historical hazardous environmental conditions in the
town necessitate controlled use of fireworks; and
WHEREAS, the Springdale Town Council finds that all of the property within the boundaries
of the Town of Springdale are considered hazardous environmental conditions, including
areas that are covered in brush and dry grass, areas that are within 200 feet of waterways,
trails, canyons, washes, ravines, and similar features, and areas that are in the wildland
urban interface area; and

WHEREAS, the Springdale Town Council further finds that the hazardous environmental
conditions have existed in the town before July 1 of at least two of the last five years; and
WHEREAS, pursuant to the authority provided under Utah Code Annotated sections 10‐8‐
56 and 10‐8‐84, the Springdale Town Council determines that it is necessary and proper to
prohibit open fires and the ignition or discharge of fireworks in the Town during the 2021
fire season in order to preserve the health of the Town’s citizens, promote the prosperity
of the Town, and to protect property in the Town; and
WHEREAS, the closure area includes SR‐9 and all areas of the Town on both sides of SR‐9,
as indicated on the Town of Springdale’s 2021 Fireworks Restriction Map, which is adopted
by reference as part of this ordinance and is on file at the town office; and
WHEREAS, the Town of Springdale’s 2021 Fireworks Restriction Map has been provided to
Washington County, and
WHEREAS, this ordinance repeals and replaces Ordinance 2020‐03, adopted May 20, 2020.
NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the Springdale Town Council that the following
Chapter is adopted in Title 4 of the Springdale Town Code:
CHAPTER 9: FIREWORKS AND FIRE PREVENTION
4‐9‐1: FINDINGS. All of the property within the boundaries of the Town of Springdale are
considered hazardous environmental conditions, including areas that are covered in brush
and dry grass, areas that are within 200 feet of waterways, trails, canyons, washes, ravines,
and similar features, and areas that are in the wildland urban interface area. The use of
ignition sources including explosive and other fireworks within the Town of Springdale
substantially increases the risk of fires.
4‐9‐2: FIREWORKS PROHIBITED. It is unlawful to ignite or discharge fireworks in the Town
of Springdale from June 1, 2021 through September 15, 2021. The term “Fireworks” under
this Section has the definition provided under Title 53, Chapter 7, Part 2, Section 202, Utah
Code Annotated 1953, as amended.
4‐9‐3: OPEN FIRES. It is unlawful to have an open fire in the Town of Springdale from June 1,
2021 through September 15, 2021. As used in this Section, the term “open fire” does not include
the following:

A. The use of LPG gas/natural gas and charcoal briquettes in contained BBQ grills,
covered stoves, and devices (e.g., Coleman stoves, Weber, or other BBQ grills);
B. A fire in an approved fire pit at an improved campground, provided that the
campground complies with Section 4‐9‐4; or
C. A fire in an approved fire pit, provided that it is not left unattended.
4‐9‐4: CAMPGROUND FIRES.
A. A person who operates an improved campground that allows campfires shall
comply with the following requirements:
i. Issue to all customers, at check‐in, a handout explaining the extreme fire
danger situation and instructions about fire safety and building reduced‐
smoke fires;
ii. Prohibit unattended fires and enforce the prohibition; and
iii. Post fire danger signs to advise campers of extreme fire danger
and to inform them that their fires will be extinguished if left
unattended.
B. A person who operates a campground in violation of Section 4‐9‐4(A) may not
have any fire within the campground for the remainder of the fire season.
4‐9‐5: PENALTIES.
A. A person who violates Section 4‐9‐2 is guilty of an infraction.
B. A person who violates Section 4‐9‐3 is guilty of an infraction.
C. A person who violates Section 4‐9‐4 is guilty of an infraction, and the person may not have
any campfire in the campground until after September 15, 2021.
ADOPTED by the Springdale Town Council this 14th day of April 2021.

Stanley J. Smith, Mayor

ATTEST:

Darci Carlson, Town Clerk

TOWN OF SPRINGDALE
2021 FIREWORKS RESTRICTION MAP
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Memorandum
To:
From:
Date:
Re:

Town Council
Thomas Dansie, Town Planner
April 8, 2021
Paradise Road Property Exchange

In the early 2000’s the Town entered into discussions with the owners of the Novel House Inn regarding
an exchange of property. A large portion of Paradise Road was located on the Novel House property. The
Town envisioned exchanging a piece of the Pioneer Cemetery (far removed from the actual gravesites) to
the Novel House in exchange for the Novel House property containing Paradise Road. The Town
accordingly issued a quit-claim deed to the Novel House Inn owners for a small portion of the cemetery.
The Town later discovered it did not own title to the pioneer cemetery. Thus the quit-claim deed was
ineffective.
With the development of the Moenave subdivision the Moenave developers deeded a portion of
Moenave property to the Novel House, and the Novel House deeded some, but not all, of the Paradise
Road property to the Town. A section of Paradise Road continues to traverse property owned by the
Novel House.
Now that the Town owns title to the pioneer cemetery it is advantageous to both the Town and the
Novel House to complete the property exchange. This will allow the Town to own the entirety of Paradise
Road (with the exception of a small section at the intersection with SR9--not owned by the Novel House
and not a part of this action).
The attached deeds will execute the property exchange. The Town will deed 3,460 square feet of
property at the southern end of the pioneer cemetery to the Novel House. The Novel House will deed
3,460 square feet of area under Paradise Road to the Town. This property exchange is much smaller in
area than the property exchange envisioned in the early 2000’s. That is because the property exchange
between the Moenave Subvision, the Novel House, and the Town already transferred much of the
Paradise Road property to the Town.
Staff recommends the Council approve the property exchange and authorize the Mayor to sign the deed.
The illustration on the following page shows the property exchange areas.

Recorded at Request of:
W. Devin Snow
Snow Jensen & Reece, P.C.
912 West 1600 South, Suite B-200
St. George, UT 84770
Mail tax notice to:
Ross and Norma Clay Family Trust
c/o Ross C. Clay
P.O. Box 188
Springdale, UT 84767
Tax I.D.: Southerly portion of parcel S-68

QUIT-CLAIM DEED
Town of Springdale, a Utah municipal corporation, of Washington County, State of
Utah, Grantor, hereby QUIT-CLAIMS all right, title and interest which Grantor has to Ross C.
Clay and Norma L. Clay, in their capacities as trustees of the Ross and Norma Clay Family
Trust dated March 28, 2008, of Washington County, State of Utah, Grantees, for the sum of TEN
DOLLARS, and other good and valuable consideration, the following described property located
in Washington County, State of Utah:
Parcel No. S-68 (Southernly portion of parcel):
Beginning at the southeast corner of lot 29, Springdale Townsite Survey, said
point being also North 0º01'53” East 1363.50 feet along the section line and West
241.86 feet from the southeast corner of section 29, Township 41 South, Range
10 West, Salt Lake Base and Meridian and running thence South 88º41'48” West
132.43 feet to the southwest corner of said lot 29; thence North 0º01'52” East
49.95 feet along the westerly line thereof; thence South 58º00'00” East 52.03 feet;
thence North 88º41'48” East 88.28 feet to the easterly line thereof; thence South
0º01'52” West 21.37 feet along said line to the point of beginning.
Contains
3460 square feet.
TOGETHER WITH all improvements and appurtenances thereunto belonging.
SUBJECT TO easements, restrictions, reservations, and rights of way currently
appearing of record and those enforceable in law and equity.
WITNESS the hand of said Grantor, this _____ day of February 2021.
Town of Springdale, a Utah
municipal corporation
___________________________________
By: Stanley J. Smith
Its: Mayor

TS.1.Quit Claim Deed S-68.012621.227001.kc

STATE OF UTAH
County of Washington

)
: ss.
)

On the _____ day of February 2021, personally appeared before me Stanley J. Smith,
mayor of the Town of Springdale, who is personally known to me (or proved to me on the basis
of satisfactory evidence) to be the signer of the foregoing instrument, who duly acknowledged
before me that he executed the same on behalf of the Town of Springdale.

______________________________
Notary Public

Quit Claim Deed
Town of Springdale – Ross and Norma Clay Family Trust
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Recorded at Request of:
W. Devin Snow
Snow Jensen & Reece, P.C.
912 West 1600 South, Suite B-200
St. George, UT 84770
Grantee Address:
Town of Springdale
P.O. Box 187
Springdale, UT 84767
Tax I.D. No. S-63-E

QUIT-CLAIM DEED

Clay Enterprises, LLC, a Utah limited liability company, of Washington County, State
of Utah, Grantor, hereby QUIT-CLAIMS all right, title and interest which Grantor has to Town
of Springdale, a Utah municipal corporation, of Washington County, State of Utah, Grantee, for
the sum of TEN DOLLARS, and other good and valuable consideration, the following described
property located in Washington County, State of Utah:
Parcel No. S-63-E:
Beginning at a point which lies North 0º01'53” East 1449.03 feet along the section
line and West 526.75 feet from the southeast corner of section 29, Township 41
South, Range 10 West, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, and running thence North
89º01'39” West 11.50 feet; thence South 0º58'21” West 70.14 feet to the point of
a 250.00 foot radius curve to the left; thence southeasterly along the arc of said
curve through a central angle of 12º55'04”, a distance of 56.36 feet; thence North
25º00'00” West 92.47 feet; thence North 1º06'15” West 71.98 feet; thence South
58º00'00” East 56.34 feet to the point of beginning. Contains 3460 square feet.
TOGETHER WITH all improvements and appurtenances thereunto belonging.
SUBJECT TO easements, restrictions, reservations, and rights of way currently
appearing of record and those enforceable in law and equity.
WITNESS the hand of said Grantor, this _____ day of February 2021.
CLAY ENTERPRISES, LLC

________________________________
Norma L. Clay, Member

TS.1.Quit Claim Deed S-63 E.012621.227001.kc

STATE OF UTAH
County of Washington

)
: ss.
)

On the _____ day of February 2021, personally appeared before me Ross C. Clay and
Norma L. Clay, members of Clay Enterprises, LLC, who are personally known to me (or proved
to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the signers of the foregoing instrument, who
duly acknowledged before me that they executed the same on behalf of Clay Enterprises, LLC.

______________________________
Notary Public

Quit Claim Deed
Clay Enterprises, LLC – Town of Springdale
Page 2

Staff Report
To:
Mayor and Town Council
From:
Darci Carlson, Town Clerk
Date:
April 8, 2021
Re:
Interlocal Cooperation Agreement with Washington County for election services

This is a municipal election year for the Town of Springdale. On November 2, 2021, registered voters
will elect a Mayor and two Council members.
As you are aware, Springdale is a by-mail precinct. Fay Cope was instrumental in bringing this efficient
voting method to our community. As of 2020 however, the whole state of Utah will conduct elections
entirely by mail. Historically the Clerk’s Office has managed the entire election internally, however we
are proposing the Town contract with Washington County for the following reasons:
1. The county by-mail ballots are more familiar to our electorate. The envelopes are full-color
and mirror what registered voters received in the past federal election.
2. Because of the number of municipalities they manage, the county by-mail election process
could be considered more consistent.
3. Given some of the recent skepticism that persisted with the 2020 presidential election,
contracting with the county will provide another level of impartiality and accountability.
4. The costs are less than if we print/count the ballots ourselves.
5. The Clerk's Office still has a myriad of election-related responsibilities to attend to in order to
ensure a successful election (i.e., declaration of candidacy, financial disclosures, posting,
etc.). Passing the print management, assembling, and counting to the county frees up our time
to focus on the other important elements of the process.
Legal Counsel reviewed the agreement and did not have any concerns. Devin Snow indicated the
agreement was somewhat general about the county’s obligations but said he presumed the Clerk’s
Office had a great working relationship with the county. If that changed, we would have the ability to
terminate the agreement with notice.
Summary:
Staff recommends the Town of Springdale contract with Washington County for election services for the
2021 Municipal Election.

INTERLOCAL COOPERATION AGREEMENT REGARDING
ELECTION SERVICES

This INTERLOCAL COOPERATION AGREEMENT (the “Agreement”) is between
Washington County, Utah (“the County”) and the Town of Springdale (“the Town” or
“Municipality”) located within the geographic boundary of the County (collectively, “the Parties”).
RECITALS
WHEREAS, under the Utah Election Code (Utah Code Ann. § 20A-1-101 et seq.) the
Washington County Clerk-Auditor is charged with many duties pertaining to conducting fair
elections in Washington County;
WHEREAS, due to those duties, the County regularly conducts county-wide elections and
has the equipment, experience and applicable contracts in place to efficiently conduct elections
within the County;
WHEREAS, municipalities within Washington County are responsible for conducting
municipal elections within their own jurisdictions;
WHEREAS, the County adopted a vote by mail system for elections beginning in 2018 and
secured contracts for printing, mailing, distributing, and returning mail-in ballots;
WHEREAS, under the Utah Code, local political subdivisions may enter into interlocal
agreements with the County for services that are more efficiently provided by the County;
WHEREAS, the County and the Municipality acknowledge the mutual benefit and
efficiency of having the County assist in the Municipality’s elections;
WHEREAS, for the purpose of conducting more efficient municipal elections, the County
is willing to assist municipalities located within the County in their responsibilities to conduct
elections; and
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of the citizens of Washington County that the County
assist in conducting municipal elections.
AGREEMENT
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises, the covenants contained
herein, and pursuant to the Interlocal Cooperation Act, the Parties agree as follows.
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A. SPECIFIC TERMS
Section 1. County.
(a) The County agrees to assist and support the Municipality in conducting vote by
mail municipal elections; however, the County does not have the equipment or software to provide
support for Ranked Choice Voting. If a municipality chooses to use Ranked Choice Voting, the
County can direct you to an election vendor that can administer the election in this format.
(b) In accordance with the County’s contract with a selected printer, the County
will order ballots and envelopes for the municipality based on the number of registered voters
within the municipality.
(c) The County will provide two electronic marking devices, one precinct level
scanner, and one on-demand ballot printer in each Municipality with 3000 or more registered
voters. The County may provide equipment in additional locations within the Municipality based
on the availability of equipment.
(d) The County will use its available counting machines to count ballots for the
municipalities; however, the County will not hand count ballots. Each Municipality will designate
one qualified staff member to adjudicate ballots and assist the County to re-make ballots on a
regular basis. The County will not re-make ballots without a qualified Municipal staff member
present.
(e) The County will continue to conduct all statutorily required obligations,
including signature verification, in accordance with applicable state and local codes.
(f) The County will provide the Municipality with a cost estimate for upcoming
election services by December 31 of the year preceding the election.
Section 2. Municipality.
(a) The Municipality agrees to reimburse the County for all costs and expenses
related to the Municipality’s election, including all printing expenses incurred under the County’s
contract with the printer, within 30 days of receiving an invoice from the County.
(b) The Municipality agrees to collect its election items from the County ClerkAuditor’s Office within a week after the canvas date.
(c) The Municipality agrees to notify the County in writing by March 31 of the
election year if the Municipality does not accept the county-provided cost estimate and therefore
does not desire to receive the County’s election services as outlined in this Agreement.
Section 3. Term. This Agreement shall become effective on the date it is duly executed
and shall expire December 31, 2021. This Agreement shall automatically renew for additional one
(1) year periods, unless thirty (30) days prior to the expiration, written notice of intent to not renew
is given by either Party. There is no limitation on the number of times this Agreement may
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automatically renew. All prior interlocal agreements regarding election services between the
parties are revoked.
B. GENERAL TERMS
Section 1. Purpose. The purpose of this Agreement is to allow the Parties to comply with
State law to accomplish the intentions and purposes referred to in the recitals above.
Section 2. Termination. Other than as set forth in A(3), above, either party, for good cause,
may terminate this Agreement by notifying the other Party in writing of its intent to terminate the
Agreement, for instance, when a Municipality cancels a local election pursuant to Utah Code Ann.
20A-1-206. Any costs incurred by County must be reimbursed by the Municipality upon
termination.
Section 3. No Waiver of Governmental Immunity. The Parties are governmental entities
under the Governmental Immunity Act of Utah, Title 63, Chapter 30d of the Utah Code. None of
the Parties waive any defenses otherwise available under the Governmental Immunity Act.
Section 4. Indemnity.
(a) The Municipality shall hold harmless and indemnify County, and its officers,
employees and agents, against any and all loss, liability, damage, claim, cost, charge, demand, or
expense (including reasonable attorney's fees and costs) arising out of or resulting from the
services in, or performance of, this Agreement if caused by any negligent act or omission, or any
intentional misconduct, of the Municipality or any of its officers, employees or agents.
(b) The County shall hold harmless and indemnify the Municipality, and it officers,
employees and agents against any and all loss, liability, damage, claim, cost, charge, demand, or
expense (including reasonable attorney's fees and costs) arising out of or resulting from the
services in, or performance of, this Agreement if caused by any negligent act or omission, or any
intentional misconduct, of the County or any of its officers, employees or agents.
Section 5. Interlocal Cooperation Act Requirements. In satisfaction of the requirements
of the Interlocal Cooperation Act in connection with this Agreement, the Parties agree as follows.
(a) This Agreement shall be authorized and adopted by resolution of the legislative
body of each Party pursuant to and in accordance with the provisions of Utah Code Section 11-13202.5.
(b) This Agreement shall be reviewed as to proper form and compliance with
applicable law by a duly authorized attorney on behalf of each Party pursuant to and in accordance
with the Utah Code Section 11-13-202.5(3).
(c) A duly executed original counterpart of this Agreement shall be filed
immediately with the keeper of records of each Party pursuant to Utah Code Section 11-13-209.
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(d) No separate legal entity is created by the terms of this Agreement. The Parties
designate the Chairman of the County Commission as the Administrator responsible to administer
this Agreement and the accomplishment of the purposes of the cooperative action contemplated
hereby and specified herein pursuant to Utah Code Section 11-13-207.
(e) The effective date of this Agreement shall be the date that each of the Parties
has signed it, adopted a resolution to approve it, and filed the Agreement with the keeper of records.
(f) The term of this Agreement shall commence on the date of full execution of this
Agreement by all Parties.
(g) No real or personal property shall be acquired jointly by the Parties as a result
of this Agreement.
Following the execution of this Agreement by the Parties, either Party may cause a notice
regarding this Agreement to be published on behalf of the Parties in accordance with Utah Code
Section 11-13-219.
Section 6. Notices. All notices, requests, demands and other communications under this
Agreement shall be in writing and shall either be hand delivered or sent by first-class mail, postage
prepaid, and properly addressed to the Parties at the following addresses:
Town
Attn: Darci Carlson, Town Clerk
PO Box 187
Springdale, UT 84767
Washington County
Attn: Commission Chair
197 East Tabernacle
St. George, UT 84770.
Section 7. Entire Agreement; Modification; Waiver. This Agreement constitutes the entire
agreement between the Parties pertaining to the subject matter and supersedes all prior and
contemporaneous agreements, negotiations, representations, promises, or understandings of the
Parties whether oral or written. No supplement, modification, amendment, or waiver of any
obligation of this Agreement shall be binding unless executed in writing by all the Parties. No
waiver of any of the provisions of this Agreement shall be deemed or shall constitute a waiver of
any other provision, whether or not similar, nor shall any waiver constitute a continuing waiver.
Section 8. No Third-Party Beneficiaries. This Agreement is not intended to confer upon
any person other than the Parties any rights or remedies.
Section 9. Governing Law. This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State of
Utah. The Parties agree that venue for all legal actions, unless they involve a cause of action with
mandatory federal jurisdiction, shall be the Fifth District Court for the State of Utah. The Parties
further agree that the Federal District Court for the District of Utah shall be the venue for any cause
of action with mandatory federal jurisdiction.
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Section 10. Counterparts; Filing. This Agreement may be executed in one or more
counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an original, but all of which together shall constitute
one and the same instrument.
DATED this ___ day of _______, 2021.
WASHINGTON COUNTY

________________________________
Gil Almquist
Washington County Commission Chair
Attest:

_________________________________
Kim M. Hafen
Washington County Clerk-Auditor
Date: _____________________________
Approved as to Form:

_________________________________
Deputy Washington County Attorney
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Town of Springdale

Stanley J. Smith, Mayor
Attest:

Darci Carlson, Town Clerk

Date:
Approved as to Form:

______________________________
Greg Hardman, Town Attorney
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Memorandum
To:
From:
Date:
Re:

Town Council
Thomas Dansie, Town Planner
April 8, 2021
Resolution 2021-04: Fee Schedule Revisions

Three changes are necessary to the Fee Schedule due to recent costs increases and policy changes. The
attached resolution updates the Fee Schedule to make the changes. The changes are summarized below:
1) Sewer grinder fees: The Town provides sewer grinders to new development in the Canyon
Springs subdivision. Property owners pay the Town for the grinders as part of the building permit
fee. The Town’s cost to acquire these grinders has risen dramatically from $4,599 to $7,400.
2) Home occupation permit fees: The Town previously classified home occupations in two
categories: public and non-public. Public home occupations required a conditional use permit,
and thus were charged a fee equivalent to a conditional use permit ($400). Non-public home
occupations were handled at the staff level and were charged a $75 fee. Now all home
occupation permits are approved at the staff level. Staff recommends replacing the previous
$400 and $75 fees with a single $125 fee. This fee is in line with the fee for other staff approved
applications (such as a staff-approved Design / Development Review).
3) Habitat Conservation Impact Fees: The Town recently entered into a revised Interlocal
Agreement for the Habitat Conservation Plan for the Desert Tortoise. This Agreement revises the
impact fees associated with the HCP for new development. The new agreement no longer
requires a $250 per acre impact fee for new subdivisions.

Resolution 2021-04
A RESOLUTION REVISING THE FEE SCHEDULE FOR TOWN OPERATIONS
WHEREAS, the Town of Springdale recognizes the need to change fees from time to time in
order to cover rising expenses related to services, in this instance to cover costs of sewer
grinder pumps; and
WHEREAS, the Town also recognizes the need to revise fees based on changes to policy, in
this instance the need to revise fees based on changes in home occupation permit policy and
Habitat Conservation Plan policy; and
WHEREAS, this resolution shall replace any other fee schedule that may have been set as
policy prior to April 14, 2021,
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED by the Town Council of the Town of
Springdale that the attached fee schedule, dated April 14, 2021, be adopted as the official and
current fee schedule for the Town of Springdale. This resolution shall become effective
immediately upon passage and posting.
Passed and adopted this 14th day of April, 2021.

___________________________________
Stanley J. Smith, Mayor
Attest:

___________________________________
Darci Carlson, Town Clerk

FEE SCHEDULE
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SECTION A: BUSINESS LICENSING
License Type

Fee

Base Commercial
Additional Use
Home Occupation
Non-Profit
Special Event
Business License Renewal Late Penalty

$100
$20 each
$0
$0
$100
$25

If a business wishes to sell alcohol, additional licensing fees apply as listed below. A Permit must also be
obtained from the Utah Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control in order for the Springdale liquor
license to be approved.
Alcohol Licenses in Conjunction with Utah DABC

Fee

Off Premise Beer Retailer
Restaurant – Beer Only
Restaurant – Limited Service
Restaurant – Full Service
Tavern
Banquet & Catering
Package Agency

$100
$300
$300
$300
$300
$300
$300

Adopted and Effective January 13, 2021 April 14, 2021
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SECTION B: JOLLEY-GIFFORD CEMETERY RATES:
RESIDENT – Defined as a person who has lived in Springdale for 12 consecutive months immediately
prior to purchase. Residents must pay non-resident rate for lots purchased for non-residents.
PLOTS

$350

VAULT OPEN/CLOSE*

WEEKDAYS
$200

SATURDAY
$300

CREMAINS OPEN/
CLOSE*

WEEKDAYS
$100

SATURDAY
$200

EXUMATION

$500

* An additional fee of $50 applies to services performed after 3:30 PM Monday – Saturday.
NON-RESIDENT
PLOTS

$1600

VAULT OPEN/CLOSE*

WEEKDAYS
$250

SATURDAY
$350

CREMAINS OPEN/
CLOSE*

WEEKDAYS
$150

SATURDAY
$250

EXUMATION

$500

*An additional fee of $50 applies to services performed after 3:30 PM Monday - Saturday

Adopted and Effective January 13, 2021 April 14, 2021
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SECTION C: RECORDS REQUESTS (GRAMA)
Government Records Access Management Act (GRAMA) Request (63G-2-204):
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Requests must be submitted in writing, preferably on the appropriate request form. Unless an
expedited response is requested and approved, the information will be released within 10 business
days, unless there are extraordinary circumstances. 63G-2-204(5).
Fees will be determined on an individual basis per UCA 63G-2-203, based on the Town’s standard
administrative fees.
If the request is substantial and time-consuming, the applicant may be required to prepay if fees are
expected to exceed $50. 63G-2-203(8)(a)(i)
If the requestor has fulfilled but unpaid GRAMA requests outstanding, the custodian of the records
may require payment of those fees before processing a new request. 63G-2-203(8)(a)(ii)
The town is not required to fulfill a person's records request if the request unreasonably duplicates
prior records requests from that person. 63G-2-201(8)(a)(iv)
In certain circumstances, particularly if releasing the record primarily benefits the public rather than
a person, the custodian of the records may waive fees, upon request. 63G-2-203(4)(a)
Processes exist for appealing denial of waivers, denial of access to records, and protesting fees. 63G2-205, 63G-2-401

STANDARD ADMINISTRATIVE FEES
Certified Mail delivery of letters regarding a delinquent account: $10.00
Staff time: The hourly rate for the lowest paid employee with the necessary skill and training required
for searching, retrieving, compiling, formatting, packaging, summarizing, organizing and other direct
administrative activities needed to fulfill the request. The rate will be determined by the Records Officer
when a records request is received per 63G-2-203(2)(b). The first ¼ hour is free.
Electronic services fee: When asked to compile a record in a form other than that normally maintained,
the Records Officer must first determine it is able to do so without reasonably interfering with the
governmental entity’s duties and responsibilities, and, the requester agrees to pay the fee. The fee will
be determined by the Records Officer when a records request is received per 63G-2-203(2)(b).

If printing is required, the Town’s standard per-page photocopy fees will also apply.
Photocopies:

$0.25 for 81/2 x 11 single or double sided on town paper
$0.35 for 81/2 x 14 single or double sided on town paper
$0.60 for 11 x 17 single or double sided on town paper
$0.05 for any size single or double sided on your own paper

CDs used to supply digital copies of data or meeting recordings: $3.00 ea.
Adopted and Effective January 13, 2021 April 14, 2021
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SECTION C: RECORDS REQUESTS (GRAMA), CONT.
Standard police reports in paper form: $5.00 (Staff time may also apply if multiple reports are
requested at the same time and if they require redaction.)
Police reports requested to be supplied in digital form are subject to electronic services fees in addition
to $5.00 base fee and redaction fees.
Returned check fee: $35.00

Adopted and Effective January 13, 2021 April 14, 2021
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SECTION A: BUILDING PERMITS
Building Permit Deposit: For all multi-family residential projects and commercial projects with a
valuation of more than $250,000, a $5,000 deposit is required at the time of building permit application.
The deposit will be credited toward the total building permit cost (all permit and review fees required at
the time a building permit is issued, based on the fees listed below). Any amount of the deposit in
excess of the total building permit cost will be credited back to the applicant. If the applicant elects to
abandon the project without obtaining a building permit, the deposit will be used to cover the town’s
actual costs in reviewing the permit application up to the point the applicant informs the town of the
intent to abandon the project. Any amount of the deposit in excess of the town’s actual costs will be
credited back to the applicant.
Building Permit Application: $125.00
Building Permit: Based on valuation of construction. See Table 1-A
Plan Review Fee: 65% of the Building Permit fee from Table 1-A.
Table 1-A – Building Permit Fees
UBC 1997
Total Valuation

Fee

$1.00 to $500.00

$23.50

$501.00 to $2,000.00

$23.50 for the first $500.00 plus $3.05 for each additional $100.00
or fraction thereof to and including $2,000.00

$2,001.00 to $25,000.00

$69.25 for the first $2,000.00 plus $14.00 for each additional
$1,000.00 or fraction thereof to and including $25,000.00

$25,000.00 to $50,000.00

$391.75 for the first $25,000.00 plus $10.10 for each additional
$1,000.00 or fraction thereof to and including $50,000.00

$50,000.00 to $100,000.00

$643.75 for the first $50,000.00 plus $7.00 for each additional
$1,000.00 or fraction thereof to and including $100,000.00

$100,001.00 to $500,000.00

$993.75 for the first $100,000.00 plus $5.60 for each additional
$1,000.00 or fraction thereof to and including $500,000.00

$500,000.00 to $1,000,000.00

$3,233.75 for the first $500,00.00 plus $4.75 for each additional
$1,000.00 or fraction thereof to and including $1,000,000.00

6
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$1,000,001 and up

$5,608.75 for the first $1,000,000.00 plus $3.65 for each additional
$1,000.00 or fraction thereof

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
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SECTION A: BUILDING PERMITS, CONT.
Fire District Review: Actual Cost as charged by the Fire District. For review, contact them directly at
Hurricane Valley Fire District
Sewer Grinder Pump: $4,599. $7,400. Sewer grinder pumps shall only be provided for properties
where the Town has a contractual obligation to provide them. Property owner or contractor shall
install grinder pump in accordance with adopted Town standards and specifications.
Surcharge Tax: 1% of Building Permit Fee
Town Engineer Review: Actual Cost – an estimate of costs will be applied to the Building Permit
Solar and other alternative energy devices: Building permit fees shall include the actual costs of plan
review and inspection, based on $75 per hour. No other building permits fees apply. (Note: If the
alternative energy device is part of a larger construction or building project, all standard fees will apply
to the project, except that the value of the alternative energy device may be deducted from the total
valuation of the project in determining the building permit and plan review fees.)
Fee In-Lieu of Water Dedication: $950 per equivalent residential unit (ERU)

Water Meters:
Meter
Size
¾ Inch
1 Inch
1 ½ Inch
2 Inch
3 Inch
4 Inch

Meter
Placement
$365
$425
$800
$1025
$2500
$3010

Town shall supply and install meter. Property owner or contractor shall install meter box and culinary
water lines in accordance with adopted Town standards and specifications. Owner or contractor may
arrange with Town to supply those parts at cost, if necessary. Town of Springdale Public Works
personnel shall inspect installations before Town accepts meter box or line installation.

Adopted and Effective January 13, 2021 April 14, 2021
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SECTION A: BUILDING PERMITS, CONT.
Other Inspections and Fees:
1. Inspections outside of normal business hours: $75.00 per hour commercial & $55.00 per hour
residential (minimum charge 2 hours).
2. Re-inspection fees: $75 per hour commercial & $55 per hour residential. (Note: There is no
charge for the first re-inspection. The re-inspection fees apply to the second and all subsequent
re-inspections).
3. Additional plan review required by changes, additions or revisions to plans: $75.00 per hour
commercial & $55.00 per hour residential. Minimum charge is ½ hour.
4. For use of outside consultants for plan checking and inspections, or both: Actual costs.
Items 1-3: Or the total hourly cost to the jurisdiction, whichever is the greatest. This
cost shall include supervision, overhead, equipment, hourly wages and fringe
benefits of the employee involved.
Item 4: Actual costs include administrative and overhead costs.
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
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SECTION B: IMPACT FEES
Impact fees are one-time fees charged to help pay for the cost of the infrastructure that serves the
residents of Springdale.
Culinary Water Impact Fees:
Impact Fees
Meter
Size
¾ Inch
1 Inch
1 ½ Inch
2 Inch
3 Inch
4 Inch
6 Inch

Culinary
Water
$6,060
$10,880
$23,377
$43,244
$97,369
$173,115
$389,338

If expansion, modification, or change in use of a building requires additional water flow, an upsized
meter may be connected at the cost of installation plus the difference in price between the original
meter and the required new meter.
Parks and Open Space Impact Fees:
Residence: $3,883 per residential unit. (Unit is defined as one residential dwelling, one apartment, and
one condominium.)
Transient Lodging Unit: $3,285 Transient Lodging Unit is defined as: one individually rented unit in a
hotel/motel, one individually rented room in a Bed and Breakfast, one vacation rental home if the entire
home is rented as a single unit, one individually rented room in a vacation rental home if the rooms in
the vacation rental are rented separately.
Habitat Impact Fees:
Residence New construction: .002 of value of construction of home
Subdivision: $250.00 per acre

Adopted and Effective January 13, 2021 April 14, 2021
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
SECTION C: ZONING FEES

JUMP TO TABLE OF CONTENTS

Zoning Fees
Accessory Use determination: $100.00
Amendment to Zoning Maps (zone change): $1000.00
Amendment to the Zoning Ordinance: $1000.00
Appeals: $800.00
Conditional Use Permit: $400.00
Design Development Review Fees:
DCD Review for minor projects as defined by section 10-15-7: $125.00
Planning Commission Review: $500.00
Revised Design Development Review: $150.00
Design Development Review for Walls and Fences in Residential Zones: $25.00
Design Development Review for solar and other alternative energy devices: No
charge. (Note: If the alternative energy device is part of a larger construction or building
project, the applicable DDR fee above will apply.)
Fire District Review: Actual Costs
Home Occupation Permit: $400.00 for public home occupation & $75.00 for non-public
home occupation $125.00
Ordinance Interpretation: $100.00
Sign Permit: $75.00
Special Meeting: $100.00
Subdivisions:
Preliminary Plat: $400.00 plus $25.00 per lot plus Engineering and Fire
Marshal Costs
Final Plat: $600.00 plus $25.00 per lot plus Legal, Engineer, Fire District, and
other review Fees

Adopted and Effective January 13, 2021 April 14, 2021
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
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SECTION C: ZONING FEES, CONT.
Banner Permit: No Fee
Plat Amendments: $400.00 plus $25.00 per lot plus Engineer and other review fees
Town Attorney Review: Actual cost
Town Engineer Review: Actual cost
Variance: $800.00
Wireless Communication Facility application: $500.00
Zoning Ordinance: $35.00
Zoning Map (color 11 x 17): $7.00

Adopted and Effective January 13, 2021 April 14, 2021
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SECTION D: GRADING FEES
Grading Permit Application: $75.00
Grading Permit: Based on Volume of earth removed or relocated. See table A-33-A
Grading Plan Review: See Table A-33-B
TABLE A-33-A – GRADING PLAN REVIEW FEES2
UBC - 1997
50 cubic yards (38.2 m3) or less

No Fee

51 to 100 cubic yards (40 m3 to 76.5 m3)

$23.50

101 to 1000 cubic yards (77.2 m3 to 764.6 m3)

$37.00

1001 to 10,000 cubic yards (765.3 m3 to 7,645.5 m3)

$49.25

10,001 to 100,000 cubic yards (7646.3 m3 to 76,455 m3)

$49.25 for the first 10,000 cubic yards
(7,645 m3) plus $13.25 for each additional 10,000
cubic yards (7,645.5 m3) or fraction thereof.
$269.75 for the first 100,000 cubic yards

100,001 to 200,000 cubic yards (76,456 m3 to 152,911 m3)

(76,455 m3) plus $13.25 for each additional 10,000
cubic yards (7,645.5 m3) or fraction thereof.

Other Fees:
Additional plan review required by changes, additions or revisions: $50.00 per hour (minimum charge is
½ hour).

Adopted and Effective January 13, 2021 April 14, 2021
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
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SECTION D: GRADING FEES, CONT.
TABLE A-33-B – GRADING PERMIT FEES1
UBC – 1997
50 cubic yards (38.2 m3) or less

$23.50

51 to 100 cubic yards (40 m3 to 76.5 m3)

$37.00
$37.00 for the first

101 to 1000 cubic yards (77.2 m3 to 764.6 m3)

100 cubic yards (76.5 m3) plus $17.50 for
each additional 100 cubic yards (76.5 m3)
or fraction thereof.

1001 to 10,000 cubic yards (765.3 m3 to 7,645.5 m3)

.
$194.50 for the first 1,000
cubic yards (764.6 m3) plus $14.50 for each
additional 1,000 cubic yards (764.5 m3) or
fraction thereof.

10,001 to 100,000 cubic yards (7646.3 m3 to 76,455 m3)

.
$325.00 for the first 10,000
cubic yards (7,645.5 m3) plus $66.00 for
each additional 10,000 cubic yards (7,645.5
m3) or fraction thereof.

100,001 (76,456 m3) or more

$919.00 for the first 100,000 cubic yards
(76,455 m3) plus $36.50 for each additional
10,000 cubic yards (7,645.5 m3) or fraction
thereof.

Other inspections and fees:
Inspections outside of normal business hours: $50.50 per hour2 Minimum charge is 2 hours
Re-inspection fees: $75.00 per hour2

Footnotes:
1The

fee for a grading permit authorizing additional work to that under a valid permit shall be the difference

between the fee paid for the original permit and the fee shown for the entire project.
2Or

the total hourly cost to the jurisdiction, whichever is greatest. The cost shall include supervision,

overhead, equipment, hourly wages, and fringe benefits of the employees involved.

Adopted and Effective January 13, 2021 April 14, 2021
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
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SECTION E. EVENT AND TEMPORARY USE PERMITS
Free Speech Event Permit: No fee
Fundraising Event Permit: No Fee
Large Outdoor Event Permit: $250
Private Outdoor Event Permit: $25
Special Event Permit: $250
Temporary Structure Permit: $50.00
*Private Events requiring additional security or police presence: $55.00/hour/officer

OTHER FEES:
Street Light Banner Permit Application: $35
Street Light Banner Permit Fee: $200, for up to 20 banners. Each additional banner requested in the
same application, $10 each banner.

Adopted and Effective January 13, 2021 April 14, 2021
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Standard Facilities Rental Fees
Springdale Park Facilities rental:
(Rentable facilities include Ballfield and gazebo. Please see Park Use and Event Policy)
Rental fees for private, non-commercial events with fewer than 100 attendees:
Local
Public
No rental fee
Private
$50.00
Private, non-commercial rental fee is for a 4-hour rental period.

Non-local
No rental fee
$200.00

Rental fees for large events or commercial events permitted as temporary uses, in addition to required
Temporary Use Permit Fee:
Local
Public
No rental fee
Private
$100.00
Commercial
$200.00
Large events rental fee is charged on a per-day basis.

Non-local
No rental fee
$400.00
$800.00

Damage Deposits:
$150 for rentals of the Gazebo and small private rentals at the Ballfield.
$1000 for temporary use permit rentals of the Ballfield

Adopted and Effective January 13, 2021 April 14, 2021
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PUBLIC SAFETY
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SECTION A. PARKING FEES
Rate for parking in a paid parking zone:
Zone A: First 2 hours $1/hour, then $20 for all day parking
Zone B: First 2 hours $1/hour, then $15 for all day parking
Zone C: First 2 hours $1/hour, then $12 for all day parking
Oversized vehicle parking on Lion Boulevard: First 2 hours $2/hour, then $24 for all day parking
Off-season parking rates: 50% of rates shown above (in effect December 1 to March 1)

Parking citation fees:
Violation of section 6-2-3: $125.00, Late penalty: $30.00
Violation of section 6-2-4: $125.00, Late penalty: $30.00
Violation of section 6-2-5: $125.00, Late penalty: $30.00
Violation of section 6-2-6: $60.00, Late penalty: $15.00
Violation of section 6-2-9: $25.00, Late penalty: $5.00
All other parking violations: $60.00, Late penalty: $15.00

Adopted and Effective January 13, 2021 April 14, 2021
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PUBLIC SAFETY
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SECTION B. ANIMAL RELATED
Dog Tags
Spayed/Neutered: $5.00
Unspayed/unneutered: $40.00

Dog Kennel License
Non-Commercial: $50.00

Impound and Boarding Fees
Springdale animal impound and boarding are provided under a contract with La Verkin City. The
following rates are the La Verkin City rates in effect as of 12/11/19 and are subject to change.
Impound fee:
First offense: $25.00
Second offense: $50.00
Third offense: $75.00

Boarding fee: $20/day. Boarding fee shall be applied for each day an animal is impounded.
Other Animals: Boarding fee for other animals shall be determined by the animal control officer at the
time the animal is impounded.

Emergency Medical Care: Owner of impounded animal will reimburse actual costs of emergency
medical care of impounded animals before animal may be redeemed from the pound.

Adopted and Effective January 13, 2021 April 14, 2021
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PUBLIC WORKS
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SECTION A. WATER & SEWER IRRIGATION USE RATES
Water Use Rates
Application fee: $25.00
1. Inspection fee: $25.00 for new installations
2. Connected Services: There shall be a monthly base charge of $17.78, plus billing of the water
usage according to schedule A below.
Schedule A
Usage

Cost

(Gallons)

(per 1000 gallons)

0 – 5,000

$5.41

5,001 – 10,000

$7.61

10,001 – 25,000

$9.46

25,001 – 50,000

$10.93

Over 50,000

$12.04

3. Unconnected and reserve connections: There shall be a monthly base charge of $17.78.
4. Construction water: Water usage during the construction of any building, excavation or grading
shall be billed using a flat rate equal to the highest rate in Schedule A above in addition to a
monthly base charge of $17.78. Construction water is any water used prior to the issuance of a
Certificate of Occupancy and Zoning Compliance. Construction water may be made available
through a meter installed on the property, a hydrant meter rental from the Town, or a hydrant
meter provided by the contractor or other outside source. In any case, a water account must be
established with the Town before construction water will be delivered.
Hydrant meter rental: $1,000 refundable deposit.
5. Rental Deposit: Applications for water accounts at rental properties must pay a rental deposit
of $125. Deposit shall be refunded after the account is settled and closed.
6. Residential Fire Sprinkler Connections: When the Fire Marshall requires a residential structure to
be equipped with fire sprinklers, the fire sprinkler system must have a dedicated and metered
connection to the town’s culinary water system. The fire sprinkler connection may not be used
for any purpose other than fire suppression. Fees for the water meter and connection to the
town’s system are the responsibility of the property owner. Fire sprinkler connections will not
be charged a culinary water impact fee. Fire sprinkler connections will not be charged a monthly
base charge if there is no use on the connection.
18
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SECTION A. WATER & SEWER IRRIGATION USE RATES, CONT.
Water Use Rates, continued
If there is use on the connection due to legitimate operation of the fire sprinkler system, the
connection will not be charged a monthly base charge or any use charges. If there is use on the
connection for any purpose other than legitimate operation of the fire sprinkler system, the
connection will be charged a monthly base charge for each month in which the unauthorized use
occurred. The connection will also be charged use charges according to the highest rate in Schedule
A above for all unauthorized use.
Sewer Use Rates
1. Application fee: $25.00
2. Inspection fee: $25.00 for new installations
3. Connected Services: There shall be a monthly base rate charge of $14.03, plus a volume charge
of $.00383 per gallon ($3.83 per 1000 gallons) of water used, as measured through the water
meter, after 7,000 gallons.
4. Unconnected and reserve connections: There shall be a monthly base rate charge of $14.03
5. National Park Service will be assessed at a proportionate share of the O&M costs per
agreement, as determined by proportionate flow, (currently measured at 45 %,) to be billed as a
monthly fee.
6. Rockville Accounts:
A. Connected Residential: Monthly rate of $21.56.
B. Unconnected Residential: Monthly rate of $14.03.
C. Bed and Breakfast Home Occupations: Assessed at a rate of 2.5 average family
residential units, or a monthly rate of $53.91 ($21.56 x 2.5).
D. Other Home Occupations: Assessed a rate to be determined based on the highest use
on their water meter for the months of December, January or February of the preceding
year, per the Rockville Water System billing clerk.
E. Rockville Community Center: Assessed at a rate of 2.5 average family residential units,
or a monthly rate of $53.91 ($21.56 x 2.5).
Irrigation Use Rates
User fees shall apply only to town irrigation customers, not irrigation company shareholders.
Application and inspection fee shall apply to all irrigation connections including irrigation company
shareholders.
1. Application fee: $25.00
2. Inspection fee: $25.00 for new installations
3. User fee: User fees shall be assessed on a monthly basis by the Town of Springdale as set forth
in Schedule B (below). Please note that all irrigation connections installed after 10/9/2019 are
limited to a 1-inch connection (Ord. 2019-11)

19
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SECTION A. WATER & SEWER IRRIGATION USE RATES, CONT.
Schedule B – Irrigation Use Rates
Valve

Annual

Monthly

Size

Rate

Rate

1 Inch

$254.00

$21.17

1 ½ Inch

$508.00

$42.34

2 Inch

$762.00

$63.50

2 ½ Inch

1,016.00

$84.67

3 Inch

$1,270.00

$105.83

3 ½ Inch

$1,524.00

$127.00

4 Inch

$1,779.00

$148.25
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SECTION B. WATER & SEWER RATES ADJUSTMENTS
1. In order to obtain an adjustment to the water and sewer charges incurred in the event of an
aboveground water leak on the property owner’s side of the meter, the following conditions
must be met:
a. The Utility Superintendent, Town Manager or their designee must review and
inspect the leak before any repair is made, or sufficient evidence must be provided
to the Utility Superintendent, Town Manager or their designee to document the
cause and nature of the leak.
b. The Utility Superintendent, Town Manager or their designee must determine that
the leak resulted from a major failure of the water system such as a broken pipe or
valve as opposed to a condition or situation that the property owner was or should
have been aware of such as a tap or hose left running, running toilet, leaking taps,
leaking swamp cooler, known and unrepaired leaks, irrigation usage, etc.
c. The Utility Superintendent, Town Manager or their designee must see evidence of
the repair of the leak.
d. The amount of water used on the utility bill (water used and water lost due to the
leak) must be equal to or greater than twice the historical usage on the property for
the same month in the previous year. If the property has had utility service for less
than one year, the Town Manager and Town Treasurer shall estimate the usage
based on the nearest month in the same season.
e. No adjustments shall be made for water used for irrigation purposes.
If the above conditions are met, the Utility Superintendent or Town Manager will instruct the
Town Treasurer to make an adjustment to the utility account. The water and sewer rate will be
adjusted according to paragraph 3 below. Rate adjustments will be applied only if the property
owner is diligent in fixing the leak within three days of its detection. If diligence is not shown
within three days, a Waste of Water penalty of $50 per day will be assessed each following day
until the Superintendent is satisfied the repair is completed, and additional penalties as outlined
in Section 8.1.16.B may apply. Repair costs are the responsibility of the property owner.

2. In order to obtain an adjustment to the water and sewer charges incurred in the event of an
underground water leak on the property owner’s side of the meter, the following conditions
must be met:
a.

The Utility Superintendent, Town Manager or their designee must review and
inspect the leak before any repair is made, or sufficient evidence must be provided
to the Utility Superintendent, Town Manager or their designee to document the
cause and nature of the leak.
21
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SECTION B. WATER & SEWER RATES ADJUSTMENTS, CONT.
b. The Utility Superintendent, Town Manager or their designee must determine that
the leak resulted from a failure of the water system as opposed to a deliberate
waste of water, a condition or situation that the property owner was or should have
been aware of, or an aboveground leak as described in paragraph 1 above.
c. The Utility Superintendent, Town Manager or their designee must see evidence of
the repair of the leak.
If the above conditions are met, the Utility Superintendent or Town Manager will instruct the
Town Treasurer to make an adjustment to the utility account. The water and sewer rate will be
adjusted according to paragraph 3 below. Rate adjustments will be applied only if the property
owner is diligent in fixing the leak within five days of its detection. If diligence is not shown
within five days, a Waste of Water penalty of $50 per day will be assessed each following day
until the Utility Superintendent is satisfied the repair is completed, and additional penalties as
outlined in Section 8.1.16.B may apply. Repair costs are the responsibility of the property owner.
3. Adjustments shall be based on the amount of the meter readings for the same month a year
prior. The water user will pay the current rate for the amount of water and sewer as the prior
year’s reading plus ½ of the current lowest usage rate for all additional water resulting from the
leak. If the property has had utility service for less than one year, the Town Manager and Town
Treasurer shall estimate the usage based on the nearest month in the same season.
4. In order to obtain an adjustment to the sewer charges incurred on the filling of a swimming
pool, 1) the owner must provide sufficient proof to the Utility Superintendent that the pool
doesn’t drain to the sewer, and 2) the owner must contact the Utility Superintendent before
filling the pool and when the pool is full, so the water used to fill the pool can be metered. The
Utility Superintendent will provide the meter readings to the Town Treasurer. Only the amount
of water used for filling the pool will be adjusted from the sewer fees; there will be no
adjustment to the water charges. If this procedure is not followed, or if the pool is found to
drain into the sewer system, there will be no adjustment to the sewer charges.
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SECTION C. WATER LOSS
Loss of Water – Private Unmetered Fire Service Connections
Fire service connections or fire sprinkler connections are generally private unmetered connections to
the Town’s culinary water system that provide support during fire emergencies. Due to line size, breaks
or other failure in these lines has the potential to result in the loss of hundreds of thousands of gallons
of treated culinary water.

When a break in a private, unmetered fire service connection or line results in the loss of water, the
property owner responsible for the private fire sprinkler connection/line will be billed for the value of
the water lost due to the break based on the cost to produce water, currently $5.61 per 1000 gallons
according to the Town Engineer.

Water loss will be estimated by the Town Public Works Department based on documented tank levels
before and after the break or leak is reported.
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SECTION D. OTHER
Residential Garbage and Recycling Collection

Residential garbage and recycling collection consist of the following rates (Town Code Section 4-5-7):
Garbage collection/Republic Services - $6.90 (increases 2.5% annually)
Residential recycling collection/Republic Services - $5.66 (increases 2.5% annually)
Landfill Operation/WCSWD - $4.55 (increases by $0.10 annually)
Billing Collection/Town of Springdale - $0.51 (3% of above amounts)
Total: $17.62 effective February 1, 2021

Residential garbage collection without recycling consists of the following rates:
Garbage collection/Republic Services - $6.90 (increases 2.5% annually)
Landfill Operation/WCSWD - $4.55 (increases by $0.10 annually)
Billing Collection/Town of Springdale - $0.34 (3% of above amounts)
Total: $11.795 effective February 1, 2021
Only available to residential properties who opted out of residential recycling before Nov. 30,
2020

Utility and Encroachment Permit Fees
Encroachment Permit Fee: $250
Utility Permit Fee: $150
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Memorandum
To:
From:
Date:
Re:

Mayor, Town Council
Ryan Gubler, Rick Wixom
April 9, 2021
Springdale History Center Construction Bid

The Springdale History Center hit another milestone as we continue to progress towards
opening day. Per Town Code, we advertised the construction project on March 21 and March
28 to solicit bids from contractors. On March 25 we held a pre‐bid meeting on site which was
mandatory for anyone who was interested in submitting an offer. All sealed bids were due
April 6 at 2:00 pm we proceeded to open them. We received two bids, both from local
contractors. The first bid was from Old School Construction (Mike Brooks) at a cost of
$395,600.00. The second bid was from Canyon Contracting (Luke Wilson) at a cost of
$321,540.00. While Canyon Contracting turned out to be the apparent low bidder, it was
determined that because nobody from that firm attended the mandatory pre‐bid meeting, they
were not considered a responsive bidder (Springdale Town Code section 1‐9‐6(D)) and their bid
was rejected. Because Old School Construction had the only other submission and followed all
the bid instructions, they became the lowest responsive and responsible bidder.
Both bids received where higher than what was originally anticipated, but there are several key
factors that contributed to this higher cost. Estimates from 2018 anticipated that construction
costs would be $292,000. As the building redesign was completed, several changes in scope
have contributed to the increased costs. Some of these changes include:







Restrooms. Original estimates included a remodel of the existing single restroom,
however, the building code analysis for public buildings requires that we provide two
ADA accessible restrooms.
Stairs. Estimates anticipated the interior stairs remaining in place. Code requirements
necessitated removal of the stairs and relocation to the rear of the structure. This
improved the flow of the main exhibit space but added both engineering and
construction costs in structural improvements to remove a bearing wall in addition to
the cost of relocating the stairs.
ADA access. While the original estimate included an ADA ramp, the scale and scope of
the ramp had to be expanded due to building code requirements.
Front entrance. The original estimate utilized the existing building entrances as they
existed. Improving the main entrance and eliminating the second entrance improved
building design, exhibit space and patron flow, but also resulted in additional costs.
Other structural changes. As structural elements of the building were evaluated, several
defects were identified that needed to be modified. These include new floor footings in
the exhibit space, roof timbers that are damaged and need to be replaced, roof sheeting
that needs replacement. The Town inspector evaluated the building, however all these




structural needs were not identified until after significant demolition work was done on
the building interior.
Hazardous Materials. While we originally anticipated a hazardous materials inspection
and potential removal, the extent of hazardous materials, including asbestos and lead
paint, was more significant than anticipated, which increased abatement costs.
Material costs. Due to unforeseen and uncontrollable circumstances in the economy as
well as supply and demand in the present building environment, the cost of building
materials and labor have gone up significantly since estimates were done in 2018. In
October of 2020 when plans were 60% completed, estimates from CRSA’s contractors
had estimated construction costs at approximately $420,000.

Staff believes that while higher than estimated in 2018, bid costs are in line with the scope of
the project and the plans developed by CRSA.
In August of 2019, the Town submitted an application to the Washington County Tourism Tax
Board for funding assistance for the History Center Project. The Town requested $390,000
from the County for the renovation construction and outfitting of the Center’s exhibit space. So
far, the Town has spent approximately $58,000 in architectural services, hazardous materials
abatement, supplies, and engineering. While these costs were negotiated to get the best value
for the Town, these costs were higher than original estimates. Subtracting these costs leaves
$332,000 remaining in the County Tourism tax grant, or a shortfall of $63,600 in the project
funding. This amount could be provided through an appropriation of general fund revenues,
unrestricted fund balance, or RAP tax funds at the Council’s discretion. The renovation project
will take place in both the current and next fiscal year. Initial project costs (architectural
services, engineering, demolition, and hazard abatement) have been allocated in the current
year along with a portion of the construction work. If the contract for the renovation is
approved, the Council will need to approve in the next year’s budget sufficient money to
complete the work.
The County tax funding application included an amount for the procurement and development
of exhibits and displays. Staff recommends this funding be rolled into the renovation budget
and money from other sources, such as the History Society brick fundraiser, be used to support
the exhibit development.
The Council will award the bid for the construction work and approve the construction contract
for the work. The draft contract (standard AIA form) has been provided in your packet material
but the final version still being finalized by CRSA and Snow Jensen and Reece. We’ll provide
updates early next week as to the contract status. Along with signing the contract, the
contractor will have to provide a required payment bond. These documents will be completed
prior to the Town issuing a notice to proceed for the construction work.
Staff recommends the Council award the construction bid and contract for work to Old School
Construction for an amount of $395,600 and authorize the Mayor to sign the bid award and
contract documents.
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TOWN OF SPRINGDALE

GENERAL PROVISIONS

HISTORY MUSEUM

SUPPLEMENT TO OWNER/CONTRACTOR AGREEMENT
SECTION 00450

The provisions contained herein shall delete, modify and supplement the provisions contained in the Standard Form
of Agreement Between Owner and Contractor, AIA Document A101, 2007 2017 Edition. Where a portion of the
Agreement is modified or deleted by this Supplement, the remaining unaltered portions of the Agreement shall remain in as is.
MODIFICATIONS TO AGREEMENT BETWEEN OWNER AND CONTRACTOR
ARTICLE 3 DATE OF COMMENCEMENT AND SUBSTANTIAL COMPLETION
Subparagraph 3.1
Add New Subparagraph 3.1.1 as follows:
3.1.1

The Contractor hereby agrees to commence work under this Contract on ___________________,
20____, as specified in the Notice to Proceed, and to substantially complete each phase of the project ON OR BEFORE the dates as indicated in Section 01 11 00, Summary of Work.

Add New Subparagraph 3.3.1 as follows:
3.3.1

It is agreed by the parties to the Contract that iIf the Contractor shall fails to complete the work on
or before the date set for Substantial Completion, or extension thereof granted by the Owner, damage will be sustained by the Owner, and that it is, and will be, impracticable and extremely difficult to fix the actual damage which the Owner will sustain in the event of and by reason of such
delays. It is, therefore, agreed that the Contractor will pay the Owner liquidated damages in the
sum of Five Hundred Dollars ($500.00) per calendar day for each day the Contractor shall be in
default. The Contractor agrees that any sums which may be due the Owner as liquidated damages,
may be deducted from any monies due, or to become due, the Contractor under the Contract or
may be collected from the Contractor's surety.

Commented [DS1]: Where is this?
Commented [DS2]: Already a Section 3.3.1 in the form.
Perhaps replace Form Section 4.5 with this section?

ARTICLE 5 PAYMENTS
5.1 Progress Payments
Add New Subparagraph 5.1.1.2 as follows:
5.1.1.2 Notice of extended payment provision. Application and certification for payment received by
the fifth day of the month shall be reviewed and accepted or rejected by the tenth day of the
month.
Add New Subparagraph 5.1.1.3 as follows:
5.1.1.3 This Contract shall allow the Owner to make payment within thirty (30) days after acceptance
of all billings.

SUPPLEMENT TO OWNER/CONTRACTOR
AGREEMENT
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Memorandum
To:
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Mayor, Town Council
Rick Wixom
April 8, 2021
April 14, 2021 Town Council Meeting
Item C5: Secondary Water Master Plan

Sunrise Engineering has completed work on a Secondary Water (Irrigation) Master Plan for the
Town. Master Plans are done to look at the usage and needs of a utility system and the plan
analyzes usage, water rights, source capacity, storage, and distribution needs of the system.
This is the fist comprehensive review of the irrigation system. The planning period for this plan
is 10 years, or 2030, and the plan will be re-evaluated and updated towards the end of this
planning window.
Sunrise staff will be present in the meeting to discuss the plan and present their findings and
recommendations.
Staff recommends the Council approve the Secondary Water Master Plan as presented.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Secondary water, or irrigation, has long been a critical service within the Town of Springdale. The
Town’s residential and commercial outdoor irrigation needs have somewhat been evaluated in the
Culinary Water Master Plan. However, the Town of Springdale desired to have a comprehensive
Secondary Water Master Plan that looks specifically at irrigation usage and needs. This Master Plan
calculates an estimated secondary water usage, analyzes water rights, source capacity, storage, and
distribution needs.
The existing secondary water system services three sets of customers. The Town customers, Town
properties, and shareholders of the Springdale Consolidated Irrigation Company (SCIC). In addition
to the analysis mentioned above, this plan evaluates the difference in usage for each of these sets of
customers.
Based on the analyses performed, a list of recommended future improvements is provided for the 10year planning window. These improvements will help the system meet existing and future demands as
well as improve operation and maintenance.
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SECTION I – INTRODUCTION
I.

INTRODUCTION
This Secondary Water Master Plan has been prepared for the Town of Springdale. Springdale is located
in Washington County, Utah, along Highway 9 and adjacent to Zion National Park.
The irrigation system has multiple categories of users. These categories are the Town customers, Town
properties and shareholders of the Springdale Consolidated Irrigation Company (SCIC). The
difference in the usage of each set of customers is evaluated in this report.
The secondary water system has been analyzed under existing usage demands and operation to
determine the current system status and possible needs. The amount of irrigated land is not likely to
grow significantly due to the geographic limitations of the Town. Because of this, the plan does not
project an increase in secondary water usage even though the number of connections may increase.
This master plan includes recommended improvements that will present the estimated costs and
recommended schedule for the proposed improvements.
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SECTION II – SYSTEM USERS ANALYSIS
II.
A.

SYSTEM USERS ANALYSIS
PROJECTED GROWTH RATE

The Town continues to experience considerable growth especially with the hotels, restaurants, and
other businesses that are in high demand for the local tourist industry. However, this growth is not
anticipated to increase the demand on the secondary water system. This is because the growth is not
adding to the amount of irrigated land in the Town. This growth will likely decrease the demand on
the system as agricultural land is developed.
There are areas of the Town that do not have access to the irrigation system. In the Towns’ ordinance
it says that these areas could gain access to the irrigation system if they were to pay for the piping and
pumping that would be required. This is the only situation where the Town would likely see an increase
in secondary water demand. This situation is not anticipated to occur in the foreseeable future.
Therefore, in this report only the existing number of connections and existing usage are being used to
evaluate the demands on the system.
B.

LENGTH OF PLANNING PERIOD

This Secondary Water Master Plan uses a 10-year planning period beginning in year 2020 and running
through the year 2030. This period will allow an adequate evaluation of the system for potential
infrastructure improvements or other needs. Some recommended improvements are set outside this
window and will be referred to as future projects.
C.

EXISTING SECONDARY WATER USERS

The secondary water system has users from the Town as well as from the Springdale Consolidated
Irrigation Company (SCIC). The Town customers pay on a monthly basis to have irrigation water
provided to them. The irrigation company users have shares of water that they pay for on an annual
basis. Users from both the Town and SCIC shareholders are given specific days in which they are
allowed to use the irrigation water. According to data provided by Springdale, there are 73 customers
that buy their irrigation water through the Town and 107 SCIC shareholders.
In addition to the Town customer’s the Town also owns 5 properties that are irrigation using water
from the secondary water system. Section IV will go into more detail in the differences between Town
customers, Town properties and irrigation company shareholders.
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SECTION III – SYSTEM USAGE
III.

SYSTEM USAGE

Generally, the average usage per user is determined from historical usage data. This plan uses historical
usage from the past 3 years. This usage comes from meter reading at the pump house and meters at
two of the springs. The water coming through the pump house supplies water to both irrigation and
culinary systems. To determine just the secondary water usage the total water through the pump house
was subtracted from the amount of water inflow to the culinary water treatment plant. A summary of
the historical usage is shown in Figure III-1. This plan will use a total annual secondary water usage
of 242,914,000 gallons. This irrigation usage includes usage from all Town customers, Town property,
and SCIC shareholders. Appendix A contains a full summary of the historical water usage used for
this plan.
Figure III-1: Summary of Historical Town Water Usage
Year

Secondary Water Usage (Gal)

2017

243,350,000

2018

237,407,000

2019

247,985,000

3 Year Average

242,914,000

The 242,914,000 gallons of annual secondary water usage divided by 365 days yields an average total
daily usage of 665,500 gpd. Dividing the system gallons per day among the 185 system connections
provides an average daily usage of 3,600 gallons per user. The usage from Town customers, Town
properties and the SCIC shareholders varies significantly. The difference comes from the average
amount of irrigated land per user. The lots of the shareholders and Town properties have more
irrigated land per user than do the Town customers. Because of this, the usage of 3,600 gallons per
day per user is not an accurate indicator of usage for either customer type. Therefore, a separate usage
was calculated for each customer type. Section IV discusses further how this usage is divided up among
the different types of customers.
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SECTION IV – EVALUATION OF ACCOUNTS AND SHARES
IV.

EVALUATION OF ACCOUNTS AND SHARES
As stated above, there are three sets of users for the existing secondary water system. There are 185
total users on the system: 73 Town customers, 107 irrigation company shareholders and 5 Town
properties. This section evaluates and compares the impacts of the different user types on the existing
system.
A.

TOWN CUSTOMERS

Town customers are billed a flat monthly rate to be able to pull water from the system. They are given
specific days when they may use the water. There is no mechanism in place to limit the amount of
water they can use. The constraint on usage is simply based on the size of the connection piping and
their time of use.
Where no meters are in place there is no data on how much water a Town customer uses. This report
assumes the Utah State Code R309-510 guidelines for outdoor water usage are applicable. This
guideline suggests that in Springdale the average yearly usage should be approximately 3.26 ac-ft per
irrigated acre. Random lots were measured via aerial photo to determine the average irrigated acreage
per lot. This average is 0.55 irrigated acres per user for this report.
The 0.55 average irrigated acres per user was multiplied by the assumed usage of 3.26 ac-ft per irrigated
acre to determine the estimated average usage per user. The result is 1.78 ac-ft per user or
approximately 1,600 gpd per user.
0.55

𝑎𝑣𝑔 𝑖𝑟𝑟. 𝑎𝑐𝑟𝑒
𝑎𝑐 − 𝑓𝑡
𝑎𝑐 − 𝑓𝑡
𝑋 3.26
= 1.78
𝑢𝑠𝑒𝑟
𝑖𝑟𝑟. 𝑎𝑐𝑟𝑒
𝑢𝑠𝑒𝑟

Taking the average usage per customer and multiplying it by the number of customers yields a total
daily usage of 116,200 gpd from the Town customers. This results in a yearly usage of 42,410,000
gallons. This usage is used in Section IV.B to compare with the usage of the SCIC shareholders.
1,600

B.

𝑔𝑝𝑑
𝑋 73 𝑐𝑢𝑠𝑡𝑜𝑚𝑒𝑟𝑠 = 116,200 𝑔𝑝𝑑
𝑐𝑢𝑠𝑡𝑜𝑚𝑒𝑟

Town Properties

The 5 Town properties are parcels that receive irrigation water but are owned and operated by the
Town such as the parks and cemetery. The same method used to calculate usage for Town
customers was used for the Town Properties. The results were 1.54 ac-ft per property and 6,870
gallons per day for the Town properties.
C.

SCIC SHAREHOLDERS

The irrigation company has 445 shares that are divided among the 107 shareholders. The number of
shares per user varies from ½ a share up to just over 60 shares. For every share there is an annual limit
on how much water can be used. That annual limit per one share is 1.63 ac-ft or 531,137 gallons.
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SECTION IV – EVALUATION OF ACCOUNTS AND SHARES
Taking the number of shares available and multiplying by the max annual usage of 531,137 gallons per
share, the shareholders can use up to 239,224,163 gallons annually. Just like with Town customers,
shareholders have specific days on which they can use the water.
As with the Town customers, no meter data is available to show actual individual water usage. To
estimate the usage of the SCIC shareholders the usage from Town customers and Town properties
was subtracted from the total usage estimated in Section III. The remainder is assumed to be the usage
of the shareholders. The result is shown in Figure IV-1.
Figure IV-1: Annual Usage by Customer Type
Total System Usage (Gal)
Town Customer Usage (Gal)
Town Properties Usage (Gal)
SCIC Shareholder Usage (Gal)

242,910,000
42,410,000
2,510,000
198,000,000

The 198,000,000 gallons per year shown in Figure IV-1 is used to compare the SCIC usage with usage
from Town customers and Town properties. The SCIC yearly usage divided by 365 days yields a daily
usage of 542,500 gpd for all the SCIC shareholders, or about 5,000 gpd per user.
D.

COMPARISON

The total usage from each customer type was put in a ratio to determine the percent of total usage
that goes to each type. Figure IV-2 illustrates the comparison by percentage.
Figure IV-2: Percent of Secondary Water Usage by Customer Type
Town Customer Usage %
Town Property Usage %
SCIC Shareholder Usage (Gal)

17%
1%
82%

As stated above, the only known usage info is the total amount coming into the systems. Estimates
were made using average irrigated acres and state guidelines. Usage calculations also assumed that
SCIC shareholders used the remainder of the total usage that was not estimated to be used by Town
customers or properties. This assumption does not take into account any minor losses in the water
such as leaks in the pipes.
More accurate usage data will be needed to compare the usage of Town customers, Town properties
and SCIC shareholders more accurately. It is recommended that the Town install secondary water
meters for all their customers and properties as well as encourage the SCIC to do the same with their
users. Adding meters will provide more accurate usage data. This will be discussed further in Section
VI.
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SECTION V – WATER RIGHTS, SOURCE, STORAGE & DISTRIBUTION
V.

WATER RIGHTS, SOURCE, STORAGE & DISTRIBUTION
This section summarizes the existing elements of the system and calculates the required demand for
water rights, source, storage, and distribution. Each section also includes recommended improvements
to either help meet system requirements or improve operations and maintenance. Section VII
summarizes the recommended improvements discussed in this section and provides a timeline for
those improvements.
Where the Town customers, Town properties and SCIC shareholders have such a difference in
average usage, demands and requirements were calculated separately. The separate demands or
requirements were then added together to calculate the total demand or requirement on the system.
A.

WATER RIGHTS

The Town has water rights for Virgin River water as well as a few springs and wells in the area. All
the water diverted from the river is pumped into the irrigation system where it either goes to the
settling ponds above the culinary water treatment plant or directly to the irrigation users. SCIC also
holds water rights for water that is used by its shareholders. The Town’s water rights are identified in
Figure V-1. These rights are for both culinary water and secondary water use. The required water right
amount for culinary water comes from the most recent Culinary Water Master Plan. A map of the
water rights listed in Figure V-1 is shown in Appendix B.
Figure V-1: Existing Water Rights Used for Secondary Water
Water Rights (Municipal Use)
W.R. #
Source
Springdale Town
81-3392
Springdale Town for Municipal Use
81-105
Spring above ZNP Campground
81-220
Birch Springs East
81-274
Birch Springs West
81-585
Hummingbird Well
81-2413
Big Springs
Total Town Water Rights

Flow
cfs
1.33
0.02
0.04
0.07
0.33
0.53
2.31

Total Water Rights Required for Culinary Use
81-1142

SCIC
SCIC Water Rights

Ac-Ft.
365.95
11.58
30.41
50.68
238.91
380.08
1077.61
610.00

2.64

726.0

The State of Utah Division of Water Rights require that no entity exceed its water right in usage in
any year. The amount of required water rights was determined using the average usage calculated in
Section III. Figure V-2 and Figure V-3 show the calculation for water right requirements for the
system.

TOWN OF SPRINGDALE
SECONDARY WATER MASTER PLAN

Page 7

SECTION V – WATER RIGHTS, SOURCE, STORAGE & DISTRIBUTION
Figure V-2: Water Right Requirement for Town Customers and Properties
Town Customers
73 Conn X

1592 gpd X
ERC

1 day X
24 hr

1 hr
60 min.

=

80.69 gpm

73 Conn X

1592 gpd X
ERC

365 day X
1 yr

1 Ac-ft
325,851 gal

=

130.15 Ac-Ft

5 Conn X

1374 gpd X
ERC

1 day X
24 hr

1 hr
60 min.

=

4.77 gpm

5 Conn X

1374 gpd X
ERC

365 day X
1 yr

1 Ac-ft
325,851 gal

=

7.69 Ac-Ft

Town Properties

Total Water Rights Available
Less Water Rights Required for Culinary Use
Existing Water Rights Surplus

1077.61 Ac-Ft
610.00 Ac-Ft
329.76 Ac-Ft

Figure V-3: Water Requirements for SCIC Shareholders
SCIC Shareholders
107 Conn X 5134 gpd X
ERC

1 day X
24 hr

1 hr
60 min.

=

381.48 gpm

107 Conn X 5134 gpd X
ERC

365 day X
1 yr

1 Ac-ft
325,851 gal

=

615.32 Ac-Ft

Existing Water Rights Surplus

110.68 Ac-Ft

Based on the analysis of the Town’s water rights the following actions are recommended:
•

Historical meter records from the pump station indicate that there are a number of days every
year when the system pulls more water from the diversion than is allowed for the combined
water rights of the Town and irrigation company. Consistent Metering will help to track where
water is going and the Town may be able to install flow control limiting valves on the system
to help prevent exceeding water right capacity.

•

The water used for municipal purposes (irrigation and culinary) is from the Virgin River, the
culinary water is treated. From a water right protection and ease of water right reporting
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SECTION V – WATER RIGHTS, SOURCE, STORAGE & DISTRIBUTION
perspective, it is recommend that the Town explore the concept of adding an “any each or all
strategy” to their the water rights. The strategy would include all the Town’s rights because
the water produced by the springs either ends up in the river and or the underground sources.
The State may want to call this process an exchange from the springs to the river or
underground wells.
The advantage of this strategy is that it would allow the Town to use the water rights in the
Zion National Park springs for the river diversion or wells. If this strategy is not implemented
there is a chance that the category of rights can be lost due to non-use.
The approval of this strategy, is to be discussed internally first to reach a consensus with the
Town leaders, then with the Utah Division of Water Rights to see what their opinion is.
Adding this management tool to the water rights would require preparation of several change
applications to add all Point of Diversions (POD) to each right. It would also require putting
a measuring device on each source, including the springs in the national park, and recording
the data each month.
•

Meter and record all sources. If springs are not used, meter and record the amount of water
that is produced from each spring monthly. The data is will be able to help facilitate future
water right protection strategies.

•

Research to find if any supplemental water rights are available, based on water right or shares
which can augment the current inventory of water rights. Each share owned by the Town
should be quantified at acre feet values for management purposes.

•

Prepare a water right POD Matrix. The matrix will show all PODs whether used or not and
tie the annual reported use to each water right. The purpose of this matrix is to determine
where water right use could augment the management and protection of the water rights and
also be used to decide if a water right proof of beneficial use is possible.

•

The Town Board approve the preparation of a 40 Year Water Right Plan. The plan would
use growth rates and the current water rights inventory to assess whether a new project
would be required to turn over to the Town a water right equal to the water right needs of
the Town.

TOWN OF SPRINGDALE
SECONDARY WATER MASTER PLAN

Page 9

SECTION V – WATER RIGHTS, SOURCE, STORAGE & DISTRIBUTION
B.

SOURCE

Figure V-4: Point of Diversion at the Virgin River

Most of the secondary irrigation water for the Town of Springdale comes from the Virgin River. The
Town does have springs and wells that can also provide some source. Figure V-5 shows the lists of
available sources in Springdale as well as the amount of water that they can produce.
Figure V-5: List of Available Water Sources
Sources
CFS
Virgin River
Town
Springdale Consolidated Irrigation Company
Other Sources
Big Spring
Hummingbird
Source Total (In Use)=

1.33
2.64

gpm
597
1,185

0.27
120
0.18
80
4.42 1,982

The culinary water system and secondary water system both share the same primary source, the
Virgin River. However, these systems are not necessarily operated at the same time. During the day
no irrigation is allowed, and all water goes to the culinary system. In the evening the source water is
shared or only supplies the irrigation system.
For the calculation below it is assumed that both systems are operating fully at the same time. While
this may not be the typical operation it is the most conservative method to ensure the system has
enough source to meet the required source demands.
Industry standards for source requirement are that a community should have an adequate water source
capacity to supply a peak day demand. The peak day demand for secondary water is calculated using
State guidelines for outdoor water usage. The State guidelines recommend that in this area peak day
demand be estimated as 4.9 gpm/irr. acre.
The peak day demand is multiplied by the number of irr. acres per connection and number of
connections. These calculations are shown in Figure V-6 and Figure V-7. The method to determine
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SECTION V – WATER RIGHTS, SOURCE, STORAGE & DISTRIBUTION
the irrigated acre per connection for Town customers was described in Section IV.A. For shareholders,
State guidelines were used to determine the irrigated acre per connection. Taking the annual usage
estimated in Section IV and converting it to acre feet and dividing it by the number of shareholders
yields a usage of 5.68 ac-ft per user. This usage was divided by the state guideline of 3.26 ac-ft per
irrigated acre which results in 1.74 irrigated acre per user for the shareholders.
Figure V-6: Required Source - Town Customers
Existing Required Water Source Capacity Calculations Town Customers
Required Outdoor Source
73 Conn. X

0.6 irr. acre
Conn.

X 4.90 gpm
irr. acre

=

197 gpm

Figure V-7: Required Source - Town Properties
Existing Required Water Source Capacity Calculations SCIC Shareholders
Required Outdoor Source
107 Conn. X 1.74 irr. acre
Conn.

X 4.90 gpm
irr. acre

=

913 gpm

Figure V-8: Required Source - SCIC Shareholders
Existing Required Water Source Capacity Calculations Town Properties
Required Outdoor Source
5 Conn. X 0.47 irr. acre
Conn.

X 4.90 gpm
irr. acre

=

12 gpm

Subtracting the combined source required from the total source available results in a surplus of 860
gpm. The existing water treatment plant has a planned max output of 810 gpm. This plan assumes
that 810 gpm of the available source is required for the culinary water system. Subtracting the required
source for the culinary system leaves a surplus of 50 gpm.
During storm events the Virgin River contains an extremely high concentration of sediment. During
these events, the Town tries not to divert water from the river or pump to the settling ponds. This is
done to avoid sediment deposits in the diversion pipeline, wear on the pumps, and sediment
accumulation in the ponds. Even with normal river flows the diverted water will carry some sediment.
For normal flows and even smaller flood events, the Town desires to minimize sediment in the
irrigation system and ponds. It may be feasible to install a pre-sedimentation device between the
diversion and the pump house. Typically, this would be another settling pond, but this would be within
the boundary of Zion National Park and there is not an area to put such a pond.
An alternative to a settling basin would be a clarifier device similar to the Supersettlers that are located
at the new culinary water treatment plant. These units are able to perform the same function of a
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settling basin with a much smaller footprint. They filter out the sediment by passing the water through
inclined plates that force the sediment to the bottom of the unit. One of these units would be
approximately 20’ tall and would likely need to be contained in a building.
There are a few challenges associated with installing a pre-sedimentation device. The first is locating a
suitable site. It would need to be placed so that it ties into the existing line coming from the diversion.
However, this too would place the device inside Zion National Park and would require permission
from NPS.
Another challenge is what to do with the sediment that is collected. There are a few options. Where
no chemicals are added it is a possibility that the sedimentation waste could be sent back to the river.
This would require a pipeline to the river and a permit from the Utah Department of Environmental
Quality (DEQ). In order to pursue this option a study would likely be required to determine the solid
concentration that would be sent to the river as well as the frequency. The other option would be to
install a small concrete basin where the waste could be discharged. The waste would be evaporated,
and the solids would then need to be manually disposed of. Where the waste will be primarily sediment
and dirt the material could likely be disposed of at any location accepting clean fill.
C.

STORAGE

The existing system does not contain any storage for secondary water. For secondary water there is
no regulation that requires a system to have any storage. This report does not look at any
calculations or improvements regarding secondary water storage.
D.

DISTRIBUTION

The secondary water distribution system generally gets water directly from the transmission line and
pump station near the Virgin River diversion. The system is all operated in the same pressure zone.
There is a control valve located on Lion Boulevard that directs water from the pump station either to
the storage ponds or straight into the irrigation system. The topography and layout of Town of
Springdale is such that the primary secondary water distribution backbone runs along SR-9, with
mostly dead-end lines running from side to side. This lack of “looping” is not ideal for water supply,
system pressure, and the Town’s ability to shut off lines for maintenance.
Currently there are no dead-end lines that have any form of flushing or relief mechanism. Secondary
water can contain sediment that is often deposited in these dead-end lines. The Town has experienced
some of these lines filling with sediment. It is recommended to install a “blow-off” valve or other
mechanism than can be used to flush water through the lines to scour sediment that may have
accumulated. After these are installed, it is recommended that the Town create a schedule and regularly
exercise the blow-off valves to keep the lines free of sediment.
Where the system suffers from lack of looping lines, and in those areas where it is possible, it is
recommended that a few pipeline segments be added to provide some looping. The following are
possible locations to add looping to the system:
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•

6” line on Moenave to Paradise Rd. and from Paradise Rd. to the irrigation line in
Winderland Ln. – This segment of road has recently been built / reconstructed. It is
recommended that the next time work is done in this section of road an irrigation line be
installed at that time. This line would bypass the flow control valve on SR-9 and Lion Blvd. A
flow control valve would need to be included in this project and installed at Moenave and Lion
Blvd.

•

4” line on Desert Springs Road. – This line would connect the line on Big Springs and the
main trunk line on SR-9. This section of road is private and would require the Town to get an
easement.

•

Extend 4” line on Gifford Park Dr. – This line would only provide minor aid with looping
but would provide the ability to isolate connections along Gifford Park Dr and Sage Dr.

Appendix C includes an exhibit that shows the location of potential lines described above.
The water operators have expressed that some of the valves are becoming aged and no longer properly
functioning. It is recommended that Town begin to look at replacing these older valves. The most
efficient method would be to replace the valves that are located within the boundaries of other
improvement projects. There is also a lack of isolation valves in the secondary water system. This
means that when water is turned off in an area for repairs or maintenance, the water is off for a large
number of connections. It is recommended that the Town add isolation valves to reduce the area that
is without water during these repairs. The exhibit in Appendix C shows the location of recommended
blow offs and isolation valves.
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VI.

METERING ALTERNATIVES
It is recommended that individual meters be installed on all secondary water connections. Meters will
provide the Town with actual usage data to better evaluate the demands of the system. Meters can
help with water conservation if user rates are implemented based on water usage instead of a flat rate.
Meters can identify potential overuse and waste, leading to more efficient secondary water use.
Where the system has users from two different entities there are added challenges to metering the
individual connections. The Town has recently been approved for a Water Smart Grant from the
Bureau of Reclamation that provides for installation of meters on all the Town customer connections.
It is recommended that the Town encourage the SCIC to install meters on all its irrigation connections
as soon as possible.
A.

POSSIBLE USER RATE ALTERNATIVES

Once meters are installed on all the connections, the Town will have multiple options on how to apply
user rates for secondary water. One option is to continue to operate with what is being done currently.
Currently users are charged a flat monthly fee regardless of how much water they use. The only limit
to usage is that a user is only allowed to water on specific days.
Alternatively, a user rate structure could be setup to operate like the culinary water rate structure. This
is known as a tiered rate structure. Every user is charged a base rate regardless of how much water
they use and then the user pays a separate rate per thousand gallons that they use. Typically, in a tiered
rate structure the rate varies per amount of water or “Tier” that a user uses.
For example, the culinary rate charges a base rate of $16.93 and $5.15 for every 1,000 gallons used up
to 5,000 gallons. Then the user is charged $7.25 for the water used over 5,000 gallons and up to 10,000
gallons. Similar tiers occur for usage between 10,000 and 25,000, then 25,000 – 50,000, and anything
above 50,000.
A rate structure can be setup with different number of tiers, and some communities even include an
amount of water that comes with the base rate.
Another option for user rates is to determine an allotment per connection based on lot size and
expected consumption of the irrigated area for that particular month and charge a base rate that
includes that amount of water. Users that use more than the established allotment would pay a
premium for any water over that amount. Spanish Fork City is an example of a city using this rate
structure. Information on this rate structure can be found on the Spanish Fork City website.

TOWN OF SPRINGDALE
SECONDARY WATER MASTER PLAN

Page 14

SECTION VII – SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS
VII.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS
Section V included recommended improvements for water rights, source, storage, and distribution.
Figure VII-1 summarizes these recommended improvements and organizes them by priority window.
Figure VII-1: Recommended Improvement Priority
Improvements
Priority
Estimated Costs
Install Secondary Water Meters for Town Customers
1-2 Years
$
180,000.00
Irrigation Blow Off Assemblies
2-5 Years
$
181,000.00
Irrigation Isolation Valves / Valve Replacement
2-5 Years
$
266,000.00
Pre- Sedimentation
5-10 Years
$
822,000.00
Add Looping to System
Future
$
428,000.00

An Engineers Opinion of Probable Cost can be found for each project in Appendix D. Included in
the Opinion of Probable Cost for the proposed projects are anticipated construction costs, a
contingency budget, legal services, fiscal costs, permitting, environmental, rights-of-way, etc. The
recommended improvements exhibit in Appendix C shows the location of these projects.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A
System Usage

TOWN OF SPRINGDALE
SECONDARY WATER MASTER PLAN

APPENDICES

Historical Usage for 2017, 2018, and 2019. Data includes meter readings from pump house and
springs as well as meter at influent of treatment plant. Total Irrigation is the total water from pump
house plus from the two springs minus the water going to the culinary water treatment plant.
2017
Big Springs Hummingbird Total Irrigation
661,830
4,742,295
1,297,525
853,880
4,567,690
1,521,870
2,597,540 4,051,780
10,664,220
3,822,920 4,550,905
18,380,325
548,030
1,397,410
26,867,940
823,410
436,903
40,136,413
2,786,390 2,950,699
39,530,089
3,423,060 3,702,494
47,427,254
696,340
923,348
10,998,388
189,210
187,091
26,900,001
0
0
15,698,600
0
239,214
3,927,514
16,402,610 27,749,829
243,350,139

Jan
Feb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun
Jul
Aug
Sep
Oct
Nov
Dec
Total

Pump House
33,000
0
10,369,000
18,815,000
34,834,000
49,660,000
45,477,000
53,273,000
21,361,000
31,834,000
21,009,000
9,500,000
296,165,000

Treatment
4,139,600
3,899,700
6,354,100
8,808,500
9,911,500
10,783,900
11,684,000
12,971,300
11,982,300
5,310,300
5,310,400
5,811,700
96,967,300

Jan
Feb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun
Jul
Aug
Sep
Oct
Nov
Dec
Total

Pump House
11,047,000
7,778,000
15,028,000
33,946,000
48,734,000
45,497,000
48,918,000
29,599,000
44,402,000
14,879,000
6,401,000
6,367,000
312,596,000

Treatment
6,590,600
4,826,800
5,719,400
9,433,400
9,513,200
11,881,900
12,147,000
12,509,900
11,310,000
11,134,300
4,486,600
5,474,800
105,027,900

Jan
Feb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun
Jul
Aug
Sep
Oct
Nov
Dec
Total

Pump House
14,905,000
9,434,000
10,434,000
21,822,000
20,198,000
49,883,000
51,487,000
80,932,000
12,586,000
42,661,000
14,679,000
3,982,000
333,003,000

2019
Treatment Big Springs Hummingbird Total Irrigation
6,068,900
1,370
-520
8,836,950
5,380,200
45,380
932,141
5,031,321
6,180,200
56,030
1,023,341
5,333,171
8,545,500
299,860
4,004,018
17,580,378
10,345,500 376,560
4,084,153
14,313,213
12,251,600 457,980
5,913,223
44,002,603
13,417,700 117,390
4,987,885
43,174,575
12,585,200
0
6,631
68,353,431
12,053,400
0
-923
531,677
10,100,300
0
1,953
32,562,653
7,175,500
0
149
7,503,649
5,533,030
126,950
2,185,780
761,700
109,637,030 1,481,520 23,137,831
247,985,321

2018
Big Springs Hummingbird Total Irrigation
230
353,576
4,810,206
0
124,853
3,076,053
131,220
218,565
9,658,385
96,020
233,518
24,842,138
0
334,867
39,555,667
1,444,700 2,133,624
37,193,424
2,814,320 3,846,360
43,431,680
3,504,720 4,689,989
25,283,809
1,397,410 2,841,432
37,330,842
1,132,420 3,047,456
7,924,576
138,140
1,490,376
3,542,916
0
-134,556
757,644
10,659,180 19,180,060
237,407,340
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Appendix B
Water Right Exhibit
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Appendix C
Exhibit of Recommended Improvements
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Appendix D
Engineer’s Opinion of Probable Cost
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SUNRISE ENGINEERING, INC.
11 North 300 West, Washington, Utah 84780
Tel: (435) 652-8450 Fax: (435) 652-8416
Engineer's Opinion of Probable Cost
Irrigation Blow Off Assembly
Town of Springdale

NO.

1-Apr-20
BCW/dws

DESCRIPTION

GENERAL CONSTRUCTION
1 Mobilization, Traffic Control, Dust Control, etc.
2 Subsurface Investigation
3 Misc Connections, Tie-Ins, and Fittings
4 6" PVC C900, Installation, Bedding, Tracer Wire, Trench Backfill
5 10" PVC C900, Installation, Bedding, Tracer Wire, Trench Backfill
6 2" Main Line Blow Off Assembly
7 4" Main Line Blow Off Assembly
8 Restore Surface Improvements

INCIDENTALS
1 Funding & Administrative Services
2 Engineering Design
3 Bidding & Negotiating
4 Engineering Construction Services
5 Material Sampling and Testing
6 Construction Staking

EST. QTY

UNIT

1
8
1
50
20
5
2
1

LS
HR
LS
LF
LF
EA
LS
LS
SUBTOTAL
CONTINGENCY
CONSTRUCTION TOTAL

0.8%
8.3%
3.3%
8.3%
1.4%
2.8%

LS
LS
HR
HR
EST
EST
SUBTOTAL
TOTAL PROJECT COST

UNIT PRICE

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

51,125.00
250.00
20,000.00
45.00
75.00
4,000.00
4,500.00
7,500.00
20%

$
$
$
$
$
$

1,400.00
15,100.00
6,000.00
15,100.00
2,500.00
5,000.00

AMOUNT

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

51,125.00
2,000.00
20,000.00
2,250.00
1,500.00
20,000.00
9,000.00
7,500.00
113,375.00
22,675.00
136,000.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

1,400.00
15,100.00
6,000.00
15,100.00
2,500.00
5,000.00
45,000.00
181,000.00

In providing opinions of probable construction cost, the Client understands that the Engineer has no control over costs or the price of labor, equipment or materials, or over the
Contractor’s method of pricing, and that the opinion of probable construction cost provided herein is made on the basis of the Engineer’s qualifications and experience. The Engineer
makes no warranty, expressed or implied, as to the accuracy of such opinions compared to bid or actual costs.

SUNRISE ENGINEERING, INC.
11 North 300 West, Washington, Utah 84780
Tel: (435) 652-8450 Fax: (435) 652-8416
Engineer's Opinion of Probable Cost
Add Looping to System
Town of Springdale

NO.

1-Apr-20
BCW/dws

DESCRIPTION

GENERAL CONSTRUCTION
1 Mobilization, Traffic Control, Dust Control, etc.
2 Misc Connections, Tie-Ins, and Fittings
3 4" PVC C900, Installation, Bedding, Tracer Wire, Trench Backfill
4 6" PVC C900, Installation, Bedding, Tracer Wire, Trench Backfill
5 4" Gate Valve Assembly
6 6" Gate Valve Assembly
7 3" Asphalt Patch
8 Subsurface Investigation
9 Restore Surface Improvements
10 Flow Control Valve and Vault
11 SCADA Improvements

INCIDENTALS
1 Funding & Administrative Services
2 Engineering Design
3 SCADA Design & Integration
4 Bidding & Negotiating
5 Engineering Construction Services
6 Material Sampling and Testing
7 Construction Staking

EST. QTY

UNIT

1
1
2,100
1,800
4
4
23,400
16
1
1
1

LS
LS
LF
LF
EA
EA
SF
HR
LS
LS
LS
SUBTOTAL
CONTINGENCY
CONSTRUCTION TOTAL

0.8%
7.0%
1.1%
1.1%
8.0%
1.4%
0.9%

LS
LS
LS
HR
HR
HR
HR
SUBTOTAL
TOTAL PROJECT COST

UNIT PRICE

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

57,817.50
32,000.00
30.00
36.00
1,500.00
2,000.00
3.25
250.00
7,500.00
85,000.00
10,000.00
20%

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

4,300.00
37,600.00
6,000.00
6,000.00
42,800.00
7,500.00
5,000.00

AMOUNT

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

57,817.50
32,000.00
63,000.00
64,800.00
6,000.00
8,000.00
76,050.00
4,000.00
7,500.00
85,000.00
10,000.00
356,350.00
71,270.00
428,000.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

4,300.00
37,600.00
6,000.00
6,000.00
42,800.00
7,500.00
5,000.00
109,000.00
537,000.00

In providing opinions of probable construction cost, the Client understands that the Engineer has no control over costs or the price of labor, equipment or materials, or over the
Contractor’s method of pricing, and that the opinion of probable construction cost provided herein is made on the basis of the Engineer’s qualifications and experience. The Engineer
makes no warranty, expressed or implied, as to the accuracy of such opinions compared to bid or actual costs.

SUNRISE ENGINEERING, INC.
11 North 300 West, Washington, Utah 84780
Tel: (435) 652-8450 Fax: (435) 652-8416
Engineer's Opinion of Probable Cost
Pre-Sedimentation
Town of Springdale

NO.

1-Apr-20
BCW/dws

DESCRIPTION

GENERAL CONSTRUCTION
1 Mobilization, Traffic Control, Dust Control, etc.
2 Clearing and Grubbing
3 Earthwork and Grading
4 Building Pad and Building (25' X 35')
5 Pre-Sedimentation Device
6 Misc Connections, and Tie-Ins
7 Misc. Appurtenances (Pipes, Fittings, Valves)

INCIDENTALS
1 Funding & Administrative Services
2 Engineering Design
3 Bidding & Negotiating
4 Engineering Construction Services
5 Material Sampling and Testing
6 Construction Staking
7 Environmental
8 Permitting

EST. QTY

UNIT

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
SUBTOTAL
CONTINGENCY
CONSTRUCTION TOTAL

0.8%
6.6%
0.7%
8.1%
1.5%
0.9%
0.7%
0.4%

LS
LS
HR
HR
EST
EST
EST
HR
SUBTOTAL
TOTAL PROJECT COST

UNIT PRICE

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

36,062.50
7,500.00
10,000.00
43,750.00
400,000.00
10,000.00
50,000.00
20%

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

6,700.00
54,000.00
6,000.00
66,900.00
12,000.00
7,500.00
5,400.00
3,300.00

AMOUNT

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

36,062.50
7,500.00
10,000.00
43,750.00
400,000.00
10,000.00
50,000.00
557,312.50
111,462.50
669,000.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

6,700.00
54,000.00
6,000.00
66,900.00
12,000.00
7,500.00
5,400.00
3,300.00
153,000.00
822,000.00

In providing opinions of probable construction cost, the Client understands that the Engineer has no control over costs or the price of labor, equipment or materials, or over the
Contractor’s method of pricing, and that the opinion of probable construction cost provided herein is made on the basis of the Engineer’s qualifications and experience. The Engineer
makes no warranty, expressed or implied, as to the accuracy of such opinions compared to bid or actual costs.

SUNRISE ENGINEERING, INC.
11 North 300 West, Washington, Utah 84780
Tel: (435) 652-8450 Fax: (435) 652-8416
Engineer's Opinion of Probable Cost
Install Secondary Water Meters
Town of Springdale

NO.

DESCRIPTION

GENERAL CONSTRUCTION
1 Mobilization, Traffic Control, Dust Control, etc.
2 Restore Surface Improvements
3 1" Water Meter
4 1.5" Water Meter
5 2" Water Meter
6 3" Water Meter
7 4" Water Meter

INCIDENTALS
1 Environmental
2 Survey
3 Engineering Design
4 Bidding and Negotiating
5 Engineering Construction Services

1-Apr-20
BCW/dws

EST. QTY

UNIT

1
1
70
3
4
0
1

LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
SUBTOTAL
CONTINGENCY
CONSTRUCTION TOTAL

2.8%
1.9%
2.9%
1.8%
3.7%

LS
LS
LS
HR
HR

SUBTOTAL
TOTAL PROJECT COST

UNIT PRICE

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

12,800.00
11,600.00
1,050.00
2,450.00
2,650.00
12,200.00
13,750.00
20%

$
$
$
$
$

5,000.00
3,500.00
5,200.00
3,200.00
6,700.00

AMOUNT

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

12,800.00
11,600.00
73,500.00
7,350.00
10,600.00
13,750.00
129,600.00
25,920.00
156,000.00

$
$
$
$
$

5,000.00
3,500.00
5,200.00
3,200.00
6,700.00

$
$

24,000.00
180,000.00

In providing opinions of probable construction cost, the Client understands that the Engineer has no control over costs or the price of labor, equipment or materials, or over the
Contractor’s method of pricing, and that the opinion of probable construction cost provided herein is made on the basis of the Engineer’s qualifications and experience. The Engineer
makes no warranty, expressed or implied, as to the accuracy of such opinions compared to bid or actual costs.

SUNRISE ENGINEERING, INC.
11 North 300 West, Washington, Utah 84780
Tel: (435) 652-8450 Fax: (435) 652-8416
Engineer's Opinion of Probable Cost
Install Isolation Valves / Valve Replacement
Town of Springdale

NO.

DESCRIPTION

GENERAL CONSTRUCTION
1 Mobilization, Traffic Control, Dust Control, etc.
2 Restore Surface Improvements
3 Excavation
4 Install New 15" Isolation Valve
5 Replace Existing 15" Valve
6 Replace Existing 12" Valve
7 Replace Existing 10" Valve
8 Replace Existing 6" Valve
9 Replace Existing 4" Valve
10 Replace Existing 2" Valve

INCIDENTALS
1 Funding and Administration Services
2 Engineering Design
3 Bidding and Negotiating
4 Engineering Construction Services
5 Construction Staking
6 Material Sampling and Testing

1-Apr-20
BCW/dws

EST. QTY

UNIT

1
1
1
3
6
4
1
2
25
2

LS
LS
LS
EA
EA
EA
EA
EA
EA
EA
SUBTOTAL
CONTINGENCY
CONSTRUCTION TOTAL

0.8%
8.1%
2.3%
6.4%
1.1%
1.1%

LS
LS
LS
HR
HR
HR
SUBTOTAL
TOTAL PROJECT COST

UNIT PRICE

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

10,900.00
15,000.00
7,500.00
5,000.00
6,000.00
4,500.00
3,800.00
3,000.00
2,500.00
1,500.00
20%

$
$
$
$
$
$

2,100.00
21,600.00
6,000.00
17,000.00
3,000.00
3,001.00

AMOUNT

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

10,900.00
15,000.00
7,500.00
15,000.00
36,000.00
18,000.00
3,800.00
6,000.00
62,500.00
3,000.00
177,700.00
35,540.00
213,000.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

2,100.00
21,600.00
6,000.00
17,000.00
3,000.00
3,001.00
53,000.00
266,000.00

In providing opinions of probable construction cost, the Client understands that the Engineer has no control over costs or the price of labor, equipment or materials, or over the
Contractor’s method of pricing, and that the opinion of probable construction cost provided herein is made on the basis of the Engineer’s qualifications and experience. The Engineer
makes no warranty, expressed or implied, as to the accuracy of such opinions compared to bid or actual costs.

Memorandum
To:
Mayor Smith and Town Council members
From:
Darci Carlson, Town Clerk
Date:
April 7, 2021
Re:
Blanket local consent requests for 2021
Overview

Historically the Town Council has considered blanket local consent requests for the Bit & Spur and
Zion Brewery during the first of each year. Obviously with the health issues related to COVID-19, large
group events were not being considered at that time.
As the population becomes vaccinated and restrictions ease, events are being considered again. Both
businesses are optimistic they will organize events in the future.
The blanket consent request provides a way for the Town Council to approve up to 12 single event
permits per year for a local business. Once the blanket consent is in place, the local venue fills out a
permit form and pays the fee. The Mayor or Clerk signs the form which is submitted by the applicant
to the DABC. This approval provides an efficient way for the process to be managed when the time
comes.
Two local businesses are requesting blanket consent:
 Bit & Spur
 Zion Brewery
Staff recommendation: Grant local consent for up to 12 single event permits in 2021 for the
businesses listed above.

PROCLAMATION 2021-01
WHEREAS,

In 1872, J. Sterling Morton proposed to the Nebraska Board of Agriculture that a
special day be set aside for the planting of trees; and

WHEREAS,

this holiday, called Arbor Day, was first observed with the planting of more than a
million trees in Nebraska; and

WHEREAS,

Arbor Day is now observed throughout the nation and the world; and

WHEREAS,

trees can reduce the erosion of our precious topsoil by wind and water, cut heating
and cooling costs, moderate the temperature, clean the air, produce life-giving
oxygen, and provide habitat for wildlife; and

WHERAS,

trees are a renewable resource giving us paper, wood for our homes, fuel for our fires
and countless other wood products; and

WHERAS,

trees in our town increase property values, enhance the economic vitality of business
areas, and beautify our community; and

WHERAS,

trees, wherever they are planted, are a source of joy and spiritual renewal.

NOW THEREFORE,

the Town Council of the Town of Springdale hereby proclaims April 30, 2021 as

in the Town of Springdale, and urges all citizens to celebrate Arbor Day and to support efforts to plant,
nurture and protect our trees and woodlands; and
FURTHER, the Council urges all citizens to plant trees to gladden the heart and promote the well-being
of this and future generations.
Adopted this 14th day of April, 2021

Stanley J. Smith, Mayor
Attest:

Darci Carlson, Town Clerk

POLICE CHIEF EMPLOYMENT AGREEMENT
Town of Springdale, Utah
This Agreement is made and entered on April 14, 2021 (the “Effective Date”), by and
between the Town of Springdale, Utah, a municipal corporation (hereinafter the “Employer”) and
Garen Brecke (hereinafter called “Employee”), an individual who has the education, training and
experience in local police department management. Employer and Employee agree to the
following terms of employment:
1.
At-Will Employment. The Employee is considered an “at-will” employee.
Employee serves at the pleasure of the mayor and the town council. The “Term” of this Agreement
begins on the Effective Date and ends when terminated by either party.
2.
Duties and Authority. Subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement,
Employer employs Employee during the Term as the Town of Springdale’s Chief of Police. During
the Term, Employee shall perform the functions and duties of the position of Chief of Police as
provided under Springdale Town Code Title 5, Chapter 1, Utah Code Annotated sections 10-3918 and 10-3-919, and the approved job description. Employee shall comply with the Personnel
Policies and Procedures Manual for the Town of Springdale (the “Personnel Manual”) in his
employment with Employer. Employee shall, at all times during the Term, and as a condition of
employment, maintain all necessary certification and licensure to carry out his duties under this
Agreement, including but not limited to certification under Utah’s Peace Officer Standards and
Training.
3.

Compensation

a.
Salary. During the Term, Employer will pay Employee, as compensation
for Employee’s regular and timely performance of Employee’s duties under Section 2, an annual
salary of $122,426.72 per year, which salary compensation will be paid to Employee in 26 biweekly installments. Each paycheck shall be to compensate for Employee’s work in the
immediately preceding pay period. Employer has the right to make deductions from the salary for
all applicable state and federal taxes and withholding allowances that are in effect at the Effective
Date, or that may be enacted later.
b.
Cost of Living, Merit, and Market Adjustments. If Employer provides for,
or otherwise approves for systems to evaluate and implement cost of living (COLA) adjustments,
merit-based pay increases, or market-based salary comparisons and adjustments that are applied
consistently across other Town employees, the same system will be used for comparison,
evaluation, and adjustments for Employee’s salary as it is for other employees.
4.
Health, Disability, and Life Insurance Benefits. During the Term, Employer will
provide and pay the premiums for health, hospitalization, surgical, vision, dental and
comprehensive medical insurance for the Employee and his dependents equal to that which is
provided to all other employees of the Town of Springdale.
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5.

Vacation, Sick, and Military Leave and Paid Holidays.

a.
In each year of his employment, Employee shall be credited with fifteen
days annual vacation leave. Vacation leave will be credited on or about January 1 of each year.
The maximum annual vacation leave that can be accrued and carried forward from one calendar
year to the next is 120 hours, which is the maximum allowed by the Town’s current Personnel
Manual. If the Town’s Personnel Manual is amended to provide for a higher maximum accrued
vacation hours or other changes related to vacation hours, the Agreement will be considered
amended to match the amended Personnel Manual. Employee agrees to plan the use of his vacation
leave around the needs of the Town in consultation with the Mayor.
b.
Employee shall accrue sick leave equal to the highest annual accrual
provided to all other employees pursuant to the Town’s Personnel Manual.
c.
Employee shall be entitled to military reserve leave time pursuant to federal,
state and local law pursuant to the Town’s Personnel Manual.
d.
Employee shall receive paid time off for all state and federal holidays as
provided to all other employees pursuant to the Town’s Personnel Manual.
e.
Employee agrees to accept and be bound by the terms of the Town’s
Personnel Manual, as may be amended from time to time, insofar as they do not conflict with the
terms of this Agreement. In the event of a conflict between this Agreement and the Personnel
Manual, this Agreement shall govern the disposition of the conflict.
f.
As an exempt employee, Employee will not be eligible for Compensatory
Time benefits. However, the employee may carry forward and use the existing accrued hours
previously earned as a non-exempt employee up to Forty (40) hours.
6.
Retirement. Employer will enroll the Employee in the applicable state retirement
system and ensure that all required Tier 1 contributions are made on Employee’s behalf during the
Term.
7.

General Business Expenses

a.
Employer, subject to the approval and discretion of the Springdale Town
Council (hereafter “Town Council”), agrees to budget for and to pay for professional dues and
subscriptions of Employee necessary for continuation and full participation in national, regional,
state, or local associations, and organizations necessary and desirable for the Employee’s
continued professional participation, growth, and advancement, and for the good of the Employer.
b.
Employer, subject to the approval and discretion of the Town Council,
agrees to budget for and to pay for travel and subsistence expenses of Employee for professional
and official travel, meetings, and occasions to adequately continue the professional development
of Employee and to pursue necessary official functions for Employer.
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c.
Employer, subject to the approval and discretion of the Town Council,
agrees to budget for and to pay for travel and subsistence expenses of Employee for short courses,
institutes, and seminars that are necessary for the Employee’s professional development and for
the good of the Employer.
8.
Termination. Employer may terminate Employee with or without cause. “Cause,”
for purposes of this Section means the Employee’s death, incapacity, disability (if unable to
perform the essential functions of his employment with reasonable accommodation), fraud, illegal
acts, failure to maintain POST certification necessary for the performance of job duties, breach of
this Agreement (if the breach continues for thirty days or more after the Employer has sent notice
under Section 15 regarding the default and a 30-day cure period), and the like. A termination with
cause may be made immediately. For purposes of this Agreement, a termination without cause
occurs if:
a.
A majority of the Town Council votes to terminate the Employee without
Cause at a duly authorized public meeting;
b.
If the Springdale Town Code or Utah Code is amended in a way that
substantially changes the role, duties, or responsibilities of the Employee’s position, and Employee
notifies Employer in writing within 30 days of the amendment(s) that such amendments constitute
termination;
c.
If the Employer reduces the base salary, compensation or any other financial
benefit of the Employee, unless the reduction is applied in no greater percentage than the average
reduction of all department heads; or
d.
If the Employee resigns following an offer to accept resignation, whether
formal or informal, by a representative of the majority of the governing body that the Employee
resign, and the Employee declares, in writing, that a termination occurred as of the date of the
offer.
9.
Severance for Termination Without Cause. If Employer terminates Employee
without Cause under Section 8, Employer shall pay Employee, upon termination, one final
installment payment of his salary only for the then-current pay period through the date of
termination, together with his salary (at the rate in effect at the time of his removal) for the 180
days after his termination, less state and federal taxes and withholding allowances. Severance
must be paid in a lump sum unless otherwise agreed to by the Employer and the Employee. The
benefits specified under this section are the exclusive entitlement of Employee in the event of a
termination without Cause; there are no other payments, benefits or entitlements owed as
severance. Notwithstanding any provision to the contrary, Employee is not entitled to any
severance or other benefits if (a) Employee is terminated for Cause under Section 8; or (b)
Employee voluntarily resigns.
10.
Resignation. The Employee shall provide at least 30 days’ written notice before
any resignation. At the effective date of any resignation, Employee will receive one final
installment payment of his salary only for the then-current pay period through the effective date
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of the resignation, together with unpaid accrued vacation hours up to the maximum allowed in
Section 5 above.
11.
Performance Evaluation. Employer and Employee shall participate in the
performance evaluation process established by the Personnel Manual.
12.
Hours of Work. Employee is an exempt employee and, therefore, does not qualify
and is not entitled to receive overtime compensation or compensatory time off. Employee is
expected to work 40 hours per week during regular business hours and, in addition, attend the
monthly Town Council meetings. It is recognized that the Employee must devote a great deal of
time outside the normal office hours on business for the Employer, and Employee accepts and
understands this fact and agrees to devote the time necessary to fulfill his duties as Chief of Police
within the compensation structure discussed above.
13.
Outside Employment. Employee agrees to devote his full time and attention and
faithfully discharge his duties as Chief of Police during regular work hours. Employee will not
conduct any outside employment activities during the Term of the Agreement.
14.
Other Terms and Conditions of Employment. The Employer, only upon
Agreement with Employee, shall fix any such other terms and conditions of employment, as it may
determine from time to time, relating to the performance of the Employee, provided such terms
and conditions are adopted in a writing signed by both parties and are consistent with the provisions
of this Agreement, the Springdale Town Code or Utah Code, and any other applicable law.
15.
Notices. Notice pursuant to this Agreement shall be given by depositing in the
custody of the United States Postal Service, postage prepaid, addressed as follows:
a. EMPLOYER: Town of Springdale, Utah, 118 Lion Blvd., P.O. Box 187,
Springdale, Utah 84767.
b. EMPLOYEE: Garen Brecke, 2272 E. 3480 S., St. George, UT 84790
Alternatively, notice required pursuant to this Agreement may be personally served in the
same manner as is applicable to civil judicial practice. Notice shall be deemed given as of the date
of personal service or as the date of deposit of such written notice in the course of transmission in
the United States Postal Service.
16.

General Provisions

a.
Integration. This Agreement sets forth and establishes the entire
understanding between the Employer and the Employee relating to the employment of the
Employee by the Employer. Any prior discussions or representations by or between the parties
are merged into and rendered null and void by this Agreement. The parties by mutual written
Agreement may amend any provision of this Agreement during the life of the Agreement. Such
amendments shall be incorporated and made a part of this Agreement.
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b.
Binding Effect. This Agreement shall be binding on the Employer and the
Employee as well as their heirs, assigns, executors, personal representatives and successors in
interest.
c.

Effective Date. This Agreement shall become effective on the date indicated

above.
d.
Severability. The invalidity or partial invalidity of any portion of this
Agreement will not effect the validity of any other provision. In the event that any provision of
this Agreement is held to be invalid, the remaining provisions shall be deemed to be in full force
and effect as if they have been executed by both parties subsequent to the expungement or judicial
modification of the invalid provision.
e.
Governing Law and Venue. This Agreement shall be governed by the laws
of the State of Utah and venue for any legal or arbitral proceedings shall be Washington County,
Utah.
f.
Jointly Drafted. The parties understand and agree that this Agreement is the
product of arms-length negotiation and joint drafting and, as a result, the Agreement will not be
construed, and no presumption will be argued or deemed to arise, based upon who drafted this
Agreement.
17.
Dispute Resolution and Attorney’s Fees. If there is any dispute arising from or
related to this Agreement, the parties shall participate in non-binding mediation before filing any
court action or arbitration proceeding based on that dispute. If any party seeks to enforce or protect
its rights under this Agreement in any judicial proceeding or arbitration, the prevailing party shall
be entitled to receive from the other party payment of its costs and expenses, including reasonable
attorneys’ fees incurred (whether such costs or fees are incurred before or after the commencement
of the proceeding), including any and all appeals or petitions therefrom.
TOWN OF SPRINGDALE, UTAH

EMPLOYEE

_______________________________
By: Mayor Stanley J. Smith

______________________________
Garen Brecke

Attest:

_______________________________
Darci Carlson, Town Clerk
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