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118 Lion Blvd ◦ PO Box 187 ◦ Springdale, UT 84767 ◦ (435) 772-3434

PLANNING COMMISSION NOTICE AND AGENDA
THE SPRINGDALE PLANNING COMMISSION WILL HOLD A SPECIAL MEETING
ON WEDNESDAY JUNE 2, 2021 AT 5:00 PM
AT THE CANYON COMMUNITY CENTER, 126 LION BLVD – SPRINGDALE, UT 84767
A live broadcast of this meeting will be available to the public for viewing/listening only. Public
comments must be made in person or submitted two days in advance of the meeting.

**Please see electronic login information below.
Attending Clerk: Katy Brown
Approval of the agenda
General announcements
A.

Action Items
1. Public Hearing: Canyon Springs Subdivision Plat Amendment - Town of Springdale
2. Continued from March 2021: Design/Development Review for a transient lodging/retail
facility at 358 Zion Park Boulevard - Luke Wilson
3. Revised Design/Development Review: Review of color and materials at the Canyon
Cottonwoods Cottages at 1775 Zion Park Boulevard - Luke Wilson
4. Retaining Wall Material Review: SR-9 Sidewalk Project - Town of Springdale

B.

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. If you have questions regarding any of the agenda items, or other
community development comments, please contact Community
Development staff at 435-772-3434 or tdansie@springdale.utah.gov.

NOTICE: In compliance with the Americans with
Disabilities Act, individuals needing special
accommodations or assistance during this meeting
should contact Town Clerk Darci Carlson at
435.772.3434 at least 48 hours before the meeting.

**To access the electronic meeting please click the Zoom
link below:
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/85201759742?pwd=RU5nRGJq
a3k4VlNRS3FYVy9FRnRoQT09
Meeting ID: 852 0175 9742
Passcode: 057232
One tap mobile
+13462487799,,85201759742#,,,,*057232# US (Houston)
+16699009128,,85201759742#,,,,*057232# US (San Jose)
Dial by your location
+1 346 248 7799 US (Houston)

Packet materials for this meeting will be posted on May 28, 2021 and available at: https://www.springdaletown.com/agendacenter

Memorandum
To:
From:
Date:
Re:

Planning Commission
Thomas Dansie
May 28, 2021
Canyon Springs Estates Subdivision Plat Amendment

Executive Summary
The Canyon Springs Estates Homeowners Association and the Town of Springdale recently entered into a
Settlement, Waiver, and Release Agreement (Settlement Agreement). That Settlement Agreement
clarifies the HOA’s right to upgrade and improve an existing gate located on the bridge leading into the
subdivision. It also requires the subdivision plat to be amended to clarify the right of pedestrian access
into the subdivision via roads and easements.
The proposed amended subdivision plat satisfies the Settlement Agreement requirement to clarify
access by amending the Canyon Springs Subdivision plat.
Applicable Code Sections
The Commission may wish to review the following code sections prior to the meeting:
1. Section 10-14-13: Vacating or Changing a Plat
Analysis
According to section 10-14-13(D)(2) of the Town Code, the Town may amend a subdivision plat if:
●
●

The amended plat will not materially injure the public or any person, and
There is good cause for the amendment.

The Commission should use these standards when evaluating the proposed subdivision plat amendment.
The current Canyon Springs plat shows several “trail easements” and “common easements” located
throughout the subdivision. The use of these easements is not specifically stated on the current
subdivision plat. The Settlement Agreement requires the use of these easements to be clarified to
ensure pedestrian access into the subdivision. The proposed amended plat states that all easements and
roadways are dedicated for pedestrian access, including walkers, runners, hikers, bicyclists, mountain
bikers, and Class 1 E-bicyclists. This satisfies the requirement of the Settlement Agreement.
There are no changes to the lot boundaries or dimensions, street configurations, or any other physical
aspect of the subdivision. The only change is the clarification of pedestrian access on the roads, trail
easements, and common easements.

Planning Commission Action
The Planning Commission should make findings regarding the proposed amended plat’s compliance with
the standards for amending a subdivision plat in section 10-14-13(D)(2) of the Town Code. Specifically,
the Commission should determine:
-

Will the plat cause material injury to the public or any person?
Is there good cause for the amendment?

Based on these findings the Commission should make a motion to recommend either approval or denial
of the amended plat. The Commission may wish to use the following sample language when making a
motion:
The Planning Commission recommends approval/denial of the proposed amended Canyon Springs
Estates PUD Subdivision plat. This motion is based on the following findings:
[LIST FINDINGS]
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Memorandum
To:
From:
Date:
Re:

Planning Commission
Thomas Dansie, Director of Community Development
May 28, 2021
Design / Development Review: Lodging / Retail at 358 Zion Park Boulevard

Executive Summary
Luke Wilson has applied for a Design/Development Review for a new lodging and retail building at 358
Zion Park Boulevard. The building is proposed on the site that currently contains a paid parking area, a
coffee shop, a lodging unit, and a bike rental business.
The Commission reviewed this proposal in the March meeting. The Commission tabled the review at that
time because: 1) the proposed structure did not meet the required front and rear setbacks, 2) the
Commission had concerns about the lack of a geotechnical report specific to this project, and 3) the
application was lacking in detail relative to color and material samples and lighting details.
Since the March meeting the applicant has applied for and received a variance from the Appeal
Authority to reduce the front and side setbacks to five feet. The applicant has provided a geotechnical
report specific to this project, and has provided the color, materials, and lighting details that were lacking
in the previous application.
In the March meeting there was discussion about the impact of geologic hazards on this project. The
specific building site is not located in a high hazard zone (as mapped by the UGS) for either landslide or
rockfall. The site is in a mapped high hazard liquefaction area. The applicant’s geotechnical report
addresses all of these hazards and indicates they do not impact the proposed building site.
The Commission should review the proposal for compliance with applicable Code sections.
Staff Review
Standard
Lot Area
Setbacks

Requirement
The minimum lot size is
0.5 acres.
Front setbacks in the
VC must be 30 feet,
side setbacks 10 feet,
and rear setbacks 20
feet. However, this
property was recently
granted a front and
side setback variance

Proposal
The property measures
2.1 acres.
The proposed
development is located
five feet from the front
property line and
approximately seven
feet from the side
property line.

Comments
In compliance.
The proposal is in
compliance with
setbacks allowed by the
April 2021 variance.

Building Size

Building Height

allowing a five foot and
side front setback.
Maximum allowed
building size is 5,000
square feet.
Maximum building
height is 26 feet.

Lighting

Outdoor lighting must
be down directed and
shielded. Outdoor
lighting is only allowed
to illuminate the
entrances of buildings,
outdoor gathering
areas, and walkways.
Maximum lumens per
acre is 30,000.

Landscaping

Must retain 60% of the
lot as natural open
space or landscape.

Colors and Materials

Colors must conform to
the color palette
regulations. Building
material must be
compatible with the
surrounding

The proposed building
measures 3,930 square
feet.
The proposed building
measures 26 feet in
height.
The applicant has
provided a sample light
fixture that meets the
requirements of the
outdoor lighting
ordinance. The
applicant has provided
a count of existing
lighting on the property
to demonstrate
compliance with the
lumen cap. The
applicant has provided
an outdoor lighting
plan showing the
locations of the
proposed lighting.
The proposed building
will be placed where
the existing parking
area is now located.
There will be no
reduction in the
amount of landscape or
natural open space on
the property. The
application includes a
landscape plan showing
the property in
compliance with
landscape
requirements.
The proposed building
materials are: rusted
steel siding, rusted
steel plate, heavy
timbers, sandstone,
metal roofing. These
are shown on the

In compliance.

In compliance.

In compliance.

In compliance.

In compliance..

environment as per
section 10-16-4.

Parking

See section 10-23-4
Parking spaces
required.

building elevations. The
applicant has
submitted photographs
showing material
samples.
Parking spaces
required:
Lodging (including
existing lodging): 5
Restaurant (800 sf): 4
Retail (2,300 sf
including existing bike
rental): 5

The property contains
an 80 space parking
area which was
originally intended as a
paid parking area. The
Commission should
require a minimum of
14 parking spaces in
the parking area be
made available to
support the businesses
on the site.

Total required: 14
Additional Considerations
The applicant is proposing to make landscape and bike improvements in the UDOT right-of-way. The
Commission should instruct the applicant to gain approval from UDOT for any improvements in the
right-of-way. Further, the Commission should reiterate that any improvements in the right-of-way will be
public improvements open for the use and enjoyment of the public and may not be utilized to the
exclusive benefit of any business or property.
Planning Commission Action
The Planning Commission should determine if the proposed building complies with the requirements of
the applicable sections of Town Code. The Commission should make specific findings regarding the
building's compliance or noncompliance with these requirements.
The Commission may wish to use the following sample language when making a motion:
The Commission approves / denies the DDR for the proposed lodging/retail building at 358 Zion
Park Boulevard as presented in the applicant’s submittal. This motion is based on the following
findings:
[LIST FINDINGS]
If making a motion to approve the DDR, the Commission may wish to attach the following conditions:
1. At least 14 parking spaces must be provided for the use and benefit of the businesses on the
property. These parking spaces may not be used as paid public parking.

Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>

Lumen and color temp
Luke Wilson <ljwilsoninc@gmail.com>
To: Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>

Wed, May 5, 2021 at 4:25 PM

Hi Tom,
Here is the lighting info. The wall sconces are the same as the coffee shop. They show lumens and color range. The
other outside lighting is just recessed cans, which are 665 lumens per fixture. I’ve done the calculation below:

Project acreage 2.1 acres
Max lumens allowed per acre
Allowed Lumens 2.1 x 30,000

30,000 Lumens
63,000

Exis ng ﬁxtures 5 x 788
New sconce ﬁxtures 14 x 788
New Can ﬁxtures 20x 665 13,300

3,940
11,032

Total on site

28,272 Lumens

Sent from my iPad

May 12, 2021
Luke Wilson
749 South 990 West
Hurricane, UT 84737
Subject:

Geologic Hazards
Proposed Commercial Building
Springdale, Utah
Landmark Project No. 21384

Reference:

Geotechnical Investigation Report, Proposed Parkin g Structure, Landmark
Project No. 16269, dated January 22, 2018.
Springdale Town Code, Chapter 10-15F, Geologic Hazards.
Geologic Hazards of the State Route 9 Corridor, LaVerkin City to Town of
Springdale, Washington County, Utah, Utah Geologic Survey, Special Study 148.

Luke,
As requested, we are presenting a review of the proposed building in relation to the recently
adopted Geologic Hazards ordinance referenced above. The majority of the hazards listed in the
ordinance were addressed in our geotechnical investigation report. This letter summarizes our
professional opinion and recommendations regarding the geologic hazards effecting the proposed
commercial building to be constructed on a portion of the site.
A – Landslides
The site is shown on the UGS geologic hazards map as not being located within a landslide
hazard area. Areas of Very High and Very High with active landslide are shown adjacent
to the site. Detailed discussion of the landslide history and our opinions are included in
the referenced geotechnical investigation report.
B – Liquefaction
The site is shown on the UGS geologic hazards map as being located in a High liquefaction
susceptibility area.
Liquefaction is the sudden loss of shear strength in the soil due to the build-up of excess
pore water pressure. This can occur when the soil is subjected to intense shaking such as
during a seismic event. The soils that are most susceptible to liquefaction are loose,
saturated sandy soils with a low fines content (material passing the #200 sieve).
Soils encountered in the borings consisted of medium dense to dense, silty sands (SM) with
gravel and a moderate fines content overlying stiff to hard, medium to high plastic clay
(CL and CH) and claystone bedrock. Groundwater was not encountered in our borings
during our investigation.
Even through the site is shown on the map as having a High liquefaction hazard, a detailed
liquefaction analysis was not conducted for the site for the following reasons:

•
•

•

Groundwater was not encountered in our borings at the time of our investigation,
and based on soil properties and site elevation, is not expected to rise to an elevation
above the clays.
The silty sands contained a wide range of grain sizes, including gravel, cobbles,
and boulders, along with a significant fines content. Blowcounts ranged from 18
to 67, which are higher than typically encountered in susceptible soils. Sands with
these characteristics have a higher resistance to liquefaction even if the other
parameters are met.
Clays, particularly stiff to hard clays are not liquefiable.

Based on this data, it was our opinion that the likelihood of seismically induced liquefaction
was negligible; therefore, a detailed liquefaction study was not warranted.
However, in the event that seismically induced liquefaction of the silty sands was expected,
possible mitigation methods for the proposed structure would include a deep foundation
system, such as the micropiles which are proposed for the structure to mitigate the
expansive soils encountered on the site.
C – Rockfall
The site is shown on the UGS geologic hazards map as being partially located in a Moderate
rockfall susceptibility area. The proposed location of the structure is not located within the
rockfall hazard area, and a flat “run-out” area is present between the rockfall source and
the proposed building location. The referenced geotechnical investigation report gives our
opinions and recommendations for the mitigation of the rockfall hazard to the site a whole.
D – Radon
The proposed structure will be constructed on drilled micropiles and concrete grade beams.
Radon mitigation can be readily incorporated into this construction.
Expansive soils
The site is shown on the UGS geologic hazards map as being partially located in a High
expansive soil hazard area. Expansive soils are clays and claystone which changes volume
due to moisture content changes. Expansive soils were encountered in our borings, and
recommendations for a micropile foundation system to mitigate this hazard are included in
the referenced geotechnical investigation report.
Thank you for allowing us to assist you with this project, please feel free to contact us is you have
any questions.
LANDMARK TESTING & ENGINEERING

John M. Anderson, P.E.
Project Engineer

April 23, 2021
Luke Wilson
749 South 990 West
Hurricane, UT 84737
Subject:

Geotechnical Recommendations
Proposed Commercial Building
Springdale, Utah
Landmark Project No. 21384

Reference:

Geotechnical Investigation Report, Proposed Parkin g Structure, Landmark
Project No. 16269, dated January 22, 2018.

Luke,
As requested, we are providing geotechnical recommendations for the building proposed to be
constructed in the parking lot at the corner of Zion Park Blvd. and Balanced Rock Road. We have
previously prepared a geotechnical investigation report for the full parcel upon which the building
is proposed for construction, which is referenced above.
We understand that a one- to two-story building, with a full basement is planned for construction
on the site. The building will be of concrete and wood-frame construction.
For the referenced investigation, we reviewed multiple previous reports, and summarized their
findings in the referenced report. At the time of the report, we drilled four (4), 15.5- to 46.0-foot
deep test holes. Similar subsurface soil conditions were encountered in the test holes. The
subsurface soils consisted of 2.0 to 17.5 feet of silty sand (SM) with gravel, cobbles and boulders,
underlain by high plastic clay (CH) and claystone bedrock to the maximum depth of exploration,
46.0 feet. the high plastic clays and claystone bedrock were expansive.
The landslide was not mapped on the site, nor observed on the site. Rockfall hazard was observed
at the toe of the hill to the south, away from the proposed building area.
We were informed, at the time we prepared of report, that in addition to the proposed parking
structure, ancillary retail/hospitality buildings were planned on the site. Based on the soils
encountered in the borings, we recommended that the proposed retail/hospitality buildings be
founded on drilled micropiles. Recommendations for design and construction of the micropiles
are found in Section 6.2 of the referenced report.
We understand that the building will include a full basement. Due to the presence of expansive
clays, we recommend that the basement walls include a waterproofing membrane to prevent water
intrusion into the occupied spaces, and to provide a “slip-joint” between the backfill and the
basement walls. The expansive soils should not be used as backfill. Basement backfill should

Geotechnical Recommendations
Proposed Comercial Building
Landmark Project No. 21384

Page 2
Springdale, Utah

consist of imported or onsite structural fill as described in Section 5.2 of the referenced report.
The base of the fill should include a drain and a sump pump to remove any water which
accumulates within the void space below the grade beams and basement floor.
All other recommendations found in the referenced geotechnical investigation report remain valid
and should be followed.
This report has been prepared to assist in project design and construction. Variations from the
conditions portrayed in the exploratory investigations may occur which are sometimes sufficient
to require modifications to the design. In order to incorporate recommendations provided into
actual field conditions and to confirm that the project specifications are implemented, we
recommend that observation and testing be performed during construction to monitor overexcavation. grading, and preparation of soils upon which foundations elements or structural loads
may be established. Special inspections should be completed during placement of deep
foundations.
We respectfully request the opportunity to review the final design drawings and specifications in
order to determine whether the assumptions and recommendations presented herein are applicable
to the anticipated designs.
This report is not intended to be used as a bid document. Any information concerning the
environmental conditions of the site is beyond the scope of this geotechnical study. This
geotechnical report has been prepared to meet the specific needs of our client and may not be
appropriate to satisfy the needs of other users.
LANDMARK TESTING & ENGINEERING

John M. Anderson, P.E.
Project Engineer
Reviewed by:

Kent Nelson, P.E.
Project Engineer

Memorandum
To:
From:
Date:
Re:

Planning Commission
Thomas Dansie, Town Planner
May 29, 2021
Revised Color and Material Request - Canyon Cottonwoods Cottages, 1775 Zion Park
Boulevard

Executive Summary
The Canyon Cottonwoods Cottages is a Cottage Housing Development with nine cottages located at 1775
Zion Park Boulevard in the VR-CHD zone. The first four cottages are currently under construction.
The Cottage Housing Development zone on this property was approved with sketch drawings showing in
concept what the cottages would look like. A development agreement associated with the CHD zone
approval requires the cottages to be “substantially similar” to the sketch drawings showing the cottage
concepts.
The DDR for the project was approved with cottages that matched the layout, general configuration,
materials, and colors shown in the concept drawings.
The four buildings under construction deviate from the approved DDR drawings in color and materials.
The deviations from approved colors and materials are:
1- The cottages have asphalt shingle roof material instead of the metal roofing shown on the DDR
drawings.
3- The cottages have vertical board and batten siding instead of horizontal wood plank siding shown on
the DDR drawings.
3- Each cottage has only one siding material, the DDR drawings show each cottage with a mix of wood
siding and stucco.
4- The colors are greens and browns, the DDR drawings showed tans and browns.
The project developer is requesting the Commission approve the changes in colors and materials.
The requested colors and materials comply with the Town’s color and material standards in the Town
Code. However, the Commission should determine if the proposed changes are “substantially similar” to
the concept drawings submitted with the CHD zone change application (as required by the development
agreement).
In addition to the revised colors and materials, the project developer is proposing a roof design change
to the single story cottages. The project developer recognizes the feedback from the Commission and
community regarding the appearance of the cottages has not been positive. He is proposing a revision to

the roof on the single story cottages to break up the mass of the roof plane with a dormer window. This
change will not increase the height or size of the cottage. If the Commission is supportive of this change
the project developer will revise the roofs on the single story cottages accordingly.

CONCEPT DRAWINGS FROM CHD APPROVAL

CONCEPT DRAWINGS FROM CHD APPROVAL
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Memorandum
To:
From:
Date:
Re:

Planning Commission
Thomas Dansie
May 28, 2021
Grading Permit and Retaining Wall Material Review - SR-9 Sidewalk Project

Executive Summary
The Town of Springdale is designing a new sidewalk on SR9 that will connect the existing sidewalk near
the Best Western hotel to the existing sidewalk near Hoodoos Market. Due to steep slopes in this area
the sidewalk project will require a moderate amount of grading, and construction of several sections of
retaining wall. These walls will range from two to ten feet in height.
The majority of the grading and disturbance associated with the project will be on previously distrubed
slopes. However, some areas of natural slope will be distrubed. Some of these areas are steeper than
30% grade. The Town Code prohibits disturbance on slopes in excess of 30% grade. However, the Town
has applied for and been granted a variance to allow limited disturbance on the steep (in excess of 30%)
grades.
The biggest issue for the Commission to consider with this request is the exterior surface material of the
retaining walls.
Retaining walls under four feet in height will be made of stacked rock walls. Retaining walls in excess of
four feet in height were originally proposed to be colored concrete. However, due to difficulties with
construction feasibility associated with the steep slopes behind the walls it is not possible to use
concrete retaining walls in this area. The Town is now proposing to use stacked concrete block walls with
an exterior finish that resembles natural stacked rock.
The Commission needs to determine if the proposed retaining wall material complies with the Town
standards for wall material.
Applicable Code Sections
The Commission may wish to review the following code section prior to the meeting:
1. Chapter 10-15B: Grading Standards
2. Section 10-16-4(B)(4)(c) and (d): Acceptable and prohibited materials for fences and walls.
3. Variance decision regarding disturbance on 30% and greater grades (attached)
Analysis
The proposed grading will comply with all standards for grading in Chapter 10-15B, as modified by the
variance decision. In particular, the maximum retaining wall height will be 10 feet. The grading will be

limited to the minimum necessary to complete the sidewalk project. And steep slopes will be protected
during construction (except those specifically authorized to be distrubed by the variance).
Thus, the main issue for the Commission to consider is whether the proposed exterior surface material
of the retaining wall complies with the Town’s standards for wall material. The proposed retaining wall
material is stacked concrete block, faced with the color, texture, and appearance of stacked natural
stone.
Approved materials for walls in Springdale include natural stone resembling rock native to Springdale, as
well as synthetic materials designed to resemble natural stone. Prohibited materials for walls in
Springdale include precast stone or concrete blocks. However, a wall may be made of any material if the
exterior surface of the wall is an acceptable material.
Thus, ordinarily precast concrete blocks are not allowed as a wall material in Springdale. However, if the
exterior surface is an approved material such blocks may be used for walls. The Commission needs to
determine if the proposed exterior surface of the concrete blocks is an approved material. Specifically,
the Commission needs to determine if the exterior surface of the blocks is a synthetic material that
resembles natural stone native to Springdale. If so, the Commission can approve the walls with this
exterior material.
Planning Commission Action
The Planning Commission should review the proposed grading and retaining wall material and determine
if it complies with the standards in Town Code. The Commission may wish to use the following sample
language when making a decision on this item.
The Planning Commission approves/denies the grading permit and retaining wall material for
the Town of Springdale SR-9 sidewalk connection project located on the west side of SR-9
between the Best Western Hotel and Hoodoos Market. This decision is based on the following
findings:
[LIST FINDINGS]

Examples of Stacked Concrete Block with Natural Stone Finish
(walls can be stained to any color)
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DETAILS

NOTE:
1. THERE SHOULD BE A MINIMUM OF 2-FEET BETWEEN THE BACK OF THE WALL THE THE SLOPE TO ALLOW FOR A POSITIVE DRAINAGE OR A DRAINAGE SWALE AWAY FROM THE WALL.
2. GEOGRID IS NOT REQUIRED. SEPARATION FABRIC, SUCH AS MIRAFI 140N, SHOULD BE PLACED ALONG THE TOP OF THE WALL TO INHIBIT EROSION OF SOIL.
3. THE HILL SHOULD BE EXCAVATED APPROXIMATELY 2-FEET BEHIND THE BACK OF THE ROCK WALL AND BACKFILLED AS SUBSEQUENTLY OUTLINED.
4. BACKFILL SOILS SHOULD BE GRANULAR. PROCESSED ON-SITE SANDY MATERIAL IS SUITABLE FOR USE AS BACKFILL. ON-SITE CLAY IS NOT SUITABLE FOR USE AS BACKFILL.
WHERE TESTABLE, COMPACT TO 95% OF THE MAXIMUM DRY DENSITY AS DETERMINED BY ASTM D-1557.
VISUAL OBSERVATION OF COMPACTIVE EFFORT REQUIRED WHERE BACKFILL IS TOO GRANULAR TO TEST.
5. ROCK USED IN THE WALL SHALL BE LARGE ENOUGH TO NOT BE MOVED BY PEDESTRIANS (APPROXIMATELY 2 CUBIC FEET)
ROCKS SHOULD BE PLACED WITH MINIMAL GAPS BETWEEN ROCKS.
THE MINIMUM BASE WIDTH OF THE ROCK WALL IS 3-FEET.
6. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL HAVE SUFFICIENT ROCK AVAILABLE SUCH THAT SUITABLE SIZED ROCK CAN BE
SELECTED FOR EACH SPACE IN THE ROCK WALL. INTERVAL VOID SPACE SHALL BE KEPT AT A MINIMUM.
7. FOR TABULAR ROCKS THE LONG DIMENSION SHALL BE INSTALLED PARALLEL WITH THE GROUND SURFACE.
8. CARE SHOULD BE TAKEN TO KEEP SOIL AND GRAVEL OFF OF THE BEARING SURFACES BEFORE THE NEXT ROCK
IS PUT IN PLACE. WHENEVER POSSIBLE EACH ROCK SHOULD BEAR ON AT LEAST TWO ROCKS BELOW IT.
9. ROCKS PLACED AT THE TOP OF THE WALL SHOULD BE HEAVY ENOUGH OR OTHERWISE PLACED SUCH THAT THEY
CANNOT BE EASILY DISLODGED FROM THEIR POSITION.
10. ROCK SHALL BE PLACED TO MAKE THE TOP OF THE WALL AS LEVEL AS POSSIBLE.
11. ROCK TO BE APPROVED BY THE ENGINEER.
12. BOTTOM ROCK TO BE ESTABLISHED ON FIRM SOIL OR DIRECTLY ON BEDROCK WITH MINIMUM 1 FT EMBEDMENT.
13. ALL ROCK SHALL BE TAN IN COLOR.
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BEFORE THE ADMINISTRATIVE HEARING OFFICER
FOR THE TOWN OF SPRINGDALE, UTAH
FINDINGS AND DECISION APPROVING
REQUEST FOR VARIANCE

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF
SPRINGDALE TOWN FOR A VARIANCE FROM
SECTION 10-15B-9(A) OF THE TOWN CODE
PROHIBITING DISTURBANCE ON 30 PERCENT AND
GREATER SLOPES

PUBLIC MEETING DATE: February 16, 2021

_____________________________________________________________________________________

1. The Town of Springdale Public Works Department has requested a variance from section 1015B-9(A) to allow disturbance on slopes that exceed 30% in grade. The request is being made to
allow the construction of a retaining wall and public sidewalk adjacent to State Route 9. The
subject parcel is owned by Al Tiley.
2. The Town anticipates obtaining an easement from Mr. Tiley for the construction of the retaining
wall and sidewalk improvements. Mr. Tiley has given his written authorization for the Town to
make the variance request on his property.
3. The subject property is approximately 15 acres in area located in the Foothill Residential (FR)
zone and developed with one single-family residence. The residence is accessed from
Winderland Lane, with steep slopes falling to the west side of State Route 9, just south of the Bit
and Spur Restaurant (1214 Zion Park Boulevard). That property is zoned Village Commercial.
Properties to the north and across the street to the east are also in the VC zone. The properties
to the south and west are undeveloped properties in the Foothill Residential (FR) zone.
4. The Town of Springdale Public Works department is planning a public sidewalk connection on
the west side of SR9 between the Best Western Hotel and the Hoodoos Market. There is
currently no sidewalk along this stretch. Steep slopes on parcel S-101-F-1 come near the edge of
SR9 in many sections along this stretch. In order to construct the sidewalk, it will be necessary to
cut into these slopes and retain them with a retaining wall.
5. An abandoned irrigation canal runs along the side of SR 9 in this location. Slopes below the canal
are generally not natural grades. They were disturbed during the construction of the canal, as
well as with the construction of the highway. Slopes above the canal are generally undisturbed
natural grades. Most of the slopes that are proposed to be disturbed with the sidewalk project
are located below the irrigation canal. They have been previously disturbed. Construction on
these slopes is not part of the present variance request.
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6. State Route 9 went through a major reconstruction project in 2017-2018. Part of that project
included placing overhead power lines underground. Several large power infrastructure boxes
were installed along SR9 as part of these improvements. One of these boxes is located in the
path of the proposed sidewalk. Due to the size and configuration of the box and power
infrastructure it is not feasible to move this box for the sidewalk. The sidewalk is proposed to
bend around the back side of the box. In order to fit the sidewalk behind the power box the
sidewalk and associated retaining wall will encroach onto steep slopes in excess of 30% grade.
These slopes are located above the abandoned irrigation canal and are natural slopes.
Disturbance of these slopes is the subject of the variance request.
7. Title 10-3-3(B) of the Springdale Town Code provides the following standards to the Appeal
Authority when considering variance requests:
a. Literal enforcement of the provisions of this title would cause an unreasonable
hardship for the applicant that is not necessary to carry out the general purpose of
this title
FINDING:
Literal enforcement of the code section would prohibit the installation of a public
sidewalk, continuing existing public safety issues with pedestrians crossing the road and
thereby creating an unreasonable hardship to the general public. A pedestrian
crosswalk exists at the intersection of SR-9 and Lion Blvd. South of that crosswalk, no
pedestrian crosswalk exists until the one near the La Quinta Motel at 792 Zion Park Blvd.
A parking area exists adjacent to the proposed sidewalk, which is heavily used during
each tourism season. Motorists who park in this area are forced to either cross the road
or navigate an uneven surface traveling north towards Lion Blvd. The proposed
sidewalk will eliminate these safety concerns and provide a safe area for pedestrians to
walk.
b. There are special circumstances attached to the property that do not generally apply
to other properties in the same district.
FINDING:
Only in one relatively small area does a natural slope of the hillside come close to the
right of way. Other areas adjacent to the sidewalk project have slopes that have been
disturbed over time and are no longer natural grades, mostly due to construction and
maintenance activities related to an old irrigation ditch. A Rocky Mountain Power utility
switchgear near the curb requires the sidewalk to sweep away from the curb and
around the utility box, creating the need for the slope to be cut and a retaining wall
installed. The switchgear cannot be moved to another location.
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c. Granting the variance is essential to the enjoyment of a substantial property right
possessed by other property in the same district.
FINDING:
All other properties in the area, from Lion Blvd. through the center of Town, have access
to public sidewalks. The extension of the public sidewalk in this area will improve public
safety as motorists utilize available parking and navigate to Zion National Park. The
natural hillside and location of the Rocky Mountain Power switchgear are specific to this
property and not general throughout the area.
d. The variance will not substantially affect the general plan and will not be contrary to
the public interest.
FINDING:
One of the listed priorities of the General Plan is a pedestrian oriented streetscape.
Sidewalks are a critical piece of creating a pedestrian oriented space by providing a
space for pedestrians to walk safely. In Chapter 14 of the General Plan, it is noted that
one method to create a pedestrian oriented streetscape is to construct sidewalks that
“run the length of Town on both sides of the street.” Further, General Plan goal 8.7 and
objective 8.7.1 specifically direct the Town towards completing the sidewalk system to
provide safe and easy pedestrian connections.
e. The spirit of this title is observed, and substantial justice done.
FNDING:
The affected area is small in length (approx. 50 feet), small in scope (maximum of 747
sq. feet of disturbance and no more than 12 feet in depth from the toe of the slope) and
exhibits conditions specific to the property including the natural hillside slope, location
of the roadway, and location of the power company’s electrical equipment. Granting
the variance will result in substantial justice to the public by providing a pedestrian
connection and helping to achieve the goals stated in the Town’s General Plan.
8. After consideration of the evidence provided by the applicant, and consideration of the request,
the administrative hearing officer determines that the variance request should be approved.
Dated this 16th day of February 2021

ADMINISTRATIVE HEARING OFFICER

Kenneth L. Sizemore
3

I would like to make an objection to the proposed amendment to the Canyon
Springs Estate plat. My objection is that the proposed amendment does not meet
the criterion that there is good cause for the amendment.
The Owner’s Dedication on the original plat is quoted below.
Owner’s Dedication
Know all men by the presents that Canyon Springs Development, L.C. a
Utah limited liability company, the owner of the herein described tract of
land, having caused the same to be subdivided into lots and streets to be
hereafter know (sic) as the CANYON SPRINGS ESTATES P.U.D. AMENDED,
does hereby dedicate for perpetual use of the public all parcels of land
shown on this plot as intended for public use.
In witness hereof Canyon Springs Development, L.C. has executed this plat
as of the 5th day of September 1996.
The proposed amendment is:
Know all men by the presents that we, all of the undersigned owners of all
the property described above and shown on this plat and subject to any
conditions and restrictions stated hereon, have caused the same to be
subdivided into lots, blocks, streets, and easements and do hereby dedicate
to all roads anywhere in the subdivision, public access easements, all other
easements, and other public areas as indicated hereon for perpetual use of
the public.
This amendment is simply a slight rewording of the original Owner’s Dedication
and does not materially change any rights of the public for access to the
subdivision.
Canyon Springs Estates has never attempted to restrict access to the subdivision
to pedestrians or bicyclists, which is the ostensible purpose of this amendment.
This change of wording does nothing to solidify access to Canyon Springs Estates
but threatens the agreement that was signed between the town and the
subdivision granting permission to upgrade its existing gate by introducing a
provision that seems to require consent from 2/3 of the Canyon Springs lot

owners as well as unanimous consent from every lot owner whose lot contains an
easement. Such requirements were never discussed during the mediation at
which the agreement was developed and signed.
In summary, there is no good cause for the proposed plat amendment. No rights
are being expanded and the access that is purportedly being ensured already
exists. Therefore, I request that the town’s attempt to amend the plat be
rejected.
Tim Hoover
President, Canyon Springs Estates HOA
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Darci Carlson <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>

Comments for Wednesday, June 2, 2021 Planning Commission Public Hearing
Susan Hoover
Mon, May 31, 2021 at 4:30 PM
To: "dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov" <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>, "kbrown@springdale.utah.gov"
<kbrown@springdale.utah.gov>, "tdansie@springdale.utah.gov" <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>,
"bbruno@springdaletown.com" <bbruno@springdaletown.com>, "rrioux@springdaletown.com"
<rrioux@springdaletown.com>, "jburns@springdaletown.com" <jburns@springdaletown.com>,
"dmccomb@springdaletown.com" <dmccomb@springdaletown.com>, "tkenaston@springdale.utah.gov"
<tkenaston@springdale.utah.gov>, "ktopham@springdale.utah.gov" <ktopham@springdale.utah.gov>,
"susan_mcpartland@nps.gov" <susan_mcpartland@nps.gov>

To:
RE:

Town of Springdale Planning Commissioners
Public Hearing Scheduled for Wednesday, June 2, 2021
Canyon Springs Estates Subdivision Plat Amendment

I am a resident of the Town of Springdale and Canyon Springs Estates. I wish to provide additional
information to the Planning Commission so that they may make an informed decision regarding the
Canyon Springs Estates Subdivision Plat Amendment that is the subject of the June 2, 2021 Public
Hearing. The residents of the Town of Springdale should also be informed of the actions by the
town during negotiations of the recent Settlement Agreement with Canyon Springs Estates
Homeowners Association, which occurred on April 27, 2021.
I am opposed to the proposed Canyon Springs Estates Subdivision Plat Amendment because it
will materially injure every resident of Canyon Springs Estates, by allowing unlimited pedestrian
and bicycle access (including e-bikes) to our subdivision. Canyon Springs Estates has always
been intended to be a private subdivision and the Town of Springdale agreed to it being private
over 25 years ago, before it was developed. I offer the following documentation that proves that
Canyon Springs Estates is a private subdivision and hence the subdivision plat should not be
amended to allow ANY type of public access, especially not bicycles or e-bikes.
Reason 1: The Settlement Agreement between the Town of Springdale and Zion Park Resort
Limited Partnership, signed July 13, 1994, clearly states: “There will be no general public
access to this Parcel, except for emergency services and providing public utilities.” The parcel
mentioned is the one that later became Canyon Springs Estates Subdivision.
Reason 2: The Canyon Springs Estates Amended Subdivision Plat Map dated September 5,
1996, clearly labels Canyon Springs Road, Riverbend Circle, and Canyon Cove as Private
Streets.
Reason 3: Staff claims that the existing subdivision plat is unclear on the meaning of “trail
easements” and “common easements”. However, I believe the Canyon Springs Estates
CC&Rs, signed April 30, 1996, gives a clear and concise definition that these easements
pertain to the Owners of Canyon Springs Estates, not the general public.
I will discuss each of these reasons in more detail below.

Reason 1: There is an existing Settlement Agreement signed July 13, 1994, (referred to going
forward as SA-7.1994), between the Developers of Canyon Springs Estates (ZPR) and the Town of
Springdale.
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=30ba802b12&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f%3A1701314812814689346&simpl=msg-f%3A17013148128… 1/4
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On Page 2 of SA-7.1994, Section I. RECITALS, Item M. states (verbatim):
ZPR agrees that the development of the Resort [*] shall be subject to all legally adopted and
enforceable terms of the Ordinance and all other ordinances of Town, including
amendments thereto as are made by Town officials from time to time, in the same manner
that such amendments would be binding absent this Agreement, except as the terms of the
Ordinance and other Town ordinances, including amendments, are superseded by the
terms of this Agreement1.
1

It is understood by the parties that inasmuch as the terms of this agreement differ from the
terms of the Ordinance and other Town ordinances, including amendments to the Ordinance
and other Town ordinances, this Agreement controls and reflects legal non conforming
rights to which Town recognizes ZPR has vested.
[*] Page 2 of SA-7.1994 contains the following definition: “ … Parcels 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 are
sometimes collectively referred to as “the Resort”.” Note that Parcels 1, 2 and 3 now contain the
three hotels, Parcel 4 is Canyon Springs Estates (CSE) and Parcel 5 is the George Barker River
Park (aka the dog park).
Pages 6 – 8 of SA-7.1994 describe a number of specific conditions under Section II. LAND USE
RESTRICTIONS AND CONDITIONS BY PARCEL, Part D. PARCEL 4: SINGLE FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL (72.76 ACRES), which pertain to Canyon Springs Estates (CSE). The specific
conditions outlined in Section D include various requirements that are enforced by the Town of
Springdale and Department of Community Development, such as yard setbacks, building height,
and lot coverage. The conditions include the following (extracted verbatim from Page 8 of SA7.1994, Item II.D.9.) with emphasis added:
9. Private Roads: The development on this Parcel is contemplated to be a
Residential Planned Development. All roads shall be private and maintained by an
association of homeowners within the Residential Planned Development. Road widths shall
be as required by agencies providing emergency services from the county, Town, and
special service districts, but in no even shall the roads be less than twenty-four (24) feet in
width. The bridge, however, may be of lesser width if allowed under the provisions of
II.D.11. Road base and road surface material shall be approved by the Town’s engineer
according to the practice in the industry. There will be no general public access to this
Parcel, except for emergency services and providing public utilities.
Therefore, changing the plat to allow for public access by pedestrians, bicycles and e-bikes in
direct contradiction to the original settlement agreement (SA-7.1994) will significantly change the
character of Canyon Springs Estates and materially injure all property owners within Canyon
Springs Estates.

Reason 2: Although the first Amended Subdivision Plat Map dated September 5, 1996 (DocID
00549131) referred to as AP-9.1996), includes an Owner’s Dedication made by Canyon Springs
Development, L.C. managing member E.R.Dumke III, that “… does hereby dedicate for perpetual
use of the public all parcels of land shown on this plat as intended for public use.”, I cite that AP9.1996 specifically names Canyon Springs Road, Riverbend Circle, and Canyon Cove as
PRIVATE STREETS, in agreement with SA-7.1994. Therefore, I believe that the Canyon Springs
Estates Subdivision Plat Amendment being considered by the Planning Commission will materially
injure every resident and property owner of Canyon Springs Estates by changing these streets to
allow for public access by pedestrians, bicycles and e-bikes.
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Reason 3: Although Staff mentions in their May 28, 2021 Memorandum that:
The current Canyon Springs plat [sic AP-9.1996] shows several “trail easements” and
“common easements” located throughout the subdivision. The use of these easements is
not specifically stated on the current subdivision plat.
Although one might argue that these easements are not well defined on the existing amended plat
map (AP-9.1996), both of these types of easements are clearly defined in the Canyon Springs
Estates Declaration of Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions of Canyon Springs Estates, a
Planned Unit Development signed April 30, 1996, and recorded in Washington County (DocID
00535976, referred to herein as CC&R-4.1996). The CC&Rs were recorded prior to the amended
plat map. Therefore, these definitions existed at the time the amended plat map was recorded and
approved by the Town of Springdale so there should be no question as to their meaning.
These easements are defined as being for the common use of the owners of Canyon Springs
Estates. Specifically, in CC&R-4.1996 Section I. DEFINITIONS, I believe that Part 6. clearly
defines what is meant by trail easements and common easements, included here verbatim
(emphasis added):
6.
Common Areas or Common Areas and Facilities shall mean and refer to all
portions of the Property owned by the Association for the common use and enjoyment of the
Owners, and shall include:
(a)

All portions of the Property not specifically included with the individual Lots.

(b)
All Common Areas designated as such on the Plat, including easements
over portions of the individual Lots reserved for common use as trails or utilities.
(c)
All installations, equipment, and lines, if any, now or hereafter located on,
over, or under the Common Areas and connected with or related to the furnishing of
Project utility services such as water, electricity, and telephone, and which are not
owned by or dedicated to a governmental or quasi-governmental authority or public
or private utility company and which are not reserved by Declarant.
(d)

The Private Streets within the Project.

(e)

That certain Bridge locate within the Project.

This definition describes areas within the Canyon Springs Estates subdivision which are not owned
by an individual lot owner, but are owned by the Homeowner’s Association for the benefit of the
owners. Some of these areas are referred to with the adjective “common” because they are for the
common use of the Owners. Specifically, a couple of the common areas provide river access to
owners who do not have riverfront property so that they may still legally access the river from
within the subdivision. Other areas are designated for common use of the owners as “trail
easements” that travel across a portion of an individual’s lot and provide access to portions of
public land adjacent to the Canyon Springs Estates subdivision, such as Zion National Park. These
“trail easements” are not intended for use by the general public, but only for use by owners of
property in Canyon Springs Estates, as described in 6(b) above.

Summary: In summary, I believe that the proposed Amendment to the Canyon Springs Estates
Subdivision Plat under consideration will materially harm every person who owns property within
Canyon Springs Estates. There is no good cause for this proposed plat amendment to be made.
The fact that this proposed plat amendment arose as a result of mediation between the Town of
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Springdale and the Canyon Springs Estates Homeowners Association is a surreptitious attempt by
the town to trade public access to the Canyon Springs Estates subdivision for an upgraded,
electronically-operated gate across the bridge at the entrance to the subdivision. If there needs to
be any clarification made to the Canyon Springs Estates Subdivision Plat, it is that the “common
easements” and “trail easements” are only for use by owners of Canyon Springs Estates and not
for the general public. This is a private subdivision and should be protected as such.
I wholeheartedly request that the Town of Springdale Planning Commission recognize this fact and
DENY the proposed plat amendment.
Sincerely,
Susan Hoover
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Darci Carlson <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>

Planning Commission Public hearing 6/2/21
Brant Warner
To: tdansie@springdale.utah.gov
Cc: dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov

Mon, May 31, 2021 at 5:41 PM

Dear Tom,
This is my response to your notice of Public Hearing at the planning commission meeting 6/2/21,
agenda item #1
Since the meeting packet or details regarding the Canyon Springs Estates Subdivision Plat
Amendment was not available until Friday afternoon May 28 it is difficult to respond in writing two
days prior to the meeting per your request. Also being that Monday, May 31st (Memorial Day) is a
holiday I question if anyone is going to receive my comments or objection to this proposed
meeting Please do your best to make sure my comments are heard and available at the meeting
and on record.
First I believe the agenda Item to amend the Canyon Springs plat is unnecessary, and not in
keeping with Section 10-14-13 Town Code. In fact it would appear the entire way this has been
presented violates the Town Code. At this time it is difficult to determine if the "public" or "any
person" would be materially injured. (10-14-13) (D)(2)
As a resident of Canyon Springs Estates I am aware that there has been an on going law suit
pending with the Town of Springdale and Canyon Spring owners association. It is my
understanding that there has been mediation / negotiation and the Canyon Spring Owners
association had planned to have a presentation meeting June 5, 2021 to discuss the results and
approve or disapprove any proposed settlement agreement with the town. I assume the Public
hearing by the planning commission is to meet the requirements of the town code so this Item can
move forward to the Town Council per the Code requirement. The problem is, there has been no
notice to all of the affected CSE property owners which again is planned for June 5th. ( Lack of due
process). Canyon Springs Estates Owners Association is a registered homeowner association
with the State of Utah and since this plat amendment is a material change to our governing
documents would require a 2/3 vote of all lot owners to approve or disapprove any settlement
agreement or proposed Plat map Amendment. Most lot owners in Canyon Springs Estates, as of
this date, are unaware of any proposed settlement agreement or the potential Plat map
Amendment. It would be unreasonable to proceed with the Public Hearing until at least after the
Canyon Spring Owners Association has a chance to meet on June 5, 2021 and then to direct the
town legal representation of a reasonable time frame in which to proceed from there.
Until all lot owners in Canyon Spring Estates are properly noticed and given an opportunity to
review the proposed settlement agreement I feel the agenda Item is premature and should be
moved to a later more appropriate date.
Thank you,
Brant Warner
CSE resident
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On Tuesday, June 1, 2021, 4:11 PM, Dee Munson & Dave Baldridge
wrote:

Hi Tom,
My name is Dee Munson, my husband and I own a home in Canyon Springs Estates
(CSE). I’d like to provide a written comment to be included in tomorrow night’s meeting.
I apologize that my email is arriving late. My mother recently passed away and so most
of my attention has been with all that’s required to be done, after a parent dies. I hope
you’ll accept my apology and my comments.
I’m writing to ask the town planning commission to delay any and all discussion or
decisions regarding amending the Plat for CSE’s subdivision. As you know, our HOA
leadership recently agreed to some terms regarding the subdivision’s Plat, as part of the
terms for a gate, during a mediation session with the Town. However, our HOA meeting,
where the leadership will present to the rest of us owners, all of the agreements madeisn’t until June 5th. So, the owners in CSE won’t be notified of exactly what those
agreements are OR have an opportunity to vote on them, until June 5th. For that
reason, I’m asking the planning commission to please table this particular action item
until after June 5th.
Thank you Tom,
Dee Munson

