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

AMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION NOTICE AND AGENDA
THE SPRINGDALE PLANNING COMMISSION WILL HOLD A REGULAR MEETING
ON WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 18, 2020. THE MEETING WILL BEGIN AT 5:00 PM.
This Commission meeting will not have an anchor location and will be conducted entirely via electronic means.
Commission members will connect remotely. The meeting will be available to the public for live viewing/listening and
includes public hearings whereby public comments can be made electronically.
If you do not have access to the internet, you can join the audio via telephone.
**Amended agenda removes item A1
Attending Clerk: Katy Brown
Approval of the agenda
General discussion and announcements
A.

Action Items
1. Public Hearing - Zone Change: Request to change 5.5 acres on the north side of Lion Blvd (parcel S-137-A) from Valley
Residential (VR) to Village Commercial (VC) – East VH Zion LLC, Justin Mabey (POSTPONED TO A FUTURE DATE)
2. Public Hearing - Design/Development Review for Transient Lodging Building at 358 Zion Park Blvd – Luke Wilson

B.

Consent Agenda
1. Minutes from October 21st and November 4th

C.

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 (435.772.3434) at least 48 hours before the meeting.
Packet materials for agenda items can be found on the Town website at:
.https://www.springdaletown.com/AgendaCenter/Planning-Commission-7

**Persons interested in accessing the meeting
electronically can login using the following link:
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/87862149098?pwd=K25
SampOc3A2WTgzbjF5RDUrTm5hZz09
Meeting ID: 878 6214 9098
Passcode: n7LVa9
One-Tap Mobile::
+13462487799,,87862149098#,,,,,,0#,,055813# US
(Houston)
Telephone:
+1 346 248 7799
Meeting ID: 878 6214 9098
Passcode: 055813

Memorandum
To:
From:
Community
Date:
Re:

Planning Commission
Thomas

Dansie, Director of
Development

November 13, 2020
November 18, 2020 Planning Commission Meeting
Design / Development Review – Commercial Transient Lodging Development, 358 Zion
Park Boulevard

Executive Summary
Luke Wilson has applied for a DDR for a two-unit transient lodging building on the hillside above the paid
parking area at 358 Zion Park Boulevard. The property is currently developed with a paid parking area
and a small commercial building which houses a coffee shop and a vacation rental.
The Commission has expressed concern about slope stability and geologic hazards during previous
reviews of development on this and surrounding properties. Given the location of the proposed
development, those same concerns are warranted in the subject case.
The site is constrained by steep slopes (in excess of 30% slope) on three sides.
Given its location on top of a hill above the parking area, the development will be highly visible from SR9.
There are unresolved issues with lighting, landscape, and geotechnical testing the Commission should
address with the applicant.
Applicable Ordinances
The Commission should review the following code chapters or sections:
1. Chapter 10-11B: Village Commercial Zone
2. Chapter 10-16: Architectural Standards and Design Guidelines
Development Standard Analysis

Standard
Lot Area

Setbacks

Requirement

Proposal

The minimum lot size is
0.5 acres.
Front setbacks must be
30 feet, side setbacks
10 feet, and rear
setbacks 20 feet. 20
feet required from a
private lane (see 10-2510(D)).

The lot measures 2.1
acres.
The proposed
development meets all
setbacks from property
lines. There is a private
lane running adjacent
to the proposed
development site. The
site plan shows the
building located 20 feet
1

Comments

In compliance.
In compliance.

Building Size
Building Height

from the edge of the
private lane.
The proposed building
measures just under
1,000 square feet.
The building measures
22 feet in height. The
applicant has included
cross sections showing
the building in
compliance with the 26
foot virtual plane.
The applicant has
shown the location of
outdoor lighting on the
plan, and included
details on the color
temperature and
required 2” recess for
the light source.
However, the applicant
has not supplied a
sample light fixture.
The applicant has also
not supplied
information on the
total amount of lighting
(in lumens) on the
property, including the
amount of lighting at
the existing
commercial building.
The applicant has
provided a landscape
plan showing the total
amount of landscape
and natural open space
in compliance with
requirements.
However, there are no
details for the areas
shown in landscape
(number and type of
trees, shrubs, etc.).
Also, some of the area
shown in natural open
space will not qualify as
natural open space

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,
with at least 30% in
landscape area.
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In compliance.
In compliance.

The applicant should
provide additional
details on the light
fixture proposed. The
applicant should also
provide information on
the total amount of
lighting on the
property (existing +
proposed).

The applicant should
provide a revised and
more detailed
landscape plan
showing details for
landscape area
(number and type of
vegetation), and
documenting all areas
claimed as natural
open space meet the
requirements in the
ordinance for natural
open space.

(but could qualify as
landscape area).

Colors and Materials

Parking

Colors must conform to
the color palette
regulations. Building
material must be
compatible with the
surrounding
environment as per
section 10-16-4.
See section 10-23-4
Parking spaces
required.
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The applicant has
provided details on
colors and materials
demonstrating
compliance with Town
standards.

In compliance.

The proposed two
transient lodging units
will require four
parking spaces (one for
each unit plus two
employee spaces). The
proposed site plan
does not identify any
specific parking spaces
for the transient
lodging. The applicant
has indicated there is
room on the building
site for two customer
parking spaces
between the private
lane and the structure.
The applicant has
provided a sketch site
plan that conceptually
shows where that
parking could be
located. The employee
spaces will be located
in the paid parking area
on the property. This
would require two of
the paid parking spaces
in the parking lot to be
dedicated for
employees of the
transient lodging
business.

The Commission should
discuss the location of
the customer parking
with the applicant. The
Commission may wish
to have the applicant
provide a revised site
plan showing the
finalized location of the
customer parking
spaces next to the
lodging building.

Other Issues
Slopes and Landslide
The proposed building is placed on a small mound of blue clay at the toe of the Springdale landslide. The
slopes on three sides of the building site are steeper than 30% in grade. In previous reviews for
development on this property the Commission has expressed concern regarding developing near the
landslide, slope stability, and soil conditions. Those same concerns are warranted in this case. The
applicant has had a geotechnical test completed for the building site. Staff has not seen a copy of the
results of this test, or the engineer’s recommendations. With previous development on this and nearby
properties the Town has requested a third party review of the applicant’s geotechnical testing results
and recommendations. The Commission could request a similar third party review of the proposed
development. The main consideration of this review is to determine whether or not the proposed
development will comply with section 10-11B-12(A):
Natural Hazards: Construction of permanent structures shall not be permitted, erected, established or
performed in such a manner as to place real or personal property and/or individuals at unreasonable risk
of harm or injury from natural, geographic or topographic hazards such as landslides, floods or excessive
soil erosion. In addition to compliance with the provisions of the Building Code governing standards to
meet the maximum foreseeable risk of such hazards, persons developing, improving, managing or owning
such property shall have the obligation to bear the burden of so developing and/or improving the property
in such a manner that the property and/or general public are safeguarded from unreasonable risk of harm
or injury from such natural hazards.

The applicant has designed the structure such that there will be no disturbance to the existing 30%
slopes surrounding the building site. However, the Commission may wish to emphasize the need to
prevent all disturbance on and around the steep slopes.
Grading Without a Permit
The applicant leveled the proposed building site earlier this year. This grading and leveling work was
done without a grading permit or grading review. The applicant was issued a civil grading citation and
was required to obtain a grading permit for the work performed. Part of the process for obtaining a
remedial grading permit is presenting the grading that has already occurred with the present
application.
Visibility From SR9
Given the location of the proposed building on top of a hill, the development will be highly visible from
SR9. The VC zone does not contain special development standards for highly visual lots (as does the FR
zone). However, the Commission may wish to discuss ways the applicant can reduce the visual impact
the development will have. For example, the Commission could encourage the applicant to take care in
the placement and design of interior lighting.
Conditional Use Permit
Transient lodging is a conditional use in the VC zone. The applicant has been issued a conditional use
permit to operate one vacation rental unit above the coffee shop near the paid parking area. The
applicant will need to obtain additional conditional use approval for the two newly proposed transient
lodging units.

4

Sample Motion Language
The Commission may wish to use the following sample motion language in making a motion on this
project:
The Planning Commission Approves/Denies the proposed Design/Development Review for the two-unit
transient lodging building at 358 Zion Park Boulevard. The motion is based on the following findings:
[LIST FINDINGS]
If making a motion of approval, staff recommends the following conditions of approval:
1- The applicant must provide additional details on the proposed outdoor lighting, including:
fixture design, and total amount of lumens from all lighting (existing and proposed) on the
property. The total amount of outdoor lighting may not exceed 30,000 lumens per developed
acre. The Town will not issue a building permit for the project until these lighting details are
provided.
2- No development or disturbance (including incidental disturbance during construction) is allowed
on the 30% slopes located around the behind. The applicant must install construction fencing
preventing access and disturbance on the 30% slopes. The Town will not issue a building permit
until the fencing is in place. The fencing must remain in place and undisturbed for the duration
of the construction project.
3- The applicant must provide a revised landscape plan showing additional detail regarding the
landscape and natural open space areas, including the number and types of vegetation
proposed and the qualities of the natural open space areas. The Town will not issue a building
permit for the project until these landscape details have been provided.
4- The applicant must provide the results and recommendations of the geotechnical testing for the
site. The Town will hire a third party independent reviewer to provide a review and response to
the geotechnical testing. The applicant will be required to implement the recommendations of
the third party reviewer.
5- The applicant must provide a revised site plan showing the finalized location of customer
parking near the proposed building, and must dedicate two of the spaces in the paid parking
area for employees of the transient lodging business.

5

21.54 ft

25.30 ft

From: Dianne McDonald <
Date: November 15, 2020 at 3:01:15 PM MST
To: Greg McDonald <
>
Subject: DDR comments for 358 Zion Park Blvd

>

To: Members of Springdale Town Council
From: Dianne McDonald
Subject: Concerns regarding DDR for 358 Zion Park Blvd
1. Ingress-Egress. We want to be assured that Stone Mountain RD (a privately owned road) is not used for construction
traffic or employees working on the project during construction, or used by guests after construction.
2. Erosion: what methods will be used to mitigate erosion of the blue clay on the building site? What actions will be taken
so the blue clay is contained on the subject property?
3. Drainage: How will drainage be controlled, especially if the road is paved? What methods will be used to keep drainage
from the site from going onto Stone Mountain RD and the property of Stone Mountain Owners Association (SMOA)?
4. View: This is a highly visible lot, both from SR-9 and SMOA property. What steps will be taken to mitigate the visibility?
5. Trespassing: The SMOA Board has not given anyone associated with the road construction (or this project) to enter the
property of SMOA. We do not want the owner(s) to use the hydrant on our property or string the fire hose across our
property for dust control.
Thank you
Dianne Mc Donald
Sent from my iPad

11/17/2020

Town of Springdale Mail - Re: Comments on Proposed Transient Lodging Building at 358 Zion Park Blvd

Katy Brown <kbrown@springdale.utah.gov>

Re: Comments on Proposed Transient Lodging Building at 358 Zion Park Blvd
1 message
On Tue, Nov 17, 2020, 1:23 PM Stan Plaisier

>

Tue, Nov 17, 2020 at 1:29 PM

wrote:

Springdale Planning Commission and Tom Dansie:
The proposed location for a two-unit transient lodging building should not be approved for the following reasons:
1. The proposed building would be located upon unstable clay soils that exhibit significant shrink/swell properties and
are highly erosive. This area has been identified by the Utah Geologic Survey for geologic hazards including slope
instability.
2. This location, near the top of Balanced Rock Road, is highly visible both from SR-9, and will actually interfere with
the view that residents of the Stone Mountain Condo Building B units currently enjoy and appreciate. Our unit in
particular has a great view of Bridge Mountain that will be partially blocked if this 22 foot high building is allowed to be
built.
3. It will be very difficult for this building to comply with the Town’s Dark Sky Ordinance, as the building is
significantly above the surrounding facilities and roads.
One other comment is that the developer has significantly damaged Balanced Rock Road while bringing
heavy equipment and materials up to this, and adjacent, project sites. This road is the only official entrance to the
Stone Mountain Condos.
Sincerely,
Stan Plaisier
Springdale, UT

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=55923841fa&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1683640812481296102%7Cmsg-f%3A16836408124812…
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17 November 2020

Springdale, UT 84767

Springdale Planning Commission
118 Lion Boulevard
Springdale, Utah 84767
Dear Planning Commission,
We are writing to express our concerns about two proposed zoning changes that would permanently
effect Springdale and our local neighbors. Both, in our opinion, are negative proposals. We understand
the commission meets tomorrow (11/18/2020) to consider these proposals.
The first is the change in zoning of the property adjacent to Zion Blvd (near the city center, Library, &
parks). It is currently zoned residential. The developer proposes changing to commercial. The only
person who benefits from this change is the developer, who does not live there. The property is
exceptional. Because of this the original seller demanded a high price. The developer obviously felt
he/they could pay that price and make a profit by changing the zone to commercial which would allow
business development. Businesses would dramatically change the area. We have lived here for ten
years. We see the dramatic growth of Zion. We also see the daily crowding created by visitors trying to
experience the park…long lines of cars trying to enter daily; long lines of visitors waiting to board buses.
Zion is already “maxed-out”. Will more development in Springdale add to the experience of any who
visit? Will the added congestion in one of the last “quiet” areas benefit long-time local residents and
city dwellers who utilize the library, tennis courts, & park as a place to “escape”? The developer
obviously entered this area with eyes “wide-open”. I am certain that those eyes, from day one, saw a
zone change he/they could implement. Why should all loyal residents pay a huge price in quality of life
just to accommodate a developer? In our view, we should not.
The second is the proposed transient lodging above the new parking lot below Balanced Rock Road. The
parking lot has worked well. The lodging will not! It would be on land that obviously is unstable, as the
slide-ruined homes just above them attest. Pipes protrude into space along that ridge…the remains of
past slides. Deep crevasses cleave the terrain. The developer proceeded to build a road and make
improvements before approaching the commission for approval…possibly thinking if work had already
begun, how could you refuse? Esthetically, it diminishes the whole area. Enough is enough! When will
clear, rational thought prevail? I suspect the commission is composed of clear thinkers who love
Springdale, Zion, and our quality of life. Let’s do our best to preserve our heritage!
Thank you,
Brad & Linda Weston

Re: the rezoning of 5.5 acres on Lion Blvd. - Justin Maybe
Inbox
Cheri I.

Sat, Nov 14, 12:02
PM (2 days ago)

to Thomas, me
I may not be able to attend the virtual meeting on Wednesday due to work.
Regarding the rezoning of the 5.5 acres on Lion Blvd. – Justin Maybe from residential to commercial, I am against the
rezoning from Residential to Commercial. We do not need more hotels in the area or in town as we have enough
hotels. Additionally, this will lead to increased traffic and congestion on Lion Blvd. as well as Zion Park Blvd. You would
have to put in a signal or a stop sign at the corner of Lion and Zion Park, and if you put in a signal, traffic could be back up
for miles on Zion Park Blvd. Additionally, the infrastructure and small area where this property is located will not be able
to support the increased traffic and more people in a 52 unit hotel. We need to be able to move and drive through our
community and not have it become a standstill where people will just be sitting in traffic. Also, this would take away open
space affecting views and wildlife habitat. We also need more affordable housing here in Springdale. For these reasons,
I do not support the rezoning to commercial and ask that it remain residential.
Mr. Maybe put in for a 100 unit hotel room before and it did not pass; Now he wants a 52 unit plus 8 affordable housing
units which is better, but I am still against the 52 units hotel room. Affordable housing I am for.
Sincerely,
Cheri Ikerd

On Mon, Nov 16, 2020 at 9:12 AM JULIE MCKOWN <

NO ZONE CHANGES in Springda le. No Zone Cha nge for Justin Ma bey.
Springda le residents ha ve spoken loud a nd clea r on this for quite some time now.
Tha nk you,
Sincerely,
Julie McKown

> wrote:

11/16/2020

Town of Springdale Mail - 11/18/20 Planning Commission Regular Meeting Notice and Agenda

Springdale Town <springdale@springdale.utah.gov>

11/18/20 Planning Commission Regular Meeting Notice and Agenda
jonathan zambella
Fri, Nov 13, 2020 at 3:41 PM
To: Springdale Town <springdale@springdale.utah.gov>, planner@springdaletown.com, Thomas Dansie <dcd@infowest.com>
Hello,
I would like to submit my public comment via this email for the proposed Zion Change Request East Zion VH, LLC on parcel S-137A
I oppose the zone change as presented. Despite the considerable changes made from the August 2019 application, the 2020
proposal still fails to meet the needs of the general plan and does not qualify in its current application state as mixed use - business
residential. It is by square footage primarily commercial with a token 8 tiny affordable housing units.
Affordable housing is needed in Springdale, but like the last plan, these 8 units will not be affordable, just as the cottage
developments in Springdale are not affordable, nor are the units offered up in the Moenave development. The only acceptable
affordable housing in Springdale its that which has been offered for rent by Red Hawk and a few employers in Town who have
taken action to provide such. The carrot of affordable housing should not be considered an asset to the town UNLESS the
developer enrolls the 8 units into a publicly managed housing authority.
Lodging is going to be the major part of this development, and the town needs to decide if a zone change for lodging is reasonable
mixed use. I disagree with the applicant that it is not proper mixed use. A proper mixed use proposal would have a 50/50 mix of
commercial and residential uses. To say that Lion Blvd is not longer desired for residential use is ridiculous. Really. So many people
would love to live in Springdale, anywhere in Springdale. The right developer could make great money and provide a mix of market
and affordable housing on that acreage. To say the only feasible use is a parking lot and a hotel is preposterous.
I am pro-property rights. I believe the property owner has the right to develop their land as it fits into the current ordinance. They
bought the land as Foothill residential and the town does not OWE them a zone change because they feel that traffic Lion Blvd is
too much. There are many residential zones along Zion park Blvd which see 500x the number of cars Lion Blvd will ever see. Will
you grant a zone chang ETO all those property owners too?
Please do not change this zone in Springdale.
Many thanks,
Jonathan Zambella

Sent from my mobile tether...please pardon my brevity...

On Nov 13, 2020, at 2:47 PM, Springdale Town <springdale@springdale.utah.gov> wrote:

[Quoted text hidden]

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1?ik=a98e3f9bae&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f%3A1683286719224855724&simpl=msg-f%3A16832867192…
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On Sat, Nov 14, 2020 at 7:00 AM Max <

> wrote:

Dear Planning Commission and Tom Dansie,
Attached is our letter from last year when Mr. Mabey requested a zone change. Not much has changed from that
letter except that Mr. Mabey is now requesting the zone change on a smaller scale.
Once again Mr. Mabey is dangling the carrot of affordable housing as a reason to change the zone. Nowhere in the
application do I see any details about how he will implement affordable housing. Does he expect the Planning
Condition to grant a zone change based on some vague promise of affordable housing? Our company now owns
five homes in the area to house employees. We have purchased and built this affordable housing without any
government help. If, as a business, we will need more housing, plenty of residential real estate is still available. By
converting this zone to commercial, the proposed businesses will create a greater need for housing than being
provided. How does this proposal meet the goals of the General Plan? Creating a problem, then offering a solution
that doesn't even fix it is does nothing to enhance our community. If Mr. Mabey is so concerned about affordable
housing, he might consider building it on his residentially zoned land along side upscale homes.
He also states that "conditions of this area have changed drastically", making Lion Blvd. no longer a good location
for residential housing. I'm not sure how he came up with this conclusion. For the residents living in the area, it still
is a quiet area, especially in the evening and night. By making it commercial, Mr. Mabey will be making his
conclusions a self fulfilling prophecy. Please protect the property rights of those around this parcel and deny a zone
change request.
-Max Gregoric
Rockville, UT 84763

11/18/2020
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Springdale Town <springdale@springdale.utah.gov>

11/18/20 Planning Commission Regular Meeting Notice and Agenda
Chris White
To: Springdale Town <springdale@springdale.utah.gov>

Wed, Nov 18, 2020 at 9:30 AM

We would like to comment on the proposed changes by Justin Mabey on Lion Blvd. This large parcel was acquired as valley
residential and the zoning should be upheld. Commercially zoned property in this town goes for a premium, for obvious reasons;
obtaining such zoning after the fact should not be allowed. Each variance granted by the Town sets a precedent for the next
developer to come in and ask for the same or even more; as well as all other parties who have been denied in the past. It's a
dangerous slope. If this practice continues, the very soul of this Town will be eroded to the point that no one will want to live here.
Springdale will essentially become one big transient hub, with no sense of community. Does our town really need more hotel rooms
and parking lots? We say NO, but more full and part time RESIDENTS who take pride in our neighborhoods would be very
welcome.
Kiersta Nofsinger & Chris White
[Quoted text hidden]

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1?ik=a98e3f9bae&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f%3A1683716340775465471&simpl=msg-f%3A16837163407…
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17 November 2020

Springdale, UT 84767

Springdale Planning Commission
118 Lion Boulevard
Springdale, Utah 84767
Dear Planning Commission,
We are writing to express our concerns about two proposed zoning changes that would permanently
effect Springdale and our local neighbors. Both, in our opinion, are negative proposals. We understand
the commission meets tomorrow (11/18/2020) to consider these proposals.
The first is the change in zoning of the property adjacent to Zion Blvd (near the city center, Library, &
parks). It is currently zoned residential. The developer proposes changing to commercial. The only
person who benefits from this change is the developer, who does not live there. The property is
exceptional. Because of this the original seller demanded a high price. The developer obviously felt
he/they could pay that price and make a profit by changing the zone to commercial which would allow
business development. Businesses would dramatically change the area. We have lived here for ten
years. We see the dramatic growth of Zion. We also see the daily crowding created by visitors trying to
experience the park…long lines of cars trying to enter daily; long lines of visitors waiting to board buses.
Zion is already “maxed-out”. Will more development in Springdale add to the experience of any who
visit? Will the added congestion in one of the last “quiet” areas benefit long-time local residents and
city dwellers who utilize the library, tennis courts, & park as a place to “escape”? The developer
obviously entered this area with eyes “wide-open”. I am certain that those eyes, from day one, saw a
zone change he/they could implement. Why should all loyal residents pay a huge price in quality of life
just to accommodate a developer? In our view, we should not.
The second is the proposed transient lodging above the new parking lot below Balanced Rock Road. The
parking lot has worked well. The lodging will not! It would be on land that obviously is unstable, as the
slide-ruined homes just above them attest. Pipes protrude into space along that ridge…the remains of
past slides. Deep crevasses cleave the terrain. The developer proceeded to build a road and make
improvements before approaching the commission for approval…possibly thinking if work had already
begun, how could you refuse? Esthetically, it diminishes the whole area. Enough is enough! When will
clear, rational thought prevail? I suspect the commission is composed of clear thinkers who love
Springdale, Zion, and our quality of life. Let’s do our best to preserve our heritage!
Thank you,
Brad & Linda Weston

