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TOWN COUNCIL NOTICE AND AGENDA

THE SPRINGDALE TOWN COUNCIL WILL HOLD A MEETING
ON WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 11, 2021
AT THE CANYON COMMUNITY CENTER, 126 LION BOULEVARD, SPRINGDALE, UTAH
SPECIAL MEETING STARTS AT 4:00PM. REGULAR MEETING STARTS AT 5:00PM.
This meeting will be broadcast via Zoom for public viewing/listening only.
Any public comment should be submitted two-days prior to the meeting.
Comments may also be provided in-person at the meeting during Community questions and comments and the Public Hearing.
SPECIAL MEETING:
Approval of the special meeting agenda
A.
Closed Session
1. Discussion of pending or reasonably imminent litigation
B.
Action Required by Closed Session
REGULAR MEETING:
Pledge of Allegiance
Approval of the regular meeting agenda
A.
Announcements/Information/Community Questions
1. General announcements
2. Zion National Park update – Superintendent Bradybaugh
3. Council department reports
4. Community questions and comments
B.

Special Recognition
1. Citizen of the Season – Kelly McKean
2. Honoring Chief of Police Garen Brecke for 25 years of service in law enforcement

C.

Legislative Action Items
1. Public Hearing - Ordinance Revision: Changes to Title 10 of the Springdale Town Code as indicated below:
a) Revisions to section 10-2-2 adding certain definitions and revising certain definitions
associated with transient lodging facilities and transient lodging units, intended to clarify what constitutes
a transient lodging unit
b) Revisions to building height and building size standards in the FR and VR zones, contained in sections 109A-10 and 10-9B-9
c) Addition of Chapter 10-15H: Residential Height and Size Bonus

D.

Administrative Action Items
1. Approval of the Interstate Rock contract for the SR-9 sidewalk project
2. Review and approval of the contract with Fehr & Peers for a Downtown Transportation Study and Active
Transportation Plan
3. Review of the Recreation Facility Survey results and direction to staff concerning next steps
4. Discussion and possible direction to the Planning Commission to review Chapter 10-15D of the Town Code, which
deals with residential agriculture and farm animal restrictions

E.

Consent Agenda
1. Review of monthly invoices
2. Minutes: June 1, June 23, July 14

F.

Administrative Non-Action Items
1. General Council discussion

G.

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/87984174761?pwd=NU5ISFNZZGJ
0NVpCREpPd1NZR1RMZz09
Meeting ID: 879 8417 4761
Passcode: 414820
One tap mobile
+13462487799,,87984174761#,,,,*414820# US (Houston)
+16699009128,,87984174761#,,,,*414820# US (San Jose)
Dial by your location
+1 346 248 7799 US (Houston)
+1 669 900 9128 US (San Jose)
Meeting ID: 879 8417 4761
Passcode: 414820

Packet materials for agenda items will be available on the Town website August 6, 2021:
http://www.springdaletown.com/AgendaCenter/Town-Council-4

Memorandum
To:
From:
Date:
Re:

Town Council
Thomas Dansie
August 6, 2021
Ordinance Revision: Residential Design Exemption, Height / Size Incentive, Transient
Lodging Definitions

Executive Summary
The Planning Commission has recommended revisions to the land use ordinance as summarized below:
-

One- and two-family residences are proposed to be exempted from building design standards (as
required by recent State law changes)
The maximum allowable size of structures in the FR and VR zones is proposed to be reduced
from 5,000 square feet to 3,000 square feet.
The maximum allowable height of structures in the FR and VR zones is proposed to be reduced
by five feet.
Increases to building size and height are proposed for one- and two- family residences in the FR
and VR zones that voluntarily comply with the Town’s building design regulations.
Certain definitions related to transient lodging are proposed to be revised or added to the code.

The Commission prepared and recommended these proposed revisions in order to comply with recent
changes to Utah State law, and to respond to changing trends in the kinds of transient lodging facilities
being developed in the Town1.
Residential Building Design Exemption
The Utah State Legislature passed HB 1003 in a special session earlier this summer. This bill removes
local government’s authority to regulate building design elements on one- and two-family residences.
The Legislature’s stated justification for this change was to promote affordable housing, with the finding

1

In conjunction with these changes the Commission also prepared ordinance revisions which would more carefully
regulate the design of new development along SR9, with an emphasis on Parkitecture. That ordinance would also
establish a “Design Review Board” process for development aling SR9. Many of the comments in the PC meeting
minutes and public comment letters (attached) are directed at that portion of the ordinance. After hearing these
concerns from the community the Commission decided to continue the SR9 design portion of the ordinance to
respond to community concerns. The currently proposed ordinance does not address building design for new
development along SR9 or the Design Review Board.
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that building design regulations are a contributing factor in the State’s housing affordability crisis2. As a
result of this legislation, the Town can no longer enforce the following land use regulations on one- and
two-family residences:
-

Exterior color
Type or style of exterior cladding material
Style, dimensions, or materials of a roof structure, roof pitch, or porch
Exterior non-structural ornamentation
Location, design, placement, or architectural styling of a window, door, or garage door
Number or type of rooms
Interior layout of a room
Minimum square footage
Rear yard landscaping
Requirement for front yard landscaping

Based on this legislation, the Town is no longer able to enforce the following code sections on one- and
two-family residences:
●
●
●
●

Section 10-9a-13: Building and Site Design Requirements (if located in the FR zone)
Chapter 10-16: Architectural Standards and Design Guidelines
Chapter 10-17: Color Palette
Chapter 10-18: Landscaping

To comply with HB 1003 the Planning Commission recommends exempting one- and two-family
residences from the above mentioned code sections and chapters. The proposed revised ordinance
includes this exemption.

2

Staff contends the Town’s building design standards for one- and two-family residences in existence prior to HB
1003 did not add significant, if any, costs to the development process. The Town’s color palette allows a wide range
of color selection, and building color is typically not a contributing factor to development costs anyway. The Town’s
exterior material standards allow a wide range of exterior materials, many of which are quite affordable. The
Town’s landscape requirements encourage naturalized, low cost and low care vegetation - reducing both initial cost
and long term maintenance and irrigation costs. Staff feels the Town’s design standards allow a significantly broad
menu of options to allow property owners to find selections that both fit their budgets and satisfy Town
requirements.
2

Residential Building Height and Size Reductions
The Planning Commission has also recommended a reduction in the maximum permitted building height
and size for residential zones, as shown in the chart below:
Existing

Proposed

FR zone normal parcel

25 feet

20 feet

FR zone high visual impact or view
obstructing parcel

20 feet

15 feet

VR and VR-A Zones

26 feet

21 feet

VR-B Zone

22 feet

17 feet

5,000 square
feet

3,000 square
feet

Building Height

Building Size All Residential Zones
(inclusive of attached garage + covered patios)

The Commission is proposing this change for the following reasons:
-

The State Legislature passed HB 1003 (which removes the Town’s ability to regulate residential
building design) in an effort to promote more housing affordability. The Town has also expressed
concern over housing affordability. The Town’s General Plan identifies housing diversity and
housing affordability as one of the top priorities the Town should be working on. General Plan
Objective 5.2.5 suggests the Town should look for ways to promote more housing affordability in
the private market. This Objective states one of the ways the Town can promote lower housing
costs in the private market is by encouraging more modest house size. By reducing the maximum
permitted height and size of residential structures the Town can help reduce housing costs in the
private market, which is consistent with the Legislature’s stated intent of HB 1003.

-

The Town has been particularly concerned about the design and appearance of all new
development in Springdale, including one- and two-family residences, for the past 30 years. The
Town’s village character and unique appearance (which are core characteristics of Springdale’s
identity) depend heavily on the appearance of new development. Thus, building design
ordinances are extremely important in Springdale. The Town’s General Plan contains numerous
references to the importance of preserving views of Zion Canyon by making sure the built
environment does not detract from the views of the natural environment3. The Town’s building
design regulations (color standards, exterior building material standards, etc.) were intended to
help achieve this General Plan vision. Now that the Town is unable to preserve views of Zion

3

See the following General Plan references: Objective 2.2.1, Objective 2.2.3, Objective 2.2.5, Objective 2.3.1,
Objective 3.2.3, and Objective 5.1.2.
3

Canyon through building design regulations on residential development, an alternative method
to achieving this goal is through height and size reductions. Smaller and shorter structures have
less potential to impact views of natural features (regardless of design) than larger, taller
structures. Many residential structures are located in highly visual locations: on hillside locations
visible from the valley floor, or near SR9. This makes it particularly important to ensure these
structures do not detract from views of the natural surroundings. Reducing the scale of these
structures will also reduce their impact on views of natural features.
Building Height and Size Increase
Many property owners desire homes that are larger than 3,000 square feet, or taller than 15 to 21 feet.
The Planning Commission recognizes that there are instances where a larger or taller residential
structure may be warranted and appropriate. The Commission has recommended a pathway for
structures to receive a 2,000 square foot size increase, and a five foot height increase. This would make
the building size and height the same as currently permitted. In order to qualify for the increase, a
property owner would voluntarily agree to be bound by the Town’s building design regulations (color,
building materials, building design, landscape). This strategy would result in essentially the same set of
development standards for one- and two-family residences that existed prior to HB 1003.
This strategy allows the Town to comply with HB 1003, promote lower housing costs in the private
market, and provide an opportunity for property owners who are interested in larger and taller
structures to be able to develop their properties accordingly.
The strategy can be envisioned in two levels of development standards: Springdale Basic and Springdale
Heritage.
Springdale Basic is the minimum set of development standards: 3,000 square foot building size,
15 to 21 foot building heights, and no building design requirements. This is the base permitted
development in the residential zones.
Springdale Heritage allows larger building sizes (5,000 square feet), taller buildings (20 to 26
feet), and includes the building design standards that existed prior to HB 1003. This is essentially
the exact set of development standards that existed prior to HB 1003. All residential
development in Springdale in the last 15+ years has been developed under this set of
development standards. This level of development standards is available to any property owner
who voluntarily requests it on their property.
Transient Lodging Unit Definitions
Transient lodging density (the number of lodging units allowed on a property) is regulated as a function
of lot area. In the Central Commercial zone one transient lodging unit (TLU) per 2,500 square feet of lot
area is allowed. In the Village Commercial zone one TLU per 4,000 square feet of lot area is allowed.
Although the Code regulates hotel density based on the number of TLUs per lot area, there is no
definition in the Code stipulating what a TLU is.
4

For a traditional hotel or motel it is straightforward to understand one hotel room equals one TLU.
However, new trends in transient lodging make the determination of what constitutes a TLU more
difficult. For example, a four bedroom house rented as a short term rental is currently treated as one
TLU, even though the impact of that short term rental far exceeds the impact of one hotel room.
Similarly, new developments designed exclusively as short term rental properties commonly have
multiple units each with multiple bedrooms. A hypothetical development that may have ten “units”, but
20 to 30 bedrooms. The result is a development that complies with the Town’s TLU density standard on
paper, but which in practice far exceeds the lodging impact envisioned for that property (parking, traffic,
utility consumption, general activity, etc.).
To more accurately align the actual impact of various types of transient lodging facilities with the Code
regulations for lodging density, the Planning Commission has proposed several revisions to the
definitions section of the Town Code. These revisions are:
●

●

Addition of the following definitions:
○ Hostel
○ Short-term Rental
○ Transient Lodging Unit
Revision to the following definitions:
○ Bed and Breakfast4
○ Hotel / Motel
○ Transient Lodging Facility

Public Comment
The Commission received a number of comments from the community during the public hearing on this
item. Minutes of the public hearing documenting these comments are attached to this report.
Additionally, staff has received a number of written comments. They too are attached.
Commission Action
After holding a public hearing the Commission recommended approval of the proposed ordinance
change, as indicated in the motion of approval below:
Motion made by Barbara Bruno that the Planning Commission recommends approval of the proposed
ordinance revisions to various sections of Title 10, removing single and two-family residential
development from the building design regulations in the Town Code, specifically 10-9a-13, 15F, 16, 17,

4

The initial draft of the ordinance proposed to remove the definition of “Bed and Breakfast” and replace it with a
new definition of “Residential Hosting” - a broader term to describe a lodging facility in a residential style structure
where a host lives on-site, inclusive of Bed and Breakfasts. Comments from the community expressed concern
about the term “Residential Hosting” as it implied transient lodging would be allowed in the residential zones.
Based on this concern the Commission directed staff to revise the definition of “Bed and Breakfast” instead of using
the term “Residential Hosting.” The version of the ordinance in the Council packets reflects this change.
5

and 18, reducing the building height and maximum size for single- and two-family development,
allowing a building height and building size increase for single- and two-family development which is
voluntarily subjected to the Town's building design standards, and revising the definitions associated
with "transient lodging unit" to more clearly define what constitutes a transient lodging unit in various
types of lodging facilities. The Commission directs staff to include Bed & Breakfast facilities in the
Residential Hosting Facility language. This recommendation is based on the fact that these revisions
promote the goals and objectives of the General Plan by ensuring that buildings in Springdale reflect the
village atmosphere, compliment the natural surroundings, and are compatible with the heritage of
Springdale. Seconded by Dawn McComb.
Rioux: Aye
Bruno: Aye
Burns: Aye
McComb Aye
Kenaston: Aye
Motion passed unanimously.
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ORDINANCE 2021-___
ANO ORDINANCE OF THE SPRINGDALE TOWN COUNCIL REVISING STANDARDS FOR BUILDING SIZE AND
HEIGHT IN THE FR AND VR ZONES, EXEMPTING ONE AND TWO FAMILY RESIDENCES FROM BUILDING
DESIGN STANDARDS, AND REVISING DEFINITIONS RELATED TO TRANSIENT LODGING UNITS
Whereas, the Town of Springdale General Plan emphasizes the need to protect views of natural
surroundings, including the world renown views of Zion National Park; and
Whereas, as a strategy to protect these views the Town has employed simple building design standards
for the past many years; and
Whereas, recent changes to the Utah Municipal Land Use and Development Act remove the Town’s
authority to enforce these regulations on one- and two-family residences; and
Whereas, the Town Council desires to both comply with recent State law changes and continue to
promote the General Plan goals of preserving natural views; and
Whereas, the Council finds certain changes to the Town’s regulations for residential building design,
building size, and building height will allow the Town to accomplish these goals; and
Whereas, the Town Council also wishes to clarify the definition of “transient lodging unit” in the land use
ordinance; and
Whereas, the necessary procedures for amending the Town’s land use ordinance, including the required
public hearing and opportunity for public comment, have been completed;
Therefore be it ORDAINED by the Springdale Town Council that the following changes are made to Title
10 of the Springdale Town Code:

Section 1: 10-9A-10: BUILDING SIZE AND HEIGHT, paragraphs A and C are amended to read as follows:
(paragraphs B, D, and E are unchanged)
A.

No structure on a High Visual Impact Parcel may exceed 20 feet in height. No structure on a
Normal Parcel may exceed 25 feet in height.
*******************

C.

The maximum total square footage for a building in the FR zone is 5,000 square feet. Total
square footage includes all the areas enclosed by walls (measured from the face of the outside
wall to the face of the outside wall, including attached garages) on all stories of the structure, as
well as all functional areas covered by a roof, trellis, or other similar structure, such as patios,
porches, and covered walkways. A basement is included in the calculation of total square
footage only to the extent provided in subsection C1.

1.

If the vertical distance between either natural grade or cut grade and the finished floor
elevation (FFE) of the first floor of a structure at any point on an exterior building surface
(such as basement walls, crawl space walls, foundation walls, pool deck walls, etc.),
exceeds four feet (4'), then the area of the structure below the FFE of the first floor shall
be counted as building square footage, as detailed below:
a.
When the structure is placed on natural grade or fill grade, the amount of
square footage included in the building is equal to that portion of the footprint
of the structure where there is more than one foot in vertical distance between
natural grade and the finished floor elevation of the main floor.
b.

When the structure is placed on cut grade the amount of area included in
building size is equal to the portion of the footprint of the structure where there
is more than one foot in vertical distance between cut grade and the finished
floor elevation.

Section 2: 10-9A-13(C)(1) is amended to read as follows:
1.

Building Height: Building height shall be governed by Section 10-9A-10 of this article and
Chapter 15A of this title, except that the height of any proposed structure on a
View-Obstructing Parcel shall not exceed the greater of either: a) the lowest height
which would cause the structure to not interrupt views of the vertical cliff faces of the
Navajo Sandstone from any point not on the subject parcel and within 350 feet of the
proposed structure, or b) 20 feet, as calculated by chapter 15A of this title.

Section 3: 10-9B-9: BUILDING SIZE AND HEIGHT, paragraphs A and B are amended to read as follows:
(paragraphs C, D, and E are unchanged)
A.

Square Footage: A building in the VR zone may not have a total square footage of over 5,000
square feet, as calculated in accordance with this section.
1. Total square footage under this section includes all the areas enclosed by walls (measured
from the face of the outside wall to the face of the outside wall, including attached garages) on
all stories of the structure, as well as all functional areas covered by a roof, trellis, or other
similar structure including but not limited to patios, porches, and covered walkways. A basement
is included in the calculation of total square footage of a structure only to the extent provided in
subsection A2.
2. If the vertical distance between either natural grade or cut grade and the finished floor
elevation (FFE) of the first floor of a structure at any point on an exterior building surface
(including but not limited to basement walls, crawl space walls, foundation walls, pool deck
walls, and decking), exceeds four feet, then the footprint of the structure below the FFE of the
first floor is counted in the calculation of building square footage, as detailed below:
a.

If the structure is placed on natural grade or fill grade, the amount of area
included in building square footage is equal to the portion of the footprint of the
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b.

structure where there is more than one foot in vertical distance between natural
grade and the FFE of the main floor.
If the structure is placed on cut grade, the amount of area included in building
square footage is equal to the portion of the footprint of the structure where
there is more than one foot in vertical distance between cut grade and the FFE.

3. Subsection A2 does not apply to any building that is elevated above natural grade for the sole
purpose of flood protection, provided that the building is located in a flood hazard zone
according to the flood insurance rate map, and further provided that the building does not have
a basement.
B.

Height: A principal structure in the VR-S and VR-A subzones may not be more than 26 feet high.
A principal structure in the VR-B subzone may not be more than 22 feet high, and any portion of
a principal structure in the VR-B subzone that is within five feet of a required setback may not be
more than 18 feet high.

Section 4: Chapter 10-15H: RESIDENTIAL HEIGHT AND SIZE BONUS is added to the code and reads as
follows:
A. Except as provided under paragraph B, single and two-family residential development is exempt
from the following code chapters and sections:
1. Section 10-9a-13: Building and Site Design Requirements (if located in the FR zone);
2. Chapter 10-16: Architectural Standards and Design Guidelines;
3. Chapter 10-17: Color Palette; and
4. Chapter 10-18: Landscaping.
B. An owner of property in the FR or VR zone (including VR subzones) may, in accordance with this
paragraph, request that the Town apply all the chapters and sections in paragraph A to the
owner’s property. To make the request, a property owner must submit a written request to the
Town on a form provided by the Town. The request must be signed by the title owner(s) of the
property, and the Town may require proof of ownership of the property. A written request is
invalid if it contains alterations, is incomplete, or does not include attachments requested on the
form. Upon the Town’s receipt of a valid request submitted in accordance with this paragraph,
the chapters and sections specified in paragraph A apply to the affected property.
C. A property for which a valid request is submitted in accordance with paragraph B shall be
granted the following height and size bonuses (which are not available as a permitted use in the
residential zones):
1. Building height shall be increased by five feet over the height otherwise permitted; and
2. Building size shall be increased by 2,000 square feet over the size otherwise permitted.
D. The Town shall record a written valid request under paragraph B in the Washington County
Recorder’s Office. Any failure to record a request has no effect on the Town’s authority to
enforce regulations against a property for which a request has been received by the Town in
accordance with paragraph B.

3

Section 5: The following definitions are revised or added to 10-2-2: DEFINITIONS:
Definitions to be added to the Code as follows:
Hostel: A type of transient lodging facility that offers basic accommodations typified by dormitory style
sleeping quarters and shared bathroom and living areas.
Short-term rental: A transient lodging facility where guests have limited or no interaction with on-site
staff. Short-term rentals typically do not have front desks or full-time on-site staff. A short-term rental
can be the rental of an entire structure, or rental of a completely self-contained dwelling unit in a larger
structure. Each short-term rental facility includes a private entrance, sleeping, bathing, and basic cooking
facilities. Commonly referred to as a vacation rental.
Transient Lodging Unit: An individual space for overnight accommodations in a transient lodging facility.
Transient lodging units in different types of transient lodging facilities are specifically defined below:
Hostel: Each 175 square feet of shared sleeping space in the hostel counts as one transient
lodging unit. Each private bedroom in the hostel counts as one transient lodging unit.
Hotel / Motel: Each bedroom with a bathroom in a hotel / motel counts as one transient lodging
unit. Suite units in a hotel / motel with multiple bedrooms are counted as multiple transient
lodging units, based on the number of bedrooms in the suite unit.
Residential Hosting: Every bedroom that is offered for transient lodging rental in the residential
hosting facility is counted as a transient lodging unit.
Short-term rental: Every bedroom in the short-term rental counts as one transient lodging unit.
Current Code definitions in the Code to be revised as follows:
BED AND BREAKFAST: A transient lodging facility in a residential style structure located in a commercial
zone (or in a residential zone as a nonconfomring use) where a host, either the owner or a full-time
manager, lives on-site and acts as the primary service provider for the facility. A transient lodging facility
with the provision of the breakfast meal included in the rental fee. A bed and breakfast shall comply with
all appropriate construction codes, zoning requirements or any other ordinances or codes adopted by
the Town. A bed and breakfast does not qualify as a "home occupation".

HOTEL/MOTEL: A transient lodging facility usually containing ten (10) or more guestrooms and having
one principal entryway or entrance, a lobby with a front desk or other public rooms. Hotels/Motels have
non-resident on-site support staff present for all or the majority of the day and typically offer guests
support services such as front desks and housekeeping.

TRANSIENT LODGING FACILITY: Any establishment that receives payment in any form of exchange or
trade for the use of any dwelling for thirty (30) consecutive days or less, including any hotel, motel, bed
and breakfast, boarding house, short-term rental, hostel, or the like.
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PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Springdale Town Council the ___th day of ______, 2021. This ordinance
shall be effective upon passage and posting.

Mayor Stanley J. Smith

Attest:

Darci Carlson, Town Clerk
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Springdale Town <springdale@springdale.utah.gov>

07/21/21 Planning Commission Regular Meeting
jonathan zambella
Sat, Jul 17, 2021 at 12:51 AM
To: Springdale Town <springdale@springdale.utah.gov>, Tom Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>
I would like to submit comments to the planning commission about the proposed changes to the town code. The
questions I ask within are not rhetorical, and I would like them read into the pubic record during the public hearing so that
the general public has a chance to answer them.
1. First, I fully agree with MJ West’s July 7th comments. and would further say it is entirely inappropriate to add more
steps to the already substantial process of DDR in Springdale. The role of government is to serve the greatest portion of
needs of the entire population when those people can not reasonably meet those needs themselves. The DRB is another
example of government overstepping their authority and creating bureaucratic processes that do not serve and benefit the
greater population of Springdale. The DRB serves the opinion of a small number of residents. The DRB further dilutes the
already strained volunteer roles in the town. The DRB should not be instituted at all.
2. Parkitecture is not the only desired style of building in the town of Springdale. The Town’s future history museum is a
good example. If this historic building was so desired to acquire, because of its historic value, why has nearly every
historic feature of the building been removed? And why now are we going to spend tons of tax payer money to make it
into something it historically never was and meet a parkitecture standard that the early settlers of Zion Canyon could
never have afforded.
3. What portion of Springdale is currently built to meet the parkitecture standards which this ordinance change requires?
Does the town truly feel that 100% of the residents want to live in a homogenous town with design elements and tastes
that were developed 100 years ago? In 1909, people were making 45 cents per hour. Today a rock mason charges $80 to
$120/hour. Navajo sandstone rock work is VERY expensive, and is a huge carbon footprint to extract and form for
building use. Exposed timber ends on porches????? Exposed timber ends is a terrible design element in the desert.
These timber ends force the wood to dry more quickly, require chemical treatments to reduce the cracking and warping
that will ensue regardless, and require a ton of labor to maintain. Why is this necessary on facades of buildings? How
does the town as a whole benefit from this being required? Has the Town done a sustainability study on the parkitecture
elements it will be requiring - it should if it is going to force very developer to spend millions of additional dollars to build
under those new standards. Does parkitectural building design align with LEED certified building practices?
4. There are many incredible homes and buildings in Springdale that blend well into the landscape that do not have rock
supported porches or overhangs, nor gable roofs, nor horizontal wood siding, nor heavy timbers. Should all of these
buildings which were once seen as very appealing and desired by the Planning Commission and approved by the PC be
discounted now as poor design? How many buildings approved by the PC over the last 12 months would meet the new
parkitecture design criteria? Will the new Bumbleberry meet this criteria- which will be the central focal point of the town
(https://www.bumbleberry.com/design-plans-for-the-new-bumbleberry-building/)? They did dot the i’s and get two
entrances with a gable roof, exposed timber, and rock pillars. Will the DRB use this as their reference point of excellent
parkitectural design or will they be looking at Gifford Park as the minimum standard(
https://www.zillow.com/homedetails/103-Gifford-Park-Dr-Springdale-UT-84767/68880537_zpid/

)?
6. I believe with the money being spent in town right now on real estate and the new culture that will develop here
because of this new outsider influence, the town will encounter legal challenges to the DRB and Parkitecture
requirements. I would hope the current and newly elected mayor and town council have the wisdom to discard this
ordinance change to save the town unnecessary legal fees.
7. Government should not determine taste. I have designed and built 9 residential and commercial buildings in Springdale
over the last 14 years and none would be considered parkitecture but all receive very positive comments from neighbors,
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/2?ik=a98e3f9bae&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f%3A1705513795910369148&simpl=msg-f%3A17055137959…
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tourists, commissioners, and occupants. Can future designers and builders count on the DRB to see beyond the scope of
the parkitectural guidelines, allow for creativity, sustainability, and possibility?
8. MAX Residential building size should not be reduced to 3000 feet and should remain at 5000 square feet. Parkitecture
alone does not make a 5000 square foot home more aesthetically pleasing., it could, but I am sure someone can build
using all the required parkitecture elements and still make it look terrible. Forcing someone to adopt parkitecture elements
to have a 5000 square foot home that is within the SR9 Design Corridor that was allowed yesterday without those
elements is senseless and an overreach of government.
9. If the town remains so hell bent on this parkitecture requirement it should be written to allow for A SINGLE parkitecture
element to be included in a design for the design to be eligible to move forward to the planning commission as long as it
met the other required DDR standards as they stand today. There should be no reduction of current building heights and
sizes and thus no special bonuses will be needed for meeting parkitectural standards. The necessity of Special bonuses
are an indicator of poorly crafted ordinances.
Thank you for your time,
Jonathan Zambella

On Jul 16, 2021, at 3:58 PM, Springdale Town <springdale@springdale.utah.gov> wrote:

[Quoted text hidden]

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/2?ik=a98e3f9bae&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f%3A1705513795910369148&simpl=msg-f%3A17055137959…
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Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>

For planning work meeting
MaryJane West
gov>
Cc:
Planning Commission:
I read through your agenda for the work meeting this evening and was taken by surprise about the SR-9 Design Review
Board creation and new building size/height requirements. I personally am not in favor for the design review board
creation and the incentive/trade-off for more sq footage for SR-9. I believe in personal property rights and I think overregulating is expensive. I understand the recent Utah Law that prohibits towns from regulating certain design aspects is
the reason behind this change, and this board is trying to circumvent this law, but I think there are a lot of things that are
not taken into account and need to be addressed before this should even be considered.
1. Expense. It is expensive to have 2 boards review your building plan, the Design Review Board and then the
Planning Commission. It is expensive for the person building to have so many design review sessions and revisions.
Every time I have to make a revision to my plan it costs money and time…. And time is money. How vague will the
requirements be from this Design Review Board? How many revisions can they ask for, how arbitrary can these requests
be…. For example, someone doesn’t like the look of the home, the placement of a window, the style of the rock…. Could
all of these reasons be that the building is then delayed? What one person thinks is beautiful, another person may
disagree.
2. Who will be on this Design Review Board. One person from the Planning Commission, 2 architects, and 2 random
town residents. What if the architect that is on the design review board doesn’t like the look of the plan because it doesn’t
fit their aesthetic tastes, what if the town resident doesn’t like the plan because a particular color they don’t like. This is a
pretty small town and I just feel like these people on this DRB could delay a project for minimal things just because of
personal preference. I think if you meet certain requirements, then the plan should move forward. How will this design
board govern itself? Will they have guidelines and keep track of decisions, or will they be judges starting fresh every
time… how will people know how to present their plan that it will pass?
3. Timing, when does this DRB meet and how often, does that mean the building permit process just doubled in time.
How often will it meet, what if there are changes, does that mean another month will go by before it can be resubmitted
and then it still has to go to the planning commission the next month?
4. Incentive. Are the incentives of having the full building size and height a for sure thing, is it guaranteed? This was
very vague. What other incentives could be given. As SR-9 is the targeted area, will there be a tax incentive then as I will
have to use my precious building size for a front porch and also use the expensive materials the SR-9 building
requirements are asking for. I’m going to be building soon, and the materials required for SR-9 are expensive, will the
town help with those costs then since they are basically saying I have to use them. See below why I have to “voluntarily
submit”.
5. If I decide I don’t want to submit to the DRB I will only be able to build 3000 sq ft home (including garage and
porch). Lets say I don’t want to submit to this new board. I think this size discriminates against households that are over 2
people. I have a household of 4 in my home, though, in possibly 5 years I probably will also be taking care of my aging
parents so then I will have a household of 6. I work from home which requires an office space. That means I need at least
4 rooms in my home to be useful for my current needs and 5 in the future for my parents. If I build a house with a 2 car
garage which is on average 750 sq feet, have a small front and back porch which adds 500 sq ft, you are left with a house
that is 1750 sq ft, which might seem large if you only have a household of 1 or 2, but with a working family like mine with
2 kids, and I work from home, it is not going to meet my needs. This I think discriminates or excludes families.
6. Affordability. The reason for the change in size and height because of affordability reason, this is ridiculous
because the materials I am required to use are more expensive, yet you are trying to then label it as affordable.
Affordability is not what this new design board is going to do, in fact, it will make building in Springdale more expensive.
Sorry for long email, honestly I don’t know much about building and town planning, I do know that adding another design
board sounds even more expensive to build in Springdale.
Kindest,
MJ West

Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>

FW: July 21 planning commission public hearing.
Tom Warriner
Wed, Jul 21, 2021 at 4:48 PM
To: "dcarlson@springdaletown.com" <dcarlson@springdaletown.com>, "tdansie@springdaletown.com"
<tdansie@springdaletown.com>

Sent from Mail for Windows 10

From: Tom Warriner
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 4:44 PM
To: tdansie@springdale.utah.com; dcarlson@springdale.utah.com
Subject: July 21 planning commission public hearing.

I recognize that I am late with my response to some of the proposed changes to the zoning in the vrb zone particularly,
and therefore do not expect my response to be read in.

First, the proposal to reduce the potential dwelling size by 40% has a negative financial impact on all the lot owners on
Zion Shadows Circle. It will reduce the amount of money a lender will provide to an owner by reducing the market value
as an example. The building height limit change to 17 feet will further damage the market values by effectively
eliminating any potential for a 2nd story on any property elevated from grade by a foundation. (If I had a basement it
would probably have more than the 3 inches of mud that I am still slowly cleaning off my property from the great flood of
2021.)

The changes are discriminatory insofar as there are already existing properties on the street that are taller than the
proposed 17 ft. limit. It reminds me of the great “Subway Sandwich” battle wherein the town opposed a chain restaurant
while allowing chain Hotels and service stations.

Further, the town is proposing a buyback option where a property owner can choose to spend $1000s above and beyond
what would be necessary currently to build out their properties to “retrieve” the lost height, area and subsequent market
value as Jonathan pointed out in his written response. Another negative financial impact on owners.

Please check out UTAH Statute 76-6-406 (i) as it looks to me that it pretty well sums up the issue as respects the “taking”
of property. To summarize, in an explanation of “theft”, theft includes doing anything else that would not significantly
benefit the town but would significantly harm anyone else’s financial state. Not being an attorney I am not certain
that the town may have inadvertently broken this law . . .

Thank you,

Tom Warriner

Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>

Transient lodging ordinance
Willamarie Huelskamp
To: tdansie@springdaletown.com

Thu, Jul 29, 2021 at 5:45 PM

I am writing today to join the discussion about transient lodging. All over the world transient lodging is destroying tourist
cities like Amsterdam and tiny hamlets in tourist areas, like Gubbio Italy snd Springdale UT.
The change of a single family homes into transient rentals changes and yes DESTROYS the very nature of what
constitutes a living community.
The town of Springdale should do everything possible to stop and eradicate this cancer in our community.
Thank you for your time.
Willamarie Huelskamp
105 Canyon Cove
Springdale, UT. 84767
-BEGIN-ANTISPAM-VOTING-LINKS
-----------------------------------------------------Teach InfoWest Spam Trap if this mail (ID 0a5zbJS15) is spam:
Spam:
https://spamtrap.infowest.com/canit/b.php?c=s&i=0a5zbJS15&m=7e54ff8a9941&t=20210729
Not spam: https://spamtrap.infowest.com/canit/b.php?c=n&i=0a5zbJS15&m=7e54ff8a9941&t=20210729
Forget vote: https://spamtrap.infowest.com/canit/b.php?c=f&i=0a5zbJS15&m=7e54ff8a9941&t=20210729
REMEMBER: Never give out your account information, password, or other personal information over e-mail.
-----------------------------------------------------END-ANTISPAM-VOTING-LINKS

To:

Springdale City

Contact:

Address:

118 Lion Blvd.

Phone:

Springdale

Fax:

SPRINGDALE SR9 SIDEWALK PROJECT

Bid Number:

Project Name:
Project Location:
Item #

Item Description

1
2

MOBILIZATION
REMOVALS (BOULDERS, EXISTING STORM DRAIN 93
LF, CLEAR AND GRUB, FENCE BY HOTEL)
ELM TREE REMOVAL
FURNISH AND INSTALL 6' CONCRETE SIDEWALK (4"
THICK WITH 4" BASE)
FURNISH AND INSTALL 8' SIDEWALK (4" CONCRETE
WITH 4" BASE) COLORED AND STAMPED BORDER TO
MATCH EXISTING
REMOVE AND REPLACE DRIVEWAY (4" CONCRETE
WITH 4" BASE)
FURNISH AND INSTALL REDI-ROCK RETAINING WALL
(UP TO 5' TALL)
FURNISH AND INSTALL REDI-ROCK RETAINING WALL
(5' - 9')
FURNISH AND INSTALL REDI-ROCK RETAINING WALL
FURNISH AND INSTALL 3" MINUS COLORED ROCK
GRADING - CUT
GRADING FILL

3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

Bid Date:
Estimated Quantity Unit

ROBERT GEORGE

5/6/2021
Unit Price

Total Price

$50,400.00
$3,700.00

$50,400.00
$3,700.00

$240.00
$6.15

$7,200.00
$34,501.50

240.00 SF

$6.15

$1,476.00

460.00 SF

$12.50

$5,750.00

405.00 SF

$72.00

$29,160.00

1,255.00 SF

$77.00

$96,635.00

$40.50
$3.50
$12.50
$29.50

$13,891.50
$2,187.50
$2,062.50
$2,655.00

Total Bid Price:

$249,619.00

1.00 LS
1.00 LS
30.00 EACH
5,610.00 SF

343.00
625.00
165.00
90.00

SF
SF
CY
CY

Payment Terms:
Payment Terms: Accounts are due on or before 30 calendar days following the invoice date. All unpaid balances shall be subject to a 1.5% per
month (18% annual) finance charge. Seller reserves and may execute its statutory rights as granted under the Utah lien and bond statutes.
Customer agrees to pay a reasonable attorney fee and other costs of collection on default accounts. Payment due within 10 days after payment is
made by Owner.

ACCEPTED:

CONFIRMED:

The above prices, specifications and conditions are satisfactory and
are hereby accepted.

Interstate Rock Products, Inc.

Buyer:
Signature:

Authorized Signature:

Date of Acceptance:

Estimator: Colt Stratton

(435) 635-2628
colt.stratton@interstaterockproducts.com
5/14/2021 2:37:31 PM
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Memorandum
To:
From:
Date:
Re:

Town Council
Thomas Dansie
August 6, 2021
Downtown Transportation Study and Active Transportation Plan - Contract

Summary
The Town has been laying the foundation to complete a Downtown Transportation Study, as well as an
Active Transportation Plan, for the past several months. The Town has been awarded funding from both
UDOT and the Southwest Utah Public Health Department for these projects. Staff has selected Fehr &
Peers, a transportation firm with expertise in both tourist community transportation and active
transportation, to complete the project.
A copy of the scope of work, project budget, and contract is attached. Staff recommends the Council
approve the contract and authorize the Mayor to sign.
Background
The Town has recently experienced a dramatic increase in traffic and parking congestion, particularly in
the downtown area. There has been a coincident increase in bicycle and pedestrian travel. This has
resulted in negative impacts on surrounding residential areas, conflicts between pedestrians/cyclists and
vehicles, traffic flow issues on side streets in commercial areas, and other similar issues.
Staff held initial discussions with affected residents and other stakeholders in 2020 to discuss these
issues. Those meetings consistently identified the need to have transportation experts provide analysis
and recommendations on how to improve the transportation network in the downtown area.
Staff obtained funding from UDOT ($40,000) and the Southwest Utah Public Health Department
($10,000) to conduct a consultant study analyzing traffic flow, congestion, and active transportation in
the Town, with an emphasis on the downtown area. Both of these funding grants require local match.
The Council has included matching funds for this study in the current budget.
Because a majority of the funding for this project comes from UDOT, the Town can select a consultant
from the UDOT consultant pool in lieu of going through the Town’s typical procurement procedure (i.e.
an RFP process). The Town has selected Fehr & Peers, a consultant in the UDOT consultant pool, to
perform the Downtown Transportation Study and Active Transportation Plan.
Fehr & Peers has done work in Springdale and the Zion Canyon region in the past. Specifically, F & P
completed the Town’s first trail feasibility study in 2007, and more recently completed the feasibility
study for the Zion Pathway, being promoted by the Zion Regional Collaborative. F & P has extensive
experience in tourist and recreation area transportation planning. In addition to their work in Springdale

and the Zion region, they have done transportation planning in Moab, the Cottonwood Canyons (in Salt
Lake City), Park City, Garden City/Bear Lake, West Yellowstone, Grand Teton National Park, and other
tourist oriented destinations.
Contract
Fehr & Peers’s proposed fee for the Downtown Transportation Study and Active Transportation Plan is
$69,850. As mentioned above, UDOT is supplying $40,000 and the SW Utah Public Health Department is
supplying $10,000. The Town has budgeted for the remaining $19,850 in the current budget.
A copy of the contract, scope of work, budget, and F & P staff bios is attached.
Staff recommends the Council approve the contract and authorize the Mayor to sign.

SPRINGDALE DOWNTOWN TRANSPORTATION STUDY & ACTIVE
TRANSPORTATION PLAN
Work Plan
July 30, 2021

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The following work plan addresses combined planning effort on behalf of Springdale, Utah. One
element is for the downtown Springdale area (Part A), and the other is for an Active Transportation Plan (Part B).
These two efforts are combined into a consolidated contract and work plan.
Over four million visitors travel through Springdale on their way to Zion National Park each year. There is
only one main street through Springdale leading into Zion National Park, State Route 9 (SR9). In addition
to serving as the only access into Zion National Park’s South Entrance, this route is the main access for
most of Springdale’s businesses. Many residential properties gain access directly from SR9, and almost
all residential subdivisions access directly from SR9. There are no traffic controls (signals, stop signs, or
actuated crosswalks) stopping vehicles on SR9. This makes it difficult for drivers and cyclists to enter SR9
from side streets or business parking areas, and for pedestrians to cross SR9.
DOWNTOWN PLAN CONTEXT
Motor vehicle traffic congestion has increased significantly in the last several years, coinciding with
large increases in visitation to Zion National Park. In addition to motor vehicular traffic, there have been
increases in general visitation to Springdale, leading to commensurate increases in pedestrian and
bicycle traffic in the Town. The increase in traffic has created negative impacts in Springdale. The Town
wishes to find creative solutions to more efficiently and effectively move traffic through the Town’s
downtown area. The Downtown Transportation Study will develop strategies to help mitigate the
negative impacts of increased traffic in the community.
Zion National Park operates a shuttle service, which picks up passengers at nine different locations in
the Town and takes them to the Park entrance. This shuttle service operates at capacity most of the
time. It is not uncommon for long lines to form at many of the shuttle stops in the Town as it takes
several shuttle trips to transport visitors into the Park.
In partnership with Washington County, UDOT, the City of St. George, and other local governments in the
County, the Town of Springdale is working toward implementing a public transit route between St.
George and Springdale. This transit route will provide alternative modes for employees of local
businesses, visitors to the Park, and residents to travel between St. George and Springdale.
In 2018, UDOT, in partnership with the Town of Springdale, reconstructed SR9. Many transportation
enhancements were added to SR9 at that time: bike lanes, wider sidewalks, organized on-street parking,
crosswalks, turn lanes, expanded lanes at the National Park entrance, and other improvements. These
1

improvements have helped improve the efficiency and flow of traffic in the Town. However, motor
vehicle congestion, bicycle and pedestrian congestion, and excess parking demand remain difficult
issues to resolve.
These issues are most apparent in the Town’s downtown area, where most of the Town’s businesses,
restaurants, and hotels are located. There are several side streets that provide access to businesses.
Most of these side streets are dead-end streets, so all traffic on the streets must enter and exit SR9 at
the same location. The side streets that are not dead-ends continue into residential areas. Commercial
traffic entering onto these residential streets creates impacts on Town residents. Side streets of
particular concern include Winderland Lane, Paradise Road, and Juniper Lane. Springdale Elementary
School is located in this area. Traffic impacts on the school are a critical concern.
Specific problems associated with the significant increase in traffic include:
- Traffic congestion on SR9, and increased difficulty for vehicles exiting side streets and driveways
to access SR9 safely.
- A proliferation of e-bike use on SR9 and side streets.
- Pedestrians crossing SR9 at unmarked crossings.
- Parking congestion on side streets.
- Traffic impacts on adjacent residential properties (more vehicles on the streets, illegal parking,
u-turns on residential streets, etc.)

Part A – DOWNTOWN TRANSPORTATION STUDY
STUDY TASKS
The Downtown Transportation Study consultant will accomplish the following specific tasks:
1.A.

Existing Conditions Analysis:
A. Review of existing plans and available transportation related data: Upon review of available
data, consultant shall identify information gaps and develop an approach to data collection and
evaluation to close gaps in available information. The Town has the currentdata available:
1. Transportation Master Plan
2. General Plan
3. Land Use Ordinance
4. Collection of traffic, bicycle, and pedestrian counts at the intersection of
Winderland Lane and SR9
a. Additional traffic counts may be available through UDOT
5. Capital projects andpriorities list
6. Bluetooth “Big Data” may also be available via UDOT Planning to help better
understand origins/destinations and “dwell” time.
B. Review of Community Engagement: Review summaries of prior public involvement efforts and
2

identify community concerns, goals, and priorities to inform further public involvement needs and
processes.

2.A.

Analyze existing traffic congestion issues in the downtown area (roughly the Paradise Road /
Winderland Lane / Juniper Lane area). The consultant will make observations of traffic flow and
traffic issues at key peak hour periods. The consultant will also conduct public involvement
which may include a survey (online, intercept, targeted mailer, etc.), an in-person PI event,
stakeholder interviews, and other PI activities. This effort will be conducted simultaneously
with the outreach for the active transportation effort.
-

3.A.

Deliverables:
- Summary of traffic observations and identification of issues
- Summary of information gained through PI activities
- Traffic counts (as available), including bicycle and pedestrian counts
- Initial report on current conditions

Propose solutions for traffic congestion / parking / active transportation in the downtown area.
Based on observations, traffic counts, and PI activities discussed above, the consultant will
develop creative solutions to help improve traffic flow, reduce parking congestion, make
pedestrian and bicycle travel safer and more convenient, and reduce impacts on adjacent
residential areas. The consultant will develop high-level short term, medium term, and
long-term strategies.
-

Deliverables:
- Short range implementation plan with strategies that:
- Can be implemented immediately, or within the next two years with
minimal investment
- Do not require significant capital investment (less than $50,000)
- Do not require ROW or property acquisition
-

Medium range implementation plan with strategies that:
- Can be implemented within the next two to five years
- Can be implemented with modest capital investment ($50,000 to
$500,000)
- Require only minimal ROW or property acquisition

-

Long range implementation plan that will be the preferred ultimate solution for
the downtown. This plan:
- May take longer to accomplish (over five years)
- May take significant capital investment (over $500,000)
- May require significant property acquisition
3

COORDINATION WITH OUTSIDE AGENCIES
As part of the Downtown Transportation Study PI activities, the consultant will coordinate with other
agencies involved in or impacted by the transportation in the downtown area. These agencies include:
-

UDOT
Parks Transportation Inc (the operator of the Zion National Park Shuttle)
SunTran (the operator of the planned St. George to Springdale transit route)
Springdale Elementary School
The Zion Canyon Visitors Bureau
The Southern Utah Bicycle Alliance (SUBA)

Part B - ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION
1.B.

Review of Community Engagement:
Review summaries of prior public involvement efforts and identify community concerns, goals,
and priorities to inform further public involvement needs and processes. This task will also
support Part A of the consolidated work plan.

2.B.

Gather Additional Data:
Consultant shall conduct additional data gathering necessary tosupport future
recommendations and conclusions. Additional data gathering will include:
1. Pedestrian and bicycle counts and/or observations at key intersections and locations in
the Town
2. Consultant field observations and reconnaissance to assess conditions
3. Additional public involvement
a. online survey managed by Consultant
b. stakeholder interviews (minimum of eight with at least the following interview
categories: Zion National Park, UDOT, local bike store, local non-bike businesses
(2), Springdale residents (2), Town Council Member
4. Other data gathering the consultant deems necessary to be able to formulate
recommendations and conclusions

3.B.

Active Transportation Policy Recommendations:
1. Based on data gathering and observations, consultant shall formulate conclusions about
active transportation patterns and behavior in the Town including:
• Where are the active transportation destinations?
• What obstacles exist that prevent safe and efficient transportation to these
destinations?
• How is pedestrians and cyclists behavior different in getting to in-town
destinations versus out of town destinations (e.g. entrance to Zion National
Park)?
4

4.B.

5.B.

•

How are cyclists and pedestrians currently crossing SR-9? Is there a safer
wayfor them to cross? What are the specific pedestrian traffic generators
in the downtown area? What improvements are needed to serve these
traffic generators (cross walks, sidewalks, etc.)?

•

What can be done to improve active transportation efficiency at the major
intersections on SR9 (Lion Blvd, Winderland Lane, Juniper Lane, Canyon
Springs Drive)?

•

How can the Town’s network of single-track natural surface trails be
integratedinto the active transportation network?

Based on data gathering and observations, identify critical active transportation
infrastructure that is needed to complete a safe, effective, and convenient walking and biking
network in Springdale:
•

Additional sidewalk connections. The Town’s Capital priority document
includes alist of planned sidewalk improvements in the next three years. The
consultant should provide recommendations on timing or additional
connections.

•

Additional crosswalks (identify location and justifications for such include recommendations on how to make crosswalks safer with lights,
signage, etc.)

•

Multi-use trail connections

•
•

Bike lane extensions or enhancements
Pedestrian and bicycle support amenities (benches, drinking fountains,
bikeracks, etc.)

•

Other active transportation infrastructure necessary for an effective AT
network

Formulate Springdale-specific recommendations for policies and programs to promote active
transportation and to make active transportation more safe and efficient. Develop
recommendations to make active transportation between Springdale and surrounding areas
(e.g. Zion National Park, Hurricane/La Verkin) more seamless.

5.B. Deliverables:
A. Existing conditions report
1. Summary of available data and traffic counts/observations
2. Summary of consultant field observations
3. Summary of public involvement surveys and stakeholder interviews
B. Active Transportation Recommendations
1. Written report including all the required content from 4.B and 5.B.
2. Maps (pdf and GIS format) showing locations of recommended active
5

transportation improvements from section 2.0(B)
SCHEDULE
- August/September 2021: Data gathering and observations, including community engagement
- September - November 2021: Development of solutions and short-, medium-, and longtermplans.
- December/January 2021: Final report and adoption by the Town Council
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Springdale Downtown Traffic and Active Transportation
Budget
Nepstad
Principal
Planner
$
260
Data Collection (traffic, e-bikes, pedestrians, safety, context)
Traffic/A.T. Conditions & Needs
Transportation Strategies
A.T. Capital Recommendations
A.T. Policy Recommendations
Community Engagement

Stinger
Baird
Skollingsberg
Clark
Seiff
Traffic
Transpor-tation Engagement/
Active
A. T. Engineer
Engineer
Planner
Visual
Transportation
$
220 $
155 $
130 $
130 $
185

$

105

Direct Expenses (travel/per diem, computer)

$

5,240

Total

$ 69,850

112

44

98

10
10
4
26

4

40
58
86
62
68
68

Cost

64,610

48

2

4

Hours

$

50

12

12
32

16
24
24
24
10

Admin

6,440
9,990
15,000
9,730
11,550
11,900

14
22

12
12
32
24
24
8

Jones

$
$
$
$
$
$

Sub-Total Labor

8
6
8
4
12
12

30-Jul-21

382

Jon Nepstad, AICP (PM)
Jon has a wide variety of resort-related project experience from his 29 years in the Intermountain West. He has
worked in numerous gateway or resort communities and has a keen understanding of the congestion issues
associated with successful recreation areas. Jon has served as either the project manager or a key team member
on a number of multi-modal transportation projects that help recreation communities, including Moab, Park City,
Town of Alta, and Garden City/Bear Lake, to name a few. In addition to the project experience, Jon is also the Chair
of the Town of Alta Planning Commission in Little Cottonwood Canyon. This breadth and depth of experience as a
consultant and community volunteer gives Jon a great perspective on getting the transportation solutions “just
right.” Too much infrastructure impacts the intrinsic qualities of the setting, while not enough can drive visitation
and businesses away.

PRESTON STINGER, PTP, LEED GA (TRAFFIC ENGINEER)
Preston Stinger has served as a transportation engineer and project manager on a variety of projects, including
numerous projects in national parks, gateway and resort communities. Preston’s transportation experience
includes transportation master plans, traffic modeling/simulation, traffic signal/intersection design, traffic impact
studies, and parking study/analysis. He has led technical training sessions for communities and clients on issues
including traffic tools, parking, and the transportation benefits of mixed-use development, including a similar
project for West Yellowstone. Preston serves as a member and technical advisor on the American Institute of
Architects (AIA) Utah Urban Design Committee and the University of Utah’s Metropolitan Research Center
Technical Advisory Committee.

TIM BAIRD (MULTI-MODAL PLANNER)
Tim Baird, AICP, is a Senior Transportation Planner in the Salt Lake City office of Fehr & Peers, with over seven
years of consulting experience in transportation, land use, and community planning. He is passionate about
applying innovative data analysis methods to answer complex and nuanced questions about travel behavior. Tim
brings a diverse set of planning aptitudes to every project, with experience ranging from forecasting and big data
to active transportation and master planning efforts. Tim is currently leading forecasting and evaluation efforts to
assess Logan Main Street corridor options, including two-way to one-way conversion options.

KATHRINE SKOLLINGSBERG (PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT)
Kathrine is a Transportation Planner focusing on creative and accessible visual communication, graphic design, and
innovative public engagement. Kathrine has worked on a range of transportation projects from multi-modal -,
transit- and parking-based studies to trail plans, bike plans, and other transportation plans. Kathrine has fifteen
years of experience working in marketing and public relations on projects related to effective communication
between technical and non-technical personnel, public engagement, and education. Kathrine’s combination of
planning, engagement, and visualization skills helps make our deliverables engaging and functional.

STANDARD TERMS AND CONDITIONS
Consultant:
Client:

Project:

Fehr & Peers, a California corporation,

2180 South 1300 East, Suite 220, Salt Lake City, UT 84106
Tom Dansie, Town of Springdale

Effective date of this agreement:

1.
2.

3.
4.
5.

6.

7.

8.

August 3, 2021

These GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS apply to, and are made part of, the attached letter agreement (“Agreement”) by and
between Consultant and Client.
Consultant’s Services
a.
This is an agreement for Consultant to provide professional services. Consultant agrees to perform the scope of services
described in the Agreement, as well as all work incidental to or necessary for the performance of such services, all in
accordance with the terms and conditions contained in this Agreement (the “Work”).
b. The Work shall be performed by persons qualified under applicable federal, state and local law to undertake the Work,
exercising the same degree of care, skill, and diligence as is ordinarily possessed and exercised by members of their
professions, currently practicing, under similar circumstances, shall meet current standards for technical accuracy and quality
as defined by relevant professional organizations, societies or other recognized experts, and shall be performed in
accordance with all applicable federal, state and local laws.
Term
The term of the Agreement shall commence on the date it is made as indicated above, and shall continue until the Work is
reasonably determined to be complete by Client, or until this Agreement is terminated under Section 15 below.
Data To Be Furnished by Client
All information, data, documents, records and maps with respect to the Project which are available to Client and are reasonably
necessary for the performance of the Work (“Client Materials”), shall be furnished to Consultant without charge by Client.
Independent Contractor, Not An Agent
a.
Consultant acknowledges that it is an independent contractor and that in performing the Work, it is not acting as Client’s
agent or representative. Consultant agrees that it will employ at its own expense, and will be solely responsible for, all
personnel necessary to perform the Work, and that in no event shall such personnel be considered the employees of Client.
Consultant assumes full and sole responsibility for the payment of all compensation for, and expenses incurred by, all of its
personnel who are engaged in performing any part of the Work, and for all state and federal income tax, unemployment
insurance, Social Security, disability insurance, workers’ compensation insurance, as well as all other withholdings that may
be applicable to the performance of the Work.
b. Except as Client may specify in writing, Consultant shall have no authority, express or implied, to act on behalf of Client in
any capacity as an agent. Consultant shall have no authority, express or implied, pursuant to this Agreement to bind Client
to any obligation, or to make any decision or promise, or to enter into any contract, oral or written, on behalf of Client.
Compensation
a.
Client shall pay Consultant in accordance to the compensation schedule described in the Agreement. Such compensation
shall be deemed to include overhead and incidental expenses, for which no additional compensation shall be paid by Client.
b. Consultant shall submit invoices to Client monthly, describing in reasonable and understandable detail the services rendered,
fee charged, and expenses incurred by Consultant during the previous month.
c.
Consultant’s monthly invoices shall be paid within 30 days after their receipt by Client.
d. If payment on any of Consultant’s invoices is not received within 60 days, Consultant may, at its sole discretion, and by
written notice to Client, elect to stop work until all payments are received. Client agrees to pay all costs, including attorney’s
fees and court costs, incurred by Consultant to collect on past due invoices.
Time of Performance
a.
Consultant shall commence, perform, and complete the Work in accordance with the schedule for Consultant’s performance
described in the Agreement. If any of the project scope, required data, and/or comments to be provided by the Client is
delayed, the due dates in this schedule will be extended accordingly.
b. Consultant shall not be responsible for any delay due to factors not within Consultant’s reasonable control whether or not
such delay is foreseeable.
Ownership

a.

All of Consultant’s electronic and hard-copy records, including all maps, files, reports, drawings, sketches, samples,
photographs, film and videos, memoranda, notes, correspondence, emails, and other documents and communications, draft
or final, as well as all of their contents, including all inventions, data, information, ideas, improvements, discoveries,
methodologies, models, formats, software, algorithms, software, processes, schematics, programs, procedures, designs,
calculations, details, specifications, assumptions, and findings, conclusions, summaries, interpretations of regulations,
investigations, and sources of information, and all related information, that are developed, discovered, collected, produced,
or created by Consultant and its contractors, vendors, and consultants in the course of its performance of the Work are
considered Consultant’s Work Product.
b. All parts of the Work Product are instruments of the Consultant’s service to be used solely for the purposes intended by this
Agreement, within the Project, and the Consultant shall be deemed the author and owner of the Work Product, and shall
retain all rights, titles, and interests, in the Work Product, including any and all property rights, ownership rights, intellectual
property rights, copyrights and moral rights, as well as all rights under all trademarks, service marks, domain names, and
trade dress, that arise from the creation of the Work Product. Client shall be permitted to retain copies, including
reproducible copies, of the Work Product for information and reference in connection with the Client’s use on the Project.
Client shall not use, or permit to be used, the Work Product on other projects, or for changes to this Project without the
express written consent of the Consultant. Consultant shall not be liable or responsible for any use, reuse, or modification
of, or derivation from, any of its Work Product made without Consultant's written consent other than for purposes intended
by this Agreement. Submission or distribution of documents to meet official regulatory requirements or for similar purposes
in connection with the Project is not to be construed as publication or violation of copyright.
c.
Consultant grants Client an irrevocable, non-exclusive, royalty-free, worldwide, right and license in perpetuity to publish,
analyze, translate, reproduce, deliver, perform, derive from, display, transfer, and use the Work Product.
d. Consultant shall not have, and shall not claim, any right, title, or interest, in any Client Materials, other than a non-exclusive
license to use such materials, but solely for the particular purpose for which such materials are provided to Consultant.
9. Confidentiality, Data Security
a.
Private Data is the privacy and sensitive information of individuals, or any confidential, sensitive, or personal data that alone
or in conjunction with other information identifies any individual, including the individual’s name, address, license plate
information, mobile phone information, license plate information, and any information on the individual’s uniquely
identifying movements and activities.
b. Notwithstanding any provision in this Agreement, Consultant shall not deliver to Client in any form or medium, nor shall it
incorporate into any information, data, document, or work product to be delivered to Client, any Private Data that
Subconsultant may collect or use in performing its services, or that may otherwise be in Consultant's possession or control,
and none of such Private Data shall be a work for hire or belong to Client.
c.
Consultant agrees to maintain as confidential all information that Client labels in writing as confidential or privileged with a
standard of care at least as rigorous as that exercised by Consultant in protecting and maintaining the security of its own
proprietary or confidential information.
d. Pursuant to a court order, Consultant may disclose any information that Consultant is obligated to keep confidential, or that
Consultant is prohibited from disclosing. However, before seeking any such court order, or immediately upon receiving any
court order requiring the disclosure of any such information, Consultant shall notify Client and reasonably cooperate with
Client in the event Client seeks any legal protective order.
10. Consultant’s Insurance
a.
Consultant shall procure and maintain for the term of this Agreement the following insurance coverage at the following
limits specified for each.
i.
Commercial General Liability Insurance
$1 million per occurrence /
$2 million aggregate
ii.

Automobile Liability Insurance

$1 million per occurrence

iii.

Workers’ Compensation

Per statutory requirements

iv.

Employer’s Liability Insurance

$1 million policy limit

v.

Professional Liability Insurance

$3 million per claim /
$3 million aggregate

11. Abiding With Laws
a.
Consultant shall comply with all federal, state, and local laws, regulations, and ordinances applicable to the Work, Consultant,
Consultant’s employees, or those engaged by Consultant or its employees in the performance of the Work.
b. Consultant and its subconsultants and subcontractors, at their sole cost and expense, shall keep in effect at all times during
the term of this Agreement any licenses, permits, and approvals that they are each required to provide the Work.

12. Non-discrimination in Employment
In connection with the performance of this contract, Consultant agrees not to refuse to hire, discharge, promote or demote, or
to discriminate in matters of compensation against any person otherwise qualified, solely because of race, color, religion,
national origin, gender, age, military status, sexual orientation, marital status, or physical or mental disability.
13. Notices
Any notice or demand to be given under this Agreement shall be in writing and be deemed given when personally delivered or
sent by certified or registered mail, and addressed to the parties as set forth above or to such other address as either party shall
have previously designated by such a notice. Any notice so delivered personally shall be deemed to be received on the date of
delivery, and any notice so mailed shall be deemed to be received five days after the date on which it was mailed.
14. Waivers
Waiver of any breach or default hereunder shall not constitute a continuing waiver or a waiver of any subsequent breach either
of the same or of another provision of this Agreement. Any provision of this Agreement determined to be unenforceable shall
be severed from the Agreement, and the remainder of the Agreement shall be given full force and effect.
15. Termination
Consultant and Client may terminate this Agreement for convenience at any time upon seven days’ written notice to the other.
Client shall pay Consultant in accordance with the provisions of this Agreement for the part of the Work performed up to the
day notice of termination is given.
16. Modification
No waiver, alteration, modification of this Agreement shall be valid unless made in writing and executed by both parties.
17. Interpretation
The provisions of this Agreement shall be interpreted to give effect to their fair meaning and shall be construed as though
prepared by both parties.
18. Governing Law
This Agreement shall be governed by the governing law specified in the Prime Contract, or if there is no such provision in the
Prime Contract, the law of the State in which the Project is located, excluding its conflicts of laws provisions.
19. Multiple Counterparts; Electronic Copies; Electronic Signature
This Agreement may be executed in multiple counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an original. Upon execution of such
counterparts, all counterparts together shall constitute the entire Agreement. Electronic transmission (e.g., by facsimile or
email) of an executed counterpart of this Agreement shall be as effective as delivery of an original executed counterpart. In
addition, pursuant to the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act and the Uniform Electronic Transaction
Act, both parties agree to accept an electronic signature as a valid replacement of an ink and paper signature for all business
transactions related to this Agreement.
20. Successors and Assigns
This Agreement shall be binding upon Client and Consultant, their successors and assigns. Neither party shall assign,
subcontract, transfer, or otherwise dispose of any interest in this Agreement without the prior written approval of the other,
which shall not be unreasonably withheld.
21. Third-party Beneficiaries
This Agreement confers or creates no rights or benefits in anyone other than Consultant and Client, and it has no third-party
beneficiaries.
22. Attorneys’ Fees
In the event, and only in the event, it is necessary to take legal action to collect monies due and owing pursuant to this
Agreement, the prevailing party will be entitled to attorneys' fees and expenses incurred, in addition to any other relief sought.
In the event such action is necessary to collect monies due pursuant to this Agreement, Consultant shall also be awarded the
reasonable value of its time and expenses spent for such collection action, calculated according to Consultant’s prevailing fees
schedule and expense policies.
23. Entire Agreement
This Agreement sets forth the entire understanding between the parties as to the subject matter of this Agreement and merges
all prior discussions, negotiations, letters of understanding or other promises, whether oral or in writing.

Memorandum
To:
From:
Date:
Re:

Mayor, Town Council
Ryan Gubler
August 4, 2021
Indoor Recreation Survey and Ballfield Repairs

In an ongoing effort to find new and unique ways for the residents to recreate, the Parks and
Recreation Department recently conducted a community survey to gauge interest in additional
indoor recreational options. The decision to conduct this survey came after we received
feedback from residents who expressed a desire for indoor recreation opportunities, specifically
when the weather was either too hot or too cold to do much outside. This feedback came
through a community survey in 2019.
The survey stayed open for six days and we had 101 participants. The questions addressed were
a mixture of multiple choice and short answer, and addressed topics such as types of indoor
recreation people were most interested in, whether or not in their opinion a new facility was
warranted or needed, open space considerations, cost, etc. The results were varied, but we were
able to notice recurring themes and have real data that we can use in our decision-making
moving forward. Attached is the report with our findings and options for our plan moving
forward.

Survey Results
The first question was simple question on age so that we could have a better understanding of
the demographics of those who participated in the survey. Of the ninety-eight responses to this
question, sixty-six people (67%) indicated they were over the age of fifty. Thirty people (31%)
indicated that they were between ages twenty-six to fifty. One person indicated between the
ages of eighteen and twenty-five, and one person did not wish to
say.

Another question addressed costs. We wanted to know if people would be willing to help cover
the costs of a new facility through membership or user fees. We had ninety-eight responses
where seventy-four people (76%) indicated they would be willing to pay while twenty-four
people (25%) said they would not.

Another key indicator we wanted to know is how often people would utilize a new rec building.
Below are the results.

One of our open-ended questions was to find, simply, if the Town should construct additional
facilities. If so, why? If not, then why not? We had eighty-six responses in total. Of those,
forty-four responded with a definitive “YES”. Twenty-two responded with a definite “NO”. Nine
responded with a “MAYBE” or with some sort of condition attached.
Some of the recurring themes that we saw from those responses which were in favor were:
•
•
•
•

Too hot or cold to recreate in the summer and winter months
Commuting to other communities down canyon to work out
Creating a place that prioritizes residents over tourists
Increased health, wellness, and sense of community

Some of the recurring themes that we saw from those responses which were not in favor were:
•
•
•
•

Prioritizing outdoor recreation over a new facility
Both initial and ongoing costs/staffing
What we currently have is sufficient
The money it would take would be better served going towards other projects or
priorities

A new rec building would be fairly small compared to rec centers in other communities, so we
wanted to know how to best prioritize the space. We asked what types of recreation people are
most interested in. Below are the results.

The purpose of our next open-ended questions was about the limited property and open space
we have in town. We asked for suggestions on how to construct a new facility while also
preserving public property for other essential municipal services. There were sixty-five
responses to this question. Some of the recurring themes we saw were:
•
•
•
•

Building a new facility on the ball field
Using existing buildings (CCC) and make additions if necessary
Preserving open-space by not building any new facilities
The need for a new medical facility

The last open-ended question of the survey asked if there were any suggestions as it pertains to
recreation in the Town. This generated 61 responses. Some of the recurring themes we saw
were:
•
•
•
•
•

The desire for a public outdoor pool
Not using limited funds on things that they believe will get minimal use
More programming and better marketing of events at the community center
More outdoor trails
Keeping our current rec facilities (volleyball pit, tennis/pickleball courts, etc.)

Next Steps
While we have had conversations about possible locations of a new recreation building, the
recent flood event has pushed this conversation to the forefront. As staff we have identified the
infield of the ballfield as a potential location to build. Currently, the infield is in a state of
disrepair, and spending money to get it fixed would only make sense should we decide that it
would not be a suitable location for a recreation building.
Currently we have $5,000.00 budgeted for architectural programming for a recreation building.
This would provide us a general site plan, conceptual elevations, floorplans, etc. that we would
then use to inform and educate the public in an attempt to gather community input on via an
open-house.
We also plan on reengaging our old steering committee and also creating a community health
coalition to help understand how we can not only look for new avenues of recreation, but better
use existing facilities and amenities.
The direction we are looking for from council can really be boiled down to 3 options:
•

Start minimal repairs to ballfield (enough to make it safe) and start the process of
implementing a new recreation building

•

Repair the infield completely and start the process of implementing a new recreation
building

•

Repair the infield completely and not move forward with a new recreation building at
this time

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thank you.
Ryan Gubler
Director of Parks and Recreation

Memorandum
To:
From:
Date:
Re:

Town Council
Thomas Dansie
August 6, 2021
Discussion and Potential Direction to Planning Commission: Residential Agriculture
and Farm Animal Regulations

Chapter 10-15D of the Town Code establishes standards for residential agriculture and farm animal uses.
These regulations are different from the standards for agricultural uses in the Agricultural Zone. They
are intended to preserve agricultural uses on residential property, in keeping with the Town’s rural and
agricultural heritage. These standards were adopted in 2013. Prior to that time residential agricultural
uses were either not allowed, or required a conditional use permit.
Council Member Player has indicated some of the regulations in Chapter 10-15D could be revised or
removed. These include:
●

●
●

●

Section 10-15D-5 which deals with the allowance for farm animals on residential property. This
section establishes the maximum number of animals allowed on a property based on the type of
animal and the square footage of the property. It also establishes special provisions that
property owners need to abide by when keeping animals on the property. Further, it prohibits
farm animals in the commercial zones. Council Member Player suggests these regulations are
unnecessary. Instead, the ordinance should state animal owners are responsible to manage
their animals to prevent nuisances (odors, insects, etc.).
Section 10-15D-7 which regulates bees. This section requires a number of standards for
beekeepers. Council Member Player suggests these are unnecessary and could be removed.
Section 10-15D-8 which regulates agricultural structures. This section exempts structures such
as greenhouses and garden sheds from certain development standards (setbacks, architectural
standards). Council Member Player suggests the size limitations on agricultural structures to
qualify for these exemptions is too small and limiting, and should be increased.
Section 10-15D-9 which establishes the review process and permit fees for agricultural uses.
Council Member Player suggests the reviews and fees required for agricultural uses (particularly
in the VR zone) are overkill and unnecessary.

Staff recommends the Council review Chapter 10-15D, particularly the sections highlighted above. If the
Council determines revisions to this chapter are necessary, the Council should give the Planning
Commission direction to prepare an ordinance revision.

