DRAFT

MINUTES OF THE SPRINGDALE PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING
ON WEDNESDAY FEBRUARY 20, 2019 AT 5:00PM
AT SPRINGDALE TOWN HALL, 118 LION BLVD., SPRINGDALE, UTAH.
Meeting convened at 5:00PM
MEMBERS PRESENT: Chair Mike Marriott, Allan Staker, Suzanne Elger, Jack Burns, Tyler Young and
Cindy Purcell from Zion National Park
EXCUSED: Joe Pitti
ALSO PRESENT: Director of Community Development Tom Dansie, Associate Planner Sophie
Frankenburg, and Town Clerk Darci Carlson Recording. Please see attached list for citizens signed in.
With the absence of Joe Pitti, Tyler Young would be a voting member of the Commission this evening.
Approval of the Agenda: Motion made by Allan Staker to approve the agenda; seconded by
Suzanne Elger,
Staker: Aye
Elger: Aye
Marriott: Aye
Burns: Aye
Young: Aye
Motion passed unanimously.
Commission discussion and announcements: Ms. Frankenburg announced the Virgin River
Management Plan (VRMP) was in the process of being finalized. She invited the public to join in a river
walk at River Park on March 25th starting at 5pm. The event was being organized to engage the
community and inform them of the work being done on the VRMP.
Action Items
1. Public Hearing: Design/Development Review – Ferber Enterprises LLC, represented by Stewart
Ferber, has requested review of a 13-unit cabin development on two Village Commercial lots
located at 1423 and 1437 Zion Park Boulevard: This DDR intended to develop transient lodging units
and office space. The proposal appeared to meet applicable standards in the Town code, although Mr.
Dansie recommended the Commission require more detail regarding the quantity and species of
landscape, and location detail for outdoor lighting fixtures. Color and material samples had been provided
by the applicant for approval. In order to facilitate the development, Mr. Dansie indicated the two lots
would need to be combined into one lot.
Commission questions to staff: Mr. Burns asked about parking spaces and encroachment into the
setback.
• Mr. Dansie explained ten (10) parking stalls encroached into the side setback. According to
criteria in section 10-11B-7(A)(7), the Planning Commission could approve this allowance.
Public questions to staff: None were asked.
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Commission questions to applicant: Stew Ferber was in attendance to answer questions.
Mr. Burns asked about the turnaround noted on the plan.
• Mr. Ferber explained this was a small hammerhead designed for fire truck turnaround.
In answering Mr. Young’s questions, Mr. Ferber confirmed he intended to submit a more detailed
landscape and lighting plan. In addition, he noted the parking space encroachment was needed to make
them fit; although he acknowledged they could be redesigned at an angle. A storm water management
plan would be submitted once construction drawings were completed.
Mr. Burns inquired about a roadside sign.
• Mr. Ferber did not anticipate a roadside sign, but if one was needed it would be subtle.
Ms. Elger asked about the exterior materials.
• Mr. Ferber said he would use low maintenance concrete materials resembling wood.
Mr. Staker asked about fencing.
• Mr. Ferber confirmed fencing between properties would be constructed.
Mr. Marriott questioned if nearby neighbors had weighed in on the five-foot (5’) setback allowance.
• Mr. Ferber indicated they had not but said he planned on planting trees to create a screen for
neighbors.
Public questions to applicant: Shauna Young asked what the cabins would look like.
• Mr. Dansie displayed the proposed design from the staff report.
Motion made by Suzanne Elger to open public hearing; seconded by Tyler Young.
Staker: Aye
Elger: Aye
Marriott: Aye
Burns: Aye
Young: Aye
Motion passed unanimously.
Public Comments: Allan Staker excused himself from the dais to read comments on behalf of his wife
Kristi Staker. Ms. Staker’s full letter was entered into the record (Attachment 1).
Motion made by Suzanne Elger to close public hearing; seconded by Allan Staker.
Staker: Aye
Elger: Aye
Marriott: Aye
Burns: Aye
Young: Aye
Motion passed unanimously.
Commission deliberation: As a neighbor, Mr. Staker voiced he was in favor of the development. He
indicated he and his wife had lengthy meetings with Mr. Ferber who agreed to move the bottom cabin
closest to their home.
Ms. Elger raised concern about the lack of detail in the landscape plan. Given the density, she asked if
there was enough space for all the required landscaping. Ms. Elger preferred to see the complete plan
before moving forward with approval.
• Mr. Marriott agreed the landscape plan would be a critical element.
Mr. Marriott asked if there was thought to varying the architecture.
• Mr. Ferber indicated the cabins were designed to be the same but they could vary exterior
materials.
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When making a recommendation, Mr. Burns said it was important to have a complete application,
including the landscape plan. He was concerned about the parking space setback.
• Mr. Ferber suggested the parking spaces could be angled. As currently designed, the parking
spaces helped keep privacy between the units.
Mr. Young disclosed his family owned commercial property across the street from this proposed
development so he had interest in how the development looked.
The Commission discussed concerns about the landscape plan.
• Mr. Dansie reassured review of the plan was fairly perfunctory and could be managed by staff.
Mr. Young asked the legal requirements involved in merging the lots.
• Mr. Dansie explained to be in compliance with all land use standards, the two lots needed to be
joined into one. To accomplish this, a new deed would be recorded with the county.
Mr. Dansie advised any conditions made in a motion must be backed up by requirements in the
ordinance.
Motion made by Tyler Young that the Planning Commission approve the Design/Development
Review for this cottage commercial development by Stewart Ferber at 1437 and 1423 Zion Park
with the following listed conditions as part of the approval: 1) Mr. Ferber go through the process
of merging his two lots so he is in compliance with setback requirements; 2) He submit final
details for a landscape plan that include the exact types of plants and trees that fit the Town
approval list and that show the right quantity of landscaping; 3) He submit to the Town staff a
detailed lighting plan showing locations of all the fixture lights on the buildings; 4) Fencing will be
put up between the commercial and residential properties that is mutually agreeable with the
neighbors; seconded by Allan Staker.
Staker: Aye
Elger: Aye
Marriott: Aye
Burns: Aye
Young: Aye
Motion passed unanimously.
2. Continued discussion from December 5, 2018 and January 16, 2019: Design/Development
Review – General housing and office space building at 198 Zion Park Boulevard – Dennis Brooks:
The proposed development was for general housing and office space behind Thai Sapa. The
Commission had reviewed the proposal previously and voiced concern about natural hazards including
flooding, rockfall, landslide and other potential hazards.
In response to concerns, the applicant had produced a geotechnical report, flood hazard study, and
follow-up letter addressing rockfall hazards. The Planning Commission had also asked for a third-party
review of these studies and the Town engaged with Terracon Consultants to review the submitted
documents. The result of Terracon’s analysis was that some level of risk existed but without additional
studies they did not forward an opinion if the natural risks on the property presented an unreasonable risk
per Town code section 10-11B-12(A).
Mike Brooks, the project contractor, was in attendance to address questions. He said a number of
engineers had reviewed the property and suggested mitigation measures. Regarding the slide potential,
Mr. Brooks understood concerns. Terracon’s recommendation to conduct an off-site boring to identify the
slip joints was not supported by an ordinance. Mr. Brooks did not believe this proposed development was
any riskier than others allowed to develop nearby. He specifically called out the Subway as an example.
The property owner Dennis Brooks wrote a letter to the Commission for their consideration which Mike
Brooks submitted for the record (Attachment 2).
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Mr. Marriott read from a section of the Terracon report which stated “potential movement of the landslide
could impact the planned development. It is the reviewer’s opinion that placing an occupied residential
building at the toe of a very high hazard classified landslide involves above normal risk, possibly
unreasonable risk, to the structure and occupants”. He asked if the applicant had provided any new
updates or mitigating steps within the design to address these concerns.
• Mr. Brooks felt the eight-foot (8’) walls, footings, and rebar columns called out in the design were
enough given the report opinions. He reminded the development would not disturb the toe of the
landslide based on how the building would be situated.
Mr. Burns said additional studies recommended in Terracon’s report had not been conducted on the
property.
• In the Landmark study, blue clay was identified, however Terracon wanted an off-site bore to help
determine if, how, and where the geologic formation could slip.
Mr. Marriott noted there were no specific recommendations relative to drainage and rockfall.
• After questioning Terracon about this, Mr. Dansie said the reviewer focused on the landslide
hazard since it was seen as the bigger risk.
Based on the three risks - landslide, water management, and rockfall – Ms. Elger asked what mitigation
measures were being taken to address them.
• Platt Engineering determined an eight (8’) to ten-foot (10’) wide, one-foot (1’) deep ditch with
riprap would be sufficient for drainage of a 100-year flood.
• The Springdale Layer was discussed in the reports, however Mr. Brooks noted much of the Town
was in the same danger of this rock shelf. Three boulders on the hill would be removed during
excavation. A retaining wall would be constructed for the parking area.
• The development would not disturb the toe of the landslide. Mr. Brooks said the architect had
drawn this building to be very similar to other buildings being built.
Mr. Burns asked if the slide was still moving.
• Mr. Brooks said it was moving slightly every year.
Based on information in the initial engineering reports, Mr. Staker commented the existing drainage was
sufficient to carry water from rainfall which generally occurred in the area. The only rock layer of concern
was the Springdale Member of the Moenave Formation. Should a chunk fall, there were lots of
undulations where the rock could roll and not approach the development area, hence Mr. Staker did not
see a significant danger from rockfall. Slide movement was the bigger question. Landslides loosened the
hillside but then recrystallized and no one knew if they would ever move again. Many homes in the
foothills of Springdale were built on similar material.
Mr. Young noted the Terracon report identified an above-normal risk to toe movement of the landslide
that could potentially impact the building. To him, this sounded like an unreasonable danger.
• Mr. Dansie said the Town had been monitoring the landslide for the past five years using twenty
(20) different monitoring targets and it had moved fractions of an inch during this time. There was
no such thing as a stable slope, but based on the survey results, Mr. Dansie was unsure if the
movement was the result of landslide or hillside creep.
Mr. Young felt it important for the Commission to consider the lifespan of the building. He believed
rockfall and water issues were mitigatable but potential landslide was not. Mr. Young agreed other
buildings were at risk too but they were not residential units.
• Mr. Marriott noted there were residences approved above the Subway building. He felt there was
a way forward with this application based on what was discussed.
Mr. Burns could not support the development. He said the professional opinions received to-date were
flashing yellow lights.
• Ms. Elger agreed. Given water management, rockfall, landslide and permanently occupied
residences, the risk seemed unreasonable. There was enough warning information in the
technical reports.
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Mr. Marriott said the Commission had approved other projects, including residential units above the
Subway, and therefore questioned why this was unreasonable.
• Mr. Dansie confirmed the DDR and CUP for the Subway transient lodging units went before the
Planning Commission.
• If the slide was the main concern in the discussion for this property, but was a nonissue for an
adjacent property, Mr. Marriott wanted to ensure deliberations were fair.
Mr. Young was not comfortable the natural hazard risks were mitigated enough to say they were
reasonable.
Motion made by Suzanne Elger to deny the proposed Design/Development Review for the housing
and office building at 198 Zion Park Boulevard. The motion is based on the following finding: The
Planning Commission finds that the project is not allowed based on Chapter 10-11B-12A Special
Regulations Natural Hazards that construction of permanent structures shall not be permitted,
erected or 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;
seconded by Tyler Young.
Mr. Dansie recommended the motion include findings as to why the development would place people at
unreasonable risk for natural hazards. Or, the motion could express the Planning Commission’s intent to
deny the application allowing time to pull specific sections and details from the engineering report and
deliberations to support the decision.
Vote on the original motion.
Staker: No
Elger: No
Marriott: No
Burns: No
Young: Aye
Motion failed.
Motion by Suzanne Elger for the Planning Commission to declare its intention to deny the
proposed Design/Development Review for the proposed housing and office building at 198 Zion
Park Boulevard. The Planning Commission would like to direct staff to summarize our discussion
this evening with supporting information from the geotechnical reports that have been provided at
this point and support the findings of the Planning Commission that the potential hazards from
the flood, landslide and rockfall for this particular property present an unreasonable risk for
development; seconded Tyler Young.
Staker: No
Elger: Yes
Marriott: No
Burns: Yes
Young: Yes
Motion passed.
3. Sign Permit: Zion Canyon Lodge (previously known as the Terrace Brook Lodge) located at 990
Zion Park Boulevard – Utah Hotel Group: This property was located in the Central Commercial Zone.
The sign permit would allow for the construction of a free-standing sign and building-mounted sign. Both
signs would be internally illuminated, however the graphics would not be illuminated.
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Ms. Frankenburg recommended the Commission verify the free-standing sign would be installed threefeet (3’) from the right-of-way, and the building-mounted sign installed less than fifteen-feet (15’) from the
ground.
Mike Turnbow from Turnbow Signs was in attendance to answer questions. He provided material and
color samples for the Commission to consider. The rock for the free-standing sign base would match the
stone material used on the building. Mr. Turnbow confirmed the contractor could verify the right-of-way
location based on the property lines and the free-standing sign would be installed three-feet (3’) back
from this measurement.
Motion made by Suzanne Elger to approve the proposed signs for 990 Zion Park Boulevard. The
Planning Commission finds that the signs are in compliance with Chapter 10-24 Signage, with the
following conditions: 1) The applicant must verify with measured drawings that the freestanding
sign is three feet from the right-of-way; 2) The applicant must verify that only the text on signage
will be illuminated; seconded by Jack Burns.
Staker: Aye
Elger: Aye
Marriott: Aye
Burns: Aye
Young: Aye
Motion passed unanimously.
The Commission took a brief break. The meeting resumed at 6:41pm.
Mr. Marriott was a participant in the next two agenda items and therefore recused himself. Ms. Elger took
over as Chair.
5. Continued discussion from November 7, 2018: Zone Change Request - AIL Group, LLC,
represented by Mike Marriott, requests a zone change from Valley Residential (VR) to Valley
Residential – Cottage Housing Development Overlay (VR-CHD) on parcel S-141-NP (immediately
south of the Canyon Vista Bed and Breakfast). The zone change will allow the development of 11
cottages on 2.28 acres: The Planning Commission had considered this zone change request in a
previous meeting. During their analysis concerns were raised about density and unit count, style of
development, impact on surrounding neighborhood character and, impacts on the adjacent properties.
Revised drawings submitted by the applicant showed eleven (11) cottages, removal of the common
building, and limited asphalt/pavement surfaces.
Mr. Dansie noted public comments were received during the public hearing and in written form.
Mike Marriott elaborated on the changes from the previous proposal submission which helped to address
the density and asphalt drive concerns. One cottage was removed and the development was
reconfigured to remove asphalt. The landscape requirement was 40% but the current proposal neared
75%. Mr. Marriott felt this location was ideal for a cottage neighborhood since there was not a lot of
residential use adjacent to the property. In addition, there was a healthy tree screen to buffer the
development. Mr. Marriott said they did their best to utilize recommendations to make the proposal
effective.
Although one cottage was removed, Mr. Burns noted the building footprints increased. He also asked the
intent of the buildings.
• Mr. Marriott indicated the intent had not been determined. The ownership was open to selling the
units or keeping them as lower cost rentals for Springdale employees.
• Mr. Burns said it was important for the Commission to know what the zone change was for and
that it met the purpose of the CHD to promote lower cost housing in the private market.
Mr. Young agreed. He did not want these to be used as second homes accidentally.
• Mr. Marriott was unsure of the demand and what the market would do in the future. He
commented the property ownership recognized the need for employees to live here and be part of
the community.
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Ms. Elger asked if AIL was willing to restrict the deed to ensure housing would remain employee housing.
• Mr. Marriott could not answer tonight and would need to ask the ownership group.
Ms. Elger opened up comments to the public.
Kathy LaFave, Springdale resident, commented the intent of the Cottage Housing Development Overlay
was to create affordable housing however she felt the opportunity for this to happen had passed.
Moenave was intended to be affordable housing but most units were purchased as second homes. Ms.
LaFave indicated her home was above this proposed development and would impact her with more lights,
noise, and traffic. The proposed density in this location was an issue for her. Ms. LaFave was not in
favor of the zone change.
Kurt Goebel owned an adjoining parcel to the east and planned to build a home within two years. When
buying the property, Mr. Goebel said he was attracted to the single-family residential area. Working as an
environmental consultant, he did a lot of pro-development work however he emphasized the importance
of responsible land use that was in concert with the community and neighbors. With eleven units, the
cottages could each house 2 to 4 people for a total of 22 to 44 people. Mr. Goebel felt this change would
alter the structure of the residential neighborhood in this area. He raised concern about trespass, noise,
vehicle traffic, and lights. He believed this zone change request was not congruent with the nature and
character of the established neighborhood. Mr. Goebel said he would support this plan if not in a singlefamily residential area.
Allan Jensen thanked the Commission for allowing comment. Mr. Jensen felt the re-design work was
nice. He stated the lot to the north had a low-profile home with two permanent residents, operating as a
bed and breakfast. Although a commercial development (Majestic View) was located at the top of the hill,
Mr. Jensen commented this was generally not the character of the neighborhood. Mr. Jensen believed
the Council could deny an application if it was determined to have adverse effects on neighborhood.
• Mr. Dansie said both the Planning Commission and Town Council had wide discretion in
approving or denying zone changes as long as the action was not arbitrary or capricious.
Adverse impacts did not obligate denial in and of itself, however impacts on neighbors should be
a consideration in evaluating the merits of a zone change.
Mr. Jensen said attempts to bring affordable housing to Springdale weren’t working. He felt this
development changed the character of the neighborhood and their quiet would be impacted.
Mark Stevens agreed with the comments of other neighbors. He had built on his property in accordance
with the ordinances and appreciated the reduced density of the area. A change in zoning would change
the character of the neighborhood after everyone was vested. The overlay zone was created for valid
reasons but had downsides in that it altered density. He understood wanting to maximize an investment
however if affordable housing was not achieved then he questioned the purpose.
Judith Schraut said the Madsen parking lot was denied due to traffic impact concerns. She suspected
there would be unforeseen problems with traffic and was not in favor of the zone change.
Luke Wilson said it was rare for anyone to applaud new development. He did feel this development
would change the dynamic in the neighborhood however these units would be more affordable to rent and
give the end user a cheaper housing option. He felt the end result would achieve the intent of the
Cottage Housing Development Overlay ordinance.
Mr. Marriott responded they tried to be sensitive to the area with the design. As a resident and business
owner in Springdale he had a vested interest in creating a win-win. Landscape could help mitigate the
impact of the structures. The submitted application proposed small, quaint homes versus a more
commercial-looking apartment complex with six-units, which would have a greater impact on the local
neighborhood.
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Ms. Elger said she had considered this request at length. She felt the design changes were good but the
Commission should consider the zone change aspect of the proposal.
• Mr. Young said the opinions of neighbors were an important consideration since they would bear
the direct impact. There seemed to be strong reaction against this zone change application.
• Mr. Burns agreed public comments were not supportive. Also, without a commitment as to the
purpose of the development, he could not support a zone change.
Mr. Staker said the Town Code allowed for a zone change if there was a substantial change in conditions.
He felt conditions had substantially changed given the large number of visitors, cars and businesses.
Smaller homes, with increased density requiring less land, were needed. These units would be the least
expensive in the community. Mr. Staker said the dilemma now was for the Town to decide if it wanted to
focus on affordable housing or on density. To him it did not matter who owned the units; this was an ideal
opportunity to develop a cottage scale development.
• Mr. Young agreed the Town now had a very different feel from years past. It was more
dominated by commercial business property than residential.
The Planning Commission did not have authority to make housing more affordable, however Ms. Elger
expressed it did have authority to manage density. The Town could not force a developer to build or sell
at certain prices. This parcel was zoned Valley Residential and suggested uses per the Future Land Use
Map (FLUM) were open space, agricultural, and low density residential. Ms. Elger said three duplexes
would be less dense than eleven (11) cottages. She acknowledged the Majestic View was nearby
however it would not be commercial if not for a settlement agreement. Ms. Elger felt approving Mr.
Wilson’s CHD zone change request was different given the location.
• Mr. Staker said it was arbitrary and capricious to approve Mr. Wilson’s development and not this
one. This development met all the parameters of what the ordinance was trying to achieve.
• Mr. Burns disagreed and felt every parcel was different. He understood people had the right to
develop a piece of property but it shouldn’t be at the expense of impacts to neighbors. A number
of adjacent property owners had expressed concern this development would change the make-up
of the neighborhood.
• Ms. Elger said this development was too dense for the location it was proposed. The detriment it
created to the neighboring properties was unacceptable and changed the village character in the
area.
Mr. Burns said it was important to protect a sense of arrival into Springdale. He again raised concern this
development would not be affordable housing available on the private market.
The Commission discussed deed restrictions. Mr. Dansie said any deed restriction should be supported
by language in the ordinance. Therefore, a prohibition on transient lodging would be allowable, however a
requirement that units be sold at a certain price was not backed up in the CHD ordinance.
For this particular proposal Mr. Staker felt it was an appropriate location given the businesses nearby and
the sloping topography of the lot toward the river.
• Mr. Burns disagreed and felt the development would have a negative and detrimental impact to
adjacent properties as voiced through public comment.
• Ms. Elger commented on the negative impacts of traffic and light.
• Mr. Young suggested if cottages were developed on this property the area would still be broken
up by big lots.
Motion made by Suzanne Elger to recommend denial of the zone change from Valley Residential
to Valley Residential-Cottage Housing Development Overlay on parcel S-141-NP. The Planning
Commission finds that the proposed zone change does not more fully promote the goals and
objectives of the General Plan and zoning ordinance, is not correcting errors, or is not
accommodating substantial changes in conditions in accordance with section 10-3-2A. Parcel S141-NP is zoned Valley Residential. The properties to the south and east and west are single
family residential. The property to the north is a bed and breakfast. A CHD on parcel S-141-NP
does not meet the following General Plan objective: 13.1.1 Ensure new development and
redevelopment in the Town is consistent with the Future Land Use Map (FLUM). The FLUM for this
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parcel indicates it is agricultural/residential. In addition, parcel S-141-NP does not meet these
standards of the Cottage Housing Development Overlay Zone: 10-13F-10(C) the proposed
development creates no significant detriment to adjacent properties or the adjacent areas in
which it is located. The proposed development will increase the noise, traffic, and light in this
area to the detriment of adjacent properties. In addition, the parcel is not in compliance with 1013F-10E The Cottage Neighborhood Design and Layout is compatible with the Town’s unique rural
village character as identified in Chapter 2 Town Appearance of the General Plan. The density of
the proposed development is not compatible with this Valley Residential Zone; seconded by Jack
Burns.
Mr. Young asked what happened if the vote was tied. Mr. Dansie explained three affirmative votes were
needed to pass a motion, otherwise it failed. Commissioners should vote either in favor or against. If a
Commissioner abstained, they should have declared a conflict of interest and not participated in the
discussion at all.
Vote on the motion:
Staker: No
Elger: Yes
Burns: Yes
Young: No
Motion failed.
Motion made by Tyler Young that the Planning Commission table for further review upon hearing
back from AIL and Mike Marriott on planned uses and objectives for this cottage development and
future affordability; seconded by Jack Burns.
Staker: Yes
Elger: No
Burns: Yes
Young: Yes
Motion passed.
4. Continued discussion from November 7, 2018: Development Agreement – The Historic
Preservation Commission has requested a development agreement between the Town of
Springdale and the owners of the Best Western Hotel (668 Zion Park Boulevard). The agreement
would transfer ownership of a historic building and the property on which it sits to the Town and
would allow the construction of 8 additional transient lodging units on the Best Western: This
proposal would transfer the historic structure, and the property on which it sat, to the Town in exchange
for an allowance to build eight additional hotel units.
During their previous discussion, the Planning Commission was concerned about increasing hotel units in
general, it not being a good location, the development difficulties in terms of parking and setback, setting
a precedent with the agreement, and the historic nature of the building.
Jeff Carlson was in attendance representing the Springdale Historic Preservation Commission (SHPC).
Since the last discussion, the goal was to come back with the best solutions to address the Planning
Commission’s concerns. The SHPC still believed this was a good proposal for the Town and reached out
to other organizations to partner and assist with facility operation. These groups included the Paiute
Indian Tribe, Zion Canyon Visitors Bureau, and the Zion Forever Project. Each expressed interest in a
physical presence in Springdale.
Mr. Carlson elaborated a ‘visitor center’ element was important because Washington County
Commissioners gave indication funds, besides TRT money, could be accessed for this purpose.
Involving several groups would create a multi-purpose facility to offer greater support with programs,
staffing, events and fundraising.
Other locations in Town were considered and evaluated for this type of purpose. Initially twenty-three
(23) properties were identified with six (6) larger parcels recognized for their development potential.
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Mr. Carlson met with property owners from Springhill Suites, Steward Ventures, and Zion Canyon Village.
The results of these meetings were summarized in the staff report. Likely any situation would require a
development agreement. An outright property purchase was unlikely.
The Canyon Ranch proposal was the only one that suggested a gift of property versus a lease. Mr.
Carlson noted the developer reduced their requested number of units by 20% from the previous offer.
They also committed to help solve parking issues.
Ms. Moss spoke on the intrinsic value of a history center. The purpose of the SHPC was to not only
preserve buildings but to preserve values and a way of life. She provided a basic history of the Canyon
Ranch building. Ms. Moss acknowledged the Canyon Ranch needed attention but the SHPC felt this
solution was the best possible option. She commented there was no equitable way to balance history
preservation against a motel room.
Mr. Burns asked about the parking arrangement.
• Mr. Carlson said the parking issue would require a collaboration between the developer and the
Town but likely spots would be allocated to accommodate a few cars. Mr. Carlson reminded
everyone Springdale was a walking community. This location was near two shuttle stops and
hotels.
• It was noted the Best Western property currently had excess parking spaces.
Ms. Elger asked how it was determined this proposal was better than developments in the future.
• Mr. Carlson noted there was community value to this location. In addition, the other concepts
were ‘maybes’ and not tangible.
Ms. Elger asked if partners offered financial backing.
• Mr. Carlson said it was briefly discussed. None of the groups were thought to bring significant
financing, but could help with fundraising. Funding could come from the county, taxes, and grant
money.
Mr. Staker asked if other entities needed to be involved.
• No commitments had been made. Mr. Carlson explained the primary goal was to address the
horsepower available to pull off this project. They could start small and get bigger, suggesting
there could be a need for a larger facility in the future.
Mr. Burns asked about issues related to setbacks.
• In order for this property to be deeded to the Town, a new lot line would be drawn. Currently there
was not sufficient distance between the structures to meet the required setback distances.
Ms. Elger asked if only museum locations along SR-9 were considered.
• It was important to be where the foot traffic was, however, they also considered property on Lion
Boulevard.
Based on their discussions, Mr. Carlson added the Town Manager expressed desire in having this
property under Town ownership.
Mr. Staker felt this was a worthy acquisition and a good opportunity for the Town to acquire a building
without giving up any financial resources. He understood the Best Western would benefit.
Ms. Elger asked if this proposal would put the Town at a disadvantage in the future in that others would
come asking for something.
• Mr. Dansie explained there was a wide degree of discretion to approve or deny development
agreements. There was no obligation to approve any proposal.
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With respect to the other possible developments that could happen in the future, Ms. Elger suggested
there was no sense of urgency with this proposal.
• Nick Ence, property owner, indicated the building was vacant only because this proposal was
being considered. They had been in talks with the SHPC for over a year and he said the property
would be developed into something else if the proposal did not work out.
Mr. Burns was not happy with all the terms and conditions but felt the location made sense. There were
potential multiple uses, and although not a requirement it was a bonus the building was historic.
Mr. Dansie said the Town would still have the deed and retain ownership of the building even if the history
center did not work out. The Town would find alternative uses for the property. Additionally, ownership
transfer would not take effect until the hotel plans were approved and a permit to build was issued.
Mr. Burns noted the yellow house was not very visible and asked if the fencing could be adjusted.
• Mr. Ence indicated concessions could be made regarding this.
Motion made by Jack Burns that the Planning Commission recommends approval of the
Springdale Historic Preservation Commission’s proposed development agreement with the
owners of the Best Western Zion Canyon located at 668 Zion Park Boulevard. This motion is
based on following findings: that the addition of eight (8) motel units be allowed to be built by
Best Western Zion Canyon; with recognition there will be adjustments to setbacks and parking
arrangements that are negotiated between Best Western, the Springdale Historic Preservation
Commission, and the Town; and that there will be an adjustment to the wood fence in front of the
property so the building becomes more visible; and the title will be transferred to the Town of
Springdale for the property; seconded by Suzanne Elger.
Staker: Aye
Elger: Aye
Burns: Aye
Young: Aye
Motion passed unanimously.
Mr. Burns acknowledged Mr. Carlson and Ms. Moss for their diligence. He noted there was a lot to be
said when shared vision and passion came together to make something happen.
Mike Marriott returned to the dais as Chair.
Consent Agenda:
Motion made by Allan Staker to approve the meeting minutes from January 16, 2019 and February
6, 2019; seconded by Suzanne Elger.
Staker: Aye
Elger: Aye
Marriott: Aye
Burns: Aye
Young: Aye
Motion passed unanimously.
Motion to adjourn at 8:45pm made by Allan Staker; seconded by Jack Burns.
Staker: Aye
Elger: Aye
Marriott: Aye
Burns: Aye
Young: Aye
Motion passed unanimously.
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______________________________________
Darci Carlson, Clerk

APPROVAL: ______________________________________ DATE: ______________________

A recording of the public meeting is available by contacting the Town Clerk’s Office. Please call
435-772-3434 or via email at springdale@infowest.com for more information.
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