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PLANNING COMMISSION NOTICE AND AGENDA

THE SPRINGDALE PLANNING COMMISSION WILL HOLD A REGULAR MEETING
ON WEDNESDAY, APRIL 20, 2022 AT 5:00 PM
AT THE CANYON COMMUNITY CENTER, 126 LION BLVD – SPRINGDALE, UT 84767
A live broadcast of this meeting will be available to the public for viewing/listening only.
Public comments for public hearing items may be made in person at the meeting or
submitted two days prior to the meeting.
**Please see electronic login information below**

Approval of the agenda
General announcements
A.

Action Items
1. Public Hearing - Design/Development Review: Luke Wilson requests a DDR for a commercial
building in the VC zone at 358 Zion Park Blvd.
2. Public Hearing - Zone Change: Andrew Green, representing the Bit and Spur, requests a zone
change from FR (Foothill Residential) to VC (Village Commercial) on a 1.28-acre portion of
parcel S-161-A-1-A for the purpose of developing employee housing.
3. DDR Revision: Andy Green requests a modification to the previously approved DDR for an
employee housing building at 1212 Zion Park Boulevard.
4. DDR Revision: Stew Ferber requests a modification to the previously approved DDR for

employee housing buildings at 5 West Temple Drive.
B.

Consent Agenda
1. Approval of Minutes from February 16th, March 2nd, and April 6th.

C.

Adjourn

**To access the electronic webinar please click the Zoom link below:
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/83024542169?pwd=emwxNzN3ZjBXZGdn
dmYvaUFuaVRQQT09

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.

Meeting ID: 830 2454 2169
Passcode: 932888
One tap mobile
US: +13462487799,,83024542169#,,,,*932888#
Dial by your location
US: +1 346 248 7799

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

Packet materials for this meeting will be available at: https://www.springdaletown.com/agendacenter

Memorandum
To:
From:
Date:
Re:

Planning Commission
Thomas Dansie, Director of Community Development
April 15, 2022
Design / Development Review – Small Hilltop Building at 358 Zion Park Boulevard

Executive Summary
In 2020 Luke Wilson applied for a DDR for a new building on the hillside above the paid parking area at
358 Zion Park Boulevard. The Commission reviewed the proposal and expressed concerns regarding
geologic hazards at the site. The applicant worked with geologic hazards experts on addressing those
concerns and presented revised information to the Commission in early 2021. On February 17, 2021 the
Commission denied the DDR application based on geologic hazard and slope stability concerns. At that
time the Town’s ordinance prohibited development that placed people or property at “unreasonable
risk” of natural hazard. The Commission’s denial was based on a finding that the development, as
proposed, placed the structure and its inhabitants at unreasonable risk of hazard from slope failure and
landslide.
The applicant appealed that decision to the Town’s Appeal Authority. The Appeal Authority upheld the
Planning Commission’s denial, finding that there was enough evidence in the record to support the
Commission’s findings and decision.
The Town has subsequently adopted a geologic hazard ordinance. This ordinance bolsters and clarifies
the Town’s standard that prohibits development that places people or property at unreasonable risk of
natural hazard. The geologic hazard ordinance requires development in areas of known geologic risk to
submit a thorough analysis and investigation of the specific hazards on the site. The required geologic
hazard analysis must also recommend strategies that will mitigate the risk.
Pursuant to the geologic hazard ordinance the applicant has completed a geologic hazard investigation
for the property. The hazard investigation report finds that there is high risk of seismic, rockfall, and
landslide hazards on the proposed development site. The report contains findings and recommendations
intended to mitigate these risks.
The Town’s geologic hazard consultant has reviewed the report and recommendations and has made
recommendations for edits. The applicant has made the requested revisions and has resubmitted the
hazard investigation.
The design of the proposed building is the same as submitted to the Commission in the February 2021
meeting.
Applicable Ordinances
The Commission should review the following code chapters or sections:
1. Chapter 10-11B: Village Commercial Zone
2. Chapter 10-15F: Geologic Hazards
3. Chapter 10-16: Architectural Standards and Design Guidelines
1

Development Standard Analysis
Standard

Requirement

Proposal

Comments

Lot Area

The minimum lot size is
0.5 acres.
Front setbacks must be
30 feet, side setbacks
10 feet, and rear
setbacks 20 feet. 20
feet required from a
private lane (see
10-25-10(D)).

The lot measures 2.1
acres.
The proposed
development meets all
setbacks from property
lines. There is a private
lane running adjacent
to the proposed
development site. The
site plan shows the
building located 20 feet
from the edge of the
private lane.
The proposed building
measures just under
500 square feet.
The building measures
13 feet in height.
The applicant has
shown the location of
outdoor lighting on the
plan, and included
details on the color
temperature and
required 2” recess for
the light source. The
applicant has not
included information
on the total lumen
count for the property,
although that analysis
has been done for
previous development
on the site.
The applicant has
provided a landscape
plan as required by
ordinance. However,
the landscape plan
does not indicate the
total amount of
landscape / natural
open space on the

In compliance.

Setbacks

Building Size

Building Height
Lighting

Landscaping

Maximum allowed
building size is 5,000
square feet.
Maximum building
height is 26 feet.
Outdoor lighting must
be down directed and
shielded. Outdoor
lighting is only allowed
to illuminate the
entrances of buildings,
outdoor gathering
areas, and walkways.
Maximum lumens per
acre is 60,000.

Must retain 60% of the
lot as natural open
space or landscape,
with at least 30% in
landscape area.
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In compliance.

In compliance.

In compliance.
The Commission should
require an updated
lumen count of all
outdoor lighting on the
site to demonstrate
compliance with the
60,000 lumen per acre
requirement. (Note:
only developable area
is included in the
calculation of the
lumen per acre cap.)

The Commission should
require an updated
analysis of the total
amount of landscape
and natural open space
on the property.

Colors and Materials

Colors must conform to
the color palette
regulations. Building
material must be
compatible with the
surrounding
environment as per
section 10-16-4.

Parking

See section 10-23-4
Parking spaces
required.

property. Such an
analysis was provided
with the February 2021
application. However,
that analysis is now out
of date since there is
new development on
the property that was
not included in the Feb
2021 analysis.
The applicant provided
details on colors and
materials
demonstrating
compliance with Town
standards with the Feb
2021 application. The
current application calls
out materials on the
elevation drawings, but
no details or samples of
exterior materials have
been provided with the
new application.
The proposed transient
lodging unit will require
three parking spaces
(one for the unit plus
two employee spaces).
With the previous
application the
applicant verified two
parking spaces will be
provided adjacent to
the proposed structure
for guests. The
employee spaces will
be located in the paid
parking area on the
property. This will
require two of the paid
parking spaces in the
parking lot to be
dedicated for
employees of the
transient lodging
business.
3

The Commission should
confirm whether or not
the proposed colors
and materials are the
same as those
proposed with the
February 2021
application.

In compliance. Staff
recommends a
condition that requires
the applicant to
dedicate two spaces in
the paid parking lot for
employees of the
transient lodging
business.

Other Issues
Geologic Hazard
As discussed above, the site is in an area of high geologic hazard. The Town’s geologic hazard ordinance
applies to development on this site. The Commission should determine whether the standards of the
geologic hazard ordinance have been satisfied. The Commission may wish to pay particular attention to
the following standards:
●

10-15F-9(B) and (C): The applicant is responsible to implement all mitigation measures
recommended in the geologic hazard investigation. The Town may establish additional
requirements to mitigate hazards. These requirements could include limitation on buildable
areas, limitation on the amount of slope disturbance, and requirement that final grading plans
be stamped by a licensed engineering geologist and geotechnical engineer.

●

10-15F-9(E): This section outlines the standard of review for developments in a geologically
hazardous area. Subsection 3 establishes the following specific criteria for approving any
development in a geologically hazardous area:
○ The proposed land use does not present an unreasonable risk to the health, safety, and
welfare of persons or property, including buildings, storm drains, public streets, culinary
and other water facilities, utilities or critical facilities, whether off-site or on-site, or to
the aesthetics and natural functions of the landscape, such as slopes, streams or other
waterways, drainage, or wildlife habitat, whether off-site or on-site, because of the
presence of geologic hazards or because of modifications to the site due to the proposed
land use.
○ The proposed land use demonstrates that, consistent with the current, regional state of
practice, the identified geologic hazards can be mitigated to a level where the risk to
human life and damage to property are reduced to an acceptable and reasonable level in
a manner which will not violate applicable federal, state, and local statutes, ordinances,
and regulations. Mitigation measures should consider in their design, the intended
aesthetic functions of other governing ordinances, such as the grading ordinance. The
applicant must include with the geologic report, a mitigation plan that defines how the
identified hazards or limitations will be addressed without impacting or adversely
affecting off-site areas. If the report identifies multiple options for mitigation, the Town,
after consulting with its geologic hazard expert, may mandate which of the options must
be implemented. Mitigation measures must be reasonable and practical to implement,
especially if such measures require on-going maintenance by property owners.

●

10-15F-10: The property owner is required to record a notice against the property citing the
geologic hazard investigation and the specific geologic hazards on the property (this is also a
recommendation included in the geologic hazard investigation report).

●

10-15F-13: Applicants that receive approval for development in a geologic hazard area must sign
a hold harmless agreement with the Town.

The Terracon, the Town’s geologic hazard consultant, has reviewed the applicant's hazard investigation
and has found it meets the standards of the ordinance in terms of rigor and thoroughness. Terracon
further finds that the mitigation measures proposed in the report will successfully mitigate the majority
of the hazards on the site to an acceptable level. However, Terracon states that there are hazards on the
4

site that can never be fully mitigated (e.g. mass slope movement associated with a landslide event).
Terracon states the Town needs to determine if the presence of these risks that cannot be mitigated rise
to a level of “unreasonable risk.” A summary email from Terracon that outlines these findings is included
in this report. Staff anticipates receiving Terracon’s official review letter detailing these conclusions early
next week.
Steep Slopes
The applicant has designed the structure such that there will be no disturbance to the existing 30%
slopes surrounding the building site. However, the Commission may wish to emphasize the need to
prevent all disturbance on and around the steep slopes. Specifically, the proposed development includes
a basement (the basement is not shown on the floor plans, but an exterior stairway to the basement is
shown on the plans and the geotechnical report references a basement). Staff is concerned that
excavation required for the basement may make it difficult or impossible to preserve the steep slopes
around the building area. Staff previously discussed this concern with the applicant. The applicant is
confident that the structure can be built without disturbance on the 30% slopes. Staff recommends the
Commission require extensive measures to protect the slopes (e.g. construction fencing, frequent
grading inspections, etc.)
Transient Lodging
Staff understands the applicant’s intended use of the structure is for transient lodging. Transient lodging
is currently a conditional use in the VC zone. The applicant has been issued a conditional use permit to
operate one vacation rental unit above the coffee shop near the paid parking area. This permit does not
allow additional transient lodging on the property. The Town recently adopted a temporary land use
regulation which places a pause on new transient lodging applications. The applicant will need to wait
until after this temporary land use regulation expires before seeking land use approval for the transient
lodging use of the structure.

Sample Motion Language
The Commission should make specific findings regarding the proposed development and its compliance
with the applicable standards in the ordinance. The Commission may wish to use the following questions
to help guide the formation of findings:
-

Does the proposed development comply with the building height, size, design, lighting and other
standards of the VC zone?
Does the proposed development comply with the standards of the grading ordinance,
particularly the prohibition on disturbance of 30% and greater grades?
Does the geologic hazard investigation adequately identify, assess, and propose mitigation for
the natural hazards on the site?
Will the proposed development on the site place people or property at unreasonable risk of
natural hazard?

The Commission may wish to use the following sample motion language in making a motion on this
project:
The Planning Commission Approves/Denies the proposed Design/Development Review for the hilltop
building at 358 Zion Park Boulevard, as shown in the approved plans. The motion is based on the
following findings:
5

[LIST FINDINGS - These findings should draw extensively from the geologic hazard investigation and
Terracon review and opinion regarding the hazard investigation to support the Commission decision
whether or not the proposed development will place people or property at unreasonable risk of
natural hazard]
If making a motion of approval, staff recommends the following conditions of approval:
1- No development or disturbance (including incidental disturbance during construction) is allowed
on the 30% slopes located around the behind. The applicant must install construction fencing
preventing access and disturbance on the 30% slopes. The Town will not issue a building permit
until the fencing is in place. The fencing must remain in place and undisturbed for the duration
of the construction project. The applicant must notify the Town 24 hours prior to beginning
excavation or grading on the project and allow the Town to be onsite during all grading activities
to monitor the grading activity to ensure there is no disturbance of the 30% slopes.
2- The applicant must follow the recommendations of the geologic hazard investigation and
geotechnical analysis for the site. The applicant is also required to implement all the
recommended mitigation measures in the geologic hazard investigation. A certificate of
occupancy will not be issued for the site until the applicant has provided a certification from a
professional engineer that the mitigation measures in the hazards report have been completed.
3- The applicant must dedicate two of the spaces in the paid parking area for employees of the
transient lodging business.
4- The applicant must provide an updated analysis of all outdoor lighting on the property to ensure
compliance with the lumen cap allowance of section 10-15C-7.
5- The applicant must provide an updated analysis of the total amount of natural open space and
landscape on the property to demonstrate compliance with section 10-18-4(A).
6- The applicant must record a notice of the geologic hazards investigation against the property. A
building permit will not be issued until the notice is recorded.
7- The applicant must sign a hold harmless agreement with the Town, holding the Town harmless
from any damages, liability, or claims resulting from geologic hazards on the property. A building
permit will not be issued until the hold harmless agreement has been signed.
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January 13, 2022
Luke Wilson
749 South 900 West
Hurricane, UT 84737
Subject:

2022 Addendum
Springdale Parcel S-102-B-4-A
Springdale, Utah
Landmark Project No.: 21056

Reference:

Geologic Hazards Evaluation, Parcel S-102-B-4-A, Western Geologic, dated
October 29, 2021
Foundation and Earthwork Opinion, Parcel S-102-B-4-A, Landmark Testing &
Engineering Project No. 21056, dated January 28, 2021

Luke,
As requested, we have completed an additional evaluation of the site of the proposed vacation
rental to be constructed on the listed Parcel. Landmark contracted Western Geologic to perform a
Geologic Hazards Evaluation of the site to direct further analysis of the site and the proposed
development.
Geologic Hazards Evaluation
Mr. Bill Black, P.G. of Western Geologic performed the Geologic Hazards Evaluation for the site.
Their evaluation indicated 4 geologic hazards present on the site.
Earthquake Ground Shaking
The Town of Springdale is located within a seismically active area. The Hurricane fault is located
14.5 miles to the west, and the is major source of the seismic hazards in Washington County; but
other faults are located in the area.
The seismic risk can be mitigated by suitable structural and geotechnical design. The report
presents current seismic design values, which should be used in the design of the proposed
structure.
Landslide and Slope Failures
The exposed slope on the east side of the site is an existing hazard for slope instability. The slope
is hazardous for several reasons: the physical properties of the material which forms the slope and
the angle of the exposed face of the slope are the major components of the risk in this case.
The major finding of Western Geologic is that it does not appear that the hill, where the vacation
rental is proposed to be located, moved during the 1992 earthquake, which caused the adjacent
Balanced Rock landslide.
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Western Geologic recommended several items for Landmark to address:
•
•
•

A deep foundation system will likely be required.
A slope stability study should be constructed on the slope.
Site grading and drainage will require rigorous care to prevent erosion and wetting of the
slope face.

Our slope stability study, and foundation recommendations are included in this report.
Rockfall
Several potentially hazardous boulders were noted on the slope to the north of the site.
Western Geologic recommended that the area be addressed during construction, and the hazardous
boulders be removed.
Problem Soil and Rock
The site is located on a hill which has been mapped as having expansive soils and rock.
Western Geologic recommended that the geotechnical investigation should address this hazard.
Geotechnical Analysis and Conclusions
Based on Western Geologic’s findings, we have preformed additional laboratory testing and
analysis of the site.
Earthquake Ground Shaking
The values listed in Western Geologic’s report should be used in the design of the proposed
vacation rental building.
Landslide and Slope Failures
Based on Western Geologic’s recommendations, we planned and conducted a slope stability
analysis of the site. We modeled the slope with Stedwin and Stabl6h. The line of our slope is
shown on our Site Map Figure 1. The profile of the slope was determined using the elevation
profile feature within Google Earth and compared to the Lidar data included in the Western
Geologic report.. The profile of the soil layers within the slope were based on onsite photography
and aerial imagery.
Samples of the expansive clays encountered within the hill were collected, and shipped to IGES
in Salt Lake City where consolidated-undrained triaxial shear tests with pore-water pressure
monitoring were conducted. Three samples were tested at confining pressures of 4, 6, and 8 ksf.
The failure envelope produced by the three tests will show the cohesion and internal angle of
friction of the material. Three samples are used to give a good correlation. Unfortunately, Sample
S1 of the group, appears to have had different properties than the other two samples, leading to
complications in data reduction.
The 3-point envelope indicated a cohesion of 0 psf, and a friction angle of 15.5 degrees under total
stress conditions. The 2-point correlation indicated a cohesion of 1,000 psf and a friction angle of
8 degrees under total stress conditions. We have added a shear envelope line based on two points
to the IGES report. The 3-point envelope is shown by the black line, and the 2 point envelope is
shown by the red line. The results of the triaxial shear test are included with this report.
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Borings were previously drilled on the vacation rental site and in the parking lot at the base of the
slope. All of the soils encountered in the borings consisted of various medium to high plastic clays
and mudstone bedrock. All of these materials are known to be expansive, therefore, specific testing
to determine if these materials are expensive was not conducted. Groundwater, in either the form
of perched layers, and as a specific water table, was not encountered in any of the explorations in
this area. Groundwater was encountered in the foundation holes drilled for the retail shops at the
east end of the parking lot, but this water was perched at the surface of the clay layer.
Due to the lack of groundwater within the zone to be evaluated for our slope stability analysis, the
model was based on total stress strengths. Effective stress values are based on the soils being
saturated with groundwater, which induces buoyancy to the weights and strength calculations used
in the analysis. Typically, effective stress is used for the analysis of slopes during long-term
conditions. However, due to the lack of natural groundwater, and the impermeability of the clays,
saturation of the clays is not a likely possibly. Therefore, we have chosen to model the slope under
total stress conditions.
To model the possibility of plumbing, stormwater, or other water sources at the site of the building,
we included a layer of soft, weak clay at the base of the proposed basement pad. The layer was
level at the surface, and had a sloped bottom, with the slope towards the exposed slope face on the
parking lot side.
The model included 6 total layers, all of which slope towards the parking lot. The material
properties of the clays and claystone were taken from our current laboratory testing, and testing
conducted in similar materials in the area. The strength and material factors used in the model are
shown in the following Table 1.

Layer Number

Material

Unit Weight
(pcf)

Cohesion (psf)

Internal Angle
of Friction

1

Purple Clay

120.0

1000

8.0

2

Wetted Clay

130.0

100

8.0

3

Purple Clay

120.0

1000

8.0

4

Gray Clay

125.0

500

15.0

5

Purple Clay

120.0

1000

8.0

6

Claystone

130.0

3500

15.0

A seismic load equal to one-half of the Peak Ground Acceleration (PGA) was used to model the
design earthquake. The PGA used was taken from the Western Geologic report, and represents an
earthquake with a 2 percent probability of exceedance in 50 years (2,475-year return period), as
required by the building code for structural design of buildings. In the case of this site, the PGA
was 0.297g, and 0.5*PGA is 0.15g horizontal acceleration. Recommendations found in DMG
Special Publication 117 recommends using the Mean Horizontal Acceleration (MHA) equal to the
PGA of an earthquake with a 10 percent probability of exceedance in 50 years (475-year return
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period). In this case, the USGS data indicates a PGA of 0.088g. Our model used a horizontal
coefficient of 0.15, which is more conservative than that recommended by DMG 117.
We did not include the influence of the proposed structure, because the building is proposed to be
supported on drilled micropiles. The building will not impose either an area loading, or strip
loading on the surface of the building site. The loads will instead be imposed on the exterior
surface of the micropiles at depth. Design recommendations for controlling the location of the
loading are included in this report.
Industry standards recommend that the Factor of Safety (FS), the percentage stronger than
equilibrium, is 1.4 to 1.5 for the static condition, and 1.0 to 1.1 for the seismic condition. The
higher values indicate a greater resistance to failure, and are recommended for conditions which
require greater safety. Landslides typically, but not always, have a circular sliding or failure
surface. Clays in particular tend to have a circular failure surface. Our computer model analyzed
the slope using the Bishop Circular method.
Subsurface lithology, and observations of similar clay/claystone slopes exposed in the area suggest
that “infinite slope” or block sliding of surface materials is not likely.
The analysis tests many different circles and calculates the FS for each of these circles. The 10
lowest FS circles are then plotted. By analyzing hundreds of potential starting and ending points,
the FS for the slope as a whole can be estimated. By adjusting the starting and ending limits,
various potential failure surfaces can be evaluated, and the most likely failure zone determined.
Our model indicates that the most likely failure mode is a deep-seated failure starting at the rear
of the building area, near the existing access road, and exiting in the parking lot. Deeper failure
surfaces are not as likely as they intersect the harder claystone layers which we found in borings
in the parking lot. Shallower failure modes are possible, if large, thick bands of the clay become
fully saturated. Our middle band, the exposed grey material seen in the hillside, was taken to be
saturated and weak, and indicated a shallower surface, with a lower FS. However, for this to occur,
the entire player would need to become sufficiently wetted, which is not likely.
Based on our testing and modeling, the Static Factor of Safety for the slope is 1.62. The Seismic
Factory of Safety is 1.15 at 0.15g and 1.31 at 0.088g. Based on our slope stability study, and a
review of the report prepared by Western Geologic, the slope currently appears to be stable.
The construction of the proposed building will tend to increase the FS values for the following
reasons:
•

•

The basement will require the excavation of approximately 12 feet of soil below the main
level of the building. These soils are all located at the top of the slope, and their weight is
a significant load on the side of the equation which drives the slide towards the bottom.
Removing these soils lowers this load, increasing the FS.
The building will be supported on drilled micropiles. The micropiles transfer the building
load to the piers, and the piers load the soil at a defined depth. The proposed micropile
detail and recommendations will push the loaded portion of the micropiles from the upper
portion of the micropile, to the portion of the micropile below the failure surfaces. This
action will theoretically not impact the FS.
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The drilled micropiles will extend through the likely sliding surfaces, effectively pinning
the potentially sliding portion of the slope to the non-sliding portion of the slope, increasing
the FS.
Water sources on the site (plumbing and stormwater) will be piped to discharge at locations
which will not wet the clays.

Rockfall
Several potentially hazardous boulders were noted on the slope to the north of the site.
Western Geologic recommended that the area be addressed during construction, and the hazardous
boulders be removed.
Problem Soil and Rock
The site is located on a hill which has been mapped as having expansive soils and rock.
Western Geologic recommended that the geotechnical investigation should address this hazard.
Landmark Recommendations
Grading and Drainage
Proper performance of the proposed development will require moisture control measures.
•
•
•
•

No landscaping requiring irrigation should be used for this project.
Gutters should be installed on the building, and the downspouts piped to a location outside
of the limits of the slope.
A drainage system should be installed in the area below the grade beams and structural
floor to collect any water which enters this space. The drain should discharge to an area
outside of the limits of the slope.
Site grading should be designed to prevent water from flowing across the exposed slope to
the east of the building area.

Micropile Design Recommendations
We recommend that the proposed building be constructed on drilled micropiles. Based on the
depth to the probable slide plane found during our slope stability study, we recommend that the
micropiles extend a minimum of 50 feet below the proposed grade beam/basement elevation. This
depth is in excess of the required depth to achieve the adequate structural capacity. We anticipate
that as-built ultimate capacities greater than 100-kips can be achieved.
It should be understood that distress of surface elements such as sidewalks, patios, and porches not
established on piles could occur if expansive soils become wet.
Micro-pile design details are presented below.
1.
Micro-piles should be installed a minimum of 50 feet into the clay. A minimum pile
diameter of 8-inches is recommended to allow for insertion of the rebar and sleeve and to
allow adequate grout cover. However, smaller pile diameter piles are acceptable based on
structural engineer design.
2.
The upper 15 feet of the micropiles should be sleeved as a bond-breaker to prevent the
transfer of loads to the upper portion of the soils. This measure is to transfer the building
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loads to the portion of the micropile below the slide plane.
Micropiles should be designed according to the procedures found in the FHWA Micropile
Design and Construction Reference Manual, NHI-06-039.
Micro-piles should be designed for a maximum allowable end bearing pressure of 10,000
psf and an allowable skin friction value of 1,500 psf for the portion of pile extending below
6 feet.
Micropiles should be designed and spaced for a minimum deadload 10.0 kips. A smaller
number of highly loaded micropiles is preferred to a larger number of lightly loaded
micropiles.
Micropiles should be reinforced the full length to resist tension forces in the event of
swelling of adjacent soils. Potential tension forces may be calculated using at least 6 feet
of pile length with a skin friction of 1,500 psf. The minimum percent of steel should be
1% of the grout area. Reinforcement should extend into grade beams and foundation walls.
Laterally loaded micropiles should be at least three diameters apart and may be designed
utilizing the parameters in the following table.
Total
Unit
Weight
(pcf)

ε50
(in/in)

K value
(lb/in^3)

Friction
Angle

Cohesion
(psf)

Unconfined
Compressive
Strength (psf)

Modulus of
Elasticity
(psi)

Fat Clay

125.0

0.07

1,000

n/a

2,000

4,000

2,900

Mudstone

130.0

0.04

2,000

n/a

3,000

6,000

4,300

Soil Type

8.
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Micropiles excavations should be carefully cleaned prior to placing grout. Grout should
be poured into the pile excavations immediately after the excavations are cleaned and
inspected. Pumping or tremie methods of concrete placement are recommended to
minimize segregation of the concrete. The maximum aggregate size should be less than
1/3 of the clearance between rebar ties. Grout with a high slump is recommended.
The grout placed in the micropiles should consist of Type V, neat cement, mixed in a highshear mixer to between 15.3 and 16.2 lbs of cement per gallon of water. Grout should be
checked frequently with a mud balance.
A minimum 8-inch continuous void beneath all grade beams and foundations walls
supported on micropiles is recommended to concentrate dead loads and to minimize
potential uplift pressures. It is imperative that void space be maintained throughout the life
of the structure and backfill adjacent to the grade beams is not allowed to fill the void space.
Micropiles installation should be observed by competent personnel to assure that adequate
bearing is achieved, clean out is performed, and the re-bar is properly placed.
Mushrooming or enlargement at the top of micropiles should be avoided during pile drilling
and subsequent construction operations.
Grout should be continuously poured to the bottom of the grade beams such that
construction joints are not formed.
Ensure that exterior concrete elements are not placed beneath protruding components of
the buildings that may limit free vertical movement of the concrete element. This includes
porches, driveways, and sidewalks that may be poured adjacent to structures.
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Thank you for allowing us to assist you with this project. Please feel free to contact our office is
you have any questions.
LANDMARK TESTING & ENGINEERING

John M. Anderson, P.E.
Project Engineer

Steven Wells, P.E.
Geotechnical Manager

Slope Stability
Section Line

Site Map
Landmark Project No 21056

Figure 1

Slope Stability - Static
Landmark Project No 21056

Figure 2

Slope Stability – Seismic 0.15
Landmark Project No 21056

Figure 3

Slope Stability – Seismic 0.088
Landmark Project No 21056

Figure 4

Consolidated Undrained Triaxial Compression Test for Cohesive Soils
(ASTM D4767 )

Project:
No:
Location:
Date:
By:

© IGES 2009, 2021

Landmark Testing & Engineering
M00431-038 (20705)
Balanced Rock
8/25/2021
EH

Boring No.: 1
Sample:
Depth: 63.5-78.0'
Sample Description: Purple clay
Engineering Classification: Not requested
Sample type: Undisturbed-trimmed from thin-wall

Before shear

Initial

Test Number:
Height, H (in)
Diameter, D (in)
Water content, w (%)
Dry unit weight,  d (pcf)
Saturation (%)
Void ratio, e
Mounting
Water content, w (%)
Dry unit weight,  d (pcf)
Saturationa (%)
Void ratio, e
Area, A eoc (in2)
Area method
B
t 50 (min)
Back pressure (psf)
Strain rate (%/min)
Time to failure (min)
Strain at failure, f (%)
Filter paper correction
Membrane correction
Assumed specific gravity 2.70

a

S1
5.423
2.394
16.8
102.8
71.1
0.64
Wet
24.3
103.9
100.0
0.62
4.48
A
0.95
20.49
7632
0.0167
898.2
15.00
No
Yes

S2
5.260
2.384
23.9
88.0
70.5
0.91
Wet
30.2
89.8
100.0
0.88
4.54
A
0.95
184.33
4748
0.0167
898.2
15.00
No
Yes

S3
5.698
2.372
18.0
97.9
67.4
0.72
Wet
27.1
96.6
100.0
0.74
4.63
A
0.95
13.32
8348
0.0167
215.9
3.61
No
Yes

Saturation set to 100% for phase calculations

Summary of strength parameters at peak deviator stress
c (psf)
0
Total stress
 (deg) 15.5
c' (psf) 1925
Effective stress
 ' (deg) 4.0
Comments:
It was noted that test specimen S1 was more competent than specimens S2 and S3. Discretion should
be used in the interpretation and application of test results.

Entered by:___________
Reviewed:___________

1/4
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Consolidated Undrained Triaxial Compression Test for Cohesive Soils
(ASTM D4767 )
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Project: Landmark Testing & Engineering
No: M00431-038 (20705)
Location: Balanced Rock

Boring No.: 1
Sample:
Depth: 63.5-78.0'

Effective stress

Total stress

Test Number:
 3 (psf)
 1 - 3 (psf)
 1 (psf)
q =  1 - 3 )/2 (psf)
p =  1 + 3 )/2 (psf)
 u (psf)
 ' 3 (psf)
 ' 1 - ' 3 (psf)
 ' 1 (psf)
q =  ' 1 - ' 3 )/2 (psf)
p' =  ' 1 + ' 3 )/2 (psf)
 '   ' 
A =  u /    

5000

S1
4000
4950
8949
2475
6475
1437
2563
4950
7513
2475
5038
2.93
0.290

4818

4000

3987

4079

4000

3500
Excess pore pressure, u (psf)

3500
Deviator stress, d (psf)

S3
8005
4818
12823
2409
10414
3987
4017
4818
8835
2409
6426
2.20
0.828

4500

4950

4500

S2
6004
4079
10083
2040
8043
2768
3236
4079
7315
2040
5276
2.26
0.679

3000
2500
2000
1500

2768

2500
2000
1500

1437

1000

S1, 4000 psf

1000

3000

S2, 6004 psf

500

S3, 8005 psf

500

Failure

0

0
0

5
10
Axial strain, a (%)

15

0

5
10
Axial strain, a (%)

15
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Consolidated Undrained Triaxial Compression Test for Cohesive Soils
(ASTM D4767 )
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Project: Landmark Testing & Engineering
No: M00431-038 (20705)
Location: Balanced Rock

Boring No.: 1
Sample:
Depth: 63.5-78.0'

Summary of strength parameters at peak deviator stress
c (psf)
0
Total stress
 (deg) 15.5
c' (psf) 1925
Effective stress
 ' (deg) 4.0

1.0

3.0

0.9

2.8
0.828

0.8

2.93

2.6

0.7

2.4
2.26

0.679

2.2

'1/ '3

A Parameter

0.6

2.20

0.5
0.4

2.0
1.8

S1, 4000 psf
S2, 6004 psf

0.3

1.6

S3, 8005 psf
Failure

0.290

0.2

1.4

0.1

1.2

0.0
0

5
10
Axial strain, a (%)

15

3/4

1.0
0

5
10
Axial strain, a (%)

15
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Consolidated Undrained Triaxial Compression Test for Cohesive Soils
(ASTM D4767 )
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Project: Landmark Testing & Engineering
No: M00431-038 (20705)
Location: Balanced Rock

Boring No.: 1
Sample:
Depth: 63.5-78.0'

Summary of strength parameters at peak deviator stress
c (psf)
0
Total stress
 (deg) 15.5
c' (psf) 1925
Effective stress
 ' (deg) 4.0
7500
S1, 4000 psf
S2, 6004 psf

Shear stress,  / q (psf)

S3, 8005 psf
Failure

5000

Mohr-Coulomb envelope

2500

0
0

2500

5000
7500
10000
Normal stress, n / p (psf)

12500

15000

Shear stress,  / q (psf)

5000

2500

0
0

2500

5000
7500
Effective normal stress, 'n / p' (psf)

4/4

10000
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1000
8.0
0
22.0

Adjusted Tri-Axial Shear
Landmark Project No 21056

February 16, 2022
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Springdale Town
118 Lion Boulevard
Springdale, Utah 84767
Attn:

Mr. Thomas Dansie, AICP
P:
(435) 772-3434
E:
tdansie@springdaletown.com

RE:

Report Review No. 3
Bed and Breakfast
Near 50 West Stone Mountain Drive
VC Zone Parcel S-102-B-A
Springdale, Utah
Terracon Project No. 61195026

Mr. Dansie:
Previously, Terracon Consultants, Inc. (Terracon) reviewed the geotechnical reports and
architectural plans referenced below and provided comments to Springdale Town relative
to the Springdale Town Code Section 10-11 B-12(A).
•

•
•

•

Geotechnical Testing Services, Inc. (GTS), November 17, 2020, Geotechnical
Investigation Proposed Vacation Rental Property, About 50 West Stone Mountain
Drive, Southwest Comer of Parcel S-102-8-4-A, Springdale, Utah.
Architectural plans for the development
Landmark Testing & Engineering (Landmark), January 28, 2021, Foundation and
Earthwork Opinion, Springdale Parcel S-102-4-A, Springdale, Utah, Landmark
Project No.: 21056.
Geotechnical Testing Services, Inc. (GTS), January 22, 2021, Review of Terracon
Report Review, Bed and Breakfast, Near Stone Mountain Drive, Parcel S-102-B-A,
North of 358 Zion Park Blvd, Springdale, Utah, GTS Project No. 12349.

Two additional documents have since been provided for our review.
referenced as follows:
•
•

The reports are

Landmark Testing & Engineering (Landmark), January 13, 2022, 2022 Addendum,
Springdale Parcel S-102-B-4-A, Landmark Project No. 21056.
Western Geologic & Environmental, LLC, October 29, 2021, Geologic Hazards
Evaluation, Parcel S-102-B-4-A, SW !4 Section 28, Township 41 South, Range 10
West, Springdale, Utah.

Terracon Consultants, Inc.
6949 South High Tech Drive
Midvale, Utah 84047
P [801] 545 8500
F (801] 545 8600 terracon.com
I

Geotech111c11I

a

Env1ro11111e11tnl

a

Constr11cti1111 Materials

a

F11c1l1r1cs

Report Review No. 3
50 West Stone Mountain Drive • Springdale, Utah
February 16, 2022 • Terracon Project No. 61195026

1rerracan

Based on our review of the recent documents provided by Landmark and Western
Geologic and Environmental it is our opinion that our initial comments 3, 4, 5 and 6 have
been addressed. We have the following additional discussion and comments related to
our initial comments 1 and 2.

Initial Comment No. 1: The site is located at the toe of the Springdale (Balanced Rock)
landslide which moved in 1992. Recent geological mapping by the Utah Geologic Survey
(2013) 1 identifies the referenced landslide mass as having a Very High hazard rating and
is identified as a category A feature. Category A (existing landslides) commentary is
described as follows:
"Existing landslides are considered the most likely units in which new landslides may
initiate (Ashland 2003)". The UGS study recommends site-specific studies for projects
located in or adjacent to category A landslides features, and where appropriate, provide
_ .. _ .... __ ·-·-----"' -•-h:1;~-,:--

...,. 'li;;a.n:,vv1vt,11111;il IL ~I.QUlll~QUVI ••

It appears that the recently submitted Western Geologic and Environmental report
addresses this requirement and provides a reasonable assessment of risk at the site
relative to geologic hazards. Conclusions of the report indicated the potential for landslide
and slope failure, earthquake ground shaking, and problem soils as high for this site.
Rockfall hazard is identified as a moderate risk. The report recommends additional slope
stability analysis for slopes at the site.
As rockfall is a moderate risk a rock-fall catchment / runout zone should be identified at
the site. Development should not be allowed within the potential rockfall runout zone.
It is our opinion that the owner and Town should review the geologic risks and decide if
they are acceptable. It remains our opinion that placing an occupied residential building on
an old landslide mass and adjacent to or near the toe of a very high hazard classified
landslide involves above average risk.

Revised Initial Comment No. 2: The initial geotechnical report indicated the planned
structure will sit on top of a small hill immediately adjacent to slopes (estimated to be 1.5:1
to 2: 1). The architectural plans provided for review confirm the proximity of the hillside
slopes. The initial geotechnical investigation report described the on-site soil and rock as
moderately to highly expansive. Expansive soil and rock can undergo significant strength
loss when wetted. This condition could result in a slope failure and damage to the
planned structure and exterior flatwork and ancillary structures. We understand the
subsequent reports have confirmed that the main structure will have a full basement and
Utah Geologic Survey, Tyler R. Knudsen and William R. Lund, 2013, Landslide Hazard, State
Route 9 Corridor Geologic-Hazard Study Area, Washington County, Utah, Plate 2, Utah Geological
Survey Special Study 148, State Route 9 Corridor Geologic-Hazard Study Area.
1

Responsive • Resourceful • Reliable

2

Report Review No. 3
50 West Stone Mountain Drive • Springdale, Utah
February 16, 2022 • Terracon Project No. 61195026

1rerracan

will be supported on a deep foundation system consisting of micropiles with a raised
structural floor system. We agree that this will reduce potential impact to the main
structure. Stability of slopes near planned site structures was not addressed in the initial
geotechnical investigation report. The 2022 addendum provided by Landmark Testing &
Engineering presented a slope stability analysis. Our comments relative to that analysis
are as follows:
•

•

•

The slope stability model assumed relatively flat to slightly sloping subsurface soil
and rock layers based on the single boring drilled. The geologic hazard report
provided a test pit log that documented moderately dipping soil and rock layers
down to the south (Figure 4, Test Pit Log). The dipping layers should be
appropriately represented in the slope stability model and the cross section in the
model should be oriented perpendicular to the dipping layers.
The slope stability model shows a relatively flat weak layer representing a
potentially softened zone from perched groundwater. The geotechnical engineer
should review the geologic profile (Figure 4, Test Pit Log) and model the weak
layer more in line with the geologic profile.
A deep-seated circle is shown as the critical failure plane with an acceptable factor
of safety. This circle is unlikely as it cuts through much of the bedrock. A failure in
the sloping weak zone may likely be more critical than that currently shown in the
model. This condition should be checked.

If slope stability is shown to be a concern remedial measures such as flatter slopes,
buttressing, slope reinforcement, or other method should be presented.
We appreciate the opportunity to be of service to the Town of Springdale for this project.
Should you have any questions regarding the information presented in this letter please
call our office.
Sincerely,
Terracon Consultants, Inc.

/Z~~

Rick L. Chesnut, P.E., P.G.
Senior Principal

Responsive

II

Resourceful

II

Charles Molthen, P.E.
Geotechnical Manager

Reliable
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March 30, 2022
Luke Wilson
749 South 900 West
Hurricane, UT 84737
Subject:

2022 Addendum - Updated
Springdale Parcel S-102-B-4-A
Springdale, Utah
Landmark Project No.: 21056

Reference:

Geologic Hazards Evaluation, Parcel S-102-B-4-A, Western Geologic, dated
October 29, 2021
Foundation and Earthwork Opinion, Parcel S-102-B-4-A, Landmark Testing &
Engineering Project No. 21056, dated January 28, 2021

Luke,
As requested, we have completed an additional evaluation of the site of the proposed vacation
rental to be constructed on the listed Parcel. Landmark contracted Western Geologic to perform a
Geologic Hazards Evaluation of the site to direct further analysis of the site and the proposed
development.

1.0

Geologic Hazards Evaluation

Mr. Bill Black, P.G. of Western Geologic performed the Geologic Hazards Evaluation for the site.
Their evaluation indicated 4 geologic hazards present on the site.
1.1

Earthquake Ground Shaking

The Town of Springdale is located within a seismically active area. The Hurricane fault is located
14.5 miles to the west, and is the major source of the seismic hazards in Washington County; but
other faults are located in the area.
The seismic risk can be mitigated by suitable structural and geotechnical design. The report
presents current seismic design values, which should be used in the design of the proposed
structure.
1.2

Landslide and Slope Failures

The exposed slope on the west side of the site is an existing hazard for slope instability. The slope
is hazardous for several reasons:
•
•

The physical properties of the material which forms the slope
The angle of the exposed face of the slope
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Western Geologic determined that it does not appear that the hill where the vacation rental is
proposed to be located, moved during the 1992 earthquake. This earthquake caused the adjacent
Balanced Rock landslide.
Western Geologic recommended several items for Landmark to address:
•
•
•

A deep foundation system will likely be required.
A slope stability study should be constructed on the slope.
Site grading and drainage will require rigorous care to prevent erosion and wetting of the
slope face.

Our slope stability study, and foundation recommendations are included in this report.
1.3

Rockfall

Several potentially hazardous boulders were noted on the slope to the north of the site.
Western Geologic recommended that the area be addressed during construction, and the hazardous
boulders be removed.
1.4

Problem Soil and Rock

The site is located on a hill which has been mapped as having expansive soils and rock.
Western Geologic recommended that the geotechnical investigation should address this hazard.

2.0

Geotechnical Analysis and Conclusions

Based on Western Geologic’s findings, we have performed additional laboratory testing and
analysis of the site.
2.1

Earthquake Ground Shaking

The values listed in Western Geologic’s report should be used in the design of the proposed
vacation rental building.
2.2

Landslide and Slope Failures

2.2.1

Field Investigation

Borings were previously drilled on the vacation rental site and in the parking lot at the base of the
slope. All of the soils encountered in the borings consisted of various medium to high plastic clays
and mudstone bedrock. All of these materials are known to be expansive, therefore, specific testing
to determine if these materials are expensive was not conducted. Groundwater, in either the form
of perched layers, or as a specific water table, was not encountered in any of the explorations in
this area. Groundwater was encountered in the foundation holes drilled for the retail shops at the
east end of the parking lot. This water was perched at the surface of the clay layer.
2.2.2

Triaxial Shear Testing

Samples of the expansive clays encountered within the hill were collected, and shipped to IGES
in Salt Lake City where consolidated-undrained triaxial shear tests with pore-water pressure
monitoring were conducted. For this test, three samples were tested at confining pressures of 4, 6,
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and 8 ksf. The failure envelope for the material is defined connecting a line tangent to a semicircle
defined by the test results for each of the samples. This line shows the cohesion and internal angle
of friction of the material. Three samples are used to give a good definition of this line.
Unfortunately, Sample S1 of the group, appears to have had different properties than the other two
samples, leading to complications in data reduction.
The 3-point envelope indicated a cohesion of 0 psf, and a friction angle of 15.5 degrees under total
stress conditions. The 2-point correlation, which ignores Sample S1 which indicated different
properties, indicated a cohesion of 1,000 psf and a friction angle of 8 degrees under total stress
conditions. The IGES test results are included as Figure 8.
We have added a shear envelope line based on two points to the IGES report. The 3-point envelope
is shown by the black line, and the 2-point envelope is shown by the red line on the Attached
Figure 9.
2.2.3

Slope Stability Analysis

2.2.3.1 Models
On this site, two major potential slope failure axes exist: a west to east slope down to the parking
lot, and a north to south slope down to Balanced Rock Road. The layers in the west-east slope are
shallower, but the slope is higher; the layers in the north-south slope are steeper, but the slope is
shorter.
To determine the stability of the slope we modeled the two principal failure directions with
Stedwin and Stabl6h. Lines showing the cross-section of the slopes are shown on our Site Map
Figure 1.
The profile of the slopes was determined using the elevation profile feature within Google Earth
and compared to the Lidar data included in the Western Geologic report. The profile of the soil
layers within the slopes were based on onsite photography and aerial imagery.
Soils can be either modeled according to effective stress or total stress conditions. Effective stress
values are based on the soils being saturated with groundwater, which induces buoyancy to the
weights and strength calculations used in the analysis. Typically, effective stress is used for the
analysis of slopes during long-term conditions.
Groundwater within the zone to be evaluated for our slope stability analysis, therefore the models
were based on total stress strengths. Additionally, the clays found on the site have a moderate to
high plasticity. This plasticity makes the clays able to hold large amounts of water, but also makes
it difficult for water to move into or out of the clays. Water, when encountered in the vicinity, sits
on the surface of the clay, with the upper 1 to 2 feet of the clay being wet, and the remaining clay
being dry. Therefore, we have chosen to model the slopes under total stress conditions.
To model the possibility of plumbing, stormwater, or other water sources at the site of the building,
we included a layer of soft, weak clay at the base of the proposed basement pad. The layer was
level at the surface, and had a sloped bottom, with the slope towards the exposed slope face on the
parking lot side.
The models included 6 total layers, all slope towards the parking lot. The material properties of
the clays and claystone were taken from our current laboratory testing, and testing conducted on
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similar materials in the area. The strength and material factors used in the models are shown in
the following Table 1.
Table 1
Layer Number

Material

Unit Weight
(pcf)

Cohesion (psf)

Internal Angle
of Friction

1

Purple Clay

120.0

1000

8.0

2

Wetted Clay

130.0

100

8.0

3

Purple Clay

120.0

1000

8.0

4

Gray Clay

125.0

500

15.0

5

Purple Clay

120.0

1000

8.0

6

Claystone

130.0

3500

15.0

A seismic load equal to one-half of the Peak Ground Acceleration (PGA) was used to model the
design earthquake. The PGA used was taken from the Western Geologic report, and represents an
earthquake with a 2 percent probability of exceedance in 50 years (2,475-year return period), as
required by the building code for structural design of buildings. In the case of this site, the PGA
was 0.297g, and 0.5*PGA is 0.15g horizontal acceleration. Recommendations found in DMG
Special Publication 117 recommends using the Mean Horizontal Acceleration (MHA) equal to the
PGA of an earthquake with a 10 percent probability of exceedance in 50 years (475-year return
period). In this case, the USGS data indicates a PGA of 0.088g. Our model used a horizontal
coefficient of 0.15, which is more conservative than that recommended by DMG 117.
We did not include the influence of the proposed structure, because the building is proposed to be
supported on drilled micropiles. The building will not impose either an area loading, or strip
loading on the surface of the building site. The loads will instead be imposed on the exterior
surface of the micropiles at depth. Design recommendations for controlling the location of the
loading are included in this report.
Industry standards recommend that the Factor of Safety (FS) for slope stability, the percentage
stronger than equilibrium, is 1.4 to 1.5 for the static condition, and 1.0 to 1.1 for the seismic
condition. The higher values indicate a greater resistance to failure, and are recommended for
conditions which require greater safety. Landslides typically, but not always, have a circular
sliding or failure surface. Clays in particular tend to have a circular failure surface. Our computer
model analyzed the slope using the Bishop Circular method.
Subsurface lithology, and observations of similar clay/claystone slopes exposed in the area suggest
that “infinite slope” or block sliding of surface materials is not likely.
The analysis tests many different circles and calculates the FS for each of these circles. The 10
lowest FS circles are then plotted. By analyzing hundreds of potential starting and ending points,
the FS for the slope as a whole can be estimated. By adjusting the starting and ending limits,
various potential failure surfaces can be evaluated, and the most likely failure zone determined.
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2.2.3.2 West to East Slope
Our model indicates that the most likely failure mode for the west-east slope is a deep-seated
failure starting to the west of the building area, near the existing access road, and exiting in the
parking lot to the east of the hill. Deeper failure surfaces are not as likely as they intersect the
harder claystone layers which we found in borings in the parking lot. Shallower failure modes are
possible, if large, thick bands of the clay become fully saturated. Our middle band, the exposed
grey material seen in the hillside, was modeled to be saturated and weak, and indicated a shallower
surface, with a lower FS. However, for this to occur, the entire layer would need to become
sufficiently wetted, which is not likely due to the relatively impermeability of the clays.
Based on our testing and modeling, the Static Factor of Safety for the west-east slope is 1.62. The
Seismic Factory of Safety is 1.15 at 0.15g and 1.31 at 0.088g. Figures 2 through 4 present the
results of the analysis of the west to east slope. Figure 1 includes a red line showing the location
of this line.
2.2.3.3 North to South Slope
For the north to south slope, our model indicates that the most likely failure mode are deep seated
failures, similar to the west to east slope. If the limits of search are artificially limited, a failure
may be forced to occur in the saturated gray clay layer. However, for this to occur, the entire layer
would need to become sufficiently wetted, which is not likely.
Based on our testing and modeling, the Static Factor of Safety for the west-east slope is 2.24. The
Seismic Factory of Safety is 1.71 at 0.15g and 1.89 at 0.088g. Figures 5 through 7 present the
results of the analysis of the west to east slope. Figure 1 includes a blue line showing the location
of this line.
2.2.4

Conclusions

Based on our slope stability study, and a review of the report prepared by Western Geologic,
the slopes currently appear to be stable. The east to west slope, towards the parking lot appears
to the critical slope, with the lower Factors of Safety.
The construction of the proposed building will tend to increase the FS values for the following
reasons:
•

•

•

The basement will require the excavation of approximately 12 feet of soil below the main
level of the building. These soils are all located at the top of the slope, and their weight is
a significant load on the side of the equation which drives the slide towards the bottom.
Removing these soils lowers this load, increasing the FS.
The building will be supported on drilled micropiles. The micropiles transfer the building
load to the piers, and the piers load the soil at a defined depth. The proposed micropile
detail and recommendations will push the loaded portion of the micropiles from the upper
portion of the micropile, to the portion of the micropile below the failure surfaces. This
action will theoretically not impact the FS.
The drilled micropiles will extend through the likely sliding surfaces, effectively pinning
the potentially sliding portion of the slope to the non-sliding portion of the slope, increasing
the FS.
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Water sources on the site (plumbing and stormwater) will be piped to discharge at locations
which will not wet the clays.
Rockfall

Several potentially hazardous boulders were noted on the slope to the north of the site.
Western Geologic recommended that the area be addressed during construction, and the hazardous
boulders be removed.
2.4

Problem Soil and Rock

The site is located on a hill which has been mapped as having expansive soils and rock.
Western Geologic recommended that the geotechnical investigation should address this hazard.

3.0

Landmark Recommendations

3.1

Grading and Drainage

Proper performance of the proposed development will require moisture control measures.
•
•
•
•
3.2

No landscaping requiring irrigation should be used for this project.
Gutters should be installed on the building, and the downspouts piped to a location outside
of the limits of the slope.
A drainage system should be installed in the area below the grade beams and structural
floor to collect any water which enters this space. The drain should discharge to an area
outside of the limits of the slope.
Site grading should be designed to prevent water from flowing across the exposed slope to
the east of the building area.
Micropile Design Recommendations

We recommend that the proposed building be constructed on drilled micropiles. Based on the
depth to the probable slide plane found during our slope stability study, we recommend that the
micropiles extend a minimum of 50 feet below the proposed grade beam/basement elevation. This
depth is in excess of the required depth to achieve the adequate structural capacity. We anticipate
that as-built ultimate capacities greater than 100-kips can be achieved.
It should be understood that distress of surface elements such as sidewalks, patios, and porches not
established on piles could occur if expansive soils become wet.
Micro-pile design details are presented below.
1.
Micro-piles should be installed a minimum of 50 feet into the clay. A minimum pile
diameter of 8-inches is recommended to allow for insertion of the rebar and sleeve and to
allow adequate grout cover. However, smaller pile diameter piles are acceptable based on
structural engineer design.
2.
The upper 15 feet of the micropiles should be sleeved as a bond-breaker to prevent the
transfer of loads to the upper portion of the soils. This measure is to transfer the building
loads to the portion of the micropile below the slide plane.
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4.
5.
6.

7.
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10.

11.
12.
13.
14.
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Micropiles should be designed according to the procedures found in the FHWA Micropile
Design and Construction Reference Manual, NHI-06-039.
Micro-piles should be designed for a maximum allowable end bearing pressure of 10,000
psf and an allowable skin friction value of 1,500 psf for the portion of pile extending below
6 feet.
Micropiles should be designed and spaced for a minimum deadload 10.0 kips. A smaller
number of highly loaded micropiles is preferred to a larger number of lightly loaded
micropiles.
Micropiles should be reinforced the full length to resist tension forces in the event of
swelling of adjacent soils. Potential tension forces may be calculated using at least 6 feet
of pile length with a skin friction of 1,500 psf. The minimum percent of steel should be
1% of the grout area. Reinforcement should extend into grade beams and foundation walls.
Laterally loaded micropiles should be at least three diameters apart and may be designed
utilizing the parameters in the following table.
Total
Unit
Weight
(pcf)

ε50
(in/in)

K value
(lb/in^3)

Friction
Angle

Cohesion
(psf)

Unconfined
Compressive
Strength (psf)

Modulus of
Elasticity
(psi)

Fat Clay

125.0

0.07

1,000

n/a

2,000

4,000

2,900

Mudstone

130.0

0.04

2,000

n/a

3,000

6,000

4,300

Soil Type

8.
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Micropiles excavations should be carefully cleaned prior to placing grout. Grout should
be poured into the pile excavations immediately after the excavations are cleaned and
inspected. Pumping or tremie methods of concrete placement are recommended to
minimize segregation of the concrete. The maximum aggregate size should be less than
1/3 of the clearance between rebar ties. Grout with a high slump is recommended.
The grout placed in the micropiles should consist of Type V, neat cement, mixed in a highshear mixer to between 15.3 and 16.2 lbs of cement per gallon of water. Grout should be
checked frequently with a mud balance.
A minimum 8-inch continuous void beneath all grade beams and foundations walls
supported on micropiles is recommended to concentrate dead loads and to minimize
potential uplift pressures. It is imperative that void space be maintained throughout the life
of the structure and backfill adjacent to the grade beams is not allowed to fill the void space.
Micropiles installation should be observed by competent personnel to assure that adequate
bearing is achieved, clean out is performed, and the re-bar is properly placed.
Mushrooming or enlargement at the top of micropiles should be avoided during pile drilling
and subsequent construction operations.
Grout should be continuously poured to the bottom of the grade beams such that
construction joints are not formed.
Ensure that exterior concrete elements are not placed beneath protruding components of
the buildings that may limit free vertical movement of the concrete element. This includes
porches, driveways, and sidewalks that may be poured adjacent to structures.
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Thank you for allowing us to assist you with this project. Please feel free to contact our office is
you have any questions.
LANDMARK TESTING & ENGINEERING

John M. Anderson, P.E.
Project Engineer

Steven Wells, P.E.
Geotechnical Manager

Slope Stability
Section Line

Site Map
Landmark Project No 21056

Figure 1

West to East Slope Stability – Static
Landmark Project No 21056

Figure 2

West to East Slope Stability – Seismic 0.15
Landmark Project No 21056

Figure 3

West to East Slope Stability – Seismic 0.088
Landmark Project No 21056

Figure 4

North to South Slope Stability – Static
Landmark Project No 21056

Figure 5

North to South Slope Stability – Seismic 0.15g
Landmark Project No 21056

Figure 6

North to South Slope Stability – Seismic 0.088g
Landmark Project No 21056

Figure 7

Consolidated Undrained Triaxial Compression Test for Cohesive Soils
(ASTM D4767 )

Project:
No:
Location:
Date:
By:

© IGES 2009, 2021

Landmark Testing & Engineering
M00431-038 (20705)
Balanced Rock
8/25/2021
EH

Boring No.: 1
Sample:
Depth: 63.5-78.0'
Sample Description: Purple clay
Engineering Classification: Not requested
Sample type: Undisturbed-trimmed from thin-wall

Before shear

Initial

Test Number:
Height, H (in)
Diameter, D (in)
Water content, w (%)
Dry unit weight,  d (pcf)
Saturation (%)
Void ratio, e
Mounting
Water content, w (%)
Dry unit weight,  d (pcf)
Saturationa (%)
Void ratio, e
Area, A eoc (in2)
Area method
B
t 50 (min)
Back pressure (psf)
Strain rate (%/min)
Time to failure (min)
Strain at failure, f (%)
Filter paper correction
Membrane correction
Assumed specific gravity 2.70

a

S1
5.423
2.394
16.8
102.8
71.1
0.64
Wet
24.3
103.9
100.0
0.62
4.48
A
0.95
20.49
7632
0.0167
898.2
15.00
No
Yes

S2
5.260
2.384
23.9
88.0
70.5
0.91
Wet
30.2
89.8
100.0
0.88
4.54
A
0.95
184.33
4748
0.0167
898.2
15.00
No
Yes

S3
5.698
2.372
18.0
97.9
67.4
0.72
Wet
27.1
96.6
100.0
0.74
4.63
A
0.95
13.32
8348
0.0167
215.9
3.61
No
Yes

Saturation set to 100% for phase calculations

Summary of strength parameters at peak deviator stress
c (psf)
0
Total stress
 (deg) 15.5
c' (psf) 1925
Effective stress
 ' (deg) 4.0
Comments:
It was noted that test specimen S1 was more competent than specimens S2 and S3. Discretion should
be used in the interpretation and application of test results.

Entered by:___________
Reviewed:___________
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Z:\PROJECTS\M00431_Landmark_Testing\038_Bristlecone\[GTXCU3v2_63.5-78.0ft.xlsm]Summary

Consolidated Undrained Triaxial Compression Test for Cohesive Soils
(ASTM D4767 )
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Project: Landmark Testing & Engineering
No: M00431-038 (20705)
Location: Balanced Rock

Boring No.: 1
Sample:
Depth: 63.5-78.0'

Effective stress

Total stress

Test Number:
 3 (psf)
 1 - 3 (psf)
 1 (psf)
q =  1 - 3 )/2 (psf)
p =  1 + 3 )/2 (psf)
 u (psf)
 ' 3 (psf)
 ' 1 - ' 3 (psf)
 ' 1 (psf)
q =  ' 1 - ' 3 )/2 (psf)
p' =  ' 1 + ' 3 )/2 (psf)
 '   ' 
A =  u /    

5000

S1
4000
4950
8949
2475
6475
1437
2563
4950
7513
2475
5038
2.93
0.290

4818

4000

3987

4079

4000

3500
Excess pore pressure, u (psf)

3500
Deviator stress, d (psf)

S3
8005
4818
12823
2409
10414
3987
4017
4818
8835
2409
6426
2.20
0.828

4500

4950

4500

S2
6004
4079
10083
2040
8043
2768
3236
4079
7315
2040
5276
2.26
0.679

3000
2500
2000
1500

2768

2500
2000
1500

1437

1000

S1, 4000 psf

1000

3000

S2, 6004 psf

500

S3, 8005 psf

500

Failure

0

0
0

5
10
Axial strain, a (%)

15

0

5
10
Axial strain, a (%)

15
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Consolidated Undrained Triaxial Compression Test for Cohesive Soils
(ASTM D4767 )

© IGES 2009, 2021

Project: Landmark Testing & Engineering
No: M00431-038 (20705)
Location: Balanced Rock

Boring No.: 1
Sample:
Depth: 63.5-78.0'

Summary of strength parameters at peak deviator stress
c (psf)
0
Total stress
 (deg) 15.5
c' (psf) 1925
Effective stress
 ' (deg) 4.0

1.0

3.0

0.9

2.8
0.828

0.8

2.93

2.6

0.7

2.4
2.26

0.679

2.2

'1/ '3

A Parameter

0.6

2.20

0.5
0.4

2.0
1.8

S1, 4000 psf
S2, 6004 psf

0.3

1.6

S3, 8005 psf
Failure

0.290

0.2

1.4

0.1

1.2

0.0
0

5
10
Axial strain, a (%)

15

3/4

1.0
0

5
10
Axial strain, a (%)

15
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Project: Landmark Testing & Engineering
No: M00431-038 (20705)
Location: Balanced Rock

Boring No.: 1
Sample:
Depth: 63.5-78.0'

Summary of strength parameters at peak deviator stress
c (psf)
0
Total stress
 (deg) 15.5
c' (psf) 1925
Effective stress
 ' (deg) 4.0
7500
S1, 4000 psf
S2, 6004 psf

Shear stress,  / q (psf)

S3, 8005 psf
Failure

5000

Mohr-Coulomb envelope

2500

0
0

2500

5000
7500
10000
Normal stress, n / p (psf)

12500

15000

Shear stress,  / q (psf)

5000

2500

0
0

2500

5000
7500
Effective normal stress, 'n / p' (psf)
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10000
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1000
8.0
0
22.0

Adjusted Tri-Axial Shear
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Figure 9

Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>

RE: VBRO
Chesnut, Rick L. <Rick.Chesnut@terracon.com>
To: Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>

Fri, Apr 15, 2022 at 3:59 PM

Tom,

It appears that they have addressed my comments adequately and have provided the analysis required by the city code
to identify risk and mitigate them to the extent possible. If they follow the recommendations given in the recent report(s)
the most of the identified risks can be reduced to a reasonable level but some not eliminated.

The site comes with inherent risks including expansive soils, steep slopes, and proximity to a known landslide. The
mitigation measures presented in the reports provide a reasonable approach to expansive soils and steep slopes around
the site. However, the risk associated with proximity to a known landslide and its potential affects, should it reactivate, as
has occurred in the past, cannot be completely removed at this site. Full mitigation and risk elimination are likely cost
prohibitive. It becomes the responsibility of the city to review the risk level and decide if the risks to the planned structure
and occupants is acceptable.

Let me know if I can be of further assistance.
[Quoted text hidden]

Memorandum
To:
From:
Date:
Re:

Planning Commission
Thomas Dansie, Director of Community Development
April 15, 2022
Zone Change: FR to VC on a 1.28 acre portion of Parcel S-161-A-1-A

Executive Summary
Andy Green, representing the owners of the Bit and Spur restaurant, has requested a zone change from
Foothill Residential (VR) to Village Commercial (VC) on a 1.28 acre portion of parcel S-161-A-1-A, as
shown in the map below.

FIGURE 1: Location map showing the proposed rezone area in yellow outline.
The applicant intends to use the property and associated zone change to develop employee housing. The
applicant has already been granted DDR approval to construct six housing units on parcel S-BIT-5. The

requested zone change would allow an additional six to eight housing units, for a total of 12 to 14, to be
developed between parcel S-BIT-5 and the proposed rezone area.
Parcel S-161-A-1-A is a large (20.26 acre) property in the FR zone. Most of the property is steep hillside.
The property is undeveloped. It is located in the “Conservation Residential” land use designation on the
Future Land Use Map.
The 1.28 acre piece of parcel S-161-A-1-A proposed for rezoning is located adjacent to the Bit and Spur.
While the bulk of S-161-A-1-A is steep hillsides, the 1.28 rezone area has more gently sloping
topography. It is separated from the other potential development sites on S-161-A-1-A by steep slopes.
Given these steep slopes there is no way to access this section of the property except through the Bit
and Spur property.
As mentioned above, the intended use of the property is employee housing. The applicant has proposed
restricting the use of the property to long term employee housing through a development agreement
with the Town and restrictive covenants recorded against the property (i.e. deed restrictions). The
Commission should give feedback on the specific details and requirements that should be included in a
deed restriction.
The Commission should evaluate the request based on the criteria in section 10-3-2(A) of the Town
Code. The Commission should make specific findings detailing why or why not the proposed zone change
meets those criteria.
Applicable Ordinances
The Commission may wish to review the following ordinances and General Plan sections when analyzing
the application:
1- Section 10-3-2: Amendments
2- Chapter 10-9A: Foothill Residential Zone
3- Chapter 10-11B: Village Commercial Zone
4- General Plan Objective 3.2.1
5- General Plan Future Land Use Map
Background
Property Overview
The rezone property is located at the base of the steep foothills behind the Bit and Spur restaurant. It is
adjacent to both S-BIT-5 and S-BIT-3A, which are owned by the same entity requesting the zone change.
Parcel S-BIT-5 (in the VC zone) is currently developed with a single family residence used as employee
housing. Parcel S-BIT-3A is currently developed as the Bit and Spur restaurant. The rezone parcel is
intended to be developed in conjunction with these parcels.
The rezone parcel has gently sloping topography and is accessed from the existing Bit and Spur property.
The Commission has recently approved two DDRs for additional development on parcels S-BOT-3A and
S-BIT-5. The Commission approved a DDR for five transient lodging units on Parcel S-BIT-3A, and a DDR

for six housing units1 on Parcel S-BIT-5. The Commission also approved a subdivision plat amendment
that alters the lot boundaries between these lots. The applicant’s requested rexone will allow additional
employee housing development consistent with these prior approvals.
The subject rezone property is proposed to be accessed via Sage Lane. Sage Lane is a historic access that
does not meet current code standards for width. Historic accesses are allowed to provide access to
properties (even though they do not meet code requirements), subject to fire code compliance2. The
applicant indicates the Fire Marshal has reviewed the proposed rezoning plan and has given preliminary
approval for Sage Lane to act as the fire access to the proposed development on the property. Staff has
not independently verified this claim.
The Future Land Use Map (FLUM) designates the property as “Conservation Residential.” The General
Plan describes Conservation Residential areas as follows:
These are areas with natural resource value, but also containing existing or planned low-density residential
uses. These areas should continue to be developed as low-density, single family residential areas.
Residential development in these areas should seek to preserve as much of the natural resource value of
the property as possible. For example, properties should be landscaped with drought tolerant native
vegetation, should not have perimeter fencing, and should be designed to complement and blend with the
natural surroundings in appearance. In new subdivisions, clustering of homes to preserve large amounts
of contiguous open space is encouraged. Clustering may require the Planned Development Overlay zone.

Section 10-3-2(B) of the Town Code clarifies that the Future Land Use Map does not guarantee approval
or denial of any zone change request. It merely provides a guide to assist the Planning Commission and
Town Council in determining appropriate future uses of a property. The Town is able to approve or deny
zone change requests regardless of compliance with the Future Land Use Map based on factors such as
the timing, impact, or scale of the development proposed with the zone change.
Proposal Overview
The applicant is requesting the zone change to allow the development of employee housing. As
mentioned above, the Commission has already approved six housing units on parcel S-BIT-5. The
proposed zone change would allow an additional six to eight units. All these units (the existing six
approved units as well as the additional six to eight units) would be restricted to employee housing use
through a Development Agreement and deed restriction.
The proposed housing units would be similar in design and scale to the existing approved units. Because
the units may be visible from some portions of the Gifford Park subdivision, the applicant has stated the
units will be “small, tasteful, and beautiful.” The applicant states the units will be developed in single
story duplex buildings3.

1

The applicant presented these housing units as employee housing. However, the Commission should remember that there is
currently no requirement the Town can enforce to ensure the six approved housing units remain employee housing.
2
See section 10-25-10(K) of the Town Code.
3
The existing DDR approval for the six approved units on S-BIT-5 allows a six-plex building that is two stories in some places. The
applicant has applied for a modification to the DDR that would allow this six-plex building to be split into to three-plexes, each
of which retains the two-story structure. Thus staff assumes the applicant's statement regarding single level duplexes applies
only to the additional housing that would be allowed though the rezone.

The proposed development would be accessed from Sage Lane. As mentioned above, Sage Lane is a
historic access that does not meet town standards for width. The Commission may wish to discuss the
traffic impacts of adding six to eight residential units to this lane.
The applicant has provided concept plans to demonstrate how the project can be developed on the
property while complying with the land use standards of the VC zone. The concept plans show the
proposed development in compliance with land use regulations. Of course, a formal DDR will be required
to demonstrate complete compliance with all VC standards.
Analysis
According to section 10-3-2(A) of the Town Code it is the general legislative policy of the Town not to
make zone changes, except in three specific instances: 1) to promote more fully the objectives and
purposes of the land use ordinance and general plan, 2) to correct manifest errors, or 3) to
accommodate substantial changes in conditions. The Commission should use these criteria in evaluating
the applicant’s request.
Applicant’s Justification for Zone Change
The applicant has submitted a narrative detailing the rezone request. In that narrative the applicant
emphasizes the reason for the requested zone change is to provide employee housing. Employee
housing is promoted by the General Plan and is necessary due to significant changes in conditions in the
housing and employment markets (based on the Town’s recent housing study).
The applicant also highlights a willingness to enter into a binding development agreement and deed
restrictions that will limit the use of the property to employee housing only.
General Plan Guidance
The Commission may wish to reference the following sections of the General Plan for guidance on the
rezone request:
Strategy 3.1.1.b. “Evaluate all requests of rezoning, planned development overlay projects,
development agreements and other similar development proposals based on the need to
maintain a sustainable level of development.”
Objective 3.2.1. “To the greatest extent possible, avoid rezoning properties from residential to
commercial.”
These strategies suggest the town should be cautious in approving zone changes, particularly those that
change residential zoning to commercial. The Town should be cautious in approving zone changes that
increase the amount of potential development in Springdale to an unsustainable level. The Commission
should consider whether or not the applicant’s proposal is compatible with these general plan directives.
In addition to the General Plan statements above the Commission should also reference the following
goals and objectives:
5.2.1.b. Promote density bonuses or other incentives to encourage businesses to integrate
affordable units into new construction or redevelopment.

5.2.1.d. Encourage businesses to acquire residential units for use as employee affordable
housing.
Objective 5.2.3. Encourage private development of affordable housing throughout Springdale,
focusing on needs of local residents and the employees of local businesses.
Objective 5.3.1. Encourage Springdale employers to provide housing for their employees.
5.3.1.a. Promote density, coverage or other bonuses as incentives for businesses to provide
quality employee housing.
5.3.2.b. Ensure that units provided as employee housing remain for use by employees through
necessary and appropriate legal means.
These goals and objectives encourage the Town to promote more employee housing and to offer
property owners and businesses incentives, including density bonuses, to facilitate employee housing.
The only way to provide density bonuses for employee housing is through a zone change to either the
MIHD zone, or a commercial zone regulated by development agreements.4
Development Agreement
The Commission should give direction to the Town Council on restrictions that should be included in a
development agreement and deed restriction, should the rezone request be approved. Staff suggests the
Commission consider the following items that could be included in a development agreement:
1. The housing units (both the newly proposed housing on the rezone parcel and the existing
approved housing on S-BIT-5) will only be used as employee housing. Families occupying the
housing must have at least 50% of the adults in the housing unit actively employed at a business
or organization whose primary physical presence is in the Town of Springdale or Zion National
Park).
2. The property owner must provide documentation of the units being used as employee housing
to the Town on an annual basis.
3. The housing units may never be used as transient lodging.
4. The total number of units that may be developed in the rezone area and S-BIT-5 is limited to 14.
With the exception of the already approved six units on parcel S-BIT-5, these units will be single
story duplex units.
5. The housing units must be managed by a property manager to ensure the properties are
maintained and who can respond to and effectively address nuisance complaints.
6. The property owner must record restrictive covenant against the property detailing:
a. The requirements of numbers 1 - 5 above.
b. An enforcement mechanism to ensure compliance. This mechanism could include:
4

The applicant’s summary claims that Town representatives indicated that a rezone to the VC zone regulated by a development
agreement was the only way to allow the development of employee housing on the subject property. This is inaccurate. Town
representatives encouraged the applicant to seek the Moderate Income Housing Development (MIHD) Overlay Zone on the
property, which could also allow the style of development the applicant is proposing. The MIHD Zone requires occupants of the
housing units to meet certain income requirements (household income must be less than 115% of area median income approximately $80,000), and mandates the rental rates must be affordable to that household. The applicant and property
owners indicated the income limitations of the MIHD would not work for the households they envision occupying the units.
Thus, the only way the applicant can get the housing density desired for employee housing without being restricted by income
limits is through the VC zone with a development agreement.

i.
ii.

iii.

Financial penalties for violations payable to the Town ($1,000 fine per unit per
day).
Any income received through use of the property in violation of the deed
restriction is forfeited to the Town (in addition to the financial penalties listed
above).
Revocation of the Certificate of Occupancy for the units as a result of repeated
violations.

Public Comment
The Town has received a number of public comment letters on the proposed rezone. These have been
forwarded to the Commission via email and are posted on the Town website. Additional comment
letters, if any are received, will be delivered in the same manner.
Public comments received so far are generally in opposition to the rezone. These comments encourage
the Commission to be mindful of the impact of rezoning on adjacent properties in particular, and the
overall character of the community in general.
Summary
The Commission should consider whether or not the proposed zone change will promote the purposes
and objectives of the General Plan, specifically those dealing with zone changes. The Commission may
also consider other factors listed in 10-3-2(B) of the Town code such as timing, impact, or scale of the
proposed development in determining if the requested rezone should be approved.
The Commission should make specific findings about the merits of the requested zone change on which
to base a recommendation to the Town Council. The Commission can use the following questions to help
inform the findings:
-

-

Is the location of the property suitable for the density of employee housing proposed?
Is the scale of the development consistent with the Town’s village scale?
What are the likely impacts of the proposed development on adjacent propreties? Is the
surrounding transportation network capable of handling these impacts?
What are the likely impacts of the proposed development on adjacent and nearby properties
(noise, lighting, visual impact, etc.)? Will these impacts significantly impact the village
atmosphere of the area?
Does the zone change request meet one of the three criteria listed in section 10-3-2(A) of the
Town Code? (The three criteria are: promotes General Plan, corrects manifest errors,
accommodates substantial changes in conditions.)

Based on these findings, the Commission should make a motion to recommend either approval or denial
of the requested zone change. The Commission may wish to use the following sample motion language:
The Planning Commission recommends approval/denial of the proposed zone change from Foothill
Residential to Village Commercial on a 1.28 acre portion of parcel S-161-A-1-A as presented in the
applicant’s submittal. This motion is based on the following findings:
[LIST FINDINGS]

If making a motion for approval, the Commission should recommend that the rezone be contingent on
the property owner entering into a development agreement with the Town that will regulate the use of
the property as employee housing only, and require the property owner to place restrive covenant on
the property outlining the use restriction and penalties for violation.

APPLICANT'S SUBMITTAL
Bit and Spur Rezoning Rationale
Bit and Spur Background
Alex and Trish have been owners and operators of the Bit and Spur Restaurant for 30
years. During that time, they each were married, had children, and have been an
integral part of the community.
They have both served as PTO president of the elementary school, Alex helped create
the Zion Canyon Music Festival, and they have donated countless hours and resources
for the betterment of the community.
Joe, Alex, and Trish provided the Bit and Spur grounds for use as a farmers market,
Earth Day celebrations, a staging hub for parades, many a wake and on an on. They
have donated time, money, and influence to raise money for the Rotary Club, Lions
Club, Z-Arts, and many other local organizations.
When they were building their parking lot, the Bit and Spur paid for and built the first 24
hour public restrooms because there was a need, at that time the town restrooms were
closed in the winter and parking lots did not yet require them. A huge need in the town
right now is for more employee housing options. They are hoping to make a slight dent
in helping with that need.
They have made this canyon their home and in doing so, made a commitment to
improve the sense of community for the betterment of residents and tourists alike.
Current Conditions
The Bit and Spur was approved for two developments on their property. The first
consists of 5 Transient Rental Units between the restaurant and LaFave Suites. The
second, which was only possible because of the TRU’s, is a building with 6 housing
units behind the restaurant to be used for employees.
They have all necessary permissions from the Town of Springdale to proceed with
submitting plans for building permits.
Why Rezoning
The Bit and Spur was able to purchase an additional 1.28 acres immediately
surrounding and adjacent to the location of the approved employee housing. It is zoned
Foothill Residential. It is surrounded by Village Commercial. After meeting with the city
development director, planning and zoning and mayor and council, it was determined
that the ONLY way to add additional workforce housing, was by rezoning the Foothill
Residential to Village Commercial.

This rezoning would allow them to build additional units for use by other workers in the
canyon and Zion National Park. They are financing purchase of the land and the
construction of these units completely on their own. It was mentioned that maybe it
would be a good space to get many units added but the plan is to add up to 6 more
units ONLY in one level duplexes. These will be seen only by their patrons and possibly
Gifford Park residents so keeping them small, tasteful and beautiful is a large concern.
Rezoning Misconceptions
The rezoning to Village Commercial comes with a few strings attached. The parcel will
be deed-restricted. It may only ever be used as workforce housing. Re-zoning is an
important tool available to the town. Most of us have a knee-jerk reaction to the term
because we associate it with projects that may not have worked out as intended. Many
are also fearful that it will set a precedent for other development. We believe that this
rezoning is an opportunity to get it right so that it may be used as a template and
example for future development. It is important to note this does not open up rezoning
to any developer.
Development Agreements VS Deed Restrictions
A Development Agreement is an agreement between the developer and the town. It is a
guiding document that outlines how the properties may or may not be used. In the past,
there have not been clear methods to enforce these agreements in the event the
developer strayed from or completely ignored the restrictions and limitations imposed by
the agreements. It would be similar to having a speed limit of 55mph, but the developer
decided to drive 85. There were no repercussions…not a ticket, no loss of license, no
jail time, etc.. There was nothing the town could do.
The Development Agreement we propose will have repercussions. We are suggesting
the Agreement give the town the ability to disconnect city services in the event of
breach ie. water. There will also be additional financial penalties in the form of fines if
these units were to be used for anything besides housing canyon employees. The
Development Agreement is being written by the town with strict enforcement and only
one use is possible. Rather that saying what it can’t be used for it will be precise in that
these units can only be used as workforce housing. There is no get around in this
agreement or any other use possible.
A Deed Restriction will be placed on the property as a condition of the rezoning and will
be recorded with the Washington County Recorder. It is attached to the property and
remains intact and fully enforceable forever, even if the property is sold. It may not be
amended by future administrations. The units may never be used as nightly rentals,
condos, fractional ownership units, time-share, or ANY other use…only long-term
housing for employees of the canyon or Zion National Park.
Summary

Joe, Trish, and Alex have a proven track record over thirty years of actively participating
in making Springdale a better place for its residents and visitors. They are currently
approved for constructing rental units that will accommodate the needs of their
restaurant. They are applying for rezoning so that they may help additional employees
of local business and Zion National Park by building deed-restricted workforce housing
units at their own expense. This act is a continuation of their keen desire to make the
canyon a better, more diverse, and more inclusive community for all of us.

Memorandum
To:
From:
Date:
Re:

Planning Commission
Thomas Dansie, Director of Community Development
April 15, 2022
Revision to the previously approved DDR for housing at 1212 Zion Park
Boulevard

Overview
Andy Green, representing the owners of the Bit and Spur restaurant, has applied for a revision to a
previously approved DDR for housing at 1212 Zion Park Boulevard (S-BIT-5). The approved DDR allows six
housing units in one structure. The proposed revision to the DDR splits the structure into two
three-plexes. The design and appearance of the buildings remain the same as already approved. The only
requested change is to split the building into two and shift the location. Building materials, colors,
outdoor lighting, landscape, and all other aspects of the development remain the same as currently
proposed.
The Bit and Spur owners are in the process of acquiring additional property adjacent to S-BIT-5. This will
allow the newly split buildings to be shifted without being restricted by the setback associated with the
existing lot line.
However, the newly acquired property is zoned Foothill Residential (FR). Multi-family housing is not
allowed in the FR zone. A portion of the relocated building encroaches on the FR zoned property. The
applicant has also applied for a zone change on this parcel (changing the property to VC). The requested
DDR revision (splitting the building and shifting the location onto the newly acquired property) is
allowable only if the property is rezoned.
Commission Action
The Commission may wish to use the following sample motion language when acting on this request:
The Commission approves/denies the requested modification to the DDR for six housing units at 1212
Zion Park Boulevard as presented in the application and reviewed at the Commission meeting on April 20,
2022. The requested changes are:
1- Splitting the building into two three-plex units.
2- Relocating the two new buildings from their original approved location.
All other aspects of the development (landscape, building materials and colors, outdoor lighting, etc.)
remain subject to original approvals and conditions. The motion is based on the following findings:
[LIST FINDINGS]

If making a motion for approval the Commission may wish to include the following conditions:
1- The property owners must complete the process to acquire property adjacent to S-BIT-5 as
shown in the application.
2- The applicant’s request to change the zone on the recently acquired property must be
approved before this DDR modification approval becomes effective.

Canyon Development Services
Post Office Box 305
Springdale, UT 84767
Bean Cotting Munson LLC
1212 Zion Park Blvd
Springdale, UT 84767

CLIENT

PROJECT NO.

1

Andrew Green
(435)772-5113

DRAWN BY

Please give me a call with any questions or comments at your convenience.

AWG

Thank you for your willingness to consider this request for a modification to the approved DDR. We are hopeful that Phase 2 will be
approved and that we can begin to make a meaningful difference for the employees that work in the canyon.

Workforce Housing
Phase 1

As this is going to be a lengthy process, we would like to proceed with the proposed unit as soon as possible. We currently have the
loan in place to facilitate construction of Phase 1, but will need to wait until the TRU’s are generating revenue to begin Phase 2, as the
workforce housing is unable to generate enough revenue to service the loan required to build it.

PROJECT

The Bit and Spur has acquired an adjacent 1.28 acres as seen on the site plan. We are applying for the right to expand the workforce
housing to a total of 12-14 units, as this will provide housing for other local workforce, not just the employees of the Bit and Spur.

ISSUE

Planning and Zoning unanimously approved the Employee Housing DDR last winter. The proposed Phase 1 is the approved
unit split in half. In all other aspects, it remains identical to the original.

March 31,2022

Attached are the Site Plan and a Perspective of the proposed Phase 1 of the Bit and Spur Workforce Housing.

Narrative

Request for Administrative Approval of the modified Bit and Spur Employee Housing DDR

A.01

Darci Carlson <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>

Fwd: Corrected Modified DDR Bit and Spur
1 message
Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>
To: Darci Carlson <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>

Mon, Apr 18, 2022 at 11:12 AM

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Andrew Green <andy@canyondevelopmentservices.com>
Date: Sat, Apr 16, 2022 at 12:36 AM
Subject: Corrected Modified DDR Bit and Spur
To: Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>
Cc: Barbara Bruno <bbruno@springdale.utah.gov>, Aspen Tiger <bitandspur@infowest.com>, Alex Pelton <evalex@infowest.com>, Tracy Dutson <tduts@yahoo.com>
Hello Mayor and Tom,
We were finally able to read the agenda items tonight and discovered a glaring problem with the "Revision to the previously approved DDR for housing at 1212 Zion Park Boulevard”. Trish and Alex said this was not mentioned in your meeting with them this morning.
They were unaware that the second unit of the two was located on the new parcel…a failure to make that clear on my part. Attached is a proposed relocation of the building which will remain as a single structure. It will remain on the current Village Commercial S-BIT-3A
parcel. As we discussed, Tom, once the adjacent parcel is titled in their name, the setback requirement will be to the lot line, rather than the existing 20 feet.
There isn’t enough room to bisect the original building and still maintain fire access for future development.
They wish to proceed with this modification to the currently approved DDR to allow deed-restricted workforce housing wether through an approved rezoning over the coming weeks, or the eventual Workforce Housing Overlay Zone. If this modification is not approved, there will
be no fire access per HVSFSD and they will proceed with the currently approved DDR with no possibility of future housing for others in the canyon and Zion National Park.
To be clear, they only wish to modify the approved DDR if:
1)They retain the option of building the existing approved DDR or the modified DDR at their sole and absolute discretion.
2)There will be no additional punitive restrictions placed on the modified DDR. It will only be subject to the same conditions as are in place for the existing approved DDR.
3) There will be no additional steps beyond submitting drawings and related documents for a building permit.
4) The approved modified DDR will not impose any additional applications, approvals, or delay.
5) The only condition to be met in order to build to the lot line is that they possess clear title to the adjacent 1.28 acres in the name of an entity (LLC, Partnership, etc) of which they are the controlling members/manager. There will be no additional approvals, permits, or delay.
They are going to extraordinary lengths to accommodate future workforce housing. They have invested nearly $60K to date on soil reports, architects, drafting, engineering, etc.. It would be challenging, to say the least, to be encumbered with additional constraints. I am
confident that we all maintain a collective optimism for providing workforce housing to those so desperately in need.
Andrew Green

andy@canyondevelopmentservices.com
C 435.772.5113
www.CanyonDevelopmentServices.com
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Bean Cotting Munson LLC
1212 Zion Park Blvd
Springdale, UT 84767
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ISSUE

Phase 2

March 31,2022
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Canyon Development Services
Post Office Box 305
Springdale, UT 84767
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Perspective
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Memorandum
To:
From:
Date:
Re:

Planning Commission
Thomas Dansie, Director of Community Development
April 15, 2022
Revision to the previously approved DDR for employee housing at 5 West Temple

Overview
Stew Ferber has applied for a revision to a previously approved DDR for employee housing at 5 West
Temple in the CC zone. The property is governed by a Development Agreement with the Town that limits
the use of the property to 10 employee housing units. Four of the units have already been constructed in
a single four-plex building. The remaining six units are currently approved to be constructed in single
story duplex units.
The applicant is proposing to revise the plan for the remaining six unts. Four of the units are proposed to
be developed in a four-plex building. The other two will remain in a duplex. Both unbuilt buildings (the
four-plex and the duplex) are proposed to be developed with walkout basements. Finally, the applicant is
proposing to reduce the roof pitch (and thus the overall height) on the unbuilt buildings. No other
changes are proposed to the development. Landscape, building color and material, outdoor lighting, and
other aspects of the development remain the same.
The most significant change associated with the proposal is the inclusion of a walkout basement. The
Commission needs to determine if the proposed changes are compatible with the Town’s standards for
building size, building height, and grading.
Building Size
The four plex measures 5,180 square feet. The duplex measures 2,604 square feet. The max allowed in
the CC zone is 8,500 square feet.
Building Height
The buildings measure approximately 25 feet in height from the bottom of the walkout basement to the
top of the roof. The maximum building height in the CC zone is 26 feet. The applicant is planning to place
a berm around the buildings to screen the walkout basement from view from adjacent properties. Thus
the effective visual height of the buildings will be much less than 25 feet. They will appear as one story
buildings when viewed from adjacent properties.
Grading
The code prohibits disturbance on steep natural slopes of 30% or more in grade. The applicant has
submitted a grading plan showing the proposed grading does not encroach onto these steep slopes.

Commission Action
The Commission may wish to use the following sample motion language when acting on this request:
The Commission approves/denies the requested modification to the DDR for employee housing at 5 West
Temple as presented in the application and reviewed at the Commission meeting on April 20, 2022. The
approved changes are:
1- Combining the units into a four-plex and duplex unit.
2- Adding a walkout basement to the units.
3- Altering the site grading.
All other aspects of the development (landscape, building materials and colors, outdoor lighting, etc.)
remain subject to original approvals and conditions. The motion is based on the following findings:
[LIST FINDINGS]
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To Whom it May Concern:
We have been a residents of Springdale since 2013, but have been traveling here to enjoy its
spectacular scenery and ambiance our entire lives. Our pioneer ancestors helped settle this
part of Southern Utah, so Springdale/Zion National Park has had a place deep in our hearts for
many decades. We have been in the business of building and land development most of our
lives in Northern Utah, but have also done some small building projects in and near Springdale.
It has com
n that you are considering a proposal to change zoning near our
home on
in order to accommodate the wish of Bit & Spur owners to build
aﬀordable housing units behind their restaurant. While we are sympathetic to the need for
aﬀordable housing for employees in Springdale, we have some definite concerns about the
location that has been chosen. Here are some of our strong feelings on the matter:
1. We bought our home as did others in our PUD because we felt somewhat isolated from the
traﬃc and business areas of Springdale while being right in town. We have noticed many
projects along Main Street that have surprised us in their random, unplanned transient
appearance. They, sadly, detract from the beauty of Springdale which has always had a
laidback pastoral feel for tourists driving in. We hope you don’t approve more of these,
including the ones proposed on the hillside behind Bit & Spur.
2. Once you start making exceptions in zoning for the projects of certain individuals in
Springdale, the floodgates will be open for legal action by others. You will lose control of your
ability to make sense of expansion in Springdale and give wealthy developers who have big
budgets for legal action to do whatever they please based on precedent. In our estimation, this
would, be a tragedy, for the authority invested in the Planning Commission and the City
Council, and for all residents of Springdale.
3. The back yards in
are not fenced due to our CC&R’s, the purpose of which is to
preserve the feeling of openness and connectedness to our beautiful desert and its wildlife
occupants. We were specifically interested in feeling part of the nature around us when we
bought our home. We were also drawn to the village atmosphere of Springdale. The additional
car and foot traﬃc, as well as the light and noise pollution caused by these units in a business
rather than residential area will considerably aﬀect our privacy and the views of ourselves and
our neighbors.
With this in mind, we are firmly against any changes in zoning for additional housing proposed
by the Bit and Spur Restaurant and suggest that you keep a close eye on other developers
who may apply for changes in order to build aﬀordable housing that will likely turn into
transient housing later on.
Thank you for your consideration and for your diligent work in planning for and protecting
Springdale and its residents.
ullin
Springdale

From: Janine Bircoll
Date: Thu, Apr 14, 2022 at 5:06 PM
Subject: Development in Springdale
To: <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>, <rrioux@springdale.utah.gov>,
<tkenaston@springdale.utah.gov>, <ktopham@springdale.utah.gov>,
<nbenson@springdale.utah.gov>, <pinghram@springdale.utah.gov>,
<pcampbell@springdale.utah.gov>, <ahyatt@springdale.utah.gov>,
<susan_mcpartland@nps.gov>
Dear Town Council,
We are writing to express concern for our town of Springdale. It's our understanding that
you have been and are receiving requests for rezoning and re platting.
The town has been through several changes in the past few years. While many are
positive, the atmosphere of our village town has changed and become more
commercial.
It is our hope that the town will not further honor these requests as they will not only
continue to change the “feel" of Springdale, but will alter the commitment that the town
had made to current residents.
Respectfully,
Janine and Mel Bircoll
Springdale, Utah 84767

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Martha Barton <
Date: Wed, Apr 13, 2022 at 8:09 AM
Subject: Please be careful regarding rezoning
To: <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>, <rrioux@springdale.utah.gov>,
<tkenaston@springdale.uath.gov>, <ktopham@springdale.utah.gov>,
<nbenson@springdale.utah.gov>, <pinghram@springdale.utah.gov>,
<pcampbell@springdale.utah.gov>, <ahyatt@springdale.utah.gov>,
<susan_mcpartland@nps.gov>
Dear Planning Commission Members,
I wanted to write to you today to let you know how concerned I am regarding all the
rezoning that is being considered in Springdale. As a resident that has had a home here
for 20 years I am unnerved by all the recent changes happening to our community. I
built a house here because of the well planned, quaint nature of the town. It is fast
losing that appeal. I own a home in
and I am very concerned about all the
transient housing that is being allowed right next to residential neighborhoods. The
noise, light, traffic and density will forever change our neighborhood for the worse. I
would not have built a home there if I thought this would happen. Please don’t just listen
to the business owners ( Bit & Spur) who already have benefited from the growth of
Springdale but please listen to the residents who don’t gain anything from our Town’s
growth but in fact get only the downside. I believe the precedents that you set now will
have long lasting negative effects on the future of Springdale. I hope you will consider
not allowing any more rezoning in areas that impact the well being of neighborhoods
that have been in existence for decades.
Thank you,
Martha Barton

From: Jim and Carol Riley
Date: Fri, Apr 15, 2022 at 2:19 PM
Subject: Town of Springdale zoning consideration
To: <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>, <rrioux@springdale.utah.gov>,
<tkenaston@springdale.utah.gov>, <ktopham@springdale.utah.gov>,
<nbenson@springdale.utah.gov>, <pinghram@springdale.utah.gov>,
<pcampbell@springdale.utah.gov>, <ahyatt@springdale.utah.gov>,
<susan_mcpartland@nps.gov>
It has come to my attention that the planning commission may consider a zoning
change in the Town of Springdale. It is my understanding that the owners of the Bit and
Spur have petitioned a change in the zoning of a parcel currently zoned Foothill
Residential to Village Commercial for the purpose of building employee housing and
transient lodging.
The Bit and Spur has already received permission to build both employee housing and
transient housing. I completely support the idea of employee housing, which is so sorely
needed. However, I am completely opposed to changing the zoning of the Foothill
Residential area to Village Commercial. I understand that a “no” to the zoning change
still allows for some building, just less of it.
My husband and I have owned our home on
since 2003. We have
watched the culture and nature of the town change over those 19 years—and not
always for the better in my opinion. We have concerns about our infrastructure and
water supply. We have concerns about the development in the town that does not
benefit all, doing the most good for the many and not just a few who would change the
nature of the town for their own end.
A zoning change to one acre opens the door for a zoning change of many acres - a
dangerous precedent for a possible 35 acres.
The recent moratorium on transient housing gives me hope that the Town of Springdale
is taking the long view and is concerned about the future, preserving the beauty and
peace of our community which we so value.
Please do consider our future in your deliberations.
Carol and James Riley

Darci Carlson <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>

Fwd: Bit and Spur's request for rezoning
Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>
Fri, Apr 15, 2022 at 6:49 PM
To: Darci Carlson <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>, Aren Emerson <aemerson@springdale.utah.gov>
---------- Forwarded message --------From: Patricia <
>
Date: Fri, Apr 15, 2022, 5:32 PM
Subject: Bit and Spur's request for rezoning
To: <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>, <rrioux@springdale.utah.gov>, <tkenaston@springdale.utah.gov>,
<ktopham@springdale.utah.gov>, <nbenson@springdale.utah.gov>, <pinghram@springdale.utah.gov>,
<pcampbell@springdale.utah.gov>, <ahyatt@springdale.utah.gov>, <susan_mcpartland@nps.gov>

Dear Planning Commission members,
The Bit and Spur was already approved (in Nov. 2021) for six units of employee housing right
behind Ron Reber and me. They were also approved for seven units of transient lodging on the
other side of the Bit. Of course affordable employee housing is very important. But it shouldn't be
at the expense of rezoning Residential zones. I know that there is other employee housing in town
that didn’t rezone in order to build.
Deeds in perpetuity are illegal in many states and unenforceable in the others. This goes back to
the late 1600s. The law doesn’t believe that ANY property should be restricted forever after the
original owner dies. Maybe 20 years but that’s nothing. Our town attorney should have known this
at the very least. This is a perfect example of the unforeseen consequences that have plagued
Springdale for many many years. And the reason that an excellent land-use attorney should have
been consulted all along the way. An all-purpose attorney is worthless for these kinds of decisions.
If this is passed, there will be no end to rezoning Residential to Commercial enterprises. If
someone loses, they will sue the town and they will win because of the precedent. It doesn’t matter
if you say you’re going to rezone only if they have a deed in perpetuity. First, it doesn’t matter if you
have that particular deed—it is unenforceable. And the Bit and Spur could decide that they wanted
another acre and you would definitely have set a precedent for that. I believe that Trish and Alex
probably have good intentions but they have no idea (or don’t care) about the consequences.
This will be the last straw that completely changes the character of the town and it will become
more and more densely built. The only thing that will matter is that you rezoned from Residential to
Commercial. And it won’t matter what use you approved it for. I thought our (Springdale’s
politicians and citizens) goal now was to slow the density that has already taken up our little town.
Springdale has changed a lot in the 23 years I’ve been here and very little of it has been for the
better. Transient lodging is rampant. The beauty mentioned in the General Plan hasn’t been
achieved. In fact, every resident in town should be opposing this rezone because it will affect
everyone negatively, way into the future. Historically, Springdale does not approve rezones. And
this is certainly not one that should be granted. It isn’t right to create density next to Gifford Park
after all these years. Especially Foothill Residential which wasn’t meant for buildings. This is also
the path the deer have followed to the river every evening for I-don’t-know-how-many years.
David and I bought this home in Gifford Park 23 years ago. I am grateful every single day to be
surrounded by this beauty and peace and quiet. We suffered some serious illness here and I have
suffered extreme grief since my husband died. This home is my sanctuary and has helped me

recover. I hear the Bit occasionally but I don’t mind that at all. They have limited hours and they
respect the town’s ordinance on noise. Though my views and peace might or might not be
impacted by the proposed Bit project, the direction that Springdale is taking definitely will.
The Bit and Spur has a lot on its plate to build the 13 units it has already been approved for. I’m not
sure why there is a rush to get more approvals so quickly. Perhaps they should see how it goes
with those units first.
I urge, at the very least, that you table this application until you get a valid legal opinion from one of
the most prominent successful real-estate/land-use/zoning attorneys in Utah (I know a name).
I prefer that you deny it altogether because of all the thorny issues that will come to pass because
of it.
Thank you,
Patricia Vail-Blackett
Gifford Park

Darci Carlson <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>

Fwd: Bit and Spur rezone and access
Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>
Mon, Apr 18, 2022 at 9:48 AM
To: Darci Carlson <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>, Aren Emerson <aemerson@springdale.utah.gov>

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Patricia <
>
Date: Sat, Apr 16, 2022 at 5:56 PM
Subject: Bit and Spur rezone and access
To: <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>

Hi Tom,
I already sent my letter in to the Planning Commission re the Bit’s request for a rezone. But I forgot
an important issue. I was reminded of it when Ron drove me up that tiny gravel road and, where it
ends, there were about 20 cars parked. It was so tight that I would have been stuck there. Good
thing Ron was driving. There appears to be no other access.
My question is this, isn’t access vitally important to consider, whether it’s for the construction or for
the people who live there? I hope you automatically take this into account.
Thank you, Patricia Vail-Blackett

Darci Carlson <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>

Fwd: Zone change for parcel S-161-A-1-A
Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>
Mon, Apr 18, 2022 at 9:50 AM
To: Darci Carlson <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>, Aren Emerson <aemerson@springdale.utah.gov>

---------- Forwarded message --------From: JD Payne <JD__Payne@outlook.com>
Date: Sun, Apr 17, 2022 at 9:17 AM
Subject: Zone change for parcel S-161-A-1-A
To: tdansie@springdale.utah.gov <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>, rrioux@springdale.utah.gov
<rrioux@springdale.utah.gov>, tkenaston@springdale.utah.gov <tkenaston@springdale.utah.gov>,
ktopham@springdale.utah.gov <ktopham@springdale.utah.gov>, nbenson@springdale.utah.gov
<nbenson@springdale.utah.gov>, pcampbell@springdale.utah.gov <pcampbell@springdale.utah.gov>,
pinghram@springdale.utah.gov <pinghram@springdale.utah.gov>, ahyatt@springdale.utah.gov
<ahyatt@springdale.utah.gov>, susan_mcpartland@nps.gov <susan_mcpartland@nps.gov>

Springdale Town Council, Residents of Springdale, Zion NPS, and Visitors to Zion NPS;

I recently heard about the proposal by the owners of The Bit & Spur Restaurant to build affordable housing on property to
the rear of their restaurant in Springdale. Their proposal is to build 3 low intensity single story duplexes along with an
existing approval for 6 units single story and a two story unit on adjacent property.

I realize there is opposition from the adjacent small residential development as they had hoped that all surrounding
undeveloped land would remain as such. My comment to that would be that they could have easily accomplished the
intended privacy by purchasing these properties and did not. They have a nice development and I imagine they have the
required set backs and green space to buffer them from off site concerns. As such, all properties owners have a
complete array of property rights and this should be considered as uses for the subject property are evaluated with this
application.

I have been visiting Zion NP for over 35 years and have heard the complaint from visitors about lack of lodging, lack of
suitable restaurants, lack of parking, and the overwhelming traffic entering and exiting the park. Over time, many of
these issues have been addressed. I have also consistently heard from the lower income service workers about the lack
of affordable housing in the area. In a market such as Springdale, where the rocky and hilly terrain prevents the dense
development that would normally allow for a full array of complementary uses, the pricing of land has prevented much
employee housing from occurring close to the area of need. Employees of the many service establishments in
Springdale should not have to drive 30-60 minutes on clogged roads in order to find affordable housing. As I said, this
unnecessarily adds to the infrastructure burden. It also gives a negative image to visitors to the park.

Springdale in partnership with Zion NP is in a unique situation in that the lack of available and properly zoning property
limits land for housing for employees. Yet, when I prioritize the development priorities, I think they are extremely
important and have been neglected. The priorities for a successful long term vision would start with the road network and
utilities, then lodging, emergency services, restaurants, employee housing, followed by higher end residential. Note that
the adjacent parcel, Gifford Park, was approved as a PD with the same zoning that the applicant is asking (Village
Commercial, but with far more depth from Highway 9. The subject application is far less intrusive.

And now this brings me full circle to the applicant where they, as a long term success story and contributor to the
Springdale/Zion area are prepared to address the housing need for their employees and others. And this is in lieu of
going after more money that would result from higher income housing.

In my review of the application, it shows that the applicant has already agreed to many of the development standards and
restrictions normally found in a PD.

I would ask that the City take their time to fully evaluate the needs of the entire community and render their decision
accordingly.

As someone that has been visiting the area for over 35 years and a former property owner for 22 years, and as such, a
strong advocate of the area, I would recommend approval of this application.

J.D. Payne

Darci Carlson <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>

Fwd: Arguments against the Bit and Spur commercial rezone proposal
Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>
Mon, Apr 18, 2022 at 9:51 AM
To: Darci Carlson <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>, Aren Emerson <aemerson@springdale.utah.gov>

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Ryan Lee <
>
Date: Sun, Apr 17, 2022 at 11:06 AM
Subject: Arguments against the Bit and Spur commercial rezone proposal
To: Tom Kenaston <tkenaston@springdale.utah.gov>, Kyla Topham <ktopham@springdale.utah.gov>, Ric Rioux
<rrioux@springdale.utah.gov>, Pat Campbell <pcampbell@springdale.utah.gov>, Noel Benson
<nbenson@springdale.utah.gov>, Pam Inghram <pinghram@springdale.utah.gov>, <ahyatt@springdale.utah.gov>
Cc: Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>
Planning Commissioners and Tom Dansie:
Attached are my public comments regarding the upcoming proposal for the commercial rezone attempt from the Bit &
Spur.
Best,
Ryan Lee

Arguments against the Bit and Spur commercial rezone proposal.pdf
85K

Arguments against the Bit and Spur commercial rezone proposal:
I am writing in to oppose the proposed commercial rezone of the Bit and Spur development
from the Foothill Residential zone. Please let me state at the outset: the cynical out there may
say that I am against affordable (or worker) housing. Not true. If that were true, then I would
have opposed the applicants on their first go-round when they got approved for their initial 6
worker housing units. Also let me state up front: I know both of the applicants, and they are
outstanding members of the community. I do not doubt their intentions, nor do I believe that
they are intending to turn these units into transient lodging units.
However, I do believe that Springdale would be making a mistake in granting this rezone for
many reasons. I list my arguments as follows:
•

First of all: Springdale has an established precedent against zone changes. Springdale
has long been known to deny rezone requests—especially to commercial (even if it is for
a project with noble aspirations e.g. affordable/worker housing).

•

By granting a commercial zone change you enter a very slippery slope where you set the
legal precedent of having to accept future commercial zone changes (or face certain
litigation when you deny these commercial rezone requests).

•

If this zone change passes it will bring negative unforeseen consequences. Developers
eagerly await its passage with the town cracking the door open for future Trojan Horse
transient lodging units. Developers will seek to exploit this loophole to create
commercial zones from residential under the guise of “affordable” or “worker” housing.

•

Let me give an example of a regretful consequence of granting this proposed
commercial rezone: a future developer proposes a commercial zone change from a
residential zone to put in affordable housing. Then instead (and slowly over time) he
starts doing transient lodging on this rezoned property. He easily rationalizes that he is
doing the town good by offering affordable housing and that he is just “renting out a
couple of the units” as transient lodging to subsidize the rest of them. At first it’s just
two units of transient lodging— so what’s the big deal? But what started out as just
renting a few units as transient lodging to “subsidize” the rest of the units soon
becomes 4 transient lodging units. And then the 4 units become 6. And so forth. And
then how is the town going to stop him? We all know there are many people in town
that currently do illegal transient lodging— and the town is more or less powerless to
stop them. And there are zero taxes collected that go towards the town infrastructure
from illegal rentals. Worse yet: in the process you have now upset the residents who
expected “quiet enjoyment” in their residential-only neighborhoods.

•

I fear that there will be many unforeseen and regretful consequences for doing this zone
change. For example: the cottage overlay zone. Think about the original intentions for
that project and where it is now. For the record: I personally do not have anything to do
with this project—and I am completely neutral on the cottage overlay zone i.e. I am not
for it, or against it. However, I have heard many people in town complain about how (in
their perception) it did not fulfill its original desired intentions. And there were noble
intentions there—just like the proposed rezone project here—but how did it turn out in
the end? How many families seeking affordable housing are currently living in those

cottages? This is what I mean by unintended uses and consequences. And now those
cottages are built and done and there is nothing anyone can do about it. Let me repeat:
I am not against the cottages—I am simply using it as an example of how something
started out with good intentions and in many people’s opinion ended up something
altogether different. And that is why there are many currently in favor of repealing the
cottage overlay zone (which I understand is in process).
•

It should be stated clearly that this project is a rezone for a purpose that is not for its
stated intent. The applicants are requesting a commercial rezone—but then saying “it’s
not really for commercial activity.” But, yet, that’s what the rezone application states:
the application is indeed for a commercial rezone. The risk here is this: if a developer in
the future is trying to rezone residential to commercial and is denied (and he then sues
the town to challenge it in court) are you really going to risk that a judge will understand
all of this? Judges rule based off of the facts—not narrative or explanations. And the fact
here is this: this is a commercial rezone—no matter what is said otherwise. And you risk
a judge granting future developments for commercial rezones if you pass this one. As
emphatically as I can say this: you are playing with fire here by granting a commercial
rezone for a different stated purpose than the actual intended use.

•

If the applicants want to do high-density affordable housing then let them apply for a
worker housing zone overlay— not this back-door approach. This is not how Springdale
operates. This whole thing is entirely out of character for the town. If this proposal were
to pass it would set a bad precedent that it would be acceptable for future applicants to
apply for something that isn’t really their intended use for a given project.

•

Applications need to be carefully vetted and closely examined— not rushed and done in
an incorrect manner with improper zoning for the stated use. This application was
proposed 8 business days ago and now is being voted on. This whole thing seems
extremely rushed to many people in town.

•

There is talk about deed restrictions and other methods of enforcement. My answer to
that is simple: currently it is illegal—not deed restricted mind you—but it is flat-out
illegal to rent transient lodging from a residential area in town. Yet it happens all the
time—everyone in town knows someone who is doing it. And it happens day after day.

•

Regarding deed restrictions: I quote directly from the town staff report for this project:
“The applicant presented these housing units as employee housing. However, the
Commission should remember that there is currently no requirement the Town can
enforce to ensure the six approved housing units remain employee housing.” (emphasis
mine)

•

And that is my point exactly: even if they deed restrict it, there is no viable enforcement
mechanism that will prevent these units from later being used as transient lodging. Or
sold as fractional shares. Or time-share condos. Or whatever. Especially if the Bit and
Spur is ever sold and new owners come in. But more important is the precedent for
future developments of this nature for other developers who will manipulate it.

•

And finally: you can always get out of these type of legal entanglements like deed
restrictions. That’s what lawyers do: people pay lawyers to find loopholes to escape

(Houdini-like) from things like this. I am not suggesting the applicants themselves will do
this—I am just pointing out that the town doesn’t really have a way to enforce it.
•

Another key point in all of this: you are taking a zone (Foothill Residential)— a zone that
is the most difficult to develop and that has the lowest density of allowed homes, and
now making it into a high density zone. And a commercial zone no less at that! This was
not what the residents expected when they bought their properties in the surrounding
area. It’s not fair. It’s not right. And it’s not a reasonable expectation for the residents of
Springdale to have in any residential zone— not just Gifford Park— that their property
next door could suddenly get rezoned and become a high density commercial zone.

•

Within the Foothill Residential zone there is a legal expectation of quiet enjoyment—
not a new high-density housing project going in next door out of the blue. By granting a
rezone from Foothill Residential you are selling a false bill of goods. When the residents
of Gifford Park bought their properties they expected that behind them they were living
next to a Foothill Residential zone— not a new commercial zone. Or an affordable
housing project. They reasonably expected to live in quiet enjoyment behind them—
not to suddenly have a high-density housing development going in behind them from a
previously zoned residential area.

•

The Future Land Use Map (FLUM) designates the proposed rezone property as
“Conservation Residential.” The General Plan describes Conservation Residential areas
as follows: “These are areas with natural resource value, but also containing existing or
planned low-density residential uses. These areas should continue to be developed as
low-density, single family residential areas” (emphasis mine). This proposed use for this
property as a high-density housing complex certainly does not meet the intended use
for this area in any manner whatsoever. In fact, it is the opposite of its stated intent.

•

I am positive that most Springdale residents would oppose this proposed project if it
were going in directly next to or behind their personal homes in a previously zoned
residential area. They would almost certainly say: “This isn’t what I signed up for when I
bought and moved into this residential neighborhood.”

Conclusion:
So the larger issue here isn’t these 6 proposed worker units—but rather: how does this affect
the entire town? That’s the over-arching point I am making: the precedent that would be set
here applies to the entire town and could radically change the makeup of this town if passed.
From my experience working in this town: most residents barely want any new commercial
development—even in the established commercial zones. I think it is safe to say that Springdale
residents would loathe residential zones getting converted to commercial zones. And where
does it stop if you grant this one?
This is a terrible precedent to set: if this proposed rezone passes, it will flood the town with
applicants seeking to rezone residential to commercial under the guise of providing affordable
housing. And no one can be surprised when developers later convert these type of units into
illegal transient lodging rentals or fractional ownership shares.

Darci Carlson <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>

Fwd: RE Zone Change request Parcel S-161-A-1-A
Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>
Mon, Apr 18, 2022 at 9:54 AM
To: Darci Carlson <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>, Aren Emerson <aemerson@springdale.utah.gov>

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Leslie Smith <l
>
Date: Sun, Apr 17, 2022 at 12:26 PM
Subject: RE Zone Change request Parcel S-161-A-1-A
To: <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>, <rrioux@springdale.utah.gov>, <tkenaston@springdale.utah.gov>,
<ktopham@springdale.utah.gov>, <nbenson@springdale.utah.gov>, <pingram@springdale.utah.gov>,
<pcampbell@springdale.utah.gov>, <ahyatt@springdale.utah.gov>, <susan_mcpartland@nps.gov>
To Springdale Planning Commission Members,
As a resident of Gifford Park, we are in writing in opposition to the Bit and Spur’s upcoming proposed request for a rezone
from Foothill Residential to Village Commercial.
While we support and understand the need for affordable employee dwellings, we feel there are better ways within the
original zoning codes to achieve this. As residents we respect and support the Bit & Spur establishment and didn’t
oppose their original plan in November of 2021. However, we do not feel this new proposed zone change is a benefit to
our community and feel it impacts negatively on all future planning in the Town of Springdale. In our opinion, it sets
precedence for all future rezoning requests in the Town of Springdale. In addition it impacts negatively on our
neighborhood with additional noise and density. Also the parking and road looks to be inadequate to support the planned
development. Access is vitally important.
As a home owner/resident in Gifford Park, we are concerned with all the additional impacts to our neighborhood. It
negatively impacts the tranquility and peaceful enjoyment of our Gifford Park neighborhood. Gifford Park was established
as a residential area and has reflected the "National Park Nature” of the community since inception. With Gifford Park
being adjacent to the new proposed development plan, it is with upmost concern for us, our fellow residents and
neighbors. This is paramount to our decision.
Respectfully,
Clark and Leslie Smith
Gifford Park

Dianne McDonald
April 18,2022
Dear Planning Commission
I have the following concerns:
1. No matter what the height of the building is, it will be highly visible from Zion Park Blvd. and
from the Stone Mountain Condo property.
2. Mitigation of the geological hazards will not eliminate the geological hazards that are inherent
on the proposed building site.
3. The proposed building and site present an unreasonable risk to the health and safety of and
guests staying in the proposed building as well as the adjacent property owners at Sone
Mountain Condos.
4. What is an acceptable risk to human life and damage to adjacent property?
5. How will the Town guarantee that the identified hazards will not impact Stone Mountain
property owners?
6. What will the proposed lighting for walkways and gathering areas look like, how high will the
lights be off the ground, how bright, how will they be shielded so light does not spill onto
adjacent property? The majority of outdoor lights I have seen in town at hotels and even the
town offices are highly visible at night. (As an example, when the outdoor lights at the Town
offices and Community Center were turned off for the sky gazing event at the Community
Center,it was amazing what a difference it made to viewing the night sky). Great care should be
taken that this project does not become a beacon of light.
7. As I have told the Planning Commission before, the Stone Mountain Property is a haven and
informal wildlife corridor for wildlife. How will this project mitigate impact on wildlife?
This is just a short list of my concerns. I ask the Planning Commission to carefully look at the impact that
the project will have on the skyline, the adjacent property, and the potential disastrous hazard of
building on this hill with all the geological hazards present.

DDR comments for 358 Zion Park Blvd (Nov. 2020 Planning Commission Meeting).

Ingress-Egress. We want to be assured that Stone Mountain RD 9 a privately owned road) is not used for
construction traffic or employees working on the project during construction, or guests after
construction.
Erosion: what methods will be used to mitigate erosion of the blue clay on the building site? What
actions will be taken so the blue clay is contained on the subject property?
How will drainage be controlled, especially if the road is paved. Where will storm water be directed?
Trespassing: The Stone Mountain Association Board (SMOA)has not givens anyone associated with this
project permission to enter the property of SMOA. We do not want the owner(s) to use the hydrant on

our property or string the fire hose from the hydrant across our property. They just recently did this
without permission.

Darci Carlson <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>

Fwd: Luke's house
Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>
Mon, Apr 18, 2022 at 10:01 AM
To: Darci Carlson <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>, Aren Emerson <aemerson@springdale.utah.gov>

---------- Forwarded message --------From: lazylizard
<l
Date: Mon, Apr 18, 2022 at 8:57 AM
Subject: Luke's house
To: Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>

>

My name is Linda Holmstead. I am a 30-year, full-time resident of Springdale and a 27-year, recently
retired, business owner in Springdale. I have lived in the easternmost condo in Stone Mountain for 30
years. Over those decades, I have watched Springdale transform from having a sense of community to its
becoming one giant hotel.
My home is right next to the construction site being proposed by Luke Wilson.
I am writing to voice my clear and unwavering rejection of the proposal by Luke Wilson to build a nightly
rental on the very small lot he has flattened on top of a clay hill, just a stone’s throw from Stone Mountain’s
longtime, residential area.
The reasons to deny Mr. Wilson’s request for any structure on this parcel abound:
1. Used as a nightly rental, the unit would increase encroachment by tourists into a residential area.
2. As newcomers, tourists have a steep learning curve for ingress and egress, and mapping apps
understand existing pavement, not zoning. The road through Stone Mountain is not designed,
maintained or built for ‘traffic’. Period. Nothing more need be said about ingress and egress and a
tourist’s learning curve.
3. A nightly rental close to a residential area will increase liability and security concerns and could easily
jeopardize the quality of residential life.
4. The hill that Mr. Wilson is asking to build on is clay. This whole hill has been known by locals for many
generations as Slide Hill. The most recent and newsworthy, the earthquake in 1991-92 which
destroyed 4-5 homes.
5. A soil analysis is not needed to know that clay is not ideal for building due to its tendency to shift as it
dries or moistens, causing cracks or fissures in the building.

PLEASE, PLEASE DO NOT ALLOW THIS.
Linda Holmstead
My name is Linda Holmstead. I am a 30-year, full-time resident of Springdale and a 27-year, recently retired,
business owner in Springdale. I have lived in the easternmost condo in Stone Mountain for 30 years. Over
those decades, I have watched Springdale transform from having a sense of community to its becoming
one giant hotel.

My home is right next to the construction site being proposed by Luke Wilson.
I am writing to voice my clear and unwavering rejection of the proposal by Luke Wilson to build a nightly
rental on the very small lot he has flattened on top of a clay hill, just a stone’s throw from Stone Mountain’s
longtime, residential area.
The reasons to deny Mr. Wilson’s request for any structure on this parcel abound:
1. Used as a nightly rental, the unit would increase encroachment by tourists into a residential area.
2. As newcomers, tourists have a steep learning curve for ingress and egress, and mapping apps
understand existing pavement, not zoning. The road through Stone Mountain is not designed,
maintained or built for ‘traffic’. Period. Nothing more need be said about ingress and egress and a
tourist’s learning curve.
3. A nightly rental close to a residential area will increase liability and security concerns and could easily
jeopardize the quality of residential life.
4. The hill that Mr. Wilson is asking to build on is clay. This whole hill has been known by locals for many
generations as Slide Hill. The most recent and newsworthy, the earthquake in 1991-92 which
destroyed 4-5 homes.
5. A soil analysis is not needed to know that clay is not ideal for building due to its tendency to shift as it
dries or moistens, causing cracks or fissures in the building.
PLEASE, PLEASE DO NOT ALLOW THIS.
Linda Holmstead
Add your address and phone number here

Darci Carlson <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>

Fwd: Planning commission
Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>
To: Planning Commission <pc@springdale.utah.gov>

Fri, Apr 15, 2022 at 6:48 PM

CommissionersSee the comments below from Stew Ferber regarding his DDR modification proposal.
Tom
---------- Forwarded message --------From: stewart ferber <ferberresorts@yahoo.com>
Date: Fri, Apr 15, 2022, 6:42 PM
Subject: Planning commission
To: Tom Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>, Stewart Ferber <ferberresorts@yahoo.com>
Tom, I won’t be able to attend the meeting 4/20/22 so can you forward this to the planning commission.
Thank you, Stew
Planning commissioners; I apologize for not being able to attend this meeting for a revision request to my employee
housing plans at 5 west temple. I have made a commitment to my children not to miss important events in their lives,
therefore I will be at my sons final project presentation as a senior graduating from UNLV.
First why am I wanting a revision?
- I currently have 12 homes, and 12 apartments all used for employees in this area. The first 4 units of this project are
already built and occupied, and what I have realized is that I have plans for 8 more additional 1-2 person units planned for
the La Quinta property, I have no more family sized units available, and have several families that work for me that need
the bigger space. This project, by just putting in a walkout basement under the same size buildings that I originally applied
for, would create 6 family sized units, and fill a need for my business. Parking is already plentiful and these units would be
a great addition to my housing.
Is this a permitted use?
Yes, this use was jointly created in a 2015 development agreement that allows me to have (10) employee housing units.
What is the visual impact being located on the hill in the middle of town?
That was a concern of mine, although I could legally put two story units per the deal and with no language prohibiting it, I,
from the beginning only wanted single story low impact units, so the walkout basement idea came to me, and this is
where I am.
Will I impact the slope?
No, we are prepared to leave the slope and cut behind it, lessening view impact even more.
How about colors, lighting, etc.?
All the colors, lighting and look of the units will mirror the currently existing units.

Again, I am sorry that I can’t attend this meeting, but I am always available to meet on the phone or in person. I will be in
town Monday and Tuesday, and I can be reached at 818-919-9524.
Thanks again,
Stewart Ferber

Darci Carlson <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>

Bit and Spur Zone Change
joe pitti <info@undertheeaves.com>
To: dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov, Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>

Mon, Apr 18, 2022 at 1:37 PM

I am writing the Planning Commission to deny the zone change request from Foothill residential to village commercial for parcel S-161-A-1-A. While the applicants are outstanding members in our community, the decision should not be granted based on personalities, but rather on
the merits of the request.
Springdale residents for years have not been in favor of re-zoning requests because of the negative impacts of changing the nature of neighborhoods they invested in and the potential consequences of how it will impact other zones with the same designation. Re-zoning one parcel
needs to be looked at as how it will not only affect the zone change requested, but also how it will potentially impact the other zones in our town with the same designation.
Years of survey after survey, public comment after public comment all result in the same conclusion. The re-zoning of properties that create higher density are not favorable.
As pointed out at the presentation meeting I attended by the applicants, the already approved six units of employee housing will satisfy the needs of the Bit and Spur. Perhaps the most disturbing comment by one of the applicants at that meeting I heard is that it would be great if
Springdale were to use the Bit and Spur’s application as a template to repeat zone changes for workforce housing throughout town. Indeed, the approval of this proposal in my opinion will leave residentially zoned properties vulnerable to future zone change challenges.
My takeaway from the meeting is that a zone change requirement is a self imposed problem created by the applicant. It is my understanding that the Bit and Spur property can accomplish their goals under the current conditions without a zone change by building moderate income
housing. Moderate income housing is the target goal for the majority of Springdale Town workers. These additional units will not be attainable for that population. Also, if the Bit and Spur were to procure more acreage from the 19.5 acre neighboring property, they could build more
units without a zone change. Foothill residential has a two acre minimum to build one single family dwelling. I believe they can also have an ADU.
Like the Bit and Spur’s already approved six units, businesses are solving the workforce housing problems on their own. Most of the hoteliers have units on their properties for employees. Stewart Ferber has upwards of 40 units mixed throughout town and on his hotel properties.
Outfitters like Zion Guru and Zion Adventure Company have property in Springdale and the canyon corridor for employee housing. Sol Foods has a number of units for employees as well. All of these examples by the way have been granted and built without zone changes.
The applicant has also posted on social media that, “rezoning has a bad rep.” The reason why is because negative outcomes have resulted when we have. The current zoning map of mixed zones is the only way we get to hold on to our village character that is slowly slipping away
from us.
Objective 3.2.1. “To the greatest extent possible, avoid rezoning properties from residential to commercial.”
Please deny this zone change request. It will not create further hardship for the applicant as they will have 6 employee housing units to satisfy their internal goals for employees and ultimately create hardship for the Town of Springdale’s sensitive residential zones.
Respectfully,
Joe Pitti

Darci Carlson <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>

Rubber Chickens and Gunfights
1 message
Andrew Green <andy@canyondevelopmentservices.com>
Mon, Apr 18, 2022 at 8:27 PM
To: Barbara Bruno <bbruno@springdale.utah.gov>, Ric Rioux <rrioux@springdale.utah.gov>, Tom Kenaston <tkenaston@springdale.utah.gov>, ktopham@springdale.utah.gov, nbenson@springdale.utah.gov, Pam Inghram <pinghram@springdale.utah.gov>, Pat Campbell
<pcampbell@springdale.utah.gov>, ahyatt@springdale.utah.gov, Randy Aton <raton@springdale.utah.gov>, selger@springdale.utah.gov, Lisa Zumpft <lzumpft@springdale.utah.gov>, jburns@springdale.utah.gov, Tom Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>,
springdale@infowest.com, susan_mcpartland@nps.gov, Darci Carlson <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>
Cc: Tracy Dutson
, Alex Pelton
, Aspen Tiger

Ladies and Gentlemen,
I am writing this as a resident of Springdale and someone who moved to the canyon over thirty years ago, not as a representative of the Bit and Spur or Trish and Alex. This cannot be overemphasized.
I thought it would be fun to respond to some of the letters you have received in advance of the Planning and Zoning meeting on Wednesday…..sounds like it’s going to be a real hoot.
I was going to address each one individually, but the effort required to address the lack of knowledge, indifference to the facts, and deafening knee-jerk reactions would most certainly lead to some kind of breakdown.
A few random thoughts:
1) If you purchased a home at the entrance to a National Park which has seen a consistent rise in visitation since its creation in 1919 thinking that it would remain pastoral and quaint, you may have exercised poor judgement or not made a fully informed
purchase decision at the time. I’d love to get the name of your realtor.
2) According to the Housing Strategy Plan commissioned by Springdale and released in 2020, over 1000 workers drive into Springdale each day to work. You think traffic and light pollution is going to be worse if they’re walking and riding their bikes around
town? Spending their paychecks in our community rather than St. George? Want to talk about the traffic and carbon footprint implications of 2000+ vehicle trips a day?
3) Most of the comments express concern about the nature of town changing. The current ratio of Springdale resident to tourist? Roughly 1 to 10,000. I look forward to seeing you at all future Planning and Zoning meetings and to hearing you vehement
opposition to future transient rentals, hotel rooms, single family residences, stores, restaurants, park visitation, etc. Maybe we can carpool.
4) Most of the comments talk about how long they have lived here. Guess what, many were here before you. You’re not the last local.
5)What have you done today to better your community? Last year? Over the past three decades? How many people do you employ? How many Planning and Zoning or City Council meetings have you attended. How many hours or dollars have you
invested in community service? Let me fill you in….not enough.
6) Zoning change does not “open the door” to litigation. Planning and Zoning members are charged with making informed decisions based on existing ordinances that fulfill the goals of the General Plan. Diametrical opposition comes to mind. Sometimes
people don’t get their way, and they sue. So what? Isn’t it better to show courage and support for the people serving our food, cleaning our sheets, making our coffee, working in the park?
7) Some examples of the overlay zones that have been applied have ended catastrophically. We have moderate housing income owners that live in Hawaii and have been using their house as an income property for years. Thanks to Beau, we now have
our first time-share development instead of market rate housing. There are plenty of examples of good intentions going south. But, there are plenty of examples of rezoning working to better the community. We’ve been working with people in Summit
County, Moab, Santa Barbara, and elsewhere that have had tremendous success with legally enforceable deed restrictions and development agreements….that have severe repercussions if not followed.
The Bit and Spur has all of the required approvals to proceed with housing that suits their needs. They have decided to take on this fight to at least try to solve a small piece of the housing problem for a few more folks that work in town and the park. It’s a
long shot at best. Bringing a rubber chicken to a gunfight comes to mind.
A win means that they take on more debt and more public ire, but get to see workers enjoying this amazing place. To them, it’s worth it.
A loss means that they have their needs covered….no additional debt, no frustration, no problems. A sentiment consistent with the letters you’ve received. I’ve got mine, to hell with the rest.
Ryan Lee, you’ve made a lot of offers on land in town. Had they sold to you, I imagine town would be graced with twice as many of your pastoral and quaint transient rental units. How many locals do you employ and house? What have you done for the
community that lines your pockets, but yet isn’t your home?
You seem to speak with ease about the world of unscrupulous developers running roughshod over quaint towns with the looming threat of endless litigation. Your hypothetical scenarios have a certain post-apocalyptic feel to them. You arrived on the scene
a few years back. You have developed your properties in a method and manner consistent with existing ordinances. You have profited well.
I wish you would have put in one or two workforce housing units so the people that wash your sheets could live in town. Why not get more involved in working on the problem than inciting hypothetical propaganda? You certainly have the intelligence and
resources to make a meaningful difference. Many thoughtful, conscientious, intelligent people have been fighting this fight for years. I’m sure they would welcome your insight. Get involved. Help.
Finally, to Joe Pitti, please don’t take my words out of context. My point was that if more local business and developers followed in the footsteps of the excellent community stewardship of Stu Ferber, Max and Julie, Jonathan, Trish and Alex, and many
others, our community would be a better place. Zion National Park can’t even house their workers. With your tenure on Planning and Zoning, you have insight into how the process can work. I would appreciate you taking the time to educate people that are
misguided. Let’s discuss over pickle ball how to make our community more diverse, inclusive and aesthetically pleasing.
Cheers,
Andy Green

4/18/22, 2:51 PM
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Springdale Town <springdale@springdale.utah.gov>

04/20/2022 Planning Commission Regular Meeting Agenda & Packet Materials
Kim Cook
To: Springdale Town <springdale@springdale.utah.gov>

Fri, Apr 15, 2022 at 6:40 PM

I have been made aware of “employee housing” permits that have been issued, but the property was not used for that purpose. What can the Commission do to
preclude that happening in future?
Thank you,
Kim Cook
[Quoted text hidden]

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=a98e3f9bae&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f%3A1730223419604726268&simpl=msg-f%3A1730223419604726268
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Dear Tom, Planning Commission, Town Council and Residents of Springdale.
I would like to express my concern about the application for Design /
Development Review – Small Hilltop Building (Transient Lodging Unit) at 358 Zion
Park Boulevard.
I’m assuming the applicant has gone through the necessary legal processes for
approval. If that is the case then these are some of my comments, questions, and
concerns.
Do we as the Town of Springdale, in Washington County of the state of Utah want
to be responsible for social media and national new feeds stating Zion National
Park’s south entrance is closed due to a geologic hazard from a small hilltop
building? Rains will come, the grounds will saturate, and hazards may occur,
causing debris fields.
Agree, technical expertise (Geologist and Geotechnical Engineer) has provided
methods to construct and reduce damage from geologic hazards (landslide and
slope failures, earthquake ground shaking, problem soils and rock fall) for the
transient lodging unit (TLU) proposed on this site. However, “no mitigation may
be feasible to reduce risk to the proposed development should the historical
landslide reactivate and advance” (Bill Black, Report: Geologic Hazards Evaluation,
October 29, 2021). The risk from geologic hazards cannot be reduced to an
acceptable level and the site should be abandoned.
Inasmuch as the site is fraught with geologic hazards, I would like to suggest the
Town of Springdale enter into a Development Agreement with specific
requirements, such as:
• Require geotechnical engineering expertise to be on-site during major
construction phases (drilling and implementing micropiles, grading and
drainage control) and to require an “as-built” report from the geotechnical
engineer certifying the project was constructed as approved.
.
• Require active monitoring of the site and of risk-reduction structures during
build and throughout the life of the TLU. The agreement should stipulate that

risk-reduction structures built be required to have continued monitoring and
maintenance as needed to fulfill their purpose for the life of the TLU.
• Given, there are numerous geologic hazards that may impact the
site/structure it would be prudent for the town to require that the
developer/contractor implement real-time monitoring (active and passive) of
geologic hazards (landslide and slope failures, earthquake ground shaking,
problem soils and rock fall). This real-time data should be used by an
emergency response/disaster preparedness system to alert the public of a
possible emergency/event.
Additional risk and work.
Please do not continue to leave your fire hose and the Town of Springdale’s water
meter connected to the fire hydrant for weeks on end. This hinders and or delays
emergency response time should it require usage.
Also, please refrain from cleaning out the cement buckets and draining onto the
adjacent property which requires additional cleanup by me.
There is nothing simple with this project!
Thank you in advance for giving me the opportunity to voice my opinion. Feel
free to contact me if you would like to discuss further.
Regards,
Greg McDonald

.

Darci Carlson <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>

Fwd: Proposed building at 358 Zion Park Blvd
Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>
To: Darci Carlson <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>, Aren Emerson <aemerson@springdale.utah.gov>

Wed, Apr 20, 2022 at 10:30 AM

---------- Forwarded message --------From: CL Golin
Date: Tue, Apr 19, 2022 at 9:24 PM
Subject: Proposed building at 358 Zion Park Blvd
To: <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>

Attn: PC and TC.
Thank you for reading this email and considering my concerns related to the proposed building at 358 Zion Park Blvd. I list a few thoughts below regarding my concerns.
1. By just looking at this spot, it is easy to see the cause for concern and that it would not be safe to build there. On Balanced Rock Road, there is the area from a previous mud slide and from the Lion Blvd side you can see the hill is
already eroding.
2. There currently is a major piece of erosion on the hill from the proposed building spot down to the Feel Love parking lot. It appears to have been reinforced, but it is clearly still compromised. Construction and other things could make it
much worse (or simply the next rainfall could cause major damage).
3. Another concern is for tourists arriving at night who are not familiar with the area, with the dark sky ordinance, it’s so dark and could be so dangerous for vehicles and people to go over the edge and be put in harm’s way. This clearly
would put people in an unreasonable risk. It would be a major safety concern.
4. There is an area of clay that seems to be a result from a previous mudslide, next time a mud slide occurs in that area it would likely bring down this building and block balance rock road, which is the only way for Stone Mountain
residents to exit.
5. I’m curious why permission for this would be granted when currently a permit for TLU can’t be granted (as I understand it).
6. Building on the top of that hill would be a major eye sore from Lion Blvd. A random building high on a tiny precipice seems counter to the Springdale aesthetic (it would probably be intrusive for Stone Mountain community as well).
7. Having transient lodging there would be disruptive to the residential community right next door and could impact the privacy of this neighborhood as well.
8. In all of Springdale, there’s no logical reason that this tiny piece of land on the top of that tiny precipice should be built upon. If you consider the personal safety issues, the constructions issues, and the aesthetics, it seems like a bad idea.
There must be other/better options for the developer to build a small TLU.
Thank you for taking this into consideration.
Sincerely,
Cindy Stanbridge-Golin

