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

PLANNING COMMISSION NOTICE AND AGENDA
THE SPRINGDALE PLANNING COMMISSION WILL HOLD A REGULAR MEETING
ON WEDNESDAY MAY 19, 2021 AT 5:00 PM
AT THE CANYON COMMUNITY CENTER, 126 LION BLVD – SPRINGDALE, UT 84767
Please note: A live broadcast of this meeting will be available to the public for viewing/listening only.
Public comments for public hearing items must be made in person or submitted two days in advance of
the meeting. **Please see electronic login information below**
Approval of the agenda / General announcements
A.

Action Items
1. Public Hearing - Zone Change: Request to change parcel S-99-B-1 (563 Zion Park Boulevard) from Valley
Residential (VR) to Valley Residential - Cottage Housing Development Overlay (VR-CHD) - David and Mary Jane
West.
2.

Public Hearing - Ordinance Revision: Changes to Chapter 10-15C (Outdoor Lighting) of the Town Code to
make the Town's outdoor lighting regulations consistent with International Dark Sky Association standards

3.

Public Hearing - Design/Development Review: Request to develop a 32-space paved parking area on parcel S100-C (located at the end of Trapper Circle in the CC zone) - Jonathan Zambella.

4.

Public Hearing - Design / Development Review: Request to develop an eight-space gravel parking area on
parcel S-160-A-4-1 in the Public Use (PU) Zone (located at the corner of Winderland Lane and Paradise Road) Town of Springdale.

5.

Continued from March 17, 2021 - Design / Development Review: Request to develop a lodging / retail
building at 358 Zion Park Blvd - Luke Wilson.

6.

Material and Color Change request - Cottage housing development at 1775 Zion Park Blvd - Luke Wilson.

B.

Consent Agenda
1. Approval of Minutes from April 21st and May 5th

C.

Adjourn

This notice is provided as a courtesy to the community and is not the official
notice for this meeting/hearing. This notice is not required by town
ordinance or policy. Failure of the Town to provide this notice or failure of a
property owner, resident, or other interested party to receive this notice
does not constitute a violation of the Town’s noticing requirements or
policies. If you have questions regarding any of the agenda items, or other
community development comments, please contact Community
Development staff at 435-772-3434 or tdansie@springdale.utah.gov.

**Click the link below to view the live broadcast of this meeting:
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/83928771016?pwd=THZCM3p2emdw
RmxqcTJIZWlHMU9lZz09
Meeting ID: 839 2877 1016
Passcode: 224017
One tap mobile
+16699009128,,83928771016#,,,,*224017# US
Dial by your location
+1 669 900 9128 US (San Jose)

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 posted on May 14, 2021 and available at:
https://www.springdaletown.com/agendacenter

Memorandum
To:
Planning Commission
From:
Thomas Dansie, Director of Community Development
Date:
May 14, 2021
Re:
Zone Change Request: Cottage Housing Development Overlay Zone – 563 Zion Park
Boulevard
Executive Summary
David and MaryJane West have applied for a zone change from Valley Residential (VR) to Valley
Residential – Cottage Housing Development Overlay (VC-CHD) on property at 563 Zion Park Boulevard
(parcel S-99-B-1), located at the southeast corner of the Zion Park Boulevard / Zion Shadows Circle
intersection. The property measures 1.19 acres in size. The requested zone change would allow the
construction of seven cottage units.
The property has frontage on SR-9 and Zion Shadows Circle, both dedicated public streets. The subject
property is the middle of a residential area, in close proximity to several commercial uses. It is adjacent
to the Zion Shadows circle subdivision on the north, and larger lot development in the VR zone on the
south. A residential proprety used as a bed and breakfast is east of the property. The commercial area at
the intersection of Lion Boulevard and Zion Park Boulevard is 250 feet north of the property. The post
office and surrounding commercial area is 350 feet south of the property.
The Cottage Housing Development Overlay Zone allows small cottages clustered around common open
space to be developed on appropriate properties in the VR zone in order to provide diversity in the
Town’s housing options. The Town established the CHD Overlay to address the Town’s housing needs, to
better protect important open spaces, and to allow a housing product that is not currently represented
in the Town.
While the Cottage Housing Development will hopefully result in homes that are more attainable for
Springdale employees, there is no guarantee what the eventual sales or rental prices of the cottages will
be. Thus, while housing attainability is a primary goal of the CHD, the Commission should base its
recommendation regarding the application on the following factors:
1- Is the proposed location appropriate for a CHD?
2- Is the timing right for another CHD to be developed in the Town?
3- Does the design of the proposed CHD promote the goals and objective the Town seeks to
accomplish through the CHD overlay?
Applicable Code Sections
The Commission may wish to review the following sections of the Town Code and General Plan prior to
the meeting:
-

Town Code 10-3-2: Amendments
Town Code 10-13, Article F: Cottage Housing Development Overlay
General Plan Chapter 5, especially 5.1.1, 5.1.2, and 5.2.5.
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Staff Analysis
The general policy of the Town is not to change zoning designations. Deviations from this policy are
allowed only under one of three conditions established in section 10-3-2(A) of the Town Code:
1- To promote the goals and objectives of the General Plan and zoning ordinance,
2- To correct errors, or
3- To accommodate substantial changes in conditions.
The applicants have submitted a letter detailing how they believe the proposed CHD will promote the
goals and objectives of the
Promotion of General Plan
The General Plan specifically contemplates and encourages Cottage Housing Developments (see GP
5.1.2 and 5.2.5.a). Notwithstanding the direction in the General Plan regarding Cottage Housing, it is
vital to evaluate each application for Cottage Housing Development on its own merits. While the
General Plan encourages Cottage Housing in general, the Planning Commission should determine if the
specific details of the present CHD application promote the goals and objectives of the General Plan.
The applicants state that the proposed CHD will promote the General Plan by:
1. Providing additional attainable housing and housing diversity, especially for households that
have long term commitment to Springdale.
2. Helping promote a walking/biking community because the proposed CHD is located within
walking/biking distance of many community destinations.
3. Preserving views of natural features by burying overhead powerlines and placing the proposed
development below the grade of Zion Park Boulevard.
The General Plan Future Land Use Map (FLUM) designation on the subject property is Transition
Residential. The General Plan describes Transition Residential areas as follows:
This area features primarily residential uses on smaller lots. The area is a transition between the lowdensity conservation or agricultural areas and the more intensely developed Commercial Core and
Mixed Use areas. These areas should continue to be primarily residential uses on smaller lots.
[Cottage] neighborhoods and multi-family housing can be appropriate in this area. The use of the
Moderate Income Housing Development overlay zone can be used to provide moderate-income and
employee housing. Limited agricultural uses which do not create a nuisance on surrounding
properties may be appropriate.
Suggested Uses: Low to medium density residential (single family: 1 unit per 0.5 acre; duplex: 2 units
per 0.5 acre; multi-family: 6 units per acre; [cottage] neighborhoods), limited agriculture.
The Commission should determine if the layout, design, and development of the proposed Cottage
Housing Development will promote the purpose of the Transition Residential area, as described above.
The Commission should consider all the items and issues listed above in determining if the proposed
CHD application promotes the goals and objectives of the General Plan.
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Cottage Housing Development Overlay Zone
In addition to consideration of whether or not the proposed CHD promotes the goals and objectives of
the General Plan, the Commission should also consider whether or not the proposed CHD meets
purpose and objective of the Cottage Housing Overlay zone as established in 10-13F-1 of the Town
Code, as well as the approval standards for CHD projects in section 10-13F-10.
10-13F-1 Purpose and Objectives of the CHD Zone
The purpose of the CHD zone is to “promote lower cost housing in the private market by encouraging
modest house sizes… [and] add to the diversity of the Town's housing stock and make available a type of
Housing that will be more affordable than standard large lot single family alternatives.”
As mentioned earlier in this report, the Commission should not base its deliberation solely on a
promised or projected sales price or rent for the cottages in the development. There is no way to
guarantee a future housing sales prices or rent rates. Rather, the Commission should determine if the
development will provide a housing type that is not currently represented in Springdale and that is likely
to be more affordable for Springdale employees than other options currently existing in the housing
market.
10-13F-10 CHD Approval Standards
In order to approve a CHD the Town must find all the following standards have been met:
-

All applicable regulations contained in the land use ordinance have been met.
The development maintains a high-quality living environment within the Town that meets the
goals of the General Plan.
The proposed development creates no significant detriment to adjacent properties or to the
adjacent areas in which it is located.
Any variation allowed from the development standards of the underlying zone will not create
increased hazards to the health, safety or general welfare of the residents of the proposed
development or adjacent areas.
The cottage neighborhood design and layout are compatible with the Town's unique rural village
character, as identified in chapter 2 "Town Appearance" of the General Plan.

The Commission should make findings whether or not the proposed CHD meets these standards.
Development Standards
If the Commission determines the CHD overlay zone is appropriate on this property, the Commission
should also determine if the proposed CHD meets the development standards for CHD projects
contained in the Town Code, summarized below:
-

Minimum area: One acre is required for a CHD project. The subject property measures 1.19
acres.

-

Density: CHDs may be developed with a max of six cottages per acre, maximum of 12 total
cottages allowed per project. The proposal includes seven cottages on 1.19 acres. (1.19 acres x 6
units per acre = 7.14 units allowed)

-

Landscape area: 40% of the CHD lot area is required to be landscape. The applicants’ plan shows
54% of the lot as undeveloped, with 9.6% specifically identified as “landscape” and another 18%
3

designated as commons / amenity area. The Commission may wish to verify how much of the
remaining undeveloped space is proposed to be landscaped.
-

Setbacks: Setbacks of the underlaying VR zone are required (30’ front, 10’ sides, 20’ rear) around
the permitter of the project, unless the Commission approves up to 50% reduction. The
proposed site plan shows a 25’ front setback from Zion Park Blvd, and a 20’ setback from Zion
Shadows Circle. The Commission should determine if a reduction from 30’ to 25’ from Zion Park
Boulevard and 20’ from Zion Shadows Circle is warranted. The applicants have requested the
reduced setback to allow more preservation of open space within the development.

-

Building size: Each cottage is limited to 1,00 square feet in footprint, with a total size of 1,500
square feet. The proposal includes concept drawings of cottages that appear to meet this
standard. Detailed review of cottage size will be done with the DDR, should the CHD project be
approved.

-

Commons: All cottages must open on to commons, commons must be at least 1,500 sf or
500sf/cottage, whichever is greater. The proposal includes two commons areas, one along Zion
Park Boulevard, and the other in the center of the project. The site plan shows the location of
cottages relative to commons areas. The commons areas total 9,271 square feet in area, which
exceeds the area required (7 cottages x 500 sf per cottage = 3,500 sf). All cottages have access
onto one of the two commons.

-

Parking: Two spaces are required for each cottage in the CHD. For this project 14 spaces are
required (2 spaces per cottage x 7 cottages = 14 spaces). Eighteen parking spaces are shown on
the site plan. The parking is split into two parking areas, one access from Zion Shadows Circle
and the other from Zion Park Boulevard.

-

Building Design: Cottages must have 3:12 roofs, covered porches, and be no more than 20’ high.
The proposal includes concept drawings that appear to show the cottages meeting these
requirements. Detailed review of the cottage design will be done at the DDR stage, should the
CHD be approved.

-

Open Space: CHDs must preserve priority open spaces as identified in the Code. These areas
include wildlife corridors, flood hazard and riparian areas, recreational trail and river access,
areas adjacent to SR9, view corridors, and areas adjacent to protected open space. The proposal
attempts to preserve view corridors by burying overhead power lines. It preserves open space
along SR9, although as noted the front setback is requested to be reduced from 30 to 25 feet
(staff notes an existing large metal fence at the front of the proprety limits the benefit of open
space preserved on SR9).

-

Location: CHDs must be located on a public street, not impact sensitive lands, not be within
1,000 feet of another CHD, and must not impact views from SR-9. The proposed CHD is located
on a public street, is not near sensitive lands (floodplain, riparian area, steep slopes, etc.), and is
located in excess of 1,000 feet from the nearest existing CHD. The Commission should
determine if the proposal impacts views from SR9. As discussed earlier, the applicant has
proposed to remove overhead power lines and place the buildings lower than the SR9 grade to
help preserve views.
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Planning Commission Action
The Planning Commission should take the following action on the zone change proposal.
Findings
The Commission should make specific findings regarding the application’s merits with respect to
adopted Town policy. Staff suggests the following questions to help the Commission formulate specific
findings.
1. Does the proposed change from VR to VR-CHD meet the criteria for changing zones found in
section 10-3-2(A) of the Town Code? Does the proposed zone change:
a. Promote the goals and objectives of the general plan and land use ordinance, or
b. Correct errors, or
c. Accommodate substantial changes in conditions?
2. Does the proposed zone change form VR to VR-CHD satisfy the purpose and objective of the
CHD found in section 10-13F-1? Specifically, does the proposed CHD provide a housing type that
is not currently well represented in Springdale and that is more likely to be affordable to
Springdale employees?
3. Does the proposed CHD comply with the CHD approval standards in section 10-13F-10?
4. Does the concept plan presented with the CHD application meet all the development standards
for CHD’s contained in Chapter 10-13F?
Sample Motion
Based on the Planning Commission’s findings the Commission should make a motion to recommend
either approval or denial of the proposed zone change to VR to VR-CHD. The Commission may wish to
use the following language:
The Planning Commission recommends APPROVAL/DENIAL of the zone change from Valley Residential
to Valley Residential – Cottage Housing Development Overlay at 536 Zion Park Boulevard. This motion
is based on the following findings:
[LIST FINDINGS]
If making a motion to recommend approval, staff recommends a condition that requires the applicants
to enter into a development agreement recorded at the County Recorders office, which binds the
development of the proprety to that presented in the preliminary development plan presented with the
application.
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REFERENCE MAPS

Map 1. Aerial image showing the location of the subject property (in orange) and surrounding areas.

Map 2. Zoning map showing the subject property in the VR zone (green) and surrounding properties in
the VR-A (turquoise), VR-B (light green), FR (tan), CC (yellow), VC (red), and PU (blue) zones.

Map 3. Future land use map showing the subject property in the transition residential (yellow) area,
with surrounding areas in the commercial core (red), mixed use (orange), conservation residential
(olive), and agricultural residential (light green) areas.

There is a need for housing, especially long-term rental housing in Springdale, houses
that are available to people that work and want to be a part of the Springdale community.
Springdale Town has acknowledged this when it came up with this idea of proposing cottage
communities in Springdale. We feel like our property located at 563 Zion Park Blvd. would be
best utilized as a part of the Cottage Housing Development Overlay Zone. It borders Zion Park
Blvd and Zion Shadows, Zion Shadows neighborhood is a subset of Village Residential which
already allows for higher density. Creating a cottage community on the 563 property will fit into
the current density nearby. Our central location will allow residents to easily walk, bike, and
ride the shuttles around town.
We understand some may not feel favorable towards us developing our property. We
understand and value open space. Yet, accommodating growth in a town such as Springdale
requires a balance. If we don’t create some space for potential residents to live, we lose the
sense of community we all love. According to the General Plan of Springdale Town, one of the
priorities is “Housing Diversity and Affordability”.
The 563 property would be perfect for the proposed CHD Zone amendment.
1. The property would be in line with Springdale Town’s General Plan which has a
key principle to “develop a community and destination where walking, bicycling,
and the shuttle service are the desired and preferred mode of transportation.
a. The property is centrally located in Springdale. There is a bike path
bordering the front of the property, shuttle stops within a 5-minute walk
on either direction. Walking is easily done as the entrance to Zion
National Park is less than a mile, the community center is a ½ mile, post
office is a block away, and there is a grocery store across the street.
2. We plan to remove and bury the powerlines that are currently overhead the
property, which would greatly enhance not only our view, but the views of
surrounding properties, and any visitor passing on Zion Park Blvd. This would
help with a key principle of Springdale Town, which is to “protect and preserve
natural features”. An unobscured sky is part of the beauty of living in Springdale
Town and looking up at the red rock cliffs.
3. The 563 property is below the natural grade of the main road of Zion Park Blvd.,
almost 5 feet below in some places. With the low rooflines and keeping the large
trees on the property, we hope to minimize the visual impacts created by the
CHD.
4. We want to attract families, couples, and individuals that plan to work and stay
long term in Springdale. We will have a variety of house plans to fit various
needs in the community. We plan to have (4) 3-bedroom homes and (3) 2bedroom homes, with basements in all of them for storage. One of the biggest
issues with renting long term is storage and space. We feel like having the
additional space in the basement will allow business
owners/managers/employees to have a way to be productive at home, an artist
to have a home studio, or an outdoor enthusiast to store their outdoor
equipment.

5. The proposed CHD would fit into the current density of surrounding homes. The
563 property is centrally located in Springdale and near the Valley Residential B
subset which has smaller lot sizes, most of the lots are sized around 5000 sq ft.
Our property is 1.19 acres and split into 7 units would average out to approx.
7500 sq ft, which would fit into the current density in the Valley Residential B.
6. We will split parking into two small parking areas to minimize the traffic with the
surrounding properties. These areas will be at least 20 feet from the road and
have a fence in front as well as vegetation to minimize any visual impact.

Zion Canyon Cottages

Landscaping: xeriscaping

Exterior colors

Exterior Samples: Siding, stone, stucco

Memorandum
To:
From:
Date:
Re:

Planning Commission
Thomas Dansie
May 14, 2021
Outdoor Lighting Ordinance

In the April work meeting the Commission reviewed changes to the outdoor lighting ordinance. The
changes are intended to improve the Town’s dark night skies, and to help the Town qualify for
International Dark Sky Association (IDA) Dark Sky Community designation. The changes are based on
recommendations from the IDA.
The proposed changes are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

A cap of 5,000 lumens for light fixtures that are exempt from the full cut off requirement.
More clear criteria for when public outdoor lighting can be installed.
Additional clarification for recreational lighting standards.
Illumination standard for illuminated signs.
Curfew for illumination of signs.
Inclusion of sign illumination in the lumen per acre cap. Removal of the 75% reduction of lumen
count for outdoor fixtures located under an overhang. Increase in the lumen per acre allowance
from 30,000 to 60,000 lumens per acre.
7. Inclusion of an amortization schedule for compliance with outdoor light standards adopted since
2009.
Commission Action
The Commission should review the proposed changes. The Commission should make a recommendation
to the Town Council regarding these changes. The Commission should base this recommendation on
findings. The Commission may wish to consider the following findings when making a recommendation.
-

General Plan Objective 2.2.4 stresses the importance of a dark night sky as part of the Town’s
character and unique appearance. These changes help promote a dark night sky.
General Plan Objective 7.4.1 instructs the Town to obtain IDA Dark Sky Community designation.
These changes will help the Town qualify for this designation.
There have been a number of important changes to the outdoor lighting ordinance since it was
initially adopted in 2009. In order to make these changes fully effective and to help accomplish
the Town’s dark sky goals as outlined in the General Plan, it is necessary to implement an
amortization schedule for non-conforming outdoor lighting.

ORDINANCE 2021-_____
AN ORDINANCE OF THE SPRINGDALE TOWN COUNCIL AMENDING THE STANDARDS FOR OUTDOOR
LIGHTING
Whereas, in 2009 the Springdale Town Council has adopted standards for outdoor lighting of property
and buildings in order to accomplish the following objectives:
a. To encourage outdoor lighting practices that will minimize light pollution, glare, light trespass
and sky glow in order to preserve the natural dark of the night sky and to prevent lighting
nuisances on properties.
b. To promote energy conservation.
c. To maintain nighttime safety, utility and security.
d. To maintain an uncluttered nighttime appearance in the town.
e. To prevent unnecessary or inappropriate outdoor lighting.
f. To minimize nighttime impacts on nocturnal wildlife.
g. To maintain the rural atmosphere and village character of the town.
h. To encourage the low level outdoor lighting through the use of low wattage bulbs, full cutoff
light fixtures, and limits on the location and uses of outdoor lighting; and
Whereas, the Town Council finds that for the past 12 years the outdoor lighting standards have helped
accomplish all the above listed objectives; and
Whereas, the Town’s General Plan encourages continued efforts to protect the night sky through
regulation of outdoor lighting, with specific direction for the Town to become an International Dark Sky
Association certified Dark Sky Community (see General Plan Objectives 2.2.4 and 7.4.1); and
Whereas, the Town Council finds it necessary to make certain revisions to the outdoor lighting
standards to more fully accomplish the goals and direction of the General Plan, and to qualify for
nomination as an International Dark Sky Association Dark Sky Community; and
Whereas, the necessary procedures and public hearings required by State Code and Town Ordinance
for amending the Land Use Code have been completed;
Therefore be it ORDAINED by the Springdale Town Council that the following revisions are made to
Chapter 10-15C of the Town Code:
Section 10-15C-3: FULL CUTOFF REQUIREMENTS: paragraph C is revised to read as follows:
C. Exemptions To Full Cutoff Fixture Requirements:

1. Fixtures having a total light output less than one thousand (1,000) lumens are exempted from
the full cutoff requirement provided:
a. The fixture has a top that is completely opaque such that no light is directed upwards.
b. The fixture has sides that completely cover the light source and are made of opaque or
semiopaque material. Fixtures with opaque sides may have incidental decorative perforations
that emit small amounts of light. Semiopaque material such as dark tinted glass or translucent
plastic may be used if the light source is not discernable behind the material. Completely
transparent materials, such as clear or colored glass, are not allowed.
c. The light source must not be visible from any point outside the property on which the fixture
is located.
d. All light from the fixture is directed downwards, with no light directed above the horizontal
plane.
2. Spotlights controlled by motion sensors having a light output less than one thousand (1,000)
lumens per lamp are exempted from the full cutoff requirement provided:
a. The fixture is a spotlight or other type of directed light that shall be directed at a forty five
degree (45°) angle or less, where the zero angle is pointing straight down.
b. The fixture must not be placed in such a manner that results in illumination being directed
outside the property boundaries where the light fixtures are located.
c. The fixture must be hooded or shielded to the extent necessary to prevent glare on adjacent
properties or roadways.
3. Pathway lights less than eighteen inches (18") in height are exempted from the full cutoff fixture
requirement, if the total light output from each pathway light is less than three hundred (300)
lumens.
4. The total lumen output of lights that do not meet the full cut-off requirement on a property may
not exceed 5,000 lumens per acre.
Section 10-15C-5: SPECIALIZED OUTDOOR LIGHTING; CONDITIONS AND STANDARDS: paragraph B, is
revised to read as follows:
B. Public outdoor lighting (street lighting and lighting on other public property and rights-of-way):
Roadway/Streetlights:
1. Streetlights are prohibited unless recommended by the town engineer or required by UDOT to
ensure the safety of the public. All streetlights shall utilize lamp types that are energy efficient
and minimize sky glow and other unintended impacts of artificial lighting. For lights along SR-9,
the lowest illumination design that meets the minimum illumination requirements set by UDOT
shall be used. Lights along SR-9 shall use decorative light fixtures similar in appearance to the
shuttle stop lighting.

1.2. Public outdoor lighting other than streetlights must meet all the requirements of this chapter.
Such lighting is only permitted when it will enhance safety and security for users of the public
property being illuminated.
2.3. Adaptive controls that adjust illumination levels based on time of day must be included in all
public outdoor lighting.
Section 10-15C-5: SPECIALIZED OUTDOOR LIGHTING; CONDITIONS AND STANDARDS: paragraph D, is
revised to read as follows:
D. Recreational Lighting:
1. The planning commission shall review all requests for new recreational lighting fixtures for fields
or courts. The planning commission shall approve such requests only after finding:
a. The recreational lighting has provisions for minimizing glare, spill light, and uplight by the
use of louvers, hoods, or shielding.
b. The recreational lighting does not exceed illumination levels for class IV sports lighting set
by the Illuminating Engineering Society of North America.
c. The recreational lighting will only illuminate the field or court area with no direct
illumination falling outside of those areas.
d. The light source for the recreational light will not be visible from adjacent properties.
2. Pole mounted recreational lighting shall be limited to eighteen feet (18') in height. Pole mounted
recreational lighting must be set back a minimum of sixty feet (60') from adjacent properties.
3. The lighting for nonfield and noncourt areas shall conform to all provisions of this chapter.
4. Illumination levels for recreational area lighting must be adjustable based on the task (e.g. active
play vs. field or court maintenance).
5. Recreational lighting must be turned off no later than 10:00pm, or one hour after the end of play,
whichever is later. Recreational lighting installations must include timers or auto-shut off controls
that prevent lights from being left on when the recreational area is not in use.
Section 10-15C-5: SPECIALIZED OUTDOOR LIGHTING; CONDITIONS AND STANDARDS: paragraph F, is
revised to read as follows:
F. Signs: Signs may be unlighted, lighted externally, lighted internally, or backlit. All sign lighting must
be designed, directed, and shielded in such a manner that the light source is not visible beyond the
property boundaries where the sign is located. Lighting for signs must be directed such that only the sign
face is illuminated. All lighted signs must have stationary and constant lighting.
1. Standards For Externally Illuminated Signs:

a. Lighting for externally illuminated signs must be aimed and shielded so that light is directed
only onto the sign face and does not trespass onto adjacent streets, roads or properties or into
the night sky.
b. Lighting for externally illuminated signs must be mounted at the top of the sign (or within 2
feet of the top of a building mounted sign).
2. Standards For Internally Illuminated Signs:
a. Only sign copy areas may be illuminated on an internally illuminated sign.
b. Internally illuminated signs shall use semiopaque materials for sign copy such that the light
emanating from the sign is diffused. Transparent, clear, or pure white materials are not allowed
for sign copy. Noncopy portions of the sign (e.g., background and graphics) shall be made of
completely opaque material that is consistent with subsection 10-24-3A of this title.
3. Standards For Backlit Signs:
a. Backlit signs shall be designed such that the light source is not visible.
b. Backlit signs shall be designed such that harsh, direct illumination does not emanate out of
the sign. Rather, the backlighting shall only allow indirect illumination to emanate from the
sign. For example, signs that create a "halo" effect around sign text are allowed.
c. Backlit signs shall use low wattage light sources.
4. Light Color Temperature Standard: All light sources used to illuminate signage must have color
temperature equal to or less than three thousand degrees Kelvin (3,000°K).
5. Luminance level standard: No sign shall have an illuminance level greater than 100 nits (100
candelas per square meter).
6. Sign illumination curfew: Sign illumination shall be turned off one hour after sunset, or the close
of the business, whichever is later. Sign illumination shall remain off until one hour prior to sunrise.
Section 10-15C-7: LUMEN ALLOWANCES is revised to read as follows:
In the VC and CC zones, each property (or group of adjacent properties developed together as a
commercial center) is allowed no more than 60,00030,000 lumens of total lighting per acre. With the
exception of sign illumination, aAll outdoor lighting (building mounted, pathway lightings, parking lot
lightings, sign illumination, etc.) is are included in the lumen allowance. The lighting plan described in
section 10-15C-11 will be used to demonstrate compliance with the lumen allowance standard. Each
light shown on the lighting plan must be included in the calculation of total lumens on the property.
A. The lumens associated with each fixture shall be calculated in the lumen allowance as described
below:

1. Full cutoff fixtures located under solid canopies, solid patio covers, or solid roof eave overhangs
where all parts of the fixture are at least five (5) feet away from the nearest outer edge of the
canopy, cover, or overhang, shall only be counted as twenty five percent (25%) of the fixture's
lumen output for determining compliance with the lumen allowance.
2. All outdoor non-signage illumination and light fixtures not described in paragraph A above shall
be counted as one hundred percent (100%) of the fixture's lumen output for determining
compliance with the lumen allowance.
3. Illumination of signage is not included in determining compliance with the lumen allowance.
AD. The lumen allowance described in this section applies to all new construction, as well as to all
reconstruction, remodels, or additions to existing construction that impact fifty percent (50%) or more
of an existing structure, or add fifty percent (50%) or more building size to an existing structure.
BE. The lumen allowance described in this section is calculated based only on the developed portion of
a property. For example, a five (5) acre property which only has two (2) acres of developed area would
have a lumen allowance of one hundred and twenty thousand (120,000) sixty thousand (60,000) lumens
(sixtythirty thousand (60,00030,000) lumens per acre times two (2) acres of developed area). In
determining what portion of a property is developed, the following criteria shall be employed:
1. All areas where there are physical improvements (e.g. buildings, parking areas, walkways,
driveways, patios, pools, courtyards, walls, accessory structures, etc.) are included as developed
areas.
2. All areas of landscaping required by Chapter 10-18 (either vegetative landscape or natural open
space) are included as developed areas.
Section 10-15C-12: AMORTIZATION OF NONCONFORMING OUTDOOR LIGHTING is revised to read as
follows:
A. Amortization: The Town conducted an initial seven-year amortization of nonconforming outdoor
lighting, which began after the outdoor lighting ordinance was adopted on August 12, 2009. That
amortization period has expired and all outdoor lighting in the Town must comply with the 2009
ordinance. Any outdoor lighting that does not comply with the 2009 ordinance constitutes a violation of
this chapter and is subject to enforcement and penalty. Since 2009 there have been several revisions to
the ordinance. The Town desires all outdoor lighting in the Town to comply with these revisions.
Therefore, a second amortization period will begin on July 1, 2021. The Town shall require the
termination of use of any outdoor lighting that is not in compliance with the standards of this chapter as
adopted on June 9, 2021, pursuant to the amortization schedule contained in this section. The town
shall require the termination of use of any and all outdoor lighting fixtures, structures, lamps, bulbs or
other devices that emit or generate light which do not comply with the standards of this chapter as
adopted on August 12, 2009, and which are not otherwise exempted by this chapter, pursuant to the
amortization schedule contained in this section. Revisions to the standards in this chapter adopted by
the Town Council after August 12, 2009 do not trigger renewed amortization requirements.

B. Schedule Of Amortization: All outdoor lighting legally existing and installed prior to July 1, 2021
August 12, 2009 and which is not exempted shall be considered nonconforming and shall be brought
into compliance by the property owner as follows:
1. Immediate abatement as a condition for approval upon application for a building permit, sign
permit, conditional use permit, new (nonrenewal) business license, design development review or
similar town permit or review when said site improvements, construction, reconstruction,
expansion, alteration or modification of existing sites, structures, or uses individually or
cumulatively equal or exceed one thousand five hundred (1,500) square feet. Projects less than one
thousand five hundred (1,500) square feet will not be subject to immediate abatement. However,
they will count towards a cumulative total of projects on the same property. When the cumulative
total equals or exceeds one thousand five hundred (1,500) square feet abatement shall be
immediate.
2. All damaged or inoperative nonconforming lighting shall be replaced or repaired only with
lighting equipment and fixtures compliant with this chapter.
3. All outdoor lighting not previously scheduled for amortization or otherwise exempted shall be
brought into conformance with this chapter within seven (7) years from July 1, 2021August 12,
2009.
C. Audits: The town shall perform two (2) audits of all outdoor lighting in the town, one four (4) years
and the other six (6) years after July 1, 2021August 12, 2009. These audits will identify all lighting that
does not conform to the standards of this chapter. The results of these audits will be made available to
the public.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Springdale Town Council the _____ day of _______________, 2021. This
ordinance shall be effective upon passage and posting.

___________________________
Mayor Stanley J. Smith

___________________________
Attest: Town Clerk Darci Carlson

Memorandum
To:
From:
Date:
Re:

Planning Commission
Thomas Dansie, Town Planner
May 14, 2021
Design / Development Review: Parcel S-100-C, Parking Area

Executive Summary
Jonathan Zambella has made an application for a Design/Development Review to develop a paved
parking area on Parcel S-100-C. This parcel is accessed off the end of Trapper Circle via an access
easement across the Moenave common area. The property is in the Central Commercial (CC) zone.
Parking areas are a permitted use in the CC zone.
The applicant indicates the proposed use of the parking area will be overflow parking for the La Quinta
Inn and Suites. The parking area cannot be used as a paid public parking area because it does not meet
the standards in section 10-23-10 of the Town Code.
Applicable Code Sections
The Commission may wish to review the following code section prior to the meeting:
1. Chapter 10-11A: Central Commercial (CC) Zone
2. Chapter 10-23: Off-Street Parking Requirements and Standards
Staff Analysis
Standard

Requirement

Proposal

Comments

Lot Area

The minimum lot size is
0.25 acres.

The lot measures over
0.5 acres.

In compliance.

Setbacks

See section 10-11A-6

The parking area is
setback 15 from the
front, 10 feet from
sides, and 20 feet from
adjacent residential
property.

In compliance.

Frontage and Access

Lots must have at least
50 feet of frontage on a
dedicated street

The property does not
have the required 50
feet of street frontage.
However, the lot is an
approved flag lot. Flag
lots are governed by
sections 10-25-8 and

In compliance.

10-25-9 of the Town
Code and are not
required to have the
street frontage
otherwise required by
the zone. The lot is
accessed by a 24-foot
wide public access and
utility easement which
extends from Trapper
Circle across the
Moenave common
area to the lot.
Building Size

Maximum allowed
building size is 8,500
square feet. May be
increased up to 12,500
square feet if criteria
from section 10-11A-5
is met.

There are no buildings
proposed.

N/A

Building Height

If any portion of a
building or structure is
within 30 feet of SR-9
right of way, the
maximum height is 20
feet. If the building is
set back 30 feet or
more from SR-9, the
maximum building
height is 26 feet.

There are no buildings
proposed.

N/A

Lighting

Outdoor lighting must
be down directed and
shielded. Outdoor
lighting is only allowed
to illuminate the
entrances of buildings,
outdoor gathering
areas, and walkways.

The site plan shows
five lights around the
perimeter of the
parking area. These
lights will be 24 inches
high. Details about the
lumens and color
temperature of the
lights are included in
the applicant’s
proposal.

In compliance.

Landscaping

Must retain 35% of the
lot as natural open
space or landscape.

The site plan shows
the required
landscape. There is
sufficient landscape
area and quantities of
landscape shown on
the plan to meet code
requirements.

In compliance.
However, staff notes
the majority of the
proposed trees (pines)
are located in the far
corner of the lot and do
not add visual
screening of the lot or
shading of the parking
lot. Staff suggests these
trees could be
relocated to more
effectively shade the
parking area and
screen the view of the
parking area from
adjacent properties.

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.

There are no proposed
buildings with exterior
materials or colors.

N/A

Parking

See section 10-23-4
Parking spaces
required.

There are no
commercial uses
proposed on the
property, thus there is
no minimum number
of code required
spaces. As mentioned
earlier, if the parking
area is proposed to be
a public parking area it
is subject to the
standards of section
10-23-10. As designed
and proposed the
parking does not meet
these standards.

Staff recommends a
condition of approval
that prohibits the
parking area from
being used as a public
parking area since it
does not meet the
standards of section
10-23-10.

Planning Commission Action

The Commission should review the proposed parking area development and determine whether or not it
complies with the applicable standards in the Town Code.
The Commission may wish to use the following sample motion language when making a motion on this
application:
The Commission APPROVES/DENIES the proposed Design / Development Review for a parking area on
parcel S-100-C. This motion is based on the following findings:
[LIST FINDINGS]
If making a motion of approval staff recommends the following conditions of approval:
1. Because the parking area does not comply with the standards for off-street public parking in
section 10-23-10 of the Town Code, the parking area may not be used as public parking.
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Brie y describe the proposed project

S-100-C, parking lot development on CC zone
Project Address

S-100-C, Trapper Circle
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Springdale
State

UT
Zip

84767
Tax Code Number

S-100-c
Zone

CC
Please upload your Site Analysis

 parking lot Model (1).pdf
First Name

Jonathan
Last Name
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Contact Phone
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Signature
I certify that the information contained in this application and in the attached Site Analysis is true and correct.

Jonathan D Zambella - 03/25/2021 12:06 pm

Ferber Enterprises - S-100-C Parking Lot Development
Trapper Circle, Springdale, UT 84767
Analysis by Jonathan Zambella,
Introduction:
Currently this triangular lot, which sits in the back of the La Quinta inn in Best Western, and
adjacent to the Oenave development has been vaant and never built upon, but has been
significantly disturbed during the development of both Best Western phase 2 and Moenave town
homes. It has foothill property to the north a parking lot to the west and the rear of three hotel
units to te southeast.
The main use of the slot has been construction storage for the last few years. Though the
hillsides have not been disturbed and are left in their natural state, the proposed development of
this lot is completely on disturbed areas with minimal grade. Historically there was a drainage
system installed to help pick up overflow from mowing RV, and the adjacent hotel properties that
then drains into the improved town master drain system that was re-developed in 2018.
The intent for the use of the lot is to provide overflow parking for the LaQuinta Inn and Suites.
This is an approved use within the zone and would have minimal to no negative impacts on the
adjacent properties considering the existing uses of the neighbors. All the properties at grade
level to the parking lot are doing commercial activities within their respective zones.

Design/Development Review Site Analysis Requirements
Applications for Design / Development Review must include a Site Analysis, which contains all
of the following information.
Part I: Site Inventory - See Enclosed Site Map
1. Existing Development / Natural Features Map showing
a. Reference map showing property in relation to rest of community b. North arrow
c. Property boundaries and dimensions
d. Existing zoning on property and on adjacent properties
e. Existing built structures on property i. Location of buildings
ii. Height of buildings - Not Applicable
iii. Setbacks of buildings to property lines
iv. Amount of existing impervious surface lot coverage - NONE
f. Topography with 1’ contour intervals (2’ if the site is larger than 5 acres)
i. Highlight all slopes of 30% or greater grade (any 1 foot or greater elevation
change in any 3 and 1/3 foot horizontal direction)
ii. Show any significant rock outcrops or large boulders
iii. Identify any other significant topographic features
g. Hydrology

i. Show any drainage running through or within 50 feet of the site ii. Show the 100-year flood
plain - NOT APPLICABLE
iii. Show any drainage improvements on or within 50 feet of the site -See site Plan
iv. Show the boundary of the Erosion Hazard Zone
h. Vegetation
i. Show the location and indicate the type of existing native trees ii. Show the location of
significant stands of native brush
2. Photographs showing viewsheds across property from valley floor / SR-9 and adjacent
properties.
3. Narrative describing traffic and access
a. Indicate the property’s legal access (public street, private lane, easement, etc)
Property is granted a legal 24 easement from Trapper Circle as part of the
Moenave Development
b. Describe existing traffic conditions - Currently residential, home occupation, and bike
rental traffic into and along Trapper Circle.
4. Soils report and geotechnical engineer recommendations - TBD
Part II: Land Use Proposal
1. Land use proposal overview
Conversion from disturbed but Undeveloped land to Parking Lot
a. Narrative description of proposed development, including:
i. Topography - Flat with less than 5’ drop across the proposed developed area.
1. Amount of excavation / grading - minimal land movement, but will bring in roadbase for
pavement preparation. The existing disturbed areas coming from trapper circle requires a
small retaining wall to the north for the access road to be put in for proper grade to the
parking lot. This is already significantly disturbed soil that was put in and raised the
grade during that development from Moenave.
2. Number, heights, and percent grade of cut / fill slopes - None
2. Visual Analysis - see images
3. Measures taken to minimize amount of excavation / grading - lot is naturally flat with an
abrupt hillside to the north. Development is contained in the natural flat lot area, leaving
the native vegetation , untouched slopes and existing game trail across the lot.
ii. Hydrology - disrupted soils which drain naturally to the existing drainage system
installed along the La Quinta and Best Western boundaries, but a retention basin will be
installed to handle any overflow.
1. Analysis of post development drainage in and near the property - the curbed and graded
parking lot will flow to a 100 year flood detention basin, and overflow to the existing 30”
pipe
2. Measures taken to minimize run off to down stream properties - 100 year flow 100%
contained on property, and overflows will continue to the 30” pipe system.

3. Measures taken to minimize potential for onsite flooding - impervious surfaces are curbed
to manage flow, and graded to retention basin.
iii. Vegetation
1. Number and description of existing trees to be removed - Not Applicable
2. Justification for removal of native vegetation -Not Applicable
iv. Description of anticipated traffic generation and measures taken to reduce effects of
increased traffic (a traffic study may be required for commercial)
There are approximately 24 normal parking spaces, and 4 RV spaces. We estimate
at full usage all spots will generate a single use per day, generating 31 ingress and 31
egress trips onto Trapper Circle per day. Trapper Circle is a 30’ street with 90’ cul de sac,
which can handle many hundreds of cars a day. Moenave allows home occupations
which generate commercial traffic each day per unit and the town of Springdale has
existing commercial home occupation units which generate commercial traffic for
outfitting on Trapper Circle. This would add to the traffic but not beyond the capacity of
the current development.
a. If the property is in the FR zone, include a discussion of site visibility and justification for
consideration as a “normal” site (if desired). Include documentation such as:
i. ii. iii. b. For all of the i. ii.
Photographs of pole tests. Prints of computer models. Site photographs.
projects, include details on design elements intended to reduce the visual impact proposal such
as:
Measures taken to reduce glare and light trespass from windows. Landscape elements
(vegetation, berms, walls) used to screen the view of proposed structures.
3. Site Plan showing
a. Property boundaries and dimensions
b. Proposed new buildings, structures, and other development as well as existing
development to remain
c. Required setback distances
d. North arrow and scale
e. Existing topography labeled with Above Sea Level (ASL) elevations
f. ASL elevation of finished building pad (multiple measurements if terraced structure) g.
Location of 100 year floodplain
h. Ingress / egress to property as well as any roads, streets, lanes, or access drives on or
adjacent to the site
i. Location and dimensions of all required parking spaces
j. Location of all utilities from main line connection to proposed structures
k. Location of all exterior mechanical equipment, heating and cooling units, propane tanks,
trash receptacles, etc. and method of screening
l. Location of nearest fire hydrant, proposed fire lanes, and fire truck turn arounds
m. Location and ASL elevation of benchmark which will remain undisturbed and in place
during the entire course of construction
4. Grading plan in conformance with the requirements of chapter 10-15B of the land use
ordinance showing
a. Property boundaries

b. Accurate pre-development contours in no greater than 2-foot contour intervals (5-foot
contour intervals if the site is larger than five acres) shown as dashed lines c. Proposed
post-development contours shown as solid lines
d. Grading limits in conformance with section 10-15B-5
e. Any areas of 30% or greater grade
f. Location, height, and finished slope of all cut and fill slopes
g. Engineered plans for slope stabilization if the project contains any cut or fill slopes steeper
than 1.5:1 and greater than four (4) feet in height
h. Finished pad elevation of all proposed structures Not applicable
i. Rock ledges, boulders, and native vegetation within the grading limits that will be
preserved pursuant to the section 10-15B-4(A)
j. Areas requiring revegetation as well as quantities, locations, sizes, and types of plants
used to satisfy the revegetation requirements of section 10-15B-8 See site plan
k. Details regarding irrigation of vegetation used to fill the revegetation requirements of
10-15B-8
Irrigation water and utilities will be provided from the LaQuita Inn property (same land
ownership)
l. A note indicating all areas outside of the grading limits will be fenced or taped off during
construction to prevent accidental or incidental disturbance of these areas Areas will be
properly fenced, detained during construction to prevent construction sheet flows
m. Color renderings, to scale, of any cut or fill slope over four (4) feet in height that will be
visible from the valley floor or the SR-9 highway corridor Not Aplicable. Tallest cut slope is
less than 4’
5. Landscape plan in conformance with the requirements of chapter 18 of the land use
ordinance
6. Floor plan(s) including
a. ASL elevation of the finished floor in each level of the structure
b. Locations of all proposed exterior doors and windows
c. Location of all cross sections (see below)
d. Total size of each level of the structure (including garages, covered porches, and
covered patios)
7. Building elevations from all directions showing
a. Accurate locations and configurations of all exterior walls, rooflines, doors, and windows
b. Accurate representation of the contact between all exterior walls and finished grade
8. At least two cross sections (drawn perpendicular to each other) at the tallest section(s) of the
structure showing compliance with building height ordinance and identifying
a. Natural grade
b. Finished grade (labeled as cut, fill, or uniform grade)
c. Building height envelope, in conformance with chapter 10-15A of the land use
ordinance, drawn above the entire structure

9. Outdoor lighting plan - parking lot lights will be used in compliance with ordinances and
identical to those used at the Zion Canyon Camptound and RV Park renovation
completed this witer. See attached image.
a. Show the locations of all outdoor light sources.
b. Provide details on all proposed light sources demonstrating compliance with the full cut
off fixture standard
c. Indicate the light color temperature of all light sources -all lighting is less than 3000k
d. For commercial projects, include a calculation of the total amount of light (in lumens) total
lumens per light is 900 lumen, for a total project
Output of 6300 lumens.

Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>

S-100-C Lighting
Jonathan D Zambella
>
To: Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>

Fri, Apr 30, 2021 at 1:19 PM

Hi Tom,
After reviewing our objectives with the lighting we are going to drop the post heights to 2’ per light on the west and south
boundaries and keep the same layout. This would require a 5’ setback for those lights and we are then in compliance.
Thank you for amending our application with this information.
Best regards,
Jonathan
_________________________________
Jonathan D Zambella
Owner/Lead Guide
Zion Guru / Namaguides
Cell & WhatsApp

Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>

FW: Comments
Fri, May 7, 2021 at 4:44 PM
To: tdansie@springdale.utah.gov
tdansie@springdale.utah.gov

From:
Sent: Friday, May 7, 2021 4:42 PM
To: tdansie@springdale.utah
Subject: Comments

Comments for Springdale Planning Commission Meeting
May 19, 2021

2. Design/Development Review: Request to develop a 32-space paved parking area on parcel S-100-C (located at
the end of Trapper Circle in the CC zone) - Jonathan Zambella.

If this parking lot is to be accessed from Trapper Circle, the request to develop should be denied. Residents of
an existing cul-de-sac should not have tourists traveling their road to park. I’m sure you are aware of incidents
of theft that have taken place in this neighborhood. Exposure to large numbers of tourists will increase this
risk. It should be noted that because of the small sizes of the townhomes on the cul-de-sac and the absence of
garages, residents are forced to park their vehicles outside, and in many cases keep patio furniture, barbeques,
and bicycles, among other personal possessions, stored on their unfenced patios. As a result, the residents of
this particular neighborhood already experience a heightened exposure to potential theft and vandalism.
Please do not exacerbate this problem by approving development that would invite tourists into a residential
community.
If this parking lot is to be accessed by other means, it’s development plan should include fencing along Trapper
Circle that would discourage tourists from accessing the neighborhood.

Submitted by Nancy Guardabascio
Springdale Resident

Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>

Planning Commission
Loy Dobson
To: tdansie@springdale.utah.gov
Cc: dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov, Loy Dobson

Tue, Apr 20, 2021 at 4:42 PM
>

Tom,
Thanks for sending out the info on Moenave. I am Loy Dobson owner of

on Trapper Circle.

The parking lot has me concerned as we do not know how it will be used. I didn't like the extra
traffic and mud when they were using it last summer and the strange hours people were coming
and going. I was wondering how they had easement from Trapper Circle in the first place as the
property is right behind the Best Western Motel. The business that was using it last year was from
a Zions Outfitter Business using La Quinta's motel and parking lot. If it is for the same business is
there any way we could give them access through our northeast corner property than having them
come clear around and up and down Trapper Circle? 30 parking spaces seems like a lot of parking
also. That is more than 3 of the 6 plexes parking spaces. And now we have a lot of rentals with
kids playing in the street and a lot of bikes. Then generally a business that gets a license has to
have enough parking for their business at the location of their business which should be part of the
motel parking lot.
Then just a few things we have noticed after the other 6 plexes have been built that would be nice
or something to check into on the 2 four plexes that they are planning to build.
1- If they would put the dumpsters to the rear of the parking lots so they were not right out front for
all to see first thing would make it nicer aesthetically. Like Lot 13 and lot 14 did. Lot 11 and lot 12
did not put them in the rear.
2- Then the propane tanks would be better if they were buried deeper so the red tops wouldn't
show. I think that was the whole point of the walls was to hide those tanks. Again they did that on
Lot 13 and lot 14 but not on lot 11 and lot 12 as you can see the red tops on those 2 units.
3- Is there a way we could get a separate water meter for the landscaping instead of all the owners
paying for who knows how many shrubs and trees on their individual meter. Can the city have a
water meter that the HOA pays to take care of all the outside landscaping and hose bib?
4- It would be nice if the HOA was split up having all the single homes in one and all the 4 and 6
plexes in another HOA. Maybe an item the city adds to their list of requirements as to the way the
HOAs are set up.
5- There are electric pipes and ground cover they still have not finished around 101, lot 13, so we
should ask them to finish the project properly before occupancy.
Thanks for all the information you sent out. That was very helpful.
Thanks to all for making it a nice place to live!
Loy Dobson

Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>

Planning Commission
Loy Dobson
>
Mon, May 10, 2021 at 4:16 PM
To: Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>
Cc: Darci Carlson <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>, Moenave Gary <
>, Moenave
Kelly
, Moenave
Neil/Barb
>, Moenave
John
, Moenave
Lorette
>, Moenave
Mary
>, Moenave
Eric <
>,

Tom,
I was wondering if we could get some more information on the parking lot area on Trapper
Circle...?
As I understand it this property is zoned commercial with an entrance from a residential
neighborhood. I was told that was a ruling and was not suppose to happen and that would make
sense.
So is it commercial property...?
Is the only access from a residential neighborhood...?
Have you met with the owner, I assume is Mr Zambella, and walked the property with him...?
Have the planning commission met with him or walked the property site with him...?
Is it possible to let him have access from the back of Moenave property so he could go straight into
La Quinta and close off the trapper access...?
Other questions...
How do we control who parks there?
How do we stop motor homes from staying over night there or employees and customers sleeping
in their cars?
What if the Gurus stop using it as a parking lot what does it become?
With it being open all night as a business there could be more crime in the area of which we have
had bikes stolen already. Not good.
With it being open to a tour company cars would be coming in and out all hours of the night and
day. Not good.
Isn't there suppose to be enough parking for a business by the business? La Quinta parking lot?
Could you please postpone this until we look at some other alternatives?
Is there any other possible solutions?
Please let me know what you think.
Thank you,
Loy Dobson

From: "Thomas Dansie" <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>
To: "Loy Dobson" <
Cc: "Darci Carlson" <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 9:54:01 AM
Subject: Re: Planning Commission
[Quoted text hidden]

Memorandum
To:
From:
Date:
Re:

Planning Commission
Thomas Dansie, Town Planner
May 14, 2021
Design / Development Review: Parcel S-160-A-4-1, Parking Area

Executive Summary
The Town of Springdale has made an application for a Design/Development Review to develop a paved
parking area on Parcel S-160-A-4-1. This parcel is located at the intersection of Winderland Lane and
Paradise Road, at the base of the hill where the historic pioneer cemetery is located. The developers of
the Moenave subdivision deeded this property to the Town as part of the Moenave subdivision approval
process. The property was envisioned to provide a small parking area for visitors to the pioneer
cemetery.
The Town is now in the process of restoring and preserving the pioneer cemetery. The Town wants to
make visiting the cemetery a pleasant experience for descendents of those buried there, as well as those
who are interested in the Town’s history and heritage. Part of providing a pleasant experience includes
providing a convenient and safe parking option for visitors. Currently there is no good option for parking
for visitors to the cemetery. The Town is proposing to develop that parking area to provide convenient
parking for visitors to the cemetery.
The property is in the Public Use zone. Parking areas are a permitted use in the PU zone.
Applicable Code Sections
The Commission may wish to review the following code section prior to the meeting:
1. Chapter 10-12: Public Use (PU) Zone
2. Chapter 10-23: Off-Street Parking Requirements and Standards
Staff Analysis
Standard

Requirement

Proposal

Comments

Lot Area

There is no minimum
lot area in the PU zone.

The lot measures one
acre.

In compliance.

Setbacks

Minimum 10’ setback.

The parking area is
setback 10 feet from
the front lot line on
Winderland Lane. It is
located in excess of ten
feet from all other lot
lines.

In compliance.

Frontage and Access

Lots must have at least
50 feet of frontage on a
dedicated street

The property has more
than 50 feet of
frontage on
Winderland Lane.

In compliance.

Lighting

Outdoor lighting must
be down directed and
shielded. Outdoor
lighting is only allowed
to illuminate the
entrances of buildings,
outdoor gathering
areas, and walkways.

There is no lighting
proposed with the
parking area.

In compliance.

Landscaping

Must retain 50% of the
lot as natural open
space or landscape,
with 30% landscape.

The landscape plan
shows approximately
50% of the property
preserved as natural
open space.
Approximately 4,000 sf
will be planted with
trees and shrubs.
Another 9,000 sf will
be restored with a
native seed mix.
Between the planted
area and the reseeded
area 30% of the
property will be
landscaped.

In compliance.

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.

There are no proposed
buildings with exterior
materials or colors.

N/A

Parking

See section 10-23-4
Parking spaces
required.

There are seven
parking spaces
provided in the parking
area. The code does
not have a specific
requirement for the
number of spaces at a
cemetery. Section
10-23-5 states that the
Commission will
determine the
appropriate amount of
spaces required when
a specific requirement
for a use is not
included in the code.

The Commission should
determine if seven
spaces is a sufficient
number of spaces to
serve the Pioneer
cemetery. Staff feels
this is an adequate
number.

Planning Commission Action
The Commission should review the proposed parking area development and determine whether or not it
complies with the applicable standards in the Town Code.
The Commission may wish to use the following sample motion language when making a motion on this
application:
The Commission APPROVES/DENIES the proposed Design / Development Review for a parking area on
parcel S-160-A-4-1. This motion is based on the following findings:
[LIST FINDINGS]

PIONEER CEMETERY
PARKING PROPOSAL

18.5 ft

Gravel parking with 6
ft concrete entrance
2 inches gravel over 6 inches compacted road base

18.5 ft

Perimeter of parking with
post and rope, bicycle
deterrent

18.5 ft

Path to trail

18.5 ft

Landscape
Plan
All trees and shrubs to
be selected by the
Town’s Parks
Department from the
approved plant list.
Vegetation irrigated
with new irrigation
service installed on the
property. All hillside
areas preserved as
natural open space. All
other non-parking
areas seeded with
native seed mix.

Memorandum
To:
From:
Date:
Re:

Planning Commission
Thomas Dansie, Director of Community Development
May 14, 2021
Design / Development Review: Lodging / Retail at 358 Zion Park Boulevard

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

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

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

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

Building Size

Building Height

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

Lighting

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

Landscaping

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

Colors and Materials

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

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

In compliance.

In compliance.

In compliance.

In compliance.

In compliance..

environment as per
section 10-16-4.

Parking

See section 10-23-4
Parking spaces
required.

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

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

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

Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>

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

Wed, May 5, 2021 at 4:25 PM

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

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

30,000 Lumens
63,000

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

3,940
11,032

Total on site

28,272 Lumens

Sent from my iPad

April 23, 2021
Luke Wilson
Hurricane, UT 84737
Subject:

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

Reference:

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

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

Geotechnical Recommendations
Proposed Comercial Building
Landmark Project No. 21384

Page 2
Springdale, Utah

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

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

Kent Nelson, P.E.
Project Engineer

Memorandum
To:
From:
Date:
Re:

Planning Commission
Thomas Dansie, Town Planner
May 14, 2021
Revised Color and Material Request - Canyon Cottonwoods Cottages, 1775 Zion Park
Boulevard

Executive Summary
The Canyon Cottonwoods Cottages is a Cottage Housing Development with nine cottages located at 1775
Zion Park Boulevard in the VR-CHD zone. The first four cottages are currently under construction.
The Cottage Housing Development zone on this property was approved with sketch drawings showing in
concept what the cottages would look like. A development agreement associated with the CHD zone
approval requires the cottages to be “substantially similar” to the sketch drawings showing the cottage
concepts.
The DDR for the project was approved with cottages that matched the layout, general configuration,
materials, and colors shown in the concept drawings.
The four buildings under construction deviate from the approved DDR drawings in color and materials.
The deviations from approved plans are:
1- The cottages have asphalt shingle roof material instead of the metal roofing shown on the DDR
drawings.
3- The cottages have vertical board and batten siding instead of horizontal wood plank siding shown on
the DDR drawings.
3- Each cottage has only one siding material, the DDR drawings show each cottage with a mix of wood
siding and stucco.
4- The colors are greens and browns, the concept drawings showed tans and browns.
The project developer is requesting the Commission approve the changes in colors and materials.
The requested colors and materials comply with the Town’s color and material standards in the Town
Code. However, the Commission should determine if the proposed changes are “substantially similar” to
the concept drawings submitted with the CHD zone change application (as required by the development
agreement).

CONCEPT DRAWINGS FROM CHD APPROVAL

CONCEPT DRAWINGS FROM CHD APPROVAL
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Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>

ZONE CHANGE REQUEST - Cottage Housing Dev. Overlay Zone-563 Zion Park Blvd
DS
Mon, May 17, 2021 at 11:42 AM
To: bbruno@springdaletown.com, rrioux@springdaletown.com, Susan_mcpartland@nps.gov, raton@springdaletown.com,
selger@springdaletown.com, jburns@springdaletown.com, ssmith@springdaletown.com, Lzumpft@springdaletown.com,
aplayer@springdaletown.com, dmccomb@springdaletown.com, tkenaston@springdale.utah.gov,
ktopham@springdale.utah.gov, tdansie@springdaletown.com

TO: SPRINGDALE TOWN COUNCIL & PLANNING COMMISSION, THOMAS DANSIE
RE: ZONE CHANGE REQUEST - Cottage Housing Development Overlay Zone - 563 Zion Park Boulevard
I have signed onto the detailed letter written by my neighbor Barbara Graves @ 51 Zion Shadows Circle in
vehement opposition to this zoning change. But I want to go ahead and add my own comments for the public
record.
It seems every time the town proposes something like this, they quote the same words from the General Plan as
justification: “To preserve the town unique village feel”. It is just so disingenuous. Growth is inevitable, and the
goal of village feel is the right one for sure, but the questionable activities and decisions that have been made
seem to follow no master plan and are therefore unsustainable and fraught with nothing but negative public
sentiment. The neighboring “RV Park” is a good example of freewheeling increased density that has long
stopped been a “Camp Ground” with families in tents and is now a full-fledge RV Park. The additional recent
signage advertising “Zion Campfire Lodge” is just inviting more fires ! We have had two major fires in town in the
last 6 months. These tourists light bon-fire size blazes within inches of our homes, burn all kinds of materials toxic plastic and cardboard- creating heavy smoke and embers that spark over the fence lines into our yards.
You can smell the stench all the way to Hoodos and into the middle of town on a typical summer night. With
draught conditions as they are, I can’t see this ending well. There is legitimate concern for loss of life not to
mention the property damage.
My neighbors and I love this town and our beautiful, funky street. Most of us have been here for over 20 years.
We want to be partners in the future and keep our residential street RESIDENTIAL and safe from fire, toxic
smoke, light pollution, and the crush of tourists that swing down our street daily mistaking it for the RV Park. I’ve
had over $2,000 in damage to my fence because people can’t maneuver the turn around pulling a massive RV.
Our street needs help with these things, not more ideas for density and increased traffic. There are many good
ways to accomplish this. Please be on OUR side. Please help US.
Sincerely,
Diana Scardilli

Teach InfoWest Spam Trap if this mail is spam:
Spam
Not spam
Forget previous vote
REMEMBER: Never give out your account information, password, or other personal information
over e-mail.

Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>

Proposed zoning change
Jeanie Lesh
To: tdansie@springdale.utah.gov

Sun, May 16, 2021 at 6:35 PM

II live in Springdale on Zion Shadows Circle. I have received the plans for the proposed housing development in the
David West property. I would like to state my strong objections to this development.
First I would like to say that David West has always been a good and considerate neighbor and I understand the need to
plan for his family’s future.
However this plan will negatively impact me and all residents on Zion Shadows Circle and to the South as well.
1. Traffic- it appears there will be parking space for 18 cars and they will exit through Zion Shadows Circle. This will
create traffic, noise and fumes that we don’t currently have to deal with. Plus the spaces will presumably be paved which
creates heat in the summer months. It’s already difficult to get in and out of our street because of traffic.
2. Privacy- the houses will be 10 feet from the fences of the houses on our street. This means that the people living there
will be looking directly into our bedroom windows and our back yards. And we, into theirs. This is unacceptable.
3. Building height and size- it appears that the houses will be 3 stories. This will clearly block any view from our yards. Do
they really have to be that big? Views are of great importance in Springdale and I don’t understand why this is not taken
into account with zoning. If a home buyer paid for a beautiful, serene view and it’s taken away, perhaps there should be
rules about that, or compensation. And also the height will block the sun which will make it impossible to grow the
vegetables I have planted in my back garden.
4. Property value- clearly this proposed development will negatively impact the value of our property.
5. WiFi access- I currently have Dish and Infowest to receive tv and internet service. These houses will block the signals.
Unless Springdale allows them to make their receivers taller, I will be out of service.
Would you want this development 10 feet from your house?
Perhaps there is some kind of compromise that can be reached that will be less impactful? I don’t believe unlimited
growth should be Springdale’s goal.
Jeanie Lesh
Sent from my iPhone

Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>

Planning Commission, Meeting Wed. May 19, Zone change for David and M.J. West
property
Morris Smith
To: tdansie@springdale.utah.gov

Sun, May 16, 2021 at 6:43 PM

I do think we will lose the village atmosphere of our neighborhood street and fear the emotional and physical impact of
possibly 21 or more people living 10 feet from our fence line. I guess in a perfect world we wouldn’t be in this position and
at the same time I know the West’s want to better themselves and make a richer life for their children and what parent
doesn’t.
Kerry Smith

Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>

Upcoming Planning commission meeting
Nancy Neithercut
To: tdansie@springdale.utah.gov

Sat, May 15, 2021 at 10:18 AM

Regarding the zone change request by our neighbors David and Mary Jane West
Looking at the guidelines for these cottages, it seems quantitatively they have been met. However, we question the
validity of the term ‘existing ten foot setbacks’. Where did they get those? From the chicken coop our neighbors built
without asking us, right next to our bedroom? We notice they put the chickens far far away from their house so they would
not have to deal with the noise and odor. Luckily for David and MJ we happened to love their chickens.
As I sit next to my favorite window and survey the views and bask in the light which will soon be gone, I wonder how it
would be if the tables were turned and we were going to take away their light and views and privacy.
However qualitatively,

“10-13E-6: PROJECT PLAN APPLICATION AND APPROVAL: does include this '2. The proposed
development creates no signiﬁcant detriment to adjacent proper es nor to the adjacent areas in which it is
located and that it will be compa ble with the character of exis ng development in the area.'
Since we bought and moved into our home almost twenty one years ago we have added three sliding glass doors and
many windows along the back of our house which borders the proposed development, and we live an indoor outdoor
lifestyle through out the seasons. Certainly our quality of life is being threatened!
Perhaps it is in the nature of things for those with more money and power to eclipse the lives with those who have less,
but if these are built and our lifestyle is eclipsed we will most likely have to move. And where is such a beautiful place like
Springdale?
I imagine our property values will drop, and who would want to buy it? Someone who has not become accustomed to the
vast spaciousness and light and views we now have.
Thank you
Nancy and Craig

Comments

To:

Springdale Utah Planning Commission
Springdale Utah Town Council
Thomas Dansie, Director of Community Development

From: Barbara Graves,
Marie McNeal, David Eaker, and Carma McNeal-Eaker,
Jeanie E. Lesh,
Gary Nesbit and Bronwyn Hamilton
Diana Scardilli,
Nancy Neithercut and Craig Crandall,
Date: May 16, 2021
Re: Zone Change Request: Cottage Housing Development Overlay Zone – 563 Zion Park
Boulevard

Executive Summary
We have reviewed the application from David and MaryJane West (Applicant) for a zone
change from Valley Residential (VR) to Valley Residential – Cottage Housing Development
Overlay (VC-CHD) on property at 563 Zion Park Boulevard (parcel S-99-B-1), located at the
southeast corner of the Zion Park Boulevard / Zion Shadows Circle intersection. The property
measures 1.19 acres in size. The requested zone change would allow the construction of seven
cottage units.
We strongly oppose the Applicant’s zone change request and ask that the Planning
Commission and Town Council deny the application. We present the following comments in
support of the denial of the Cottage Housing Development Overlay Zone.
Town Policy
We have reviewed the staff analysis in Tom Dansie’s May 14, 2021 Memorandum to the
Springdale Planning Commission which stated that the general policy of the town is to not
change zoning designations. We understand that deviations from this policy are allowed only
under one of the three conditions established in section 10-3-2(A) of the Town Code. It is our
position that the Applicant fails to meet any one of the three conditions, which are
1) To promote the goals and objectives of the General Plan and zoning ordinance
2) To correct errors, or
3) To accommodate substantial changes and conditions.
The Application Does Not Meet Any of the Three Conditions for Zoning Change
The goal of the General Plan related to the proposed CHD is “to promote a housing strategy
that meets the needs of current residents, anticipates growth in housing needs within the
constraints of natural resources, promotes a cohesive small-town environment, maintains and
respects Zion Canyon’s natural features, and compliments and integrates with the historic
village character of the community.” Our comments contained herein, show that none of these
conditions are met.

Housing Diversity and Attainability is Not Supported in the Application
The Applicant states that the proposed CHD provides additional attainable housing and housing
diversity especially for households that have long-term commitment to Springdale. There is no
supporting evidence provided by the applicant that this condition will be met. Specifically, the
definition of attainable housing is subjective and is not tied to any study proving that additional
housing would be either necessary or attainable.
In addition, the justification of housing diversity is undefined and not backed by studies related
to the necessity or affordability for diversity. Question: Is the Applicant referring to a diversity of
a type of housing or a diversity of the residents, such as diversity of socio-economic
background? This is unclear.
The Applicant also states that the CHD would provide housing diversity especially for
households that provide long-term commitment to Springdale. Again, what research and/or
factual information indicates the need, the affordability, or that the CHD would be attainable
economically to these so-called households that have long-term commitment to Springdale?
If the town has completed any studies regarding housing demand relative to area employees,
such as hotel and restaurant employees, shop employees, other business employees, Zion
National Park employees or other people seeking long-term commitments to Springdale, this
study should be considered in this application.
Otherwise, the Applicant’s first justification that the CHD provides additional attainable housing
and housing diversity especially for households that have long-term commitment to Springdale,
is entirely supposition without research or factual studies that support their assertion.
On the other hand, many permanent, long-time residents on Zion Shadows Circle have direct
experience relative to the impact of a proposed CHD adjacent to our properties. We are aware
that rental properties in Springdale, which is the intention of this CHD, are typically not
affordable to households that have a long-term commitment to Springdale, as working members
of the community. For example, a typical career-seasonal ranger (works 11 months with a 1
month furlough) at Zion National Park, makes $17/hour. According to a standard that the US
government has been using since 1981, a renter should spend no more than 30% of their
monthly gross income toward housing, including utilities. This means that a ranger has $884
monthly to pay rent and utilities. Many of the hotel staff, such as cleaning staff, make minimum
wage, $7.25/hour, which equals $377/month to be used for rent and utilities. It is unlikely that
the proposed CHD would be affordable to these types of residents at this low cost.
What we have observed is that in order to meet rental cost requirements, individuals working in
Springdale will share housing and divide the space to accommodate as many unrelated
individuals as possible. How will the CHD prevent such over-occupancy including the potential
of converting the approximately 900 square foot basement space into living space for additional
occupants to be able to make the rent? The “padding” of rental properties will result in more
negative impact to the “Village Character” of the Zion Shadows community by increasing noise,
vehicle and pedestrian traffic and other impacts. It is also our assertion, that the presence of the
proposed CHD and seven cottages will negatively impact the village character regardless of the
residents occupying the sites. This will be discussed further later in this document. This kind of
housing use certainly does not promote a cohesive small-town environment as stated in the
Town General Plan.

It warrants discussion that in the town’s memorandum from Tom Dansie regarding this
proposed CHD, he stated “While the Cottage Housing Development will hopefully result in
homes that are more attainable for Springdale employees, there is no guarantee what the
eventual sales or rental prices of the cottages will be.” Then, in the Applicants’ CHD proposal,
they refer to the General Plan of Springdale prioritizing housing diversity and affordability. The
contradictory language regarding affordable housing is concerning and the lack of clarity on
what constitutes affordable housing (or the actual requirements) contributes to the misuse of
rental properties as described above.
Even if the Applicants intend to attract higher income Springdale employees such as Zion NP
Park permanent employees or hotel managers, there is no information in the application that
supports a housing demand from such employees. We are aware of at least three park
employees in this category (including their spouses and/or families) who have recently vacated
rental properties in Springdale, to instead rent or purchase homes in Hurricane, LaVerkin and
Apple Valley. Their reasons have been to secure much lower rents, purchase affordable homes
instead of paying the high Springdale rents and, perhaps most telling, to escape the hectic and
crowded town after working all day in the over-crowded park. This begs the question, who, and
based on what data, does this proposed CHD really serve?
Certainly, the Applicants have determined the cost of the proposed cottages, infrastructure and
other site developments. Obviously, for the project to be lucrative to the Applicants, they have
already determined the anticipated rental prices for the cottages. These amounts may not be
required by the town or available to us nearby residents, but if they were, it would likely show
that most of the cottages will not be affordable to most of the population seeking long term
housing of Springdale. This is especially true now, when housing construction materials are at
an all-time high, and will likely result in inflated construction costs. While many of us know and
appreciate the Applicants desire to generate an income from the CHD to support their own life
and family, it will come at the expense of the Town and many long-time residents living nearby
for several reasons that will be presented below. It is crucial that the Application be transparent
regarding the intention of the Applicant to generate personal income. It is an important
consideration that income generation by private citizens or businesses in Springdale be part of
the discussion relative to motivation for development, and that this motivation be carefully
assessed relative to the increasing negative impact of overdevelopment of the town.
In Tom Dansie’s May 14th, 2021 memo to the Planning Commission, he also states that while
housing attainability is a primary goal of the CHD, the Commission should base its
recommendation regarding the application on the following factors:
1) Is the proposed location appropriate for a CHD?
2) Is the timing right for another CHD to be developed in the Town?
3) Does the design of the proposed CHD promote the goals and objective the Town seeks
to accomplish through the CHD overlay?
So, if housing attainability isn’t truly the town’s priority for the proposed CHD, then let’s consider
whether the proposed CHD is appropriate based on the three factors above.
Factor 1. The proposed location is NOT appropriate for a CHD
The Applicants state that their CDH “…borders Zion Park Boulevard and Zion Shadows, Zion
Shadows neighborhood is a subset of Village Residential which already allows for higher

density, creating a cottage community on the 563 property that will fit into the current density
nearby.”
We disagree that the CHD will fit into the current density nearby. Simply because Zion Shadows
neighborhood that has been here for decades allows for greater density does not automatically
mean that adjacent properties should also be high-density. In fact, we argue that having the
diversity of high, low, and medium density is what helps preserve the sense of community that
we all love.
According to the General Plan 5.1 General Housing, the goal is to promote a housing strategy
that meets the needs of current residents, anticipates the growth of housing needs within the
constraints of natural resources, and promotes a cohesive small-town environment. First, the
needs of currents residents would be ignored and severely negatively impacted with the
acceptance of the CHD. Several properties adjacent to the proposed CHD along Zion Shadows
Circle are occupied by decades-long, permanent residents. Not only their experience, but other
residents on Zion Shadows nearby enjoy the presence of the one-home, one-acre open
property currently at 563. The current property provides a sense openness reflective of
Springdale’s historic village character. The quaint, quiet beauty of the neighborhood would be
decimated.
Increasing the density on the CHD to allow seven cottages would negatively directly impact
many households on Zion Shadows Circle but only benefit the Applicants’ financial gain. If the
General Plan genuinely wants to meet the needs of current residents, the proposed CHD would
be denied. For example, the residents abutting the property would have homes built 10 feet
from their backyard boundary. This will obstruct their views of the open space and remove any
sense of privacy, historic village openness and character, and a buffer from the intensity of
noise, lights and traffic. In fact, this proposed CHD will be so impactful, some of those residents
feel that a dense city-like environment would be created and essentially ruin their home. Many
Zion Shadows Circle residents already contend with the busy campground environment behind
the opposite side of the street. Adding additional density with the proposed CHD will only
contribute to a more intense, hemmed-in urban environment that many residents feel is
increasing with over-development of the town.
Some of the cottages will have second stories that will also directly impact adjacent long-term
and seasonal property owners currently living on Zion Shadows Circle. This will completely
block their views to the west and essentially allow cottage residents to look directly into these
homeowners’ back yards and windows, eliminating privacy that they have enjoyed for decades.
These impacts certainly do not promote a cohesive small-town environment which is a stated
goal in Section 5.1. General Housing in the Springdale General Plan.
We believe with the intense, increased commercial development pressure on Springdale there
is a valid need for some existing acre or larger properties to remain zoned as is and not be
subjected to any CHD. We disagree with the Applicants who state that “accommodating growth
in a town such as Springdale requires balance. If we don’t create some space for potential
residents to live, we lose the sense of community we all love.” We believe that the answer is
exactly opposite in this case. We will lose the sense of community we all love here on Zion
Shadows Circle with the approval and construction of more dense residences adjacent to our
homes.
The Applicants also state that “Our central location will allow residents to easily walk, bike, and
ride the shuttles around town.” Like other aspects of the application, no data has been provided

supporting this outcome. Instead, with the current congestion at this location, so close to Zion
National Park entrance, and busy Lion Boulevard, we anticipate the increase in density will add
to all travel congestion. Even if property owners take advantage of biking and walking, the area
is already congested with both. Shuttles are often full, and this would also add to crowded
demand for shuttle spaces.
Many Springdale residents use vehicles for transportation down the hill to purchase groceries
and household items because parking is easier, and prices are so much lower than in
Springdale. Therefore, it is likely that additional density of residents in this area will greatly add
to the vehicle congestion near one of the busiest intersections in town. It is unlikely that walking,
biking and shuttle service will be the preferred mode of transportation and it will only increase
congestion so let’s also consider the impact of the added vehicles and parking lots associated
with the proposed CHD.
The proposed CHD has two parking areas, one entrance off SR-9 and one entrance off Zion
Shadows Circle. The safety of both is genuinely concerning. One parking area is for 10 spaces
with an entrance off SR9. The other is an addition of eight parking spaces and an entrance to
Zion Shadows Circle and then into the parking lot on the right. Both create several concerns:
• Currently turning into and out of Zion Shadows Circle has become dangerous due to the
number of cars coming from both directions along SR-9. Of particular concern is leaving
Zion Shadows Circle to turn left onto SR-9 to head towards town. Often the wait is
extremely long to safely turn. When a break in traffic finally occurs, the window to
proceed is short and dangerous.
• When approaching from the park and making a left turn onto Zion Shadows Circle, the
double yellow lines denoting the opposite direction turn onto Lion Boulevard create a
confusing and congested turn area. This will create even further safety hazards for any
vehicles turning into or out of Zion Shadows Circle.
• The existence of Lion Boulevard, the Zion Campground entrance, the pedestrian
crosswalk and extensive sidewalk pedestrians in this small area already poses a
significant safety risk to existing residents and visitors.
• Adding eight vehicles to already congested Zion Shadows Boulevard would be a recipe
for accidents.
• Zion Boulevard residents living across from the entrance to the proposed CHD on Zion
Shadows would be irrevocably negatively impacted by the presence of the parking lot.
Vehicles would enter and exit the parking lot anytime, day or night, and create both
engine noise, pollution and headlights shining right into the exisitng houses. This
completely ignores the impact to current residents or the maintenance of the town
character.
• The presence of additional vehicles in a paved area will add to potential pollution of the
Virgin River through runoff. Does the proposed CHD have a stormwater pollution
prevention plan to ensure that parking lot runoff of vehicle fuels, oils and any other
pollutants does not impact the Virgin River?
• Additional impact to air quality in the neighborhood could result from the addition of 18
vehicles.
• The proposed 10 space parking area would share the same issues of congestion along
SR-9 so close to the congested Lion Boulevard Area.
• Currently more than about 25 cars and trucks a day mistakenly turn onto Zion Shadows
Circle and drive to the end of the street and then often speed back impatiently to get out.
Some residents have even had to put up temporary driveway barricades to deter cars
turning around in their driveways all day. The presence of a new parking lot off Zion

Shadows Circle may increase traffic looking for unpaid or open parking and result in
even more unsafe traffic on the street greatly increasing safety hazards to exisitng
residents.
None of these issues related to traffic and the impact of presence of more vehicles are
mentioned or addressed in the Application for the CHD. We believe at the very least, the Town
should be compelled to do a Traffic Study to determine the impact of additional entrances to
parking areas so near to one of the most congested intersections in the entire town. In our
minds, this reality alone disqualifies the proposed CHD based on Tom Dansie’s question: Is the
proposed location appropriate for a CHD? Our response is a resounding, NO.
The Applicants also state that they “plan to remove and bury the powerlines that are currently
overhead the property, which would greatly enhance not only our view, but the views of
surrounding properties, and any visitor passing on Zion Park Blvd. This would
help with a key principle of Springdale Town, which is to ‘protect and preserve
natural features. An unobscured sky is part of the beauty of living in Springdale
Town and looking up at the red rock cliffs.”
Also, the Town has made some strides to include more Night Sky friendly development. The
Proposed CHD does not address how the parking areas, common areas and homes will use
outside lighting. An unobscured sky includes the night sky. If outdoor lighting is proposed or
added it will negatively impact adjacent properties.
Although burying the utilities would be appreciated it hardly qualifies as view enhancement or
preservation and protection of natural features as stated by the Applicants. Our opinion is that
the natural feature is the undeveloped land. The Applicants justification also completely
ignores the ruining of views for many neighbors by adding the presence of buildings, including
second-story buildings. We disagree that this proposed CHD even if utilities are buried
enhances views or protects and preserves natural features. We believe the sacrifice of the open
land and the presence of seven new buildings and parking lots does just the opposite,
eliminates views and destroys natural features.
Again, these impacts do not meet the Town General Plan goals “to promote a housing strategy
that meets the needs of current residents, anticipates growth in housing needs within the
constraints of natural resources, promotes a cohesive small-town environment, maintains and
respects Zion Canyon’s natural features, and compliments and integrates with the historic
village character of the community.”
Factor 2. The timing IS NOT right for another CHD to be developed in the Town
Although this is an odd criterion by the Town because it doesn’t have an empirical data element,
we do not believe that this in the time for another CHD. There have been several commercial
and private developments in Springdale over the last few years that meet the Town’s desire to
create more housing. We believe that the location of this proposed CHD will never be
appropriate due to the negative impact to neighbors on Zion Shadows Circle, its proximity to
one of the most congested areas in town, and its negative impact on village character and
remaining open space, and the potential for noise, air and water pollution.
Factor 3. The design of the proposed CHD DOES NOT promote the goals and objective
the Town seeks to accomplish through the CHD overlay

If the Town was simply looking at the design compliance relative to the CHD overlay, the
Applicant has appeared to comply with physical design requirements. However, this does not
answer the question of the goals and objectives the Town seeks to accomplish through the CHD
overlay.
According to 10-13F-10 CHD, in order to approve a CHD the Town must find all the following
standards have been met:
- All applicable regulations contained in the land use ordinance have been met.
- The development maintains a high-quality living environment within the Town that meets the
goals of the General Plan.
- The proposed development creates no significant detriment to adjacent properties or to the
adjacent areas in which it is located.
- Any variation allowed from the development standards of the underlying zone will not create
increased hazards to the health, safety or general welfare of the residents of the proposed
development or adjacent areas.
- The cottage neighborhood design and layout are compatible with the Town's unique rural
village character, as identified in chapter 2 "Town Appearance" of the General Plan.
We have documented in these comments several reasons that the proposed CHD does not
meet the goals of the General Plan and the CHD overlay standards above. We have indicated
that significant detriment to adjacent properties includes loss of privacy, views, open space,
increased noise, potential pollution so serious that some feel that they would completely lose
the home community that they love. We have shared that increased congestion and traffic will
increase hazards to health and safety of residents and create other possible pollution hazards.
We have discussed how the rural village character will be replaced with a boxed-in feeling of
urban cramping with vehicle headlights, noise, potential over occupancy due to non-affordable
rents. We have addressed the loss of the unique village character that will occur by eliminating
the diversity and historical feeling that remaining larger lots provide.
We appreciate the opportunity to respond to this CHD proposal and strongly urge you to DENY
the Zone Change Request: Cottage Housing Development Overlay Zone – 563 Zion Park
Boulevard.

Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>

Cottage Housing Development Overlay
Trish Rioux
Mon, May 17, 2021 at 12:21 PM
To: Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>, Darci Carlson <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>
Cc: Trish Rioux
, Rioux Eric

Tom, Darci and Planning Commission -- please forward to the Planning Commission
In preparation for Wednesday's Planning Commission meeting and future Town Council Meeting, I wanted to provide you
with my thoughts and concerns regarding the Cottage Housing Development Overlay in general. It is my understanding
that the Town has reached out to specific landowners inquiring as to their interest in developing these properties. Prior to
any overlays being approved going forward, please address the following:
1. What is the purpose of Cottage Housing? If attainable and/or housing for our workforce is the underlying factor, how
will Cottage Housing address? It is a well known fact that prices in Washington County have increased by 30%. If we did
not have attainable housing before Covid, we certainly will not have it now. I believe the only way to address
attainable/workforce housing is through a subsidized program similar to Red Hawk. This has been the Town's only
successful program of this type to date.
2. In the Approved Minutes of the Springdale Planning Commissions from January 2, 2019, it states: "With direction to
staff to provide sample ordinance language regarding Net Developable Acreage, the Commission agreed to put a hold on
approving any new CHD applications until the two pending applications had a chance to be approved and built."
3. In the Approved Minutes of the Springdale Planning Commission from February 6, 2019, it states: "Mr. Dansie said
the CHD didn't actually meet the conditions for the Commission to call a moratorium on CHD Zone applications.
Therefore, the Commission had discussed in a past meeting that although they would still accept applications for the
CHD, they stated to the Council that they would not recommend favorably any CHD applications before they had a
chance to see one built.
4. The first project is under construction. The second project seems to have come to a standstill.
5. I have heard that the CHD units in the first project are sold. If this is the case, what was the sales price? Who are
units being sold to? Are they attainable or second homes for those that can afford to pay a higher price?
In my opinion, these CHD units appear to have been built with absolutely no creativity. They are basic cardboard
structures. Is this what we want the Town of Springdale to look like? What happened to maintaining the Village culture?
Is this what future CHD units will look like if allowed?
6. What is the vision for the Town in the next 5-10 years. Do you have a layout you can show the residents that reflects
the 500+ hotel units previously approved? Does this layout contain the potential CHD units and placement of same?
7. Bottom line, if CHD units are not attainable as workforce units, what is the purpose of them?
8. Before you consider any future CHD units, such as those submitted by David West, please consider my concerns
above.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Trish Rioux
Springdale, UT. 84767
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>
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Neil/Barb
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Lorette
>, Moenave Gary <

Mon, May 10, 2021 at 4:38 PM
Kelly

>, Moenave
t>, Moenave
John
>, Moenave
Eric
>, Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>

I would be in favor of the option to grant access from La Quinta property if possible. Then they could fence off the parking
lot from the Moenave neighborhood. This would have the additional benefit of blocking the current pedestrian access via
the la Quinta property. I believe that’s where the bike thefts earlier this year originated from.
[Quoted text hidden]

-Warm regards,
Kurt Wilson
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Mary

Tom,
I was wondering if we could get some more information on the parking lot area on Trapper
Circle...?
As I understand it this property is zoned commercial with an entrance from a residential
neighborhood. I was told that was a ruling and was not suppose to happen and that would make
sense.
So is it commercial property...?
Is the only access from a residential neighborhood...?
Have you met with the owner, I assume is Mr Zambella, and walked the property with him...?
Have the planning commission met with him or walked the property site with him...?
Is it possible to let him have access from the back of Moenave property so he could go straight into
La Quinta and close off the trapper access...?
Other questions...
How do we control who parks there?
How do we stop motor homes from staying over night there or employees and customers sleeping
in their cars?
What if the Gurus stop using it as a parking lot what does it become?
With it being open all night as a business there could be more crime in the area of which we have
had bikes stolen already. Not good.
With it being open to a tour company cars would be coming in and out all hours of the night and
day. Not good.
Isn't there suppose to be enough parking for a business by the business? La Quinta parking lot?
Could you please postpone this until we look at some other alternatives?
Is there any other possible solutions?
Please let me know what you think.
Thank you,
Loy Dobson

From: "Thomas Dansie" <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>
To: "Loy Dobson" <l
>
Cc: "Darci Carlson" <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 9:54:01 AM
Subject: Re: Planning Commission
[Quoted text hidden]
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May 18, 2021
To:

Thomas Dansie, Town Planner, Town of Springdale

From: Ray & Mara Walter,
RE:

May 19, 2021 Planning Commission, Agenda Item A.3.
Design/Development Review: Request to develop a 32-space paved parking area on
parcel S-100-C (located at the end of Trapper Circle in the CC zone) – Jonathan Zambella.

Tom,
We own a single-family home in Moenave and have a number of concerns which are not
addressed in the package that was provided. Based on our review of the package, including the
application and site plan, we believe reasonable questions exist concerning whether the
proposed use compatible with the adjacent residential community. The increased traffic from
business patrons and tourists raises substantial safety and security concerns. Once approved,
damage cannot be undone. We urge the Planning Commission to defer action until further
review can be completed. Additional information should be provided to address the
community’s reasonable concerns and address any use that would be incompatible.
The so-called flag lot is completely isolated with no physical connection to the applying-business.
There is no unity of title or other instrument connecting the lot to a specific business, and we are
concerned the usage can and will be modified to a use that would receive greater scrutiny if
presented that way. The parking lot is over one-half mile from the hotel and it is simply not
realistic to believe hotel guests will walk such a distance to park. We ae concerned the proposal
may be disguised as merely an incidental “overflow” parking lot for hotel guests, but may instead
become a staging area for a guide service, with those users having no connection to the hotel at
all. If a stand-alone commercial parking lot to support a guide service is being considered in any
way, present or future, we object. We have no objection to guide services in Springdale. We
enjoy participating in those activities and believe they are a fantastic complement – when located
in the right place. Staging should never be allowed in a residential area at the end of a cul-desac. If incompatible businesses exist in Moenave, as the application seems to suggest, adding to
that problem is not a solution and will only encourage further abuse.
Because of the very real potential for much greater traffic than 31 ingress and egress trips as
presented, we recommend a full traffic study be completed, which is typical for a commercial
use. We believe the traffic burden will be much greater. We recommend additional landscape
be provided along both sides of the driveway corridor and on the “street” side of the parking lot
to screen vehicles and provide some level of privacy to adjacent residences. We recommend
restrictions be imposed on the lot to prohibit any change beyond the stated use: “to provide
overflow parking for the LaQuinta Inn and Suites.” A unity of title or similar instrument would
prevent a commercial parking lot from being severed from the hotel, resulting in the lot being
used to support a use incompatible with adjacent residences.
1

Following is a list of concerns and questions we would like the Planning Commission to consider.
We believe these concerns warrant further review of the proposal before it is acted upon.
(numbering is for organization, not priority or order of topic)
1. The application (introduction) states: “The applicant indicates the proposed use of the
parking area will be overflow parking for the La Quinta Inn and Suites.” We are unclear
on why “overflow” parking should be needed. Was sufficient parking required and
constructed when the La Quinta Inn and Suites was initially approved and constructed?
2. The parking lot is completely isolated and is greater than ½ mile distant from the La Quinta
Inn and Suites. It is unclear how La Quinta Inn and Suites guests will get to and from the
parking lot. There is not even a footpath proposed. The application states “Irrigation
water and utilities will be provided from the LaQuita [sic] Inn property (same land
ownership)” but it is unclear how this will occur when only tips of the two properties meet.
The site plan does not show how or where a utilities and irrigation connection is made.
Can a footpath to and from the LaQuinta Inn property be constructed in the same corridor
where the utilities and irrigation will be located?
3. The application gives the impression that the parking lot will serve solely to provide
“overflow” parking solely for overnight guests at the hotel facility but we are concerned
the parking lot will instead become an assembly point or rendezvous area to support
other/ancillary business operations on the facility, including the Zion Canyon Shuttle
Service; the guide service; and/or the equipment rental operations.
4. Is any type of shuttle operation proposed – now or in the future? Will approval include a
prohibition or any limitation on the operation of any shuttle? If approved, will a shuttle
ever be authorized or able to utilize Trapper Circle itself as a staging/gathering or
loading/unloading point, or would this be prohibited because it is a public street?
5. The parking lot has no physical connection to the applicant’s hotel facility and there is no
instrument such as unity of title connecting the lot to the hotel. If parking is needed solely
to support overnight for guests at the La Quinta Inn and Suites, the applicant should agree
to a restriction to prohibit use as an “assembly point or rendezvous area” of any type.
Unless other uses are prohibited by agreement or otherwise, we recommend a complete
traffic study be completed based on potential uses the parking lot may be used for.
6. Will there be any signs, including directional signs or a sign at the entrance to the parking
lot? None appear to be included in the application. How will hotel guests locate the
parking lot? We are concerned customers will wander through the Moenave subdivision
to find the correct parking area.
7. Will there be any limitation on congregating or loitering at the parking lot? The concern
is that tour patrons could arrive early, or remain after their tour.
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8. We are concerned that ancillary business operations on the La Quinta Inn and Suites site
may have expanded beyond their approved capacity and their ability to fulfill their
parking requirements on the site. For instance, the website for the “Zion Guru” (located
on the La Quinta Inn and Suites site) states: “NOTE: THERE IS NO PARKING AT ZION
GURU. WE HAVE A FEW STALLS THAT ARE DESIGNATED FOR GEAR DROP OF AND GEAR
PICKUP OLNY [sic]. PLEASE PARK AND WALK OR TAKE THE TOWN SHUTTLE TO OUR
SHOP!”
9. Will there be overnight parking, or any restrictions on hours of use? There is a particular
concern with RV parking spaces, and camping or occupying vehicles overnight should be
expressly prohibited.
10. The application (Part II, Section a.iv.) describes anticipated traffic and measures taken to
reduce effects of increased traffic as: “There are approximately 24 normal parking spaces,
and 4 RV spaces. We estimate at full usage all spots will generate a single use per day,
generating 31 ingress and 31 egress trips onto Trapper Circle per day. Trapper Circle is a
30’ street with 90’ cul de sac, which can handle many hundreds of cars a day. Moenave
allows home occupations which generate commercial traffic each day per unit and the
town of Springdale has existing commercial home occupation units which generate
commercial traffic for outfitting on Trapper Circle. This would add to the traffic but not
beyond the capacity of the current development.”
There are two apparently-related statements of particular concern regarding “existing
commercial home occupation” and suggests the proposed parking lot will not add
significantly to existing traffic conditions because of these “already-approved”
operations. The application (Part I, Section 3.b.) describes existing traffic conditions as
“Currently residential, home occupation, and bike rental traffic into and along Trapper
Circle.” There are restrictions which limit “home-based” businesses by both the Town
and the Moenave HOA, and we are unaware of any [LEGAL OR CONFORMING] operation
which generates any significant amount of traffic; particularly in comparison to a 31-space
commercial parking lot.
11. The site plan depicts 27 vehicle parking spaces, plus 4 RV; not 24 vehicle spaces and 4 RV.
The agenda item header states “32” parking spaces. How many spaces are there? There
are no designated handicap-accessible parking spaces shown on the site plan; wouldn’t
this be required for a commercial parking lot?
12. There is no traffic circulation within the parking lot. This is a very real concern if a shuttle
is ever to occur, which we believe is imminent. The applicant is much more optimistic
than we are that rental-RV drivers can safely navigate in and out of the lot based on the
layout depicted in the site plan.
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13. Part II, Section 3.ii., (hydrology), of the application does not appear to be consistent and
does not appear to adequately address how runoff/drainage will be addressed. In one
place the application states that “a retention basin will be installed to handle any
overflow”. The next sentence states “the curbed and graded parking lot will flow to a
100 year flood detention basin, and overflow to the existing 30” pipe”; and the next
sentence (Measures taken to minimize run off to down stream properties) states “100
year flow 100% contained on property, and overflows will continue to the 30” pipe
system”.
The unpaved portion of the lot is hillside, so drainage will flow to the paved surface. There
is no assurance drainage will not flow (downhill) to the Moenave common area, or
otherwise overburden the existing drainage system constructed to support Moenave. Is
there sufficient excess capacity at the existing inlet box? Does the applicant have
authority to use the drainage inlet?
14. The landscape plan affords little or no visual screening of the parking lot from the street
and surrounding residences. Landscape on the street-side of the lot should be improved
to provide more screening. Landscaping should be required along the entire length of the
access road.
15. Is there any provision or requirement for trash cans? Or for weed control - which is a
severe problem in the area.
16. If the parking area will be used to support the non-hotel operations, because of the
residential nature of the surrounding lots, there should be a limit on the hours of
operation. This would reduce the need for overnight lighting, and lights could be cut at a
specific hour to preserve the dark sky, which is already undermined by lighting from Best
Western that illuminates the entre hillside. The “outdoor lighting plan” refers to
“identical” lights at another facility and refers to an attached image. This suggests there
is an image of the proposed fixtures, but we found no image depicting the proposed lights
included in the package.
Thank you for your consideration of these questions and concerns. We are hopeful the Planning
Commission will determine that additional information and community input is needed prior to
approving this application.
Sincerely,
Ray & Mara Walter
Ray & Mara Walter
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Mr. DobsonThank you for sharing your questions, comments, and concerns. I will forward your comments to the Commission as part
of the review for this project.
I have attached a copy of the proposed development plan for your reference.
In response to some of your specific questions:
The property is in the Central Commercial zone. The property is accessed through an easement across the Moenave
common area. The property is treated as a "flag lot" under the Town's land use code. The flag lot access across the
Moenave common area was approved as part of the Moenave subdivision plat in 2015 (i.e. the subdivision was required
to provide this access as a condition of approval). This is currently the only access into the property. However, the
Moenave owners and owners of the La Quinta property are welcome to negotiate an alternative access into the property
to replace the access from Trapper Circle.
If approved, the use of the parking area would be subject to the same standards for parking and nuisance as any other
parking area in the Town. Overnight occupancy of vehicles in a parking area is not allowed by code, and thus would not
be allowed on the property.
Thank you!
Tom
[Quoted text hidden]

PARKING SHEET 1.pdf
295K
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Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>

Trappers Circle Proposed Commercial Parking Lot
Trish Rioux
Mon, May 17, 2021 at 12:46 PM
To: Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>, Darci Carlson <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>
Tom, Darci and Planning Commission -- please forward to the planning commission.
If at all possible, is there any possible access to this lot from the LaQuinta Property?
Trappers Circle will contain a total of 32 units when completed. I do not believe the residents will appreciate
seeing hundreds of cars as well as RV Units per day. This is not why individuals move to Springdale.

There are approximately 24 normal parking spaces, and 4 RV spaces. We estimate at full usage all
spots will generate a single use per day, generating 31 ingress and 31 egress trips onto Trapper
Circle per day. Trapper Circle is a 30’ street with 90’ cul de sac, which can handle many hundreds of
cars a day. Moenave allows home occupations which generate commercial traffic each day per unit
and the town of Springdale has existing commercial home occupation units which generate
commercial traffic for outfitting on Trapper Circle. This would add to the traffic but not beyond the
capacity of the current development."
Trish Rioux
Springdale, UT. 84767

