MINUTES OF THE SPRINGDALE PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING ON
WEDNESDAY MARCH 17, 2021 AT 5:00 PM
This Planning Commission meeting did not have an anchor location and was conducted
entirely via electronic means. Commission members connected remotely.
The meeting was available to the public for live viewing/listening and contained public
hearings.
Meeting convened at 5:00 pm.
MEMBERS PRESENT: Chair Barbara Bruno, Commissioners Ric Rioux, Jack Burns, Dawn
McComb, Tom Kenaston, Kyla Topham, and Susan McPartland from Zion National Park.
ALSO PRESENT: Director of Community Development Tom Dansie and Deputy Clerk Katy
Brown recording. See attached sheet for attendees known to have signed into the electronic
meeting.
Approval of the Agenda: Motion made by Ric Rioux to approve the agenda. Seconded by
Tom Kenaston.
Burns: Aye
Topham: Aye
Kenaston: Aye
Rioux: Aye
Bruno: Aye
Motion passed unanimously.
Commission discussion and announcements: Mr. Dansie announced that as COVID restrictions
were slowly lifting, the Town was taking steps to transition back to in-person meetings in the near
future.
A. Action Items
1. Public Hearing: Ordinance Revision - Addition to Title 10 of the Town Code of a geologic hazard
ordinance which will establish standards for identification, investigation, and mitigation of
geologic hazards on a property as part of the development process: Utah Geologic Survey (UGS)
had strongly recommended adopting geologic land use regulations to address hazards that the Town was
not currently regulating such as landslides, rockfalls, liquefication, and radon gas hazards. The proposed
ordinance created standards for evaluating and responding to potential threats from geologic hazards in
Springdale. The ordinance would build on the Town’s current requirements for a geotechnical
investigation by expanding the scope to look at soils and geologic hazards for properties identified as
being in a high hazard area according to UGS-drafted hazard maps. If an initial geotechnical investigation
indicated the presence of likely geologic hazards on the property, it would require an additional in-depth
analysis and require the applicant to provide mitigation strategies.
The Commission had previously reviewed a draft ordinance, and since then it had undergone format and
stylistic changes. The Commission also added clarification that any geotechnical investigations would be
required for any structure intended for human occupancy.
The Town attorney had reviewed the most current draft and made additional formatting and stylistic
changes that were not included in the draft that was before the Commission. Most of the attorney’s
revisions did not change the substance of the policy in any way, but any motion for approval would need
to be inclusive of those changes. In 10-15F-9(E)(3), the attorney noted that the language indicates that
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the Town would review each geologic hazard report submitted and determine if the report was in
compliance with current standards. The attorney recommended revising the language so the Commission
would determine whether or not the proposed land use was in compliance with standards, not the
geotechnical report.
The attorney also suggested that the Commission discuss another portion of the ordinance. As drafted, if
an applicant orders a geotechnical investigation and the report recommended several different strategies
for mitigation, the Town could retain the right to direct the applicant on which mitigation strategies would
be required.
Commission questions to staff: None were asked.
Questions to staff by members of the public: Ryan Lee asked what prompted the ordinance revision.
•

The Town currently had a standard wherein no property could be developed in such a way that
placed people or property at unreasonable risk of natural or geologic hazard. The proposed
ordinance attempted to add more clarity and specificity to the current standard. Fortunately, the
Town had not experienced any loss of life due to geologic hazards, but there were nearby
communities that experienced geologic events resulting in damaged properties and loss of lives.
The Town was attempting to get ahead of that and provide a level of safety for new development
in Town.

Mr. Lee felt that any property in Springdale was surrounded by a geologic hazard of some kind. He asked
how the hazard areas in Springdale were defined.
•

Mr. Dansie referred to the geologic hazard map produced by UGS showing areas of elevated risk
of hazards.

Public questions to the applicant: None were asked.
Motion made by Jack Burns to open Public Hearing. Seconded by Dawn McComb.
Burns: Aye
McComb: Aye
Rioux: Aye
Kenaston: Aye
Bruno: Aye
Motion passed unanimously.
Public Comments: Mr. Lee had heard a lot of complaints from residents that affordable housing was
very needed. Each new regulation made it harder and more expensive to develop, which would affect
the likelihood of affordable housing. Any location in Springdale presented a hazard, it was part of
living there. He did not support the ordinance.
Luke Wilson saw the value of having set criteria. His colleagues had estimated that requiring
additional analysis would triple development costs. He liked the premise but felt it would be costprohibitive.
Rob McMahon said geotechnical reports were sometimes vague and could not be exact because of
small sample sizes. It was evident in the disclaimers that many geotechnical reports contained. He
felt the Town should be cautious about basing regulations on technical reports. He had seen multiple
reports for the same site that offered conflicting information and suggestions.
Motion made by Jack Burns to close public hearing. Seconded by Dawn McComb.
McComb: Aye
Burns: Aye
Rioux: Aye
Kenaston: Aye
Bruno: Aye
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Motion passed unanimously.
Commission deliberation: Ms. Bruno understood the tone of caution from those who made public
comments. The Commission had put a lot of time into the concept and had emphasized public
engagement through the process. The Town had recently organized an event for UGS to help educate
the community on the hazards that existed and the potential mitigation efforts that could be pursued. She
acknowledged that it was tricky but that the ordinance was necessary. The Commission was trying to
mitigate areas that posed an above-normal risk. For those visiting the area who didn’t understand the
inherent risks, the Commission felt an obligation to put a requirement for mitigation strategies in place.
The Commission agreed with Ms. Bruno’s comments and understood the potential impacts but felt that
mitigation strategies were important.
Ms. Topham added that affordable housing was on the forefront of her mind, but she didn’t think the
Commission could make strides with affordable housing availability at the risk of the public’s safety.
Mr. Burns questioned the recommendation from the attorney about the Town being able to choose which
mitigation strategies the applicant would have to implement. He wondered if that would present a liability
for the Town.
•

Any mitigation strategies would be recommendations from field experts and engineers, not the
Town. The Town attorney felt that the Utah Government Immunity Act protected the Town from
liability.

Mr. Burns asked staff to clarify the purpose of the modification to 10-15 -F-9(E)(3).
•

The ordinance originally stated that “Springdale will determine if the report complies with the
following standards”. The “report” only served as evidence of compliance; therefore, any
determinations should be based on whether or not the proposed development, as demonstrated
by the report, complied with land use standards.

Motion made by Barbara Bruno that the Planning Commission recommends that the Council
adopt the Geologic Hazard Ordinance as presented in our package with edits from our
attorneys in section 10-15-F-9(E)(3) that makes it clear that the land use must comply with the
standards rather than the report and that the Town, with expert advice can recommend the
mitigation method. We recommend the adoption of this ordinance based on findings from the
Utah Geological Survey ad the Utah Department of Natural Resources in an attempt to protect
human life. This ordinance will apply to help protect buildings that are designed for human
occupancy in areas that are above normal risk. We have deliberated over the language and feel
that it is appropriate and more comprehensive than the current Geologic Hazards standards.
Also, we recommend the general formatting and stylizing changes that the attorney
recommended. Seconded by Dawn McComb.
McComb: Aye
Burns: Aye
Kenaston: Aye
Rioux: Aye
Bruno: Aye
Motion passed unanimously.
2. Public Hearing: Design/Development Review: Restaurant, gift shop, and theater building at 897
Zion Park Boulevard (Bumbleberry Property) - Stan Smith: The previous building was a nonconforming building. Town code allowed non-conforming buildings destroyed by catastrophic events to be
rebuilt to the configuration that existed immediately prior to the catastrophic event. The applicant was
proposing to rebuild the structure within the confines of the original configuration with a few alterations.
The building was proposed to have a larger front setback than before. The proposed building also had a
slightly smaller footprint and would incorporate more of the current design standards from the Central
Commercial (CC) zone. Alterations were allowed by Town code but required Council approval, which was
given in their March regular meeting. The Commission was tasked with reviewing the proposed new
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building for compliance with the CC zone standards, as modified by the allowance for the previous nonconforming building.
Mr. Dansie referred to a comment letter from a community member (Attachment #1) and reminded the
Commission that they needed to review the application in terms of its compliance with standards, not in
terms of what they thought was the best and most appropriate design for the property.
Commission questions to staff: None were asked.
Questions to staff by members of the public: None were asked.
Applicant presentation: Applicant Stan Smith provided that all concrete would have color applied and
the light fixtures would be in compliance with the current lighting ordinance.
Commission questions to the applicant: None Were asked.
Public questions to the applicant: None were asked.
Motion made by Jack Burns to open Public Hearing. Seconded by Tom Kenaston.
McComb: Aye
Burns: Aye
Rioux: Aye
Kenaston: Aye
Bruno: Aye
Motion passed unanimously.
Public Comments: In addition to speaking, the public could type a comment into the Zoom chat box
to be acknowledged. No public comments were made.
Motion made by Ric Rioux to close public hearing. Seconded by Dawn McComb.
McComb: Aye
Burns: Aye
Rioux: Aye
Kenaston: Aye
Bruno: Aye
Motion passed unanimously.
Commission deliberation: Mr. Burns made an appeal to the applicant to reconsider the design in the
context of current Commission discussions about design standards. He didn’t see any parkitecture
elements and felt that there wasn’t anything in the proposed design that spoke to small-town character.
He worried that the large amount of glass in the design would become essentially a showcase at night,
creating light spillage and affecting night sky designations.
Ms. Bruno felt that the applicant had the opportunity to adjust the plan slightly and it could become a
showcase of the current discussions around design standards.
Mr. Rioux was looking forward to having the landmark back and had hoped it would be a strong
representation of village character.
Motion made by Tom Kenaston that the Commission approves the Design/Development Review
for a restaurant, gift shop, and theater building at 897 Zion Park Boulevard. The Planning
Commission makes the following findings: Prior to November 2020, a restaurant / theater / retail
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building was located at 897 Zion Park Boulevard. That building was non-complying with several
aspects of the Town Code, including setback, building size, and design standards. The
restaurant / theater / retail building was destroyed by fire in November 2020. Section 10-21-8 of
the Town Code allows a non-complying building destroyed by a catastrophic event to be rebuilt
to the configuration that existed prior to the destruction, as long as the non-complying aspects
are not expanded. Pursuant to section 10-21-8, the property owner is requesting to rebuild the
building to the configuration that existed prior to the November 2020 fire. The proposed
reconstruction of the restaurant / theater / retail building at 897 Zion Park Boulevard will comply
with all applicable standards of the code, except front setback, building size, and design
standards. However, the degree of non-compliance with setbacks, building size, and design
standards will be less than what existed prior to the November 2020 fire. Section 10-21-9-(B)(2)
of the Town Code allows a non-complying building to be altered, with the approval of the Town
Council, as long as the non-complying aspects of the building are not expanded. The proposed
building will not be an exact replica of the building that was destroyed by fire. However, the
Town Council has authorized an alteration of the building, pursuant to section 10-21-9(B)(2) of
the Town Code. Based on these findings, the Planning Commission approves the
Design/Development Review for the restaurant / theater / retail building at 897 Zion Park
Boulevard. This approval is subject to the following conditions: 1. All outdoor light fixtures
must have the light source elevated at least two inches above the bottom of the fixture housing,
as required by Town Code.2. All exposed concrete (including foundation walls, stem walls,
retaining walls, and flat work) must be colored or stained to meet Town standards, or must be
covered with a veneer of an approved exterior building material. Seconded by Barbara Bruno.
McComb: Aye
Burns: Aye
Rioux: Aye
Kenaston: Aye
Bruno: Aye
Motion passed unanimously.
3. Public Hearing - Design/Development Review: Retail and lodging building at 358 Zion Park
Boulevard - Luke Wilson: Between the time that the staff report was sent and the meeting, details about
a setback issue with the proposal came to light that the Commission would need to discuss. A variance
was granted in 2018 that reduced the setback requirement of the existing paid parking area. Contrary to
what staff and the applicant originally thought, the 2018 variance did not apply to the most recent
proposal for a retail/lodging building. A new variance would need to be applied for and approved specific
to the current proposed design to authorize the setback reduction. The Commission had a few avenues
available to them. They could deny the application due to the project not meeting setbacks. They could
also table the application to allow the applicant time to seek a variance. They were also free to approve
with a condition that the applicant must be approved for a variance.
Commission questions to staff: Ms. McComb asked about the appeal process for the applicant to apply
for a variance.
•

An Administrative Hearing Officer, acting as the Town’s Appeal Authority would evaluate the
variance application and make a determination on five criteria in the Town Code of whether or not
to grant a variance.

Ms. Bruno asked about the parcel being rezoned in the past to Parking Structure Overlay zone and if that
was the current zoning designation.
•

The zone change was initially approved in 2017 but never finalized, so the parcel remained in the
Village Commercial zone.

Questions to staff by members of the public: None were asked.
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Applicant presentation: When Mr. Wilson was in the process of the creating the current design, he was
under the impression that the variance granted in 2018 ran with the land. He didn’t realize he would need
to seek a new variance for the current proposal. The same conditions existed today that existed when the
2018 variance was approved in terms of traffic circulation. If the proposed design had to meet current
setbacks, it would prohibit the development altogether. He explained the proposal and highlighted certain
design attributes that matched elements found at the shuttle stops. The architect was proud of the design
and considered it a great example of blending parkitecture with modern design.
Commission questions to the applicant: Mr. Burns asked if UDOT was going to approve use of the
right of way.
•

Mr. Wilson replied that UDOT approved a previous iteration located slightly North of the driveway
but had not approved the current version yet. He was also hoping that UDOT would approve a
crosswalk in that location.

Mr. Burns asked how many parking spaces would be left after all commitments for the new building had
been met.
•

Mr. Wilson replied there were 113 parking spaces originally. There were roughly 35 spots that
had been allocated to previous development on the parcel leaving roughly 80 spots left over for
paid parking. There was an excess of parking spots.

•

Mr. Burns worried that the applicant could use the need to retain the paid parking as a way to
justify the variance for setbacks. If the variance was granted and the applicant decided to
discontinue the paid parking component, Mr. Burns had concerns about maximum buildout and
density of the lot if new development was proposed in place of the paid parking element in the
future. He wanted to know the specific compelling reasons for seeking a variance.

•

Mr. Dansie replied that the Administrative Hearing Officer would oversee the variance request
and evaluate compelling reasons presented by the applicant.

Ms. McComb felt that the proposal was a win/win in terms of the General Plan’s call for walkability.
Parking lots weren’t a favored use so she was happy that the parking lot would be hidden behind the new
building.
Mr. Rioux felt that any new development should be subject to the setbacks and landscaping required by
Town Code. What had started as a flat parking lot was now a parcel with multiple structures on it, two of
which required variances. If all the structures had been proposed at the same time, the development
would be subject to the setbacks and landscaping required by Town Code currently.
Mr. Burns asked about the foundation system and wanted to know if any geotechnical analysis had been
performed.
•

The structure would have a deep-set foundation system and extensive geotechnical analysis had
been performed on the entire parcel.

Ms. Topham asked if the design included public restrooms. Mr. Wilson confirmed there would be public
restrooms.
Ms. McPartland commented about the pedestrian impact and what that would mean for road crossings at
that location. Based on the information presented it didn’t appear that any studies had been done and
UDOT had not yet approved any mitigation measures.
Public questions to the applicant: None were asked.
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Motion made by Ric Rioux to open Public Hearing. Seconded by Tom Kenaston.
McComb: Aye
Topham: Aye
Rioux: Aye
Kenaston: Aye
Bruno: Aye
Motion passed unanimously.
Public Comments: Robert McMahon echoed comments made by Mr. Burns. He couldn’t see any
compelling reasons for the Town to grant a variance.
Motion made by Tom Kenaston to close public hearing. Seconded by Dawn McComb.
McComb: Aye
Topham: Aye
Rioux: Aye
Kenaston: Aye
Bruno: Aye
Motion passed unanimously.
Commission deliberation: Ms. Bruno liked the design and hoped that the applicant could come into
compliance with the setback issue.
Mr. Burns questioned the impact to the SR-9 corridor. The closer to the corridor, the greater the visual
impact. He liked the design but felt that the applicant had not presented any compelling claims of
hardship to justify a reduction of the setbacks. Every applicant should be expected to present an
application that was fully in compliance prior to any approvals.
Mr. Rioux was under the impression that there was a temporary moratorium on applications in
geologically hazardous areas that may fall under the geologic hazard ordinance.
•

The Geologic Hazard Ordinance would only regulate areas within the bounds of geologic hazard
areas depicted by the UGS-developed hazard maps. The portion of the lot that Mr. Wilson was
proposing to develop was not within any hazard areas according to the maps, and would
therefore not be subject to the Geologic Hazard ordinance and mitigation strategies.

Motion made by Barbara Bruno to table the Design Development Review for a retail and lodging
building at 358 Zion Park Boulevard on to allow the applicant to apply for a variance for a setback
reduction for the building and if that variance is granted, he brings it back to the Commission for
review and that at that time finding that he in compliance with lot area, building size, building
height. We do require an outdoor lighting plan showing locations of proposed lighting fixtures,
that he is in compliance with landscaping, we would want to see color and materials samples and
we would require 14 parking spaces that are dedicated for the businesses on the site. Seconded
by Dawn McComb.
McComb: Aye
Rioux: Aye
Kenaston: Aye
Burns: No.
Bruno: Aye
Motion passed.
4. Request for change in approved exterior materials: La Fave transient lodging building at
1214 Zion Park Blvd – Ryan Lee: The applicant requested a change in the previously approved stone
material.
Approved Minutes of the March 17, 2021 Planning Commission Regular Meeting

7|
Page

Ms. Bruno asked the reason for the request and why Mr. Lee couldn’t just use the same red sandstone
material that was on the other newly constructed building.
• Mr. Lee was informed a few days ago that the Chief Joseph stone he had originally wanted
and intended to use was not what had been approved. Mr. Lee was able to provide the
Commission with an example of what the Chief Joseph stone would look like on a building
(attachment #2).
Ms. Bruno had heard a lot of comments from the residents who weren’t excited about the lack of
continuity from building to building on the property. She didn’t feel she could support another aesthetic
in addition to what was already in place. She felt it was important to stick with what was originally
approved.
Mr. Rioux felt that the Commission had worked hard to craft design standards that promoted harmony
and consistency. He didn’t see how changing the material from one building to another was going to
accomplish that ideal.
Mr. Burns felt the Planning Commission had focused on crafting standards that would help a builder
achieve consistency with architectural elements to ensure compatibility between several structures on
the same parcel of land. He was in favor of what was originally approved.
• Staff clarified that there was a stone sample submission for red sandstone that accompanied
the design for the transient lodging building adjacent to the building currently under
construction. There was an assumption that Mr. Lee would use the same materials on
subsequent buildings.
• Mr. Lee was adamant that he produced a sample of the Chief Joseph stone and that it was
approved. It was the stone he had originally wanted on all buildings and the only reason he
had made a concession to use the red sandstone was to be more in harmony with the red
sandstone work on the original La Fave Gallery.
Motion made by Barbara Bruno that the Commission does not approve the new stone on the
building at La Fave Gallery and that we instead require that the stone that exists on the most
recent building be used. Seconded by Ric Rioux.
McComb: Aye
Burns: Aye
Rioux: Aye
Kenaston: No
Bruno: Aye
Motion passed.
B. Consent Agenda
Motion made by Dawn McComb to approve the minutes from the Planning Commission
meetings of February 17th and March 3rd as presented. Seconded by Barbara Bruno.
McComb: Aye
Rioux: Aye
Kenaston: Aye
Burns: Aye
Bruno: Aye
Motion passed unanimously.
C. Adjourn
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PO Box 187 118 Lion Blvd Springdale UT 84767
REMOTE MEETING ATTENDANCE RECORD

Meeting: Planning Commission Work Meeting 3/17/2021
Stan Smith
Robert McMahon
Clay Lister
Erin Tyler
Ryan Lee
Mark Fahrenkamp
Trisha Clark
Luke Wilson
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3/16/2021

Town of Springdale Mail - Fwd: Bumbleberry Building

Darci Carlson <dcarlson@springdale.utah.gov>

Fwd: Bumbleberry Building
Barbara Bruno <bbruno@springdale.utah.gov>
To: Planning Commission <pc@springdale.utah.gov>

Tue, Mar 16, 2021 at 1:25 PM

Not sure if everyone saw this, so I'm forwarding.
---------- Forwarded message --------From: Julie McKown
Date: Tue, Mar 16, 2021 at 11:36 AM
Subject: Bumbleberry Building
To: <bbruno@springdaletown.com>

>

Barbara,

I am very disappointed with the proposed appearance of the soon to be reconstructed
Bumbleberry.
Replacing this building is the perfect opportunity for the center of our town to shine. This
design is not representa ve of the grand history the Bumbleberry has contributed to Springdale
over the years. I feel the design falls far short of our vision of "park-architecture" and is not the
building we should have as a crown jewel to the center of town.
Sincerely,
Julie C. McKown

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.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=30ba802b12&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f%3A1694417830662875278&simpl=msg-f%3A16944178306… 1/1

3/26/2021

Town of Springdale Mail - Fwd: Chief Joseph Stone install sample
Katy Brown <kbrown@springdale.utah.gov>

Fwd: Chief Joseph Stone install sample
2 messages
Thomas Dansie <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>
To: Planning Commission <pc@springdale.utah.gov>
CommissionersPlease see the additional information below regarding the material change request at the LaFave rentals.
Tom
---------- Forwarded message --------From: Ryan Lee <
>
Date: Tue, Mar 16, 2021 at 6:22 PM
Subject: Fwd: Chief Joseph Stone install sample
To: tdansie@springdale.utah.gov <tdansie@springdale.utah.gov>

Hello Tom,
Attached is a sample of an actual install in St. George of the Chief Joseph Stone.
This may be helpful to the planning commission members before tomorrow’s meeting, so they can see something other than just the sample board. Please feel free to forward it to them if you think it
Best,

Ryan Lee | Co-Founder | Blue Raven Solar |
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Ryan Lee | Co-Founder | Blue Raven Solar |

Katy Brown <kbrown@springdale.utah.gov>
Draft To: Springdale Town <springdale@springdale.utah.gov>

Fri, Mar 26, 2021 at 3:28 PM

[Quoted text hidden]

-KATY BROWN
Deputy Clerk/Business Licensing
Town of Springdale
435-772-3434 x 317
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