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MINUTES OF THE SPRINGDALE PLANNING COMMISSION ELECTRONIC REGULAR MEETING
ON WEDNESDAY AUGUST 19, 2020 AT 5:00PM
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.

Meeting convened at 5:00 PM
MEMBERS PRESENT: Chair Jack Burns, Barbara Bruno, Mike Marriott, Tyler Young, Ric Rioux, Dawn
McComb, and Treacy Stone 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 Mike Marriott to approve the agenda; Seconded by
Barbara Bruno.
Bruno: Aye
Marriott: Aye
Rioux: Aye
Burns: Aye
Young: Aye
Motion passed unanimously.
Commission discussion and announcements: Mr. Dansie announced that Steve Carnahan had
resigned from the Commission and Tom Kenaston would be appointed as a new Commissioner in the
Town Council Special Meeting on Thursday August 20, 2020.
Mr. Dansie reminded the Commission to send along their individual General Plan priorities and draft
mission statements by August 25th for inclusion in the packet material for the next work meeting.
A. Action Items
1. Design/Development Review: Canyon Springs Estates Lot 21, Sean and Ann Keightley:
Residential DDRs typically did not require the Commission to review, however based on staff analysis,
Lot 21 was determined to be a view-obstructing lot. If the proposed structure was built to maximum height
allowed by the zone, it could potentially present negative impacts on views from adjacent properties. Mr.
Dansie mentioned a few public comment letters from neighbors and urged the applicant and the
Commission to keep in mind that Town ordinances were separate from HOA standards. The Commission
was asked to review the design to determine compliance with Town design standards and set any
necessary conditions of approval.
Ms. Bruno had visited the lot with fellow Commissioner Rioux. She felt the conditions presented in the
staff report were appropriate and had no issue with approving the design accordingly. She offered to
accompany staff for any future site visits that involved building height reviews.
Ms. McComb pointed to concerns over the proposed photocells on the exterior lighting and asked Mr.
Keightley if he was cognizant about his relationships with his neighbors at this point in his design. She
also asked if the maximum height had been addressed in regard to concerns raised by neighbors.
• Mr. Keightley was committed to being cognizant of his neighbor’s feelings and was looking
forward to developing relationships with them. They currently lived in remote area in Texas and
valued quiet, natural environments. The proposed photocells were definitely something he could
live without.
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Mr. Dansie said that the height limit for a view obstructing lot was 20 feet above existing grade.
The proposed structure was less than that and therefore in compliance with design standards.

Mr. Burns asked about plant species that would replace the mature Junipers if they needed to be
removed during construction.
• The intent was to retain the Juniper Trees, but if that was not possible, the standards required
replacing each tree with two trees of similar species.
Mr. Young suggested adding a condition of approval that exterior lighting must be down directed.
• Mr. Keightley assured the Commission that they would ultimately select lighting fixtures in
compliance with design standards.
Mr. Rioux asked if a geotechnical review was forthcoming due to the slope on the lot.
• If the Commission approved the DDR, the next steps for the applicant would include an in-depth
geotechnical analysis that would be reviewed by the building inspector.
Motion made by Barbara Bruno that the Planning Commission finds that the proposed
development on Canyon Springs lot 21 as depicted in the application materials meets all
applicable land use standards. The Commission approves the residential design development
review for Canyon Springs lot 21 as presented in the application subject to the following
conditions: 1) That the recessed can lighting must have light sources recessed at least two inches
above the bottom of the fixture and have a light color temperature of 3,000 kelvin or less, any
fixtures must have lighting that points only downward and not upward, and that there be no photo
cells that turn the lights on automatically. 2) The driveway and other lot coverage not associated
with the building or patios shown on the site plan cannot exceed 877 sq. ft. in area. 3) Two
replacement plants of a similar species must be provided if the large mature Juniper trees at the
back of the home are removed; Seconded by Ric Rioux.
Bruno: Aye
Young: Aye
Marriott: Aye
Rioux: Aye
Burns: Aye
Motion passed.
B. Consent Agenda
Motion made by Tyler Young to approve the minutes from July 15th and August 5th. Seconded by
Barbara Bruno.
Bruno: Aye
Young: Aye
Marriott: Aye
Rioux: Aye
Burns: Aye
Motion passed unanimously.
C. Adjourn
Motion to adjourn at 5:33 pm made by Mike Marriott. Seconded by Tyler Young.
Bruno: Aye
Young: Aye
Marriott: Aye
Rioux: Aye
Burns: Aye
Motion passed unanimously.
______________________________________
Katy Brown, Deputy Clerk

APPROVAL: ______________________________________ DATE: ______________________
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PO Box 187 118 Lion Blvd Springdale UT 84767

REMOTE MEETING ATTENDANCE RECORD
PLANNING COMMISSION Regular Meeting 08/19/2020
Cortney Haslam
Derek Bulloch
Susan Hoover
Tom Kenaston
Alex Goodman
Sean Keightley
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Susan Hoover
Tom C. Dansie; Darci Carlson; jburns@springdaletown.com; mmarriott@springdaletown.com;
rrioux@springdaletown.com; bbruno@springdaletown.com; tyoung@springdaletown.com;
scarnahan@springdaletown.com; dmccomb@springdaletown.com; treacy_stone@nps.gov
Comments on 8/19/2020 Planning Commission Meeting Residential DDR for Canyon Springs Lot 21 – Keightley
Monday, August 17, 2020 5:39:11 PM

As a homeowner in Canyon Springs Estates and a member of the Architectural
Control Committee for our HOA, I would like to provide several points for the Planning
Commission to consider before approving the plans for Canyon Springs Lot 21 –
Keightley Residence.
I would like to apprise the commission that the image with the line drawing of the
Keightley Residence overlaid on it entitled View Corridor Study (Page 11 in the
Town’s package, and labeled C-1.2 on architectural drawings) is misleading because
the sketch of the home location is completely out of place on the image. In order to
properly register the line drawing with the underlying image, the left-most edge of the
line drawing should shift up on the page to align the curve and asphalt “parking spot”
at the upper left corner of the image. With this registration error, the location indicated
on that image labeled “View Corridor” is out of place.
Although the staff report indicates that there was “a site visit and pole test conducted
earlier this year”, there are no pictures in the report taken from the adjacent lots (SCASE-19 and S-CASE-22) that show the pole placement of the home corners which
might be considered “view obstructing”. I suppose this might be considered a
technicality, as the designed height of the home is below the 20-foot maximum limit in
the Foothill Residential zone, but it would be nice for the commission to have some
pictures of the potential for view obstruction included in the package for completeness.
The “Lighting” section of the staff report (Page 2) notes that the lighting is “In
Compliance” with the addition of specific conditions placed on the can lighting.
However, the light fixture specified in the package on Pages 22 and 23 (Home
Decorator’s Collection Riga SKU# 1001 968 961, sold at Home Depot) is BOTH an
UP & DOWN light fixture, requiring 2 lights. This is clearly NOT in compliance with the
Requirement for exterior lighting to be “down-directed”. Here is a link to the product on
the Home Depot website:
https://www.homedepot.com/p/Home-Decorators-Collection-Riga-2-Light-StainlessSteel-Outdoor-Integrated-Wall-Lantern-Sconce-Cylinder-201745A/207014916, that
includes the description: ”Directs lights up and down to illuminate house numbers”.
This fixture clearly does not comply with the Town of Springdale lighting requirements
and should not be approved.
The package includes electrical plans (Pages 19 and 20, labeled E-1 and E-1.1) for
the Main Level and Lower Level. However, there is no indication of any electrical
fixtures (outlets or lights) on the Roof Top Deck. I would like to see the commission
get confirmation of the lack of electrical fixtures on the Roof Top Deck, and include
that there shall be NO light fixtures installed on Roof

Top Deck as a condition of approval.
Also pertaining to lighting: Page 19 of the package, E-1 Main Level Electrical indicates
a photo cell will be mounted for the 3 exterior light fixture on the garage. This implies
that these lights will be on from dusk to dawn, 7 days a week, all year long. As this
home is less than 150 feet from the boundary with Zion National Park, and is a
common thoroughfare for wildlife including deer, fox, and mountain lion, I would like
the commission to consider not approving a photo-cell installation on these exterior
lights due to the detrimental effect on nocturnal animals. It seems that this action is
allowed by Chapter 10-15C Outdoor Lighting Ordinance that states as its purpose in
Section 10-15C-1(F) “To minimize nighttime impacts on nocturnal wildlife.”
Page 12 of the package (Page A-1 Main Level Floor Plan) indicates that the A/C PAD
will be placed outside of the Shower Room of the Owner’s Suite. However, there is no
screening indicated in the plans to limit the noise disturbance made by the mechanical
equipment. This location for the A/C PAD is the closest point that the Keightley
residence is sited in relation to the existing neighbor residence (S-CASE-22).
Therefore, it is imperative that adequate sound deadening be installed or that the A/C
PAD be relocated to a less obtrusive location, such as to the nook outside the garage
wall near the powder room. Chapter 10-9A-14 of the Town Code lists Special
Regulations and Requirements pertaining to development in the Foothill Residential
zone. In particular, Section E. Mechanical Devices; Screening: Air conditioners,
heating, cooling and ventilating equipment, propane tanks, swimming pool pumps and
heaters, and all other mechanical devices shall be screened as necessary from the
surrounding properties and streets or lanes, and shall be operated so that the
resulting sound does not exceed the applicable sound control levels as set forth in
town ordinances.
Lastly, the location of the Roof Top Deck on the Keightley home is also in very close
proximity to the existing neighbor residence (S-CASE-22) and might be considered an
invasion of privacy on that neighbor. That, as well as the location of the lot near the
base of Johnson Mountain will also reflect all noise (especially music and even slightly
above normal conversation levels) toward other neighbors on Canyon Cove. For
these reasons, I ask that you consider not allowing a roof top deck on this residence.
While the Keightley residence seems to be well designed, I believe that the points
outlined above should be addressed prior to the Planning Commission giving its
approval. Thank you for taking the time to consider my comments.
Sincerely,
Susan Hoover
Springdale Homeowner and
Chairperson of the Canyon Springs Estates Architectural Control Committee
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Alex Goodman
Tom C. Dansie; Darci Carlson; jburns@springdaletown.com; mmarriott@springdaletown.com;
rrioux@springdaletown.com; tyoung@springdaletown.com; bbruno@springdaletown.com;
dmccomb@springdaletown.com; scarnahan@springdaletown.com; treacy_stone@nps.gov
Juxtaposed Keightley and Goodman site plans showing proposed rooftop deck
Tuesday, August 18, 2020 5:51:08 AM
Rooftop deck.jpeg

Committee members and Town staff,
As an aid to visualization, attached is a followup illustration of existing site plan Goodman (lot 22)
juxtaposed with proposed site plan Keightley (lot 21). The scale is not perfect between the two site plans,
but it is quite close.
The proposed rooftop deck is highlighted in orange, and is west/northwest of lot 22. Due to the
somewhat northwest orientation, the proposed deck would have full views of the front elevation of lot 22,
much of it floor-to-ceiling glass oriented to the West Temple.
Thank you again for your consideration,
Alex Goodman
Odet Okihara
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Alex Goodman
Tom C. Dansie; Darci Carlson; jburns@springdaletown.com; mmarriott@springdaletown.com;
rrioux@springdaletown.com; tyoung@springdaletown.com; bbruno@springdaletown.com;
scarnahan@springdaletown.com; treacy_stone@nps.gov; dmccomb@springdaletown.com
Input on the Keightley Residence proposal from adjacent neighbor Lot 22
Tuesday, August 18, 2020 5:51:09 AM
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Dear Springdale Planning Commission members and Town of Springdale staff,
Thank you for the hard work that you do on behalf of the Town and its residents.
As the immediate neighbor and sharing the lot line east of the proposed Keightley Residence (Lot 21
Canyon Springs) due for review this Wednesday August 19, we have considered the construction
drawings and wish to provide input for the Commission's consideration. Odet and I welcome Sean and
Ann Keightley; we are excited for them, are anxious for their construction to begin and hope that we will
enjoy a long and friendly relationship as neighbors. We congratulate them, their home designer and
builder on what looks to be a beautiful home. The home is thoughtfully sited and has a pleasing form.
We acknowledge and thank them for the setback provided between our two homes.
That said, we have one significant concern, and that is regarding the proposed rooftop deck. Most of us
lucky enough to build a home in Springdale do so for the peace, quiet and solitude that the Park and
surroundings provide. It is for the following reasons that Odet and I strongly object to inclusion of a
rooftop deck in this design:
1. In designing our home, we were exceedingly mindful of maintaining privacy to adjacent lots, such that
a future home on either side of us would not feel as though we looked upon them. This was particularly
the case with lot 21, as we sit 5-6 feet higher in elevation. We minimized our windows to that lot, and
strengthened that privacy by a tall block wall running along our entire west elevation (see attached photo).
This was done as a respect and courtesy to our future neighbors. For similar reasons, our primary
outdoor space is surrounded by walls on 3 of 4 sides. We seek reciprocal consideration and courtesy.
2. The proposed rooftop deck essentially becomes an open second story, which is counter to the one
story restriction on this lot, and chief reason we had confidence in being able to maintain privacy when
purchasing our lot 14 years ago.
3. This second story deck is huge, would hover 7-8 feet above/just west of us, and would be a direct
intrusion into our living space, privacy and solitude.
4. Our canyon locale transmits noise very, very readily. One can hear conversation 150 yards away.
Given these conditions, elevating a large gathering space 12'-13' into the air makes it a potential stage
for the wide broadcast of conversation and din from parties that would be unwelcome and unfair to
neighboring homes.
5. The views that this rooftop space would afford are not meaningfully different from the views already
amply afforded by the expansive porch just below which spans the entire front elevation of this home.
Omitting the rooftop deck does not compromise the design in any way. And on a positive note, its
omission simplifies the design and reduces cost.
We wholeheartedly welcome Sean and Ann and their new home, but for the reasons outlined above, we
strenuously object to what we consider to be an open second story that would be intrusive to us and
potentially quite noisy for all surrounding neighbors.
Thank you very much for listening and for your consideration. Please acknowledge receipt of our email

and inclusion into your deliberation.
Sincerely,
Alex Goodman
Odet Okihara

