
NOTICE OF MEETING 

HILLSIDE REVIEW BOARD 

CITY OF ST. GEORGE 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, UTAH 
 

Public Notice 
 

Notice is hereby given that the Hillside Review Board of the City of St. George, Washington 

County, Utah, will hold meetings at the referenced site on Wednesday, April 27, 2022, 

commencing on-site at approximately 8:30 a.m.  
 

The estimated site times are in bold. 

The agenda for the meeting is as follows: 

 

 

1. Consider a request for a Hillside Development Permit to allow the applicant to develop a 

proposed single-family development. The applicant has provided a slope analysis, 

proposed drainage report and site layout for consideration. The property is located at 720 

W Indian Hills Drive and is zoned Single Family Residential, minimum lot size 10,000 

sf (R-1-10) The representative is Taylor Ricks Case No. 2022-HS-010. (See ‘Meeting 

Place’ exhibit below).  Meeting time approx. 8:30 am 

 

2. Consider a request to revisit and determine if the proposed location of a house on Lot 120 

of Foremaster Ridge meets the 30’ ridgeline setback requirement. The applicant is 

requesting the Hillside Review Board return to this location to determine if the proposed 

location of the home, setback at 33’ from the rear property line, (as opposed to the 

recommended 35’ setback from the rear property line) meets the requirement of the 30’ 

ridgeline setback. The property is generally located at 445 S. Five Sisters Drive and is 

currently zoned Single Family Residential, minimum lot size 10,000 sf (R-1-10). The 

applicant is John Wilson. Case No. 2022-HS-011. Meeting time approx. 9:30 am 

 

3. Consider approval of the meeting minutes from March 23, 2022. 

 

 

Carol Davidson, AICP, CFM 

Senior Planner 

Development Services 

 

Reasonable Accommodation: The City of St. George will make efforts to provide reasonable 

accommodations to disabled members of the public in accessing City programs.  Please contact 

the City Human Resources Office at (435) 627-4674 at least 24 hours in advance if you have 

special needs. 

 

 

 

 

 



Meeting Locations 
 

Item #1 – Meet at Barn at approx. 720 W. Indian Hills Drive 

 

 
 

Item #2 Foremaster Ridge Lot 120 (Approx 445 S. Five Sister’s Dr) 
 

 

Meeting 

Location 

Meeting 

Location 



 

Community Development 

                              
 

  

 

HILLSIDE REVIEW BOARD AGENDA REPORT:   04/27/2022 
 

SG-FORR-120 
Hillside Development Permit (Case No. 2022-HS-011) 

Request: 
A Hillside Development Permit to determine the ridge line on lot 120 
of Foremaster Ridge for the construction of a residential home. 

Applicant: John Wilson 

Representative: John Wilson 

Location: Foremaster Ridge, Lot 120 (Approximately 445 S. Five Sisters Dr.) 

General Plan: Low Density Residential (LDR) 

Existing Zoning: Single Family Residential, minimum lot size 10,000 sf (R-1-10) 

 
Surrounding 

Zoning: 
 
 

North  R-1-10  

South  R-1-10  

East R-1-10  

West  R-1-10  

Land Area: Approximately 0.28 acres 

 

 
 

                          ITEM 2    
          Hillside Permit 
 

Location 
of Property 
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BACKGROUND 
This is a request from the property owners of lot 120 in the Foremaster Ridge subdivision 
for the Hillside Review Board (HRB) to determine where the applicant will be able to place 
their home in relation to the ridgeline on their lot.   
 
The final plat for this property has a note in the General Notes section of the plat that 
states, “No structure shall be constructed within 30’ of the abrupt edge of ridge. Setback 
line is shown on this plat where applicable.” There is another note on the plat that states, 
“30’ setback line from abrupt edge (typical)” and has an arrow pointing to a line located 
inside the property boundaries 30’ from the rear property line. This wording on the final 
plat is deceiving, it appears as if the 30’ setback line on the plat is the actual setback. 
However, the location of the ridgeline on this plat was never determined, so the line shown 
is not necessarily accurate. In visiting the property with the applicant, staff determine the 
Hillside Review Board should look at the property to determine where the ridgeline 
officially was.  
 
The slope on the applicant’s property is greater than 15%, and therefore, they will be 
eligible to receive a reduction in the front yard setback from 25’ to 20’. The hillside 
regulations allow for a reduction in the front setback where the slope is larger than 15%. 
 
UPDATE: On February 23, 2022, the applicants appeared before the HRB to have the 
location of the ridgeline determined. During the meeting, the HRB discussed the location 
of the ridgeline in relationship to where the applicant wanted to place their home. There 
was also a discussion about the reduction of the front yard setback from 25’ to 20’. With 
the Ultimately, the Hillside Review Board recommended approval of the location where 
the home would be placed as long as it would be moved five feet forward. The 
recommendation was: 
 
We recommend approval for lot 120 Foremaster Ridge that based on the drawings 
submitted and our onsite visit it is our opinion that if they can get a 5 foot reduction in front 
that the house would fit within the 30 foot setback from the abrupt edge as present onsite, 
also make the stipulation that during the construction process no fill soils be allowed to 
go over the edge of the slope and any exposed fills to create the pad be covered with 
retaining walls, either natural basalt rock or colored concrete that matches the 
surrounding area.  
 
This item went to the Planning Commission on March 8, 2022. The Planning Commission 
recommended approval of the location and the acceptance of the HRB definition of the 
ridgeline. However, before this item went to the City Council, the applicant pulled this item 
because they felt that the HRB were okay with them moving the house forward only three 
feet instead of five feet even though the motion stated five feet. Please see the attached 
minutes from this meeting. The applicants are requesting that the HRB determine if the 
proposed location of the home, setback at 33’ from the rear property line as opposed to 
being setback five feet from the rear property line, meets the requirement of the 30’ 
ridgeline setback. This would mean the 30’ ridgeline setback would be determined as 33’ 
in from the rear property line (instead of 30’ as shown on the plat). 
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APPLICABLE ORDINANCE(S) (Selected portions) 

     10-13A-6: Building Setbacks and Additional Design Standards: 

A. Front Setback along Streets: Along streets where the slope of 

the adjacent property to the street is over fifteen percent (15%), the 

minimum setback is twenty feet (20'). 

B. Setbacks: All setbacks shall conform to the underlying zone criteria except as 

provided herein. No structure or accessory structure shall be constructed within 

the setback area as defined below. However, a see-through wrought 

iron fence with at least fifty percent (50%) of the fence open, landscaping, and 

a nonvertical swimming pool are permitted in the setback area. 

1. Ridgelines: All ridgelines as shown on the ridgeline map shall be subject to 

the setback provisions contained herein. Setbacks from ridgelines not 

identified on the ridgeline map shall be a minimum of thirty feet (30'), or 
greater if recommended in the geotechnical reports. 

2. Plateaus: On plateaus, the setback from the ridgeline shall be a minimum of 

fifty feet (50') unless a greater setback is recommended in the geotechnical 
reports. 

C. Cuesta: Where a ridgeline occurs on a cuesta, the minimum setback shall be 

one hundred feet (100') measured normal (perpendicular) to the closest point of 
the ridge, unless a greater setback is recommended in the geotechnical report. 

D. Additional Design Standards: 

1. Retaining walls shall be colored to blend into the surrounding natural 
geology. 

2. Retaining wall height is limited to the heights set forth in chapter 18 of this 

title and the standards for rock wall construction. 

3. Building exterior colors shall be earth tone and blend with the surrounding 

natural landscape. 

4. In residential zones, “no disturbance” areas shall be held as the “common 

area” of a project. Common areas shall be owned and maintained by the 
homeowners’ association or may be deeded to the city when accepted by 
the city. 

5. In nonresidential zones, any “no disturbance” area shall be identified on the 
final site plan or final plat. 

https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__9e25d7b0ad41e0f1fbf4879602236875
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__4deb093ab182709e75f0f24b3adf8daf
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__1eb5223a9203478966ffd99568982509
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__1eb5223a9203478966ffd99568982509
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__63d18c02d55fa0ce66b6368177bdcd22
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__44efc1eef2e4a7dfa99a8e0f49ca57f1
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__1eb5223a9203478966ffd99568982509
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__680f61224afe352a026a616896f47a29
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__680f61224afe352a026a616896f47a29
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__db3b44136f2175a5ffafc383166bfa70
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__1eb5223a9203478966ffd99568982509
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__1dd57e151b469e97a13b7d977ebb9357
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__1dd57e151b469e97a13b7d977ebb9357
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__1eb5223a9203478966ffd99568982509
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__1eb5223a9203478966ffd99568982509
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__1dd57e151b469e97a13b7d977ebb9357
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__1dd57e151b469e97a13b7d977ebb9357
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__35ebc37b4c82e43d9db872fa2693f0ed
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__1eb5223a9203478966ffd99568982509
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__1dd57e151b469e97a13b7d977ebb9357
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__1eb5223a9203478966ffd99568982509
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__1dd57e151b469e97a13b7d977ebb9357
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__593daaccb20061d6c947973f68ba56bb
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__1eb5223a9203478966ffd99568982509
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__1eb5223a9203478966ffd99568982509
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__7264edef13e6cd0b0a4cf55ef9c5c53c
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__55bebb7514c1e65b2460727c958e91a1
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-18
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__afeb717aa2a101f7f64840e0be38c171
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__71a6834884666147c0334f0c40bc7295
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__db3b44136f2175a5ffafc383166bfa70
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__75711ab51ad1da706111357cb43dc087
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__75711ab51ad1da706111357cb43dc087
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__75711ab51ad1da706111357cb43dc087
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__75711ab51ad1da706111357cb43dc087
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__78172c95a8b93f84c931afdb8ca072bb
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6. Any required no disturbance area shall be identified on the ground with 
temporary fencing or other approved means to prevent accidental 
disturbance of the area during construction and such fencing shall be 
installed prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

7. The building site shall be located on the flattest portion of the parcel. 

8. No structure shall extend over any natural ridgeline. The structure shall be 
in contact with the ground at all edges. (Ord. 2019-10-002, 10-10-2019) 

 
EXHIBITS PROVIDED  
1. Exhibit A – Foremaster Ridge Subdivision  
      “Exhibit A” in the packet shows the final plat of Foremaster Ridge 
 
2. Exhibit B – Topographic Survey 

“Exhibit B” is the topographic survey of lot 120 of Foremaster Ridge 
 
3.   Exhibit C – Site Plan 
      “Exhibit C” shows the property site plan 

 
3. Exhibit D – 30’ Setback examples 

“Exhibit D” shows examples of other homes in the neighborhood that have not 
followed the 30’ ridgeline setback 

 
4. Exhibit E – Property Slope Diagram 

“Exhibit E” shows the slope of the property is over 15% 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
The Hillside Review Board recommends approval of the location where the applicant has 
placed their home on their site plan for Lot 120 of the Foremaster Ridge final plat and to 
allow the front setback yard reduction from 25’ to 20’ (10-13A-6A). 
 

ALTERNATIVES: 
1. Recommend approval as presented. 
2. Recommend approval with additional conditions. 
3. Recommend denial. 
4. Table the proposed hillside development permit to a specific date. 

 
POSSIBLE MOTION: 
The Planning Commission recommends approval of the Foremaster Ridge Lot 120 
Hillside Development Permit with the conditions outlined in the staff report. 
  

https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__71a6834884666147c0334f0c40bc7295
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__ec94a86141edb68f97380ff803045203
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__63d18c02d55fa0ce66b6368177bdcd22
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__1dd57e151b469e97a13b7d977ebb9357
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__63d18c02d55fa0ce66b6368177bdcd22
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General Plan - COM 

 
 

Zoning - R-1-10 
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Exhibit A 
 

FOREMASTER RIDGE Final Plat 
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Exhibit B 
 

SITE PLAN  
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Exhibit C 
 

SETBACK EXAMPLES 
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Exhibit D 
 

PROPERTY SLOPE DIAGRAM 
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Exhibit E 
 

TOPOGRAPHICAL SURVEY with SETBACKS MARKED 
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Exhibit F 
 

HILLSIDE REVIEW BOARD MEETING MINUTES 2/23/2022 
 



NOTICE OF MEETING 

HILLSIDE REVIEW BOARD 

CITY OF ST. GEORGE 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, UTAH 
 

Public Notice 
 

Notice is hereby given that the Hillside Review Board of the City of St. George, Washington 

County, Utah, will hold meetings at the referenced site on Wednesday, February 23, 2022, 

commencing on-site at approximately 8:30 a.m.  
 

PRESENT:  

James Sullivan 

Dave Black 

Jeff Mathis 

James Dotson 

Russ Owens 

 

 

EXCUSED: 

 

CITY STAFF: 

Assistant Public Works Director, Wes Jenkins 

Planner III, Dan Boles 

Planner III, Carol Davidson 

Development Office Supervisor, Brenda Hatch 

 

James Sullivan called the meeting to order. 

 

1. Consider a request for a hillside development permit at the Divario development. The 

applicant is proposing to construct in the area shown on the slope map labeled 20-29% 

and 30-39%. This is specifically in the PA-4 area which is situated in the far south west 

corner of the Divario development. The property is currently zoned Single-Family 

Residential, minimum lot size 10,000 square feet (R-1-10). The applicant is 730 St 

George, LLC. Case No. 2022-HS-003. This item was continued from the January 26, 

2022, meeting.  

 

James Sullivan – We did meet out here the last meeting, we asked them to come and stake 

out the layout on this wash. 

 

Mark Teepen – Handed out papers on the revised layout.  What we should do is look at 

where we propose items to go recognizing that along this wash we’re going to have the 

rock walls like we do in the rest of the development.  What are hope is that we could maybe 

move some of these stakes and maybe come out with Parks and Rec and staff to finalize 

what we might do instead of coming back to hillside.  The engineers didn’t survey it and 

put them exactly where they might go. 

 

Dave Black – How tall will the walls be? 

 



Mark Teepen – Depending on the grading, they will be at least 8 feet.  Between 16 and 4-

8 feet.  The stakes are going to be every lot corner along the wash. 

 

Jeff Mathis – So this one is not the corner of the road?   

 

Mark Teepen – I would like to take the entry and move it so that when people pull in they 

get the view of the wash and get some benefit out of it. 

 

James Sullivan – Where would the drainage go with the road right here? 

 

Mark Teepen – We intend to pipe it.   

 

Jeff Mathis – Let’s walk up there. 

 

Mark Teepen – We have the road basically paralleling the open space.   

 

James Dotson – Here’s my first thought Mark.  I feel like the 50 ft wide is a little hard to 

hold consistently up the whole thing because right in here, look at how nice this is.  I feel 

like it will need to undulate a little bit.   I know that makes the lot lines hard.   

 

Mark Teepen – But we can do that.  The other thing that we have worked on with Parks 

and Rec, and I don’t know if it’s eligible here, we have worked with them to put the 

pedestrian archway to go underneath.  So, it is a matter of sewer and utility wise if we can 

achieve that here we would like to. 

 

Discussion on where we are standing in relation to the layout presented to the Hillside 

Review Board. 

 

Mark Teepen – Maybe some of the stakes on the other side need to be moved, the one on 

the corner there is the property line so I can’t move it out, but I could move it to shorten up 

that lot.  I agree we could make that adjustment and open up the wash.  I think just looking 

at it, Wes and I and Parks could come out and maybe just take a marking can of paint and 

we’ll just paint where they should be adjusted to, and I’ll come out and resurvey it then 

digitize it in and adjust the lots.  I’d like to do that and not have to come back to Hillside.  

 

Discussion on what stakes should be moved, and which stakes are ok to leave where they 

are.  The main concern being to preserve the black rocks from construction and that no 

construction material spill into the wash. 

 

James Sullivan – Wes are you comfortable with what we are saying in where the stakes 

need to be moved? 

 

Wes Jenkins – Yes, I can come out and take some photos and send them to you.  We can 

say hey this is where we’re at, are you guys good with those, when I send you the pictures. 

 

James Sullivan – I would recommend when you submit it to Planning Commission and 

City Council that you have an aerial and you superimpose the layout showing the corners.  

Then they can see what we are protecting. 

 



Dan Boles – Did you guys want to talk about the road alignment? 

 

James Sullivan – Coming from the bottom? 

 

Dan Boles – Yes. 

 

Dave Black – It looks like that is lower than the area we were trying to preserve last time 

and so that alignment would be ok, and any adjustments lower would be fine as well.  I 

think the road is out of the are that we were concerned about originally.  

 

 Russ Owens – I think the aerial is a good idea, I think that will help a lot.   

 

Jeff Mathis – We definitely need to say something to the effect that the construction will 

not disturb the defined rock edge. 

 

Dave Black – We could recommend they put up the orange safety fence to keep the 

contractor out of those. 

 

Mark Teepen – We always stake a disturbance line, and the contractors have to fix it, but 

you can’t fix this.   

 

MOTION:  Jeff Mathis made a motion to recommend approval of a Hillside Permit with 

the following conditions:  the west corner of lot 3 needs to move up past the edge of the 

ridge to the southwest corner, the corners between lots 3 and 2 need to move back away 

from the wash edge and the corner between lots 2 and 1 need to come back maybe 5 feet.  

On the north side of the wash the corners between lots 35 and 56 against the wash move 

back the corner between lots 56 and 57 move back, the overall guiding principle needs 

to be the defined rock edge of the top of the wash shall not be affected by any new 

development. 

SECOND:  James Dotson 

AYES (5) 

James Sullivan 

Dave Black 

Jeff Mathis 

James Dotson 

Russ Owens  

NAYS (0)  

Motion carries. 

 

2. Consider a request for a hillside development permit at the Divario development. The 

applicant is proposing to construct in the area shown on the slope map labeled 20-29% 

and open space. This is specifically in the PA-18 area which is situated in the northern 

portion of the Divario development. The property is currently zoned Single-Family 

Residential, minimum lot size 10,000 square feet (R-1-10). The applicant is 730 St 

George, LLC. Case No. 2022-HS-004. (See ‘Meeting Place’ exhibit below).  

 

Mark Teepen – This is the park that you are looking at, this is Gap Canyon that we just 

kind of drove up.  This is the neighborhood park, and we are currently working on the 

design.  That access point is the trail going into the next subdivision.  Two things are in 



play here, the park design and the boundary for PA-18.  In order to get the density that the 

builder wanted, and working with planning staff and public works, the road pushed that 

boundary into the wash.  Our intention has always been to connect a trail from this part up 

to Divario Canyon Parkway.  As you can see we’ve got a slope condition on this 

subdivision here.  This area here will stay natural, the flood area will be filled in all the 

way to the road.  The storm drain that dumps out from that subdivision into this wash that 

will be conveyed, carried through the park and through the streets, there will be no water 

in that wash at all.  It will all be picked up with the storm drain design. 

 

Discussion on where the trail connects to the park and what the grading would look like. 

 

Mark Teepen – The question for hillside is can we fill that wash from that stake up to 

achieve the grade differential and the walls. 

   

Discussion on what that would look like with the park and parts of the wash filled in. 

 

Dave Black – From a hillside perspective I don’t see anything we would want to preserve.  

I don’t have any problems with what you want to do. 

 

James Sullivan – I think you are preserving the best part of it. 

 

Russ Owens – It’s not like it’s a pristine wash coming through so, the part is this. 

 

James Sullivan – I think bringing that up will actually soften that hillside. 

 

 

MOTION:  James Dotson made a motion to recommend approval PA-18 park boundary 

adjustment and filling in the wash and creating the trail system that connects the park to 

Divario Canyon Drive. 

SECOND:  Jeff Mathis 

AYES (5) 

James Sullivan 

Dave Black 

Jeff Mathis 

James Dotson 

Russ Owens  

NAYS (0)  

Motion carries. 

 

 

3. Consider a request for a hillside development permit at the South Rim at Foremaster Ridge 

Phase 4 development. The applicant is proposing to allow structures in the 30’ ridgeline 

setback in anticipation of the construction of a residential home on lot 85. The property is 

generally located at 1709 Ridgeline Circle and is currently zoned Single Family 

Residential, minimum lot size 10,000 sf (R-1-10). The applicant is Robert and Rhonda 

Marshall. Case No. 2022-HS-007.  

 

Please see the minutes below, both items were addressed at the same time.   

 



 

MOTION:   

SECOND:   

AYES (5) 

James Sullivan 

Dave Black 

Jeff Mathis 

James Dotson 

Russ Owens  

NAYS (0)  

Motion carries. 

 

 

4. Consider a request for a hillside development permit at the South Rim at Foremaster Ridge 

Phase 4 development. The applicant is proposing to allow structures in the 30’ ridgeline 

setback in anticipation of the construction of a residential home on lot 86. The property is 

generally located at 1721 Ridgeline Circle and is currently zoned Single Family 

Residential, minimum lot size 10,000 sf (R-1-10). The applicant is Joshua Ballantyne. 

Case No. 2022-HS-006.  

 

Wes Jenkins – As you may recall, this was approved in about 2017.  At that time Alpha 

Engineering did the drawings, we didn’t take this to hillside because they weren’t 

disturbing any slope greater than 20% and they drew a ridgeline.  They did it along the 

south side and this north side.  That’s why they came back with those other 3 lots at the 

last Hillside meeting.  They felt like when Alpha drew that it really wasn’t a ridgeline.  On 

these two 85 and 86, you can see the pink lath, that is the property line, the wall was built 

with the subdivision at the 30-foot ridgeline setback.  So now the request is to move the 

wall and bring it out to where those lath are right along there similar to the other ones.  

The question is, is this a ridgeline or is it a rock formation what do you think?  We wanted 

some input from you based on that information.   

 

James Sullivan – The actual property is this closest lath to us? 

 

Wes Jenkins – Yes, 83, 84 and 85 will be bringing their walls out to that lath that goes 

along there.  You are kind of getting into a little of the rock there. 

 

Jeff Mathis – It’s not going to be on this side of that rock out cropping, it’s going to be on 

the east side not the west side, right? 

 

Wes Jenkins – Right.  I think their intent is to put the rock wall right on top of that rock.   

 

Dave Black – What is the height of the wall? 

 

Ben  xxx – It’s undetermined.   It will probably be, I’d say around 10 ft. 

 

Wes Jenkins – Our maximum is only 8 ft.  and then you have to step it back at least half 

the height of the rock wall. 

 



James Sullivan – So in our last meeting we approved 82, 83 and 84 to come out to the 

property line with the walls.  At this point they are just requesting the same thing.  There 

is the 30 ft setback, are we just talking about the wall?  The home is still going to be 30 

ft. back.   

 

Ben xxx – Right now, yes. 

 

Dave Black – Is that how it reads, Wes? 

 

Wes Jenkins – It reads for walls and basically the request is to eliminate that ridgeline 

setback because their argument is this is not really a ridgeline, it’s more of just a rock 

formation.   

 

James Dotson – So are you taking the wall to up the full height of the pad? 

 

Ben xxx – It’s got to have a walkout, so it will have a walkout.  But the wall, if we go up 

8 ft and then bring it back, you know we are just trying to level it off, so we don’t have 3 

different jogs in the lot itself.   

 

James Dotson – I think the critical thing for me is that the mistake that was made over 

there, everything from those lots has been pushed out over the edge.  You have over 

burden, and you see that from everywhere in the valley.  So as long as those rock walls 

look and are approved like we said on the first two lots right here.   That they are stained 

and are painted to match this then I don’t see a problem.  It’s done, the ground is already 

disturbed into the 30 ft. 

 

Wes Jenkins – We changed the ordinance a couple years ago and basically it allowed for, 

before we had to keep it native and you couldn’t disturb it, so we changed the ordinance 

because we kept getting a lot of pushback from residents that they ought to be able to at 

least use it, put a pool in there.  So as far as disturbing it, they could disturb it, they could 

put a pool or landscape it or so forth, but they couldn’t bring a wall or a building out into 

that area.  So basically, I guess the question is, they want to create a ridgeline now with 

these walls.  Are we comfortable with that or do we want them to be set back the 30 ft. 

 

Carol Davidson – The concern is what if lot 87 comes in? 

 

Jeff Mathis – We have got to define somewhere, where does the ridge start, right? 

 

Wes Jenkins – On the south side it was easier, that is the question. 

 

Dave Black – I guess there are 2 questions in my mind.  One, is that the ridgeline, in my 

opinion it is.  The other question is are we ok with moving the wall out?  But if we do that 

we go against the ordinance, right? 

 

Wes Jenkins – Yes because you are saying that is the ridgeline. 

 

Dave Black – And I think if we walk over here just a hundred feet you can see the natural 

ridgeline and this ties in and then it dies out.  Am I ok if it moves out, personally, yes as 



long as they did the rock and colored it and moved it out, it blends in.?  But we would be 

going against the ordinance because I think that is the ridgeline so that is the dilemma.   

 

James Sullivan – So in the ordinance said that they allow pools, so they are allowed to use 

it.   

 

Wes Jenkins – We allowed anything below grade, so a pool works with the ordinance.  

The real intent of this whole thing was to keep the visual and keep that open.  A pool really 

doesn’t take away from that.   

 

Discussion on what has happened along the rest of the ridgeline. 

 

Ben xxx – The Newman’s lot is in line with the other three that were approved, and it 

would look strange to step back in.   

 

Dave Black – I think we are better off recommending what we did before, all fill slopes 

can’t be exposed, they need to be covered with the rock.  And none of the natural rock out 

crops can be disturbed.   

 

Wes Jenkins – Some of my question too was is the rock wall going to go on top of the 

ledge right here and does it match the height of the rock wall over here on those lots?  Are 

you ok with them coming up a little bit to that wall here?   

 

Discussion on what the walls will look like. 

 

Dave Black – I think we should be consistent right here on this face.   

 

Carol Davidson – If there is a motion for approval, can I suggest that you just say the same 

conditions from the 82, 83, 84 except to add in no disturbance of the natural rock outcrop? 

 

MOTION:  Dave Black made a motion to recommend for approval on these 2 lots that 

they meet the same conditions that we had recommend previously to the adjacent lots to 

the south  with the exception that there is no disturbance of the natural basalt rock outcrop 

along the property line, building out to the property line with an 8-foot rock wall with 

the contingency that there is no solid privacy wall above the rock wall, it has to be view 

fencing also the 8-foot rock wall be stained or painted to match the ridgeline rock and 

that there be no exposed fill slopes.   

SECOND:  Russ Owens 

AYES (5) 

James Sullivan 

Dave Black 

Jeff Mathis 

James Dotson 

Russ Owens  

NAYS (0)  

Motion carries. 

 

 



5. Consider a request to determine the ridgeline at Foremaster Ridge Lot 120 subdivision. 

The applicant is proposing to build a residential home on this parcel and would like to 

know where the ridgeline falls on this property. The applicant would also like to receive 

a reduction in the front setbacks from 25’ to 20’. The property is generally located at 445 

S. Five Sisters Drive and is currently zoned Single Family Residential, minimum lot size 

10,000 sf (R-1-10). The applicant is John Wilson. Case No. 2022-HS-008.  

 

James Sullivan – We are looking at an application to determine the ridgeline.   

 

Wes Jenkins – The plat says 30 feet from the abrupt edge, and that is where we want some 

guidance from you because their property lines are actually below the edge, so we need 

some guidance on what the abrupt ridgeline edge is.   

 

John Wilson – The survey that we had matches what the plat show, so the plans we have 

been building for the last year are based off that, we will be in real trouble if that’s not the 

case. 

 

Carol Davidson – When you go down there you see that it is tiers, so it is questionable 

where the abrupt edge is.   

 

The Hillside Committee walked the lot and discussed where the abrupt edge was located 

and how the other homes on the ridge were built and placed in regard to the ridgeline 

abrupt edge. 

 

MOTION: Dave Black made a motion to recommend approval for lot 120 Foremaster 

Ridge that based on the drawings submitted and our onsite visit it is our opinion that if 

they can get a 5 foot reduction in front that the house would fit within the 30 foot setback 

from the abrupt edge as present onsite, also make the stipulation that during the 

construction process no fill soils be allowed to go over the edge of the slope and any 

exposed fills to create the pad be covered with retaining walls, either natural basalt rock 

or colored concrete that matches the surrounding area.  

SECOND:  Jeff Mathis 

AYES (5) 

James Sullivan 

Dave Black 

Jeff Mathis 

James Dotson 

Russ Owens  

NAYS (0)  

Motion carries. 

 

 

6. Consider approval of the meeting minutes from January 26, 2022. 

 

MOTION:  Dave Black made a motion to approve the minutes from the January 26, 

2022, meeting. 

SECOND:  James Dotson 

AYES (5) 

James Sullivan 



Dave Black 

Jeff Mathis 

James Dotson 

Russ Owens  

NAYS (0)  

Motion carries. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Community Development 

  Item 1           
 

                Hillside Permit 
  

HILLSIDE REVIEW BOARD AGENDA REPORT:   04/27/2022 

 

HILLSIDE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT  

Indian Hills Temple Trail 
Case No. 2022-HS-010 

 

Request: This is a request for a Hillside Development Permit to allow the applicant 

to develop a proposed single-family development. The applicant has 

provided a slope analysis, proposed drainage report and site layout for 

consideration.  
 

Exhibits Provided       1) Exhibit A - Slope Analysis Maps & Site Plan 

“Exhibit A” in the packet shows the overall slope analysis for the site under 

review.   The proposed site plan for the single-family residential development. 

 

2) Exhibit B – Rockfall Study Exhibit: 

A rock fall study exhibit for the proposed development. 

 

3) Exhibit C – Geotech Report. 

Geotech Report. 

 

4) Exhibit D – Drainage Report 

Drainage report for the proposed development 

 

 

Background: This is a request from the property owners at 720 W Indian Hills Drive for the 

Hillside Review Board to determine the location of the buildable land and any 

measures that are needed to mitigate the hillside. The owner is coming before 

the Hillside Review Board for the purpose of reviewing the slopes and to 

determine what needs to be done to develop the proposed single family 

residential subdivision on this vacant land. 

 

Owner: Gary Carter LP 

 

Representative: Taylor Ricks 
 

Engineer: Mainline  

 

APN: SG-6-2-36-40002 

 

Location: The property is located at 720 W Indian Hills Drive.  
 

Acreage: Approximately +/- 50 Acres 
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Zoning:  Single Family Residential, minimum lot size 10,000 sf (R-1-10) 

General Plan: LDR (Low Density Residential) & Open Space (OS) 

 

Adjacent zones: North-R-1-10, South & East Open Space, and West-Washington County 
property.  

 

Powers & Duties: Section 10-13A-8. B.1 of the “Hillside Review Board Powers and Duties” 

states that the hillside board can make recommendations to “adopt, modify 

or reject a proposal” to the Planning Commission (PC). 

 

Permit required: Section 10-13A-7 requires that all major development (i.e., cut greater than 

4’, etc.) on slopes above 20%  requires a ‘hillside development permit’ 

granted by the City Council upon recommendation from the Hillside 

Review Board and the Planning Commission.  

 

Analysis:  The Hillside Review Board will need to determine whether or not the areas 

to be disturbed are “significant” or not. If so, are there conditions that can 

be placed on the request to mitigate the impacts or is it just not feasible and 

warrants a denial? Applicable ordinances which may help the board in their 

review can be found below. 

 

Applicable Ordinance(s): 

(Selected portions) 
   10-13A-1: Density and Disturbance Standards 

A.  The hillside development overlay zone (HDOZ) limits development 

densities and provides specific development incentives to transfer 

underlying zone densities from hillsides (sending areas), to less steep 

slopes or more safe development areas (receiving areas), within a 

development. 

 

Percent 

Natural 

Slope 

Dwelling Units (DU) / Acre 

0-19 See underlying zone 

20-29 2 DU/acre, provided the units are clustered on 30 percent (30%) or less of the land 

area within this slope category. 70 percent of this slope category shall remain 

undisturbed. The 70 percent area is based upon the overall area/development rather 

than per lot. Also see subsections A1, A2, and A3 of this section.   

30-39 1 DU/10 acres, provided no more than 5 percent (5%) of the site is disturbed, and 95 

percent of the site remains undisturbed. If the cumulative area is at least 1 acre but 

less than 10 acres, the cumulative area shall be allowed 1 DU.   

40 Development is not permitted (0%), except as provided for in subsection A4 of this 

section.   
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Section 10-13A-1: Density and Disturbance Standards 

F.  The applicant may: 

1.  Transfer all development density from steeper slope categories 

(sending areas), to areas within the development with natural 

slopes of twenty percent (20%) or less (receiving areas); and 

2.  Develop additional bonus density, calculated from each slope 

category, as follows: 

a.  Natural slopes twenty percent (20%) or less transferred 

on a one-to-one (1:1) unit basis; plus 

b.  One (1) additional density unit for each density unit 

transferred from natural slopes of twenty-one percent 

(21%) to thirty percent (30%); plus 

c.  Two (2) additional density units for each density unit 

transferred from natural slopes of thirty-one percent (31%) 

to forty percent (40%). 

3.  Unit calculation for the receiving area shall be based on the 

requirements of the sending area zone. 

 

G.  Density transfers to the receiving area may occur without a zone 

change within the receiving area even though the resulting density or 

configuration may exceed the density limits of the receiving area zone. 

Other than density, the receiving area’s zoning requirements apply to 

development in the receiving area. For instance, lot sizes may vary, but 

single-family zoning districts only allow single-family detached dwellings. 

 

H.  If the applicant proposes to develop within the twenty-one percent 

(21%) to forty percent (40%) slope area, the applicant cannot employ 

partial density transfers from the sending area and must propose a design, 

site development plans, and a grading plan that blends and harmonizes all 

aspects of the proposed development into the natural topography, and that 

minimizes road cuts and fills. 

 

I.  Non-disturb areas within a residential lot as shown on the slope 

analysis map shall not be used to calculate minimum lot size. 

 

J.  Disturbance standards do not apply to the city for limited city facilities: 

trails, parks, and utilities. 

 
10-13A-2: Density and Disturbance Standards 

A.  Slope shall be determined for each significant portion of a 

development parcel. 
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B.  Procedure: The applicant shall map the location of the natural slope 

by using the following procedure: 

1.  Preparation of Contour Maps: The applicant shall submit an 

accurate, current contour map, prepared and certified by a licensed 

professional engineer or surveyor, which shows all land contours at 

intervals no greater than five feet (5'), drawn at a one inch equals 

one hundred feet (1" = 100') scale maximum. 

2.  Verification through Field Surveys: The city engineer or 

designee may require the applicant to submit a field survey to 

verify the accuracy of the contour map. 

 

C.  Determination of Slope Areas: Using the contour map, natural slopes 

shall be calculated using points identified as natural slopes of twenty 

percent (20%), thirty percent (30%), and forty percent (40%), and shall be 

located on the contour map and connected by a continuous line. That area 

bounded by said lines and intersecting property lines shall be used for 

determining project density. Small washes or outcrops, which have slopes 

distinctly different from surrounding property, and are not part of the 

contiguous topography, may be excluded from the slope determination. 
 

 

 

Recommendation: The applicant is requesting development of a Temple Trail single family 

residential subdivision. 
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Vicinity Map 
 

 
 

General Plan – LDR & OS 
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Zoning – Open Space & R-3 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 









March 24, 2022

Feller Enterprises
708 East 1100 South
St George, Utah 84790

Attention: Tyson Feller
EMAIL: tyson@fellerent.com

Subject: Rockfall Hazard Assessment
Temple Trail Canyon Subdivision
Indian Hills Drive
St George, Utah 
Project No. 2220105

Mr. Feller:

Applied Geotechnical Engineering Consultants, Inc. (AGEC) was requested to evaluate
potential rockfall hazard for the proposed Temple Trail Canyon Subdivision located on the
north side of Indian Hills Drive across from Gubler Lane in St George, Utah.

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION 

We understand the area is planned for single-family residences.

GEOLOGY  

The geology of the site is mapped by Hayden and Willis (2011) to consist predominantly of
Quaternary alluvium, some colluvium and some areas of bedrock. The bedrock underlying the
site is mapped as the Triassic Petrified Member of the Chinle Formation. The nearest outcrops
that would produce rockfall material is the Quaternary Cedar Bench Lava Flow exposed near
the top of the airport bluff east of the site.

SITE DESCRIPTION

Much of the site appears to have been mined for gravel. It is currently undeveloped land.

Vegetation at the site consists of a sparse coverage of grass and brush.

AGC.,C 
Applied GeoTech 

600 West Sandy Parkway • Sandy, Utah 84070 • (801) 566-6399 • www.agecinc.com 

mailto:tsnow.feller@gmail.com
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SUMMARY

1. The subsurface soils were evaluated during a previous study by AGEC (formerly Southwest
Testing Inc.) In 1996.  AGEC has utilized the previous data along with review of the
property for geologic hazards review.  AGEC has also conducted the study for the
Blackridge Cove and Cloud Drive projects adjacent to the property.  The data from these
studies was reviewed as a part of our evaluation.  

The subsurface profile observed within the test pits excavated varied across the site with
the majority of the site containing silty gravel overlying mudstone bedrock.  Silty sand,
clayey sand and lean clay was encountered.  The mudstone is known in the area as “blue
clay” and is moderately to highly expansive when wetted and is anticipated to exist below
the entire site.  The gravels varied from non to moderately cemented (conglomerate like). 

2. Groundwater was not encountered within the test pits to the depths investigated.  AGEC
has found groundwater to the north and northwest of the site within the Black Ridge Cove
development.  The groundwater is generally perched over the underlying mudstone.  The
mudstone to the north is a significantly lower depths.  The groundwater generally follows
the wash adjacent the north and west sides of the property.

3. The site consists of a previous ridge  that has been partially excavated and terraced with
slopes down to the west, north and south along Indian Hills Drive. The site has been mined
for gravel purposes in the past.  The ridge continues up to the east.  Based on the
proposed grading, cuts and fills from 1 to 6 feet. Larger fills may be needed along the
perimeter of the lots.  

4. AGEC has reviewed the geologic literature (See Figure 3 for geologic map of the site) and
has visited the site to review the potential hazards on the site.  The potential hazards
identified consist of expansive mudtsone (blue clay), rockfall and landslides.  

The landslide hazard map indicates the hillside to the east is part of a larger landslide (See
Figure 3a).  AGEC has previously evaluated the landslide as a part of the Cloud Drive
evaluation.  Based on our evaluation, the proposed subdivision is outside the limits of the
landslide.   

AGEC has also evaluated the site for the Rockfall Hazard that the property is mapped
within a high rockfall zone (See Figure 3b). AGEC has also evaluated the potential for
rockfall on the property and has previously submitted our findings in a report dated, March
24, 2022.  Our evaluation indicates that the potential for rockfall hazard on the site is very
low. 

5. The proposed residential structures may be supported on conventional spread footings
bearing on properly compacted structural fill.  Due to the expansive mudstone, we
recommend to provide at least 15 feet of separation between the expansive mudstone and
pad grade.  The pads may be raised to provide the necessary separation.  Alternatively, the
residences may be supported on a deep foundation system.  These recommendations are
not provided within this report.  We understand it is planned to overexcavate and/or raise

Applied GeoTech   Project No. 2220105
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the building pads to provide the recommended separation.  If deep foundations are desired,
AGEC can provide detailed recommendations in the future.  

6. The on-site non-mudstone soils free of organics and debris, are suitable for use as
structural fill, site grading fill, and utility trench backfill.  The on-site mudstone is not suitable
for use as structural fill.  The mudstone may be used as trench backfill, provided it is
properly moisture conditioned and placed at least 4 feet below grade.  The mudstone may
also be considered to be used by mixing with non expansive soils and placed in the deeper
portion of the pad overexcavations.  

7. The cemented gravels will be difficult to excavate and may require heavy duty equipment
or the use of a hammer-hoe if thicker zones of the cemented gravel are encountered.

8. Detailed recommendations for subgrade preparation, pavements, materials, foundations,
and drainage are included in the report.

9. The information provided in this summary should not be used independent of that provided
within the body of this report.
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SCOPE

This report presents the results of a geotechnical investigation for the proposed Temple Trail

Subdivision to be located in St. George, Utah, as shown in Figure 1.  This report presents the

subsurface conditions encountered, laboratory test results, and recommendations for the project. 

AGEC has utilized previous studies conducted on or adjacent the project including along with the

available geologic literature and grading plan: 

1. Geotechnical Investigation, Temple Trail Subdivision, by AGEC for Gary Carter,

Project No. 960037, dated March 5, 1997.  Includes the property.   

2. Geotechnical Investigation, by AGEC, “Indian Hills Drive Widening”, - In 2013, St.

George City with UDOT widened and reconstructed portions of Indian Hills Drive.  

3. Geotechnical Investigation and Hillside Review, Black Ridge Cove (formerly Temple

Trail Subdivision), prepared for Tech Ridge, LLC.   Report dated September 21,

2018, Project No. 2180672. Located adjacent and to the north of the project site.  

4. Addendum to Geotechnical Investigation, Black Ridge Cove, prepared for Tech

Ridge, LLC, Report dated December 23, 2019, Project No. 2180672.

5. Slope Evaluation, Cloud Drive (Tech Ridge South Access Road), Project No.

2180295, Report dated October 19, 2018, Clarification Report dated December 17,

2008. 

6. Utah Geological Survey, Special Study 127, “Geologic hazrds and Adverse

Construction Conditions, St. George-Hurricane metropolitan area, Washington County,

Utah, Lund et al, 2008.

7. Utah Geologic Survey, Map 251DM, Geologic Map of the St. George 7.5" Quadrangel,

Washington County, Utah, Hayden and Willis, 2011.
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8. Grading Plan, prepared by Mainline Engineering, dated 2022.

 

In addition to the review of these references, AGEC has utilized the subsurface information from

Reference No. 1 above that was conducted on this site in 1996.  During this study, the data from

the field exploration was used to obtain information on the subsurface conditions and to obtain

samples for laboratory testing.  Information obtained from the field and laboratory was used to

define conditions at the site and to develop recommendations for the proposed  development. 

This report has been prepared to summarize the data obtained during the study and to present our

conclusions and recommendations based on the proposed construction and the subsurface

conditions encountered.  Design parameters and a discussion of geotechnical engineering

considerations related to construction are included in this report.

SITE CONDITIONS

The property is located at the toe of the west side of the West Black Ridge in St. George, Utah as

shown on Figure 1.  The property is located north and slightly east of Indian Hills Drive.  To the

north of the property is the recently completed Black Ridge Cove project.  Located to the east is

a partially graded hillside or the west slope of the west Black Ridge.  Cloud Drive that extends from

Indian Hills drive through Black Ridge Cove and up the ridge to the east and southeast.  Indian Hills

Drive is located to the south.  Across Indian Hills Drive to the south are agricultural fields. There

is also vacant property to the southeast east of Indian Hills Drive with a residence further to the

south.

The area of the proposed subdivision has been partially graded while being used as a borrow site. 

The majority of the site is relatively flat with terraced areas.  There are slopes down to the west,

south and north around the perimeter of the site.  The topography of the site is shown on Figure

2.  

There are sparse amounts of vegetation consisting of desert brush and weeds and grasses.  

Several photos of the site are included in the Appendix section of this report.
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FIELD STUDY

On January 8 and August 26, 1996, a representative from AGEC (formerly Southwest Testing, Inc.)

visited the site and observed the excavation of 13 test pits at the approximate locations shown on

the Site Plan, Figure 2.  The test pits were excavated with a rubber tire backhoe.  The subsurface

soil profile was logged and soil samples were obtained at this time for laboratory testing.  

SUBSURFACE SOIL CONDITIONS

The site was evaluated by excavating 13 test pits at the locations shown on Figure 2.  The locations

and elevations of the test pits were measured by pacing from existing land features and the

elevations were determined from interpolation between contours on the site plan provided by

Mainline Engineering..  

The subsurface profile observed within the test pits excavated varied across the site with the

majority of the site containing silty gravel overlying mudstone bedrock.  Silty sand, clayey sand and

lean clay was encountered along the eastern portion of the site.  The mudstone is known in the

area as “blue clay” and is moderately to highly expansive when wetted.  The gravels varied from

non to moderately cemented (conglomerate like).  

Descriptions of the soil and bedrock types encountered follow:

Sand and Gravel:  The sand and gravel contained varied amounts of silt and clay.  The

gravel contained cobbles to occasional small boulders.  The gravel was generally

subrounded and was dense to very dense.  Portions of the gravel was moderately

cemented and practical refusal was encountered in several of the test pits.  

Lean Clay - The lean clay contains varied amounts of sand and is medium stiff to very stiff,

moist and red to brown in color.
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Mudstone Bedrock - The mudstone bedrock is soft to moderately hard, moist and is purple

to grey to red in color.

The Logs of Test Pits are shown on Figures 3 and 4.  The Legend and Notes of Test Pits are

shown on Figure 4.  Laboratory test results are also shown on test pit logs.  

SUBSURFACE WATER

Groundwater was not encountered within the test pits to the depths investigated.  During previous

studies, groundwater was encountered within the Black Ridge Cove subdivision to the north. It

appears that the groundwater is perched on the underlying mudstone bedrock.  We anticipate

fluctuations in the groundwater level will occur over time.  Our study does not include an evaluation

of the fluctuations. 

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION

The proposed Temple Trail Subdivision is proposed as shown on Figures 2 and 2A.  The project

will include 19 single family lots.  The site is proposed to be graded by cutting and filling on the

order of 1 to 6 feet with larger fills possible around the perimeter of the site.  The perimeter of the

slopes will remain undisturbed.  We anticipate some retaining may be provided at the top of the

slope areas.

We anticipate that the residential structures will be single-family, slab on grade residences We

anticipate the residences will be constructed using conventional spread footings with slab-on-grade

floors, and will likely be constructed with wood framing, stucco or rock veneer, and tile roofs.

For design purposes, we have assumed wall loads of up to 2 kips per linear foot and column loads

of up to 30 kips.   As part of the development, we understand that roadways, utilities and city

improvements will also be included.  For design purposes, we have utilized a traffic index (TI) of

5 for the interior roads in accordance with the St. George City standards.
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If the proposed construction, or building loads are significantly different from those listed, we should

be notified so that we can reevaluate our recommendations.

GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

Based on our review of the literature (Ref No.’s 6 and 7) and our site observations, AGEC identified

the site as having 3 potential geologic hazards.  These included:

1. Landslide - The slope of the west facing side of the Black Ridge has been mapped as

a landslide.  AGEC has conducted a previous study (Ref No. 5) that concluded that the

hillside has a potential for future movement.  The study and subsequent studies on the

east side of the Black Ridge have shown that the factor of safety is generally less than

1.5.  The mapping (See Figure 3a) shows the site is not a part of the overall landslide

and that the potential movement of the slide should not affect the residences within the

development.  

2. Rockfall - AGEC has previously evaluated the potential rockfall.  Our conclusions are

included in Appendix A. 

3. Expansive Mudstone - The investigation has noted that expansive mudstone is

encountered within the majority of the explorations and is anticipated to exist through

out the property at some depth.  Recommendations are provided for mitigation of

structures and improvements by treatment of overexcavation and replacement. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on our experience in the area, the subsurface conditions encountered, our engineering

analysis, and the proposed construction, the following recommendations are provided:

A. Site Grading

Based on the subsurface conditions and proposed grading provided by Kuma Engineering,

the following recommendations are provided:
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1. Subgrade Preparation

General:  Prior to placing structural fill, site grading fill or concrete, the site should

be grubbed to remove vegetation and soil containing roots and organics.  

Roadways - As a minimum, we recommend the depth of overexcavation (beneath

roadways, flatwork or other surface improvements) should extend at least 1 foot

below the existing ground surface or 1 foot below the bottom of the proposed

subgrade elevation whichever is greater.  If mudstone is encountered within 3 feet

of the proposed subgrade, the subgrade should be overexcavated to a depth of 3

feet and replaced with low permeable fill .   The limits of overexcavation should

extend at least 2 feet beyond the limits of the proposed improvements. 

Subsequent to overexcavation of the right-of-ways and prior to placing site grading

fill, the exposed subgrade should be scarified to a depth of at least 6 inches,

properly moisture conditioned, and compacted.  The removed soil may then be

replaced in properly moisture conditioned and compacted lifts.  

Expansive Mudstone/Clay Soil - (Residences): In areas where the expansive

mudstone is encountered within 15 feet of pad grade, the mudstone should be

removed by overexcavation.  We anticipate the majority of the residences will

require removal of mudstone.  

Construction of pools or below grade structures has not been evaluated. If a pool

or below grade structure is desired, further subsurface investigation, laboratory

testing and engineering analysis is recommended.  Typically, a similar separation

is recommended for below grade structures and pools.

2. Excavation/Slopes

Permanent cut slopes excavated into the overburden soils cut no steeper than

2:1 (horizontal to vertical).  Cut slopes excavated in the underlying bedrock should

be excavated no steeper than 1:1 (horizontal to vertical).  The bedrock cut slopes will
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remain stable irrespective of height, but the total height of the exposed bedrock cut

slopes may be limited by building codes, zoning or subdivision regulations.   

Erosion/raveling of the exposed bedrock cut face should be anticipated due to

weathering processes.  The mudstone will dry, shrink and shallow slumps may

occur.  This could result in accumulation of soil deposits at the toe of the cut slope

and will require maintenance to remove the deposits over time. 

To control erosion and weathering, the bedrock cut slopes should be faced with

rockery facing backfilled with angular, crushed stone or reinforced gunnite facing

attached with soil nails.   This would be particularly critical where softer mudstone

is exposed.  Benches may also be cut into the slopes to assist in controlling

drainage and erosion.   Benches should be at least 5 feet in width and should be

constructed at intervals in accordance with the 2018 IBC.  In lieu of facing shale or

mudstone cuts, they could be flattened to a 3:1 (horizontal to vertical) slope.

Fill slopes constructed with on-site granular soils should be constructed no

steeper than 2:1 (horizontal to vertical).  Fill slopes should be constructed by

overbuilding the slope and then cutting back the slope face to the desired grade

to provide a properly compacted slope face.   Fill placed on existing slopes

steeper than 3:1 (horizontal to vertical) should be keyed into the existing slope

using a benching procedure.  Benches should be of sufficient width to allow for

operation of compaction equipment.  

Steeper cut and fill slopes may be necessary with the granular soils.  Steeper

slopes should be properly retained or reinforced.  Additional analysis and design

will be necessary to properly support the taller slopes and to ensure stability.

Water should be directed around slopes using drainage swales to reduce potential

erosion in accordance with a site specific drainage plan.  Soil slopes may also be

protected from erosion with an appropriate geotextile or riprap underlain with filter

fabric.  More detailed recommendations for riprap erosion control can be provided

Applied GeoTech   Project No. 2220105



Page 10

if requested.  A lot specific drainage study should be conducted on lots adjacent to

the hillside.

Utility trenches excavated in the on-site soils should be excavated in accordance

with OSHA requirements using a OSHA Soil Class C (1½:1 Horizontal:Vertical)

for overburden soils and Soil Class A (½:1) for trenches excavated into the

bedrock.   Steeper trenches may require the use of shoring or a trench box to

provide as safe work environment.  Safe trench excavation is the responsibility

of the contractor.

3. Materials

Import materials should be non-expansive, non-gypsiferous, granular soil.  Listed

below are the materials recommended for imported fill.

 Area Fill Type Recommendations

Pads/Foundations/slabs Site grading/

structural fill
-200 <35%, LL <30%

Maximum size: 4 inches

Solubility < 1%

Roadways Base course CBR>50%, 200 <12%

Maximum size: ¾ inch

Underslab Base course -200 <12%

Maximum size: 1 inch

-200 = Percent Passing the No. 200 Sieve
LL = Liquid Limit

The on-site sandy lean clay, sand and gravel soils free of organics and debris, are

suitable for use as structural fill, site grading fill, and utility trench backfill.  The on-

site mudstone is suitable for use as utility trench backfill, provided it is placed at

least 3 feet below subgrade.  The mudstone may be considered to be mixed and

placed in the lower 5 feet of the pad overexcavation zone.  The mix ratio will depend

on the type of non-expansive material use as a the mixture.  Typical ratios are 2:1

(non expansive to mudstone) and should be verified by testing prior to use.  
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4. Compaction

Compaction of fill materials placed at the site should equal or exceed the following

percentages when compared to the maximum dry density as determined by ASTM

D-698 or ASTM D-1557:

Area

Percent Compaction

ASTM D-1557

Subgrade

Footings/foundations

Slabs/Pad Fill (over excavation)

Utility trench backfill (Structural Areas)

W all Backfill (Structural Areas)

90

95

95

95

95

Fill should be placed in lifts which do not exceed the capability of the equipment

used.  Generally 6 to 8 inch lifts are adequate for heavy rubber tire equipment.  Lift

thicknesses should be reduced to 4 inches for hand compaction equipment.  Fill

placed at the site should be properly moisture conditioned prior to placement and

should be tested to verify proper compaction.

Fill materials should be properly moisture conditioned prior to placement.  Fine-

grained, low permeable fill should be moisture conditioned to 2 to 4 percentage

points over the optimum moisture content as determined by ASTM D-698.  Granular

soil should be moisture conditioned to within 2 percentage points of the optimum

moisture content as determined by ASTM D-1557.

5. Drainage

The following drainage recommendations should be implemented:

• Positive site drainage should be maintained during the course of

construction.   In no case should water be allowed to pond adjacent to

buildings/foundations.
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• After construction has been completed, positive drainage of surface water

away from the structures should be maintained throughout the life of the

structures.  We recommend a minimum slope of 6 inches in the first 10 feet

from the perimeter of the structures.   Hard or impermeable surfaces may

be used to direct water away from buildings.

• Roof gutters should also be utilized with downspouts which extend out away

and down slope from buildings.  Preferably, downspouts should discharge

off-site.

• We also recommend that desert landscaping, which requires no water, be

used adjacent to concrete or masonry walls which will be backfilled to

reduce salt migration of soluble salts and the subsequent salt weathering on

cement containing elements.  Further, the below grade portions of

walls/fences which are backfilled with soil should be protected with an

impermeable membrane and a subsurface drain.  A gravel covered,

perforated PVC pipe should also be placed at the base of the wall to carry

water to a discharge point.  This is intended to reduce the potential for salt

weathering and sulfate attack on concrete/masonry.

6. Low Impact Development (LID) 

AGEC has reviewed the planned areas for surface infiltration areas shown as LID

on the grading plans and the Dixie Storm Water Coalition Guide (DSWCG) for Low

Impact Development (Dixie Storm Water Coalition Guide, June 20, 2020) and

provided the following evaluation:

Using the USDA, Natural Resources Conservation Services, Web Soil Survey, 

(https://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/HomePage.htm) for determining the

USDA mapped soil, the soil types vary across the site with a GP - Gravel Pit for

80% of the parcel and IAF - Isom cobbly sand loam, 3 -30% slopes on the

southeast portion of the site and SY- Stony colluvial land on the northeast portion

of the site.   Each of the mapped units have a have a Hydrologic Soil Group of A. 
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Our evaluation Geotech evaluation has shown that the near surface soils are

primarily sand and gravel as mapped by the USDA, however the underlying

mudstone is significantly different in hyrdologic properties.  

Using the DSWCG, Figure 2 (flow chart), and based on the soil types and

conditions, Steps- 1-3 are “No” due to the shallow mudstone bedrock on the site. 

Based on the rock conditions, we do not recommend using any of the Best Method

Practices (BMP’s) within Reference No. 1.     

The following parameters may be used in the application form:

Subsurface Information

  Groundwater

Depth to Groundwater (ft)
  >15 ft

  Historical High Depth to Groundwater if known (ft) >15 ft

  Source Geotech Study

  Groundwater Contamination at Site: N/A

  Soil Information

  Infiltration Rate (in/hr) (Source = UCEA.net) <1*

  Hydrologic Soil Group/Map Unit Symbol: D

  Source: USDA W eb Soil Survey 

  Soil Contamination at Site: N/A

The underlying bedrock consists primarily of mudstone which may result in the

perching of groundwater and heave of the surface soils.  It will also result in

weakened lateral strength and reduced slope stability.  The perching may result in

lateral movement of water and resulting in the introduction of water to locations that

may be a concern, such as utility trenches, next to slopes that would reduce stability
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and cause seepage concerns.   We would recommend that infiltration be limited and

that the basin areas be allowed to overflow into storm drainage that allows water to

leave the property to regional drainage, particularly to the west to the Black Ridge

Cove Drainage system.  

B. Foundation Recommendations

Based on the subsurface conditions and proposed grading provided Kuma Engineering, the

following foundation recommendations are provided for support of slab on grade homes.

1. Foundations

The proposed residences may be supported on conventional spread footings

with slab-on-grade floors supported on a properly prepared subgrade as

indicated in the Subgrade Preparation section of this report.  

2. Bearing Material

Footings should bear on properly compacted structural fill as recommended in

the Subgrade Preparation section of this report.

3.  Bearing Pressure

Spread footings bearing on properly compacted structural fill may be designed

for a net allowable bearing pressure of 2,000 psf.  

4. Temporary Loading Conditions

The bearing pressure indicated above may be increased by one-half for

temporary wind and seismic loads.
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5. Footing Width and Embedment

Spread footings should have a minimum width of 18 inches and exterior or

unheated footings should be embedded at least 12 inches below the lowest

adjacent grade.

6. Settlement/Heave

Based on the subsoil conditions encountered and the anticipated building loads,

we estimate a total settlement/heave for the foundation designed as indicated

above to be up to approximately 1 inch.  Differential settlement is estimated to be

approximately ½ inch.  

C. Concrete Slab-on-Grade

1. Slab Support

Concrete slabs may be supported on a properly compacted subgrade.  Fill placed

in slab areas should be tested to verify compaction meets the recommendations

provided within this report.

2. Underslab Base Course

A 4-inch layer of properly compacted base course should be placed below slabs to

provide a firm and consistent subgrade and promote even curing of the concrete.

3. Vapor Barrier

A vapor barrier may be placed below slabs in areas which will receive floor

coverings sensitive to moisture or coverings which are impermeable.  

D. Lateral Earth Pressures

1. Lateral Resistance for Footings

Lateral resistance for spread footings is controlled by sliding resistance developed

between the footing and the subgrade soil.  An ultimate friction value of 0.45  may
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be used in design for ultimate lateral resistance of footings bearing on on-site

granular soils.

2. Retaining Structures

The following equivalent fluid weights are given for design of subgrade walls and

retaining structures.  The active condition is where the wall moves away from the

soil.  The passive condition is where the wall moves into the soil and the at-rest

condition is where the wall does not move.   We recommend the basement walls be

designed in an at-rest condition. 

The values listed below assume a horizontal surface adjacent the top and bottom

of the wall.

Description Active At-Rest Passive

Granular backfill (sand or gravel) 35 pcf 50 pcf 350 pcf

Fine Grained soil - silt and clay 40 pcf 55 pcf 300 pcf

The above values account for the lateral earth pressures due to the soil and level

backfill conditions and do not account for hydrostatic pressures or surcharge loads. 

Lateral loading should be increased to account for surcharge loading using the

appropriate earth pressure coefficient and a rectangular distribution if structures are

placed above the wall and are within a horizontal distance equal to the height of the

wall.  If the ground surface slopes up away from the wall, the equivalent fluid

weights should also be increased.

Care should be taken to prevent percolation of surface water into the backfill

material adjacent to the retaining walls.  The risk of hydrostatic buildup can be

reduced by placing a subdrain behind the walls consisting of free-draining gravel

wrapped in a filter fabric.
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3. Seismic Conditions

Under seismic conditions, the equivalent fluid weight should be modified as follows

according to the Mononobe-Okabe method assuming a level backfill condition:

Lateral Earth 

Pressure Condition

Seismic Modification 

(2% PE in 50 yrs)

Granular Backfill
Fine-Grained

Backfill

Active 9 pcf increase 10 pcf increase

At-rest no increase no increase

Passive 22 pcf decrease 16 pcf decrease

The resultant of the seismic increase should be placed up ½ the distance up from

the base of the wall.

4. Safety Factors

The values recommended assume mobilization of the soil to achieve the assumed 

soil strength.  Conventional safety factors used for structural analysis for such items

as overturning and sliding resistance should be used in design.

E. Seismicity, Liquefaction and Faulting

1. Listed below is a summary of the site parameters as required by the 2018

International Building Code and ASCE 7-16:
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Description
Seismic Parameter

2,500 yr event (.2% PE in 50 yrs)

Site Class C

Ss (0.2 second period) 0.5g

S1 (1 second period) 0.16g

PGA 0.22g

aF 1.3

Fv 1.5

pgaF 1.2

The values provided above were generated using the ASCE 7-16 Seismic Hazard

Tool.  Based on the observed subsurface conditions, a ground motion hazard

analysis (GMHA) as per ASCE 7-16 is not required by the 2018 International

Building Code.

2. Liquefaction

Based on subsurface conditions encountered in the borings and the test pits, the

subsurface soils and bedrock observed are non-liquefiable during a seismic event.

3. Faulting

Based on a review of available geologic literature, there are no mapped faults

extending near or through the site.

F. Soil Corrosion

Based upon our experience in the area, the on-site soils, bedrock, and many imported

sources may contain sulfates in sufficient concentration to be corrosive to concrete. 

Therefore, we recommend concrete elements that will be exposed to the on-site soils be

designed in accordance with provisions provided in the American Concrete Institute Manual

of Concrete Practice (ACI) 318-14.  Tables 19.3.1.1 and 19.3.2.1 of ACI 318-14 should be

referenced for design of concrete elements utilizing a Sulfate Exposure Class of S2. 
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Consideration should also be given to cathodic protection of buried metal pipes.  We

recommend utilizing PVC pipes where local building codes allow.

G. Pavement

Based on the subsoil conditions encountered and the laboratory test results, the following

recommendations are given:

1. Analysis

Asphaltic Concrete:  The flexible pavement analysis is based on UDOT and

AASHTO design methods and a 20 year design life.  The following parameters were

considered for our analysis:

• Base course that meets specifications which would correspond to a

2Structural Coefficient (a ) of at least 0.12.  Asphalt that provides a

1Structural Coefficient (a ) of at least 0.40. 

• Drainage Coefficient = 1.0.

• The subgrade support soils consists generally a low permeable fill or

Rgranular soils.   Based on the on-site soils, a M  value of 7,500 psi was

used for the subgrade based upon an estimated CBR value of 5 percent

Rand the relationship between CBR and Resilient Modulus (M ).

o t• Serviceability Index: P =4.2, P =2.5.

• Reliability of 90 percent.

o• Standard Deviation (S ) = 0.45.

2. Subgrade Support

We anticipate the subgrade materials will consist of compacted sandy lean clay or

on site granular materials.  Our design assumes a properly compacted subgrade. 

Prior to placing  base course or pavement area grading fill, the subgrade should be

prepared as recommended in the Subgrade Preparation section of this report.
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3. Pavement Thickness

Based on the anticipated traffic, a 20 year design life, PCC and AASHTO design

methods, the following  pavement sections are recommended. 

Flexible Pavement

Area

Asphaltic concrete 

(inches)

Base Course

 (inches)

Interior roadways (TI=5) 2½ 8

4. Pavement Materials

The pavement materials should meet AASHTO and St. George City Specifications

for gradation and quality.  The pavement thicknesses indicated above assume that

the base course is high quality material with a CBR of at least 60 percent.  Asphalt

material should have a Marshall stability of at least 1,800 pounds.   

5. Drainage

The collection and diversion of drainage away from the pavement surface is

extremely important to the satisfactory performance of the pavement section. 

Proper drainage should be provided.  We further recommend a yearly maintenance

program including crack sealing and a surface treatment such as a “slurry seal” to

extend the pavement life and reduce water infiltration into the subsurface soils.

H. Construction Testing and Observations

We recommend testing fill, concrete, and asphalt materials at a frequency which meets or

exceeds St. George City minimum testing frequency requirements for city improvements. 

We also recommend the following testing and observations be done as a minimum:

1. Verify the subgrade is properly prepared/compacted in accordance with the

recommendations provided in the Subgrade Preparation section of this report. The

building pad overexcavation limits should be determined by the contractor by survey
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and documented.  The base of the excavation should be verified by AGEC.   The

replacement fill in each excavation should be tested on a periodic basis.  We

recommend each foot of fill placed be tested.

2. Verify that foundation subgrade is properly compacted prior to placement of

concrete.

3. Conduct construction materials testing of soils, concrete and asphalt materials as

required for the proposed construction by St. George City. 

I. Geotechnical Recommendation Review

The client should familiarize themselves with the information contained in this report.  If

specific questions arise or if the client does not fully understand the

conclusions/recommendations provided, AGEC should be contacted to provide clarification.
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LIMITATIONS

This report has been prepared in accordance with generally accepted soil and foundation

engineering practices in the area for the use of the client for design purposes.  The conclusions

and recommendations included within the report are based on the information obtained from the

subsurface study, laboratory test results and our experience in the area.  Variations in the

subsurface conditions may not become evident until excavation is conducted.  If the subsurface

conditions or groundwater level are found to be significantly different from those described above,

we should be notified to reevaluate our recommendations.

APPLIED GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS, INC.

G. Wayne Rogers, P.E.

Reviewed by: JE, P.E.

 P:\2022 Project Files\2220100\2220105 - GT -Temple Trail Canyon\report.wpd
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APPENDIX A

Rockfall Hazard Evaluation Report
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March 24, 2022

Feller Enterprises
708 East 1100 South
St George, Utah 84790

Attention: Tyson Feller
EMAIL: tyson@fellerent.com

Subject: Rockfall Hazard Assessment
Temple Trail Canyon Subdivision
Indian Hills Drive
St George, Utah 
Project No. 2220105

Mr. Feller:

Applied Geotechnical Engineering Consultants, Inc. (AGEC) was requested to evaluate
potential rockfall hazard for the proposed Temple Trail Canyon Subdivision located on the
north side of Indian Hills Drive across from Gubler Lane in St George, Utah.

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION 

We understand the area is planned for single-family residences.

GEOLOGY  

The geology of the site is mapped by Hayden and Willis (2011) to consist predominantly of
Quaternary alluvium, some colluvium and some areas of bedrock. The bedrock underlying the
site is mapped as the Triassic Petrified Member of the Chinle Formation. The nearest outcrops
that would produce rockfall material is the Quaternary Cedar Bench Lava Flow exposed near
the top of the airport bluff east of the site.

SITE DESCRIPTION

Much of the site appears to have been mined for gravel. It is currently undeveloped land.

Vegetation at the site consists of a sparse coverage of grass and brush.

AGC.,C 
Applied GeoTech 

600 West Sandy Parkway • Sandy, Utah 84070 • (801) 566-6399 • www.agecinc.com 

mailto:tsnow.feller@gmail.com




APPENDIX B

Site Photos 
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            Project No. 2220205 

 

Photo No. 1, View of northeast portion of the site looking west.   

 

Photo No. 2, View of east edge of site looking south along proposed access road. 
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Photo No. 3, View of site looking east, from near west edge of the site. 

 

Photo No. 4, View of south edge of site near SWC, looking southeast along Indian Hills 

Drive. 
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Photo No. 5, View of west edge of site looking north. 

 

Photo No. 6, View of northwest corner of the site looking west. 
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Photo No. 7, View of site looking south from near north center of the site. 

 

Photo No. 8, View of east edge of site looking south. 





































































































NOTICE OF MEETING 

HILLSIDE REVIEW BOARD 

CITY OF ST. GEORGE 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, UTAH 
 

Public Notice 
 

Notice is hereby given that the Hillside Review Board of the City of St. George, Washington 

County, Utah, will hold meetings at the referenced site on Wednesday, March 23, 2022, 

commencing on-site at approximately 8:30 a.m.  
 

PRESENT:  

Dave Black 

Jeff Mathis 

James Dotson 

Russ Owens 

 

 

EXCUSED: 

James Sullivan 

 

CITY STAFF: 

Assistant Public Works Director, Wes Jenkins 

Planner III, Dan Boles 

Planner III, Carol Davidson 

Development Office Supervisor, Brenda Hatch 

 

Dave Black nominated Jeff Mathis to be the Pro-tem Chair. 

James Dotson Seconded 

AYES 

Dave Black 

James Dotson 

Russ Owens 

Motion Carries 

 

Jeff Mathis called the meeting to order at 8:30 am. 

 

1. Consider a request for a hillside development permit at the Commerce Point Development. 

The applicant is proposing to construct in the area shown on the slope map labeled 20-

30%, 30-40% and 40% and above. The property is located at Southeast quadrant of the 

intersection of Auto Mall Drive and Blackridge Drive. The property is currently zoned 

Highway Commercial (C-2). The applicant is Commerce Point, LC. Case No. 2022-HS-

005. (See ‘Meeting Place’ exhibit below).   

 

Wes Jenkins – There are some areas here on the analysis map, the dark red is the 40% 

then the other is the 30 to 40%.  Their proposal is to disturb all of this area over here.  The 

question is, has it already been disturbed, is it consistent or should they not be disturbing 

the 40% and make sure they comply with the 30-40%.  The way I understand it is their 

proposal is to disturb all of this with the argument that it is not consistent with the 



topography that is around it and it is really disturbed material from the construction of 

Blackridge Drive. 

 

Dave Black – I might make a suggestion that we break this up into at least 2 parts. And 

that we talk about that first and then we vote on that and decide on that.  And then we can 

look at the overall plans and address that separately.   

 

Jeff Mathis – It appears to me those 40% slopes are coming off the fills for the road, aren’t 

they? 

 

Dave Black – I would agree that mostly that is the case.  Personally, I don’t see any issues 

with disturbing the areas that they have planned, and I think we’ve made similar motions 

in the past, what do we call that?  Non-contiguous? 

 

James Dotson – Or man-made even. 

 

Dave Black – Yes, so they are man-made slopes, they are non-contiguous slopes and so I 

don’t see an issue of disturbing those. 

 

Russ Owens – I agree, I don’t see anything. 

 

MOTION:  Jeff Mathis made a motion that we approve the areas on the packet that are 

shown to be disturbing over the 40% slopes, they are non-contiguous areas and man-

made areas.  We recommend they be allowed to affect those areas. 

SECOND:  Dave Black 

AYES (4) 

Dave Black 

Jeff Mathis 

James Dotson 

Russ Owens  

NAYS (0)  

Motion carries. 

 

Dave Black – The second part is that in the plans they have submitted to us, they have 

indicated the cut slopes are 40 ft high against Blackridge Drive.  That in itself goes against 

the hillside ordinance.  The question I have is how do you mitigate that?  That will leave a 

big scar, are there plans to address the cut slope?  Is it going to be decorative rock?  Stacked 

rock, is it going to be just left disturbed?  How would plan to mitigate the scars left behind? 

 

Austin Akin – It’s in our scope to landscape or otherwise improve everything up the hill 

that we can.  We’re not going to leave a big scar.  Chris and I have talked about it a little 

bit and it would be a good idea to stack rock up.  We are more than happy to make sure it 

looks nice.   

 

Jeff Mathis – So you’re not going to use that access? 

 

Austin Akin – It is just too steep, that was before I was around, but it seems like a pretty 

mutual decision not to use that access.  We just have the one major road that comes through 

here.   



Russ Owens – In the technical report that we were given to review it talks about minimal 

cuts with 3:1 slopes and kind of keeping the overall slopes to what it is now, that seems to 

have been followed in a lot of this.  I know the City is requiring a landslide study, which I 

guess this is the result of that.  So, we haven’t had time to review that at all.  I think that 

will be a big issue out here, not only visually but with stability but also with landslide so I 

would think that needs to be addressed. 

 

Dave Black – I would think that if the Landmark report is not going to be used, that there 

needs to be a separate updated report from GTS that addresses stable cut and fill slopes and 

retaining walls and there are expansive soils at this site, maybe revisit the recommendations 

for foundations.     

 

Discussion continued on what reports will be used. 

 

Dave Black – I don’t know that we have enough information for us to review right now 

and give approval.  We probably need to get with GTS and give them the opportunity to 

tell us what’s in their report and any issues or concerns that they have seen.   

 

Chris Volksen – Geotechnical Testing Services did a grading plan for this, and 

unfortunately our grading report for this portion of this development was not included in 

the packet.  It did address slopes in there.   

 

Wes Jenkins – So it’s different than this? 

 

Chris Volksen – Yes, it’s a grading report.  The purpose of the grading report was just to 

prepare rough pads.   

 

Austin Akin – So we could go in and do mass grading because we don’t know exactly what 

we are going to build.   

 

Chris Volksen – It’s a grading report, so there is a difference between a grading report and 

a geotechnical report. Once the buildings are established, once they have a tenant, once 

they know exactly everything with the building then we will do the geotechnical 

investigation.  The intention was to basically to make the site look good so a tenant could 

come look at it and say that’s a nice site we want to be here. 

 

Wes Jenkins – Would your grading report address what Dave is talking about, the cuts and 

stabilizing those and all of that? 

 

Chris Volksen – Yes, and so we have done some follow up which is what I just gave you 

here, after we had a 3rd party review with the City on the proposed cuts and the overall 

stability of the slopes.  There was very little affect a .006 affect on the overall slope.  What 

we will do is look at the grading report and I think it addresses slopes in there, it’s just been 

a year since we’ve done it.  It addresses the slopes and the drainage on the slopes and 

landscape on the slopes.  Then we would do a geotechnical investigation for each structure 

as they are going to be done. 

 



Dave Black – I do think we need to a portion of it now until we receive the report and then 

if anybody had any comments or anything they wanted to address we could do that in the 

next meeting. 

 

Wes Jenkins – But you are saying you’ve done that report, it just wasn’t in here? 

 

Chris Volksen – Yes, and if it needs to be updated, I’ll update it. 

 

Russ Owens – So can you do a grading study not knowing what they are going to build 

here?  Are you just going to say these buildings have to fit this pad? 

 

Austin Akin – Yes, with the grading that we have planned it’s going to narrow what we 

can do a bit, but it’s not setting in stone.   

 

Dave Black – So if you were to grade it now, you would use this plan and have the cut 

slopes that are on the drawing and then it would be mass graded. 

 

Austin Akin – So the things we would be committing to would be the buildings will be 

here, the underground utilities here, the driveways here. 

 

Jeff Mathis – So you are going utilities and surface improvements? 

 

Austin Akin – Yes, we would like to.  As much as we can. 

 

Russ Owens – So if you did rough grading and it took 3 or 4 years for a client to come in 

then what would you do with the site? 

 

Austin Akin – We would make sure it was maintained properly. 

 

Chris Volksen – So I know that some of the discussion was that there is going to be a 

retaining wall along the backside over there, they are not planning on putting that in right 

now, they are just going to grade that down and just leave the slope. 

 

Dave Black – So that could be a concern.  Say you leave a cut slope for 4 years and it sits 

there. 

 

Wes Jenkins – It has to be treated as a permanent slope, you can’t say that it is temporary 

because the problem is say they sell it off to someone else, they need to understand that it 

is permanent. 

 

Dave Black – So the landscaping would that go in now? 

 

Wes Jenkins – Not the landscaping but the slope and the treatment of it would need to be 

dealt with at the initial phase.   

 

Discussion on what the slope would look like and how it should be treated. 

 



Wes Jenkins – From a City standpoint we would require it to be in permanent condition 

when they walk away from here.  So, whatever that slope is, it would have to be in a 

condition that it could remain in forever.   

 

Dave Black – I understand that, but we would also want the slope dressing on it to mitigate 

the exposed cut. 

 

Wes Jenkins – Yes it would need to be treated so that the erosion is addressed, and the 

slope stability is addressed, all of that would have to happen.  As far as landscaping around 

the buildings it won’t have to be in. 

 

Jeff Mathis – I think that is understood, what we are concerned about are these 40 ft cuts.  

It sounds like it’s going to be phased, mass grading and so forth anyway.   

 

Austin Akin – We are not planning on this sitting for 3-5 years. 

 

Wes Jenkins – So I’m assuming with your mass grading you are going to come in and pad 

it out, parking lots established and everything? 

 

Austin Akin – Yes.  We are happy to address the cut slope stuff, we can get with Chris and 

talk about it.  I know we don’t have any intention of putting water in there, not even for 

landscaping or anything like that. 

 

Dave Black – Do you have maybe a tall building that could hide something like that, or 

will they all be single story? 

 

Austin Akin – The ones in the front, we’re not doing any retaining.  The idea is that yes, 

we have taller, bigger buildings back here.  If you look on the drawings there will be bigger 

buildings where we are doing the retaining.   

 

Dave Black – So when you come back, that might be part of your mitigation strategy.  

Address the slope and put taller buildings.   

 

Discussion on how taller buildings will block the cut slope from the road and what type of 

treatment can be done to the slope. 

 

MOTION:  Dave Black made a motion that we table the rest of it. 

SECOND:  Jeff Mathis 

AYES (4) 

Dave Black 

Jeff Mathis 

James Dotson 

Russ Owens  

NAYS (0)  

Motion carries. 

 

 

2. Consider a request to amend the hillside overlay map by adding approximately 23 acres 

to the existing Middleton Ridge hillside overlay area. The property is generally located 



north of Red Hills Drive and Middleton Drive and approximately 2200-2300 East. The 

applicant is the City of St. George. Case No. 2022-HS-009.  

 

Wes Jenkins – We are wanting to revise the hillside overlay zone.  If you look on the 

packet, the hillside overlay zone does not come into this area here on top.  For some reason 

they left out this area right here.  The proposal is to amend the hillside overlay zone to 

incorporate this parcel into the hillside overlay zone.   

 

Jeff Mathis – In essence it would come down to the frontage road and then all the way 

along St. George City’s boundary behind here. 

 

Wes Jenkins – Yes. 

 

Jeff Mathis – Is there a reason that you didn’t stop at this road, and you took it clear out 

to there?   

 

Wes Jenkins – I think we took it to the property lines. 

 

Russ Owens – Have you got a development that is looking at building on this?  Is that 

going to impact their overall scheme of things? 

 

Wes Jenkins – Years ago they submitted an application, and it was for a water park, 

basically they stayed off of that and the slides came off a pole, so there was no disturbance. 

I’m not even sure if they have submitted anything.  Some of their discussion now is to 

take the slides and put them up on the slope and disturb the slope.  So, we got into that, 

and the City felt like that was a prominent enough hillside feature that it should be 

protected because it falls within the slope categories.  So that is kind of the question, is it 

a prominent feature that you would like to protect? 

 

MOTION:  Dave Black made a motion that we recommend approval for the addition of 

the area indicated in the packet. 

Jeff Mathis – I have one more discussion item, they had a grading permit they had all 

their things in place, right?  So, are we doing something that going to change what was? 

Wes Jenkins – No because whatever they had before has now lapsed. 

Jeff Mathis – So at that point they were going to put things on poles and now you’ve 

heard discussion they want to come in and put things on the slopes. 

Wes Jenkins – Yes and that alerted us to A. this is a prominent feature and should be 

protected because it’s not in the hillside.  We always though it was in the hillside.  We 

were caught off guard. 

Russ Owens – Say they want to go up there with a landing pad, walk up there and come 

down? 

Wes Jenkins – They would have to go through the hillside, if they wanted to disturb it 

they would have to do a slope analysis and would have to go through that process and 

see if there are portions of it that could actually be disturbed.  We just want to make 

bring it in to make it part of the hillside review. 

SECOND:  James Dotson 

AYES (4) 

Dave Black 

Jeff Mathis 



James Dotson 

Russ Owens  

NAYS (0)  

Motion carries. 

 

 

3. Consider approval of the meeting minutes from February 23, 2022. 

 

MOTION:  Dave Black made a motion to approve the minutes from the February 23, 

2002, meeting. 

SECOND:  James Dotson 

AYES (4) 

Dave Black 

Jeff Mathis 

James Dotson 

Russ Owens  

NAYS (0)  

Motion carries. 

 

 Jeff Mathis made a motion to adjourn. 
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