
NOTICE OF MEETING 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

CITY OF ST. GEORGE 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, UTAH 

 

Public Notice 

 

Notice is hereby given that the Planning Commission of the City of St. George, Washington County, Utah, will 

hold a Planning Commission meeting in the City Council Chambers, 175 East 200 North, St George, Utah, on 

Tuesday, March 14, 2023, commencing at 5:00 p.m. 

 

The agenda for the meeting is as follows: 

Call to Order 

Flag Salute 

 

1. HILLSIDE PERMIT (HS) Administrative 

 

Consider a request for a hillside development permit for the extension of Flowers Way. The property is 

currently zoned ASBP (Airport Supporting Business Park) & Open Space. The site is located at the end 

of the existing Flowers Way. The applicant is Desert Canyons LLC/Curt Gordon. Case No. 2023-HS-

004. (Staff – Mike Hadley) 

 

2. PRELIMINARY PLATS (PP) Administrative 

Consider a request for a four (4) lot residential subdivision known as Old Farm located the north-west 

corner of 2450 South and 3000 East. The property is 76.04 acres and is zoned A-20 and pending R-1-20. 

The applicant is Bush and Gudgell, and the representative is Bob Hermandson. Case No. 2023-PP-005 

(Staff – Dan Boles) 

3. MINUTES 

 

Consider a request to approve the meeting minutes from the February 28, 2023, meeting. 

 

4. CITY COUNCIL ACTIONS 

John Willis the City Manager will report on items heard at the March 2, 2023, City Council meeting.  

1. 2022-PDA-054 High Point Storage  

______________________________________________ 

Brenda Hatch – Development Office Supervisor 

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. 



 

Community Development 
                              

 

  

HILLSIDE REVIEW BOARD AGENDA REPORT:   01/22/2023 

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA REPORT: 03/14/2023 
 

 

Flowers Way 
Hillside Development Permit (Case No. 2023-HS-004) 

Request: 
A Hillside Development Permit to allow disturbance of areas in the 
20-30%, 30-40% and 40% and above slope areas. This application 
is in anticipation of the construction of Rosewood Townhomes. 

Applicant: Desert Canyons Land LLC/Curt Gordon 

Representative: Kendall Miller 

Location: Southern Hills Pkwy 

General Plan: 
AVI (Airport Vicinity Industrial), OS (Open Space), & GC (Golf 
Course), TC (Town Center). 

Existing Zoning: ASBP (Airport Supporting Business Park) & Open Space 

 
Surrounding 

Zoning: 
 
 

North ASBP (Airport Supporting Business Park) & Open Space 

South 
PD-R (Planned Development Residential), C-2 
(Commercial) &  Southern Parkway 

East C-2 (Commercial) 

West 
PD-C (Planned Development Commercial), R-1-10( Single 
Family Residential 10,000 sq ft minimum lot size) 

Land Area: Approximately 14.99 acres 

 

 

                          ITEM  1  

    Hillside Permit 
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BACKGROUND 

This is a request to obtain a hillside permit for the property located at Flowers Way in Desert 

Canyons. The applicants are proposing to extend the existing road Flowers Way on the northern 

side of Southern Parkway. The Hillside committee meet on location and reviewed the application, 

the site and recommended approval with no conditions. This property is in the hillside overlay. 

Section 10-13A-7 of the Zoning Regulations 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.  

 

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. 

B. For those portions of a proposed development with natural slopes twenty 

percent (20%) or less, development density follows the density and development 

standards in the underlying zone. 

C. For those portions of a proposed development with natural slopes from 

twenty-one percent (21%) to thirty percent (30%), development activity shall not 

disturb more than thirty percent (30%) of the parcel within this slope category. 

D. For those portions of a proposed development with natural slopes from thirty-

one percent (31%) to forty percent (40%), development activity shall not disturb 

more than five percent (5%) of the area within this slope category. 

E. A proposed development may not disturb slopes in excess of forty percent 

(40%). 

     10-13A-2:  Slope and Slope Areas Determined 

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

development parcel. 

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 
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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. 

 

EXHIBITS PROVIDED  

1. Exhibit A – Site Plan  

      “Exhibit A” in the packet shows the location of the new road extension. 

 

2. Exhibit B –Grading Plan  

“Exhibit B” in the packet shows the proposed preliminary grading plan. 

 

3. Exhibit C – Slope Analysis Map 

“Exhibit C” in the packet shows the overall slope analysis for the area to be disturbed.  

 

4. Exhibit D – Geotechnical Report 

“Exhibit D” – This is the Geotechnical report for Flowers Way. 

        

5. Exhibit E – Drainage Report 

“Exhibit E – This is the Drainage Report for Flowers Way. 

 

 
RECOMMENDATION 

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). 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: 

The Planning Commission recommends approval to the City Council for the Hillside permit  for 

the Flowers Way Road extension with no conditions. 
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General Plan – AVI (Airport Vicinity Industrial), OS (Open Space), & 
GC (Golf Course), TC (Town Center). 

 

 

Zoning - ASBP (Airport Supporting Business Park) & Open Space 
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EXHIBIT A 

Site Plan 
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EXHIBIT B 

Grading Plan 
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EXHIBIT C 

Slope Analysis Map 
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Exhibit D 

Geotechnical Report 
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Exhibit E 

Drainage Report 
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January 3, 2023

DSG Engineering, Inc.
113 East 200 North, Suite 2
Saint George, UT 84770

Attention: Ken Miller
EMAIL: ken@dsgcivil.com 

Subject: Reconnaissance-level Geologic-hazards Study
Proposed Flowers Drive
St George, Utah 
Project No. 2222009

Mr. Miller:

Applied Geotechnical Engineering Consultants was requested to perform a reconnaissance-
level geologic-hazards study for the proposed Flowers Drive to be constructed in St George,
Utah.

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF INVESTIGATION

This letter presents the results of a reconnaissance-level geologic-hazards study for the
proposed road. The study was conducted to identify potential geologic hazards that may
affect the proposed road development. The hazards evaluated are surface fault rupture,
landslide, rockfall, debris flow and liquefaction. The study included a review of geologic
literature, aerial photographs, site reconnaissance and geologic analysis. This report has
been prepared to summarize the data obtained during the study and to present our
conclusions and recommendations.

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION 

We understand that Flowers Drive will be constructed at the approximate location indicated
on Figure 2. The road will encroach on the Hillside Overlay Zone. The road has a 60-foot
right of way and will be paved with asphalt. It will have curbs, gutters and sidewalks.

SITE DESCRIPTION

At the time of our site visit, there were no permanent structures or pavement on the site. 
The property consists of undeveloped land. There are cliffs above the site to the north
composed of conglomerate.

AGC.,C 
Applied GeoTech 

600 West Sandy Parkway • Sandy, Utah 84070 • (801) 566-6399 • www.agecinc.com 
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The ground surface of the area slopes gently to steeply with near vertical cliffs above the
site.

Vegetation consists of a sparse coverage of grass and brush.

The surrounding areas are currently undeveloped land similar to the site.

OFFICE METHODS OF INVESTIGATION 

Geologic conditions at the site were evaluated by a review of geologic literature and aerial
photographs. Aerial photographs used during the investigation were obtained from Bowman
and others (2011). The low-sun-angle aerial photographs reviewed are from 1982 to 1983
with numbers of 810941-AM-5-2A and 3A.

A. Geologic Literature Review
The site is located in the area of transition from the east side of the Basin and Range
Province and west side of the Colorado Plateau Province (Hayden and Willis, 2011).
The site is underlain by the Upper Red Member of the Moenkopi Formation, which
consists of siltstone and sandstone with gypsum beds and stringers. The cliffs above
the site are part of the Shinarump Conglomerate Member of the Chinle Formation,
which consists of well-indurated sandstone and conglomerate.

The bedrock in the area dips down at approximately 5 degrees to the east.

There are no active faults mapped in the area (Utah Geological Survey, 2022). The
closest potentially active fault trace to the site is that of the Washington Fault
located approximately 3 miles to the east.

B. Aerial Photograph Lidar Review
Based on review of the aerial photographs, there is no evidence of lineations that
would be consistent with fault scarps and no evidence of landslide deposits or debris
flow deposits on the property. There is evidence of rocks related to rockfall along the
slope below the cliffs, though there is no evidence that the rocks representing active
rockfall have reached the area planned for Flowers Drive.

C. Seismicity  
The property is located in the Intermountain Seismic Zone, which consists of an area
of relatively high historical seismic activity. The most intense seismic ground shaking
at the site is expected to originate from the Washington or possibly the Hurricane
fault zones in this area. The Washington and Hurricane fault zones are considered
capable of producing large-magnitude earthquakes and can result in significant
seismic ground shaking at the site. The US Geological Survey data indicate that a
peak ground acceleration of 0.29g can be expected to have a 2 percent probability
of being exceeded in a 50-year time period at this site (ICC, 2017).
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D. Liquefaction Potential  
Based on our understanding of the geology of the area with shallow depth to bedrock
and a water likely more than 50 feet below the ground surface, liquefaction is not
considered a hazard at this site.

FIELD METHODS OF INVESTIGATION

A site visit was made by a geologist from AGEC. The site shows no evidence of recent
landslide activity, debris flow or scarps associated with fault rupture. There are rocks on the
ground surface north of the proposed road alignment that represent rocks that have
detached from the cliff faces and rolled down slope to near the rockfall limit line shown on
Figure 2. There are rocks south of this line that appear to have a similar origin but are
mostly buried and likely represent significantly older rockfall events.

ROCKFALL EVALUATION

A site visit was made on December 8, 2022. Source boulders for rockfall hazard originate
from the outcrops of conglormerate north of the site. Potential rockfall rocks are up to
approximately 5 feet in size. They are primarily angular rocks weathering from the cliffs
above the site.

Reconnaissance of the rockfall source area finds that there are numerous rocks that could
potentially dislodge from the cliffs above the site.

We identified the extent of rocks that appear to represent rocks that have dislodged from
the cliff face above the site in recent times and located these on the site plan. We also
developed two ground profiles of the slope from the top of the cliffs, down the slope to the
south of the cliffs. We have assumed a shadow angle of 20 degrees in selecting the rockfall
hazard area on Figure 1, which has been found to provide a reasonable estimate for rock
runout for the St. George area. The rocks identified in the field are upslope of the shadow
angle line, consistent with the shadow angle selected. The approximate area of rockfall
hazard is presented on Figure 1. The road is not planned to encroach on the rockfall hazard
zone.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Surface fault rupture, landslide, rockfall, debris flow and liquefaction are not considered to
be significant hazards for the proposed road.

Note that rockfall is not currently a hazard at the site but could be produced if slopes are
steeped more than about 1½ horizontal to 1 vertical below boulders exposed at the ground
surface or may become exposed with excavation. We can review the site conditions at the
time of construction to determine if rockfall becomes a concern during grading activities.
Rocks that may become a concern could be removed from the slope to mitigate the hazard.
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2222009 Geologic Map Figure 1

EXPLANATION OF SYMBOLS AND GEOLOGIC UNITS IN AREA OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

Qac - Mixed alluvial and colluvial deposits (Holocene to upper Pleistocene).

Qca - Mixed colluvial and alluvial deposits (Holocene to middle Pleistocene).

Qat2 - Level 2 alluvial-terrace deposits (Holocene to lower Pleistocene).

Qat3 - Level 3 alluvial-terrace deposits (lower Pleistocene).

Tcs - Shinarump Conglomerate Member of the Chinle Formation (upper Triasic).

Tmu - Upper red member of the Moenkopi Formation (lower Triasic).

Geologic contact between units, dashed where approximate.

Strike and dip of bedding.
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December 9, 2022

DSG Engineering, Inc.
113 East 200 North, Suite 2
St. George, Utah 84770

Attention: Ken Miller, P.E.
email: ken@dsgcivil.com

Subject: Geotechnical Recommendations
Flowers Drive
St. George, Utah 
AGEC Project No. 2222009

Reference: 1. “Flowers Drive Hillside Overlay Zone, Grading Plan”, by DSG
Engineering, Inc., dated Mat 3, 2022, Project No. 20-022.

Applied Geotechnical Engineering Consultants, Inc. (AGEC) was requested to conduct a
subsurface investigation and provide geotechnical recommendations for the design and
construction of the proposed Flowers Drive in St. George, Utah as shown on Figure 1. 

SITE CONDITIONS

The alignment is located from the proposed Southern Hills Parkway extending east along the
base of an hillside to the east approximately 1,800 feet as shown on Figures 1 and 2.  The
area is undeveloped and covered in sparse native grass and desert brush. The hillside above
the western portion has a rock cap above which may present some rockfall hazard to the
road.  The area is surrounded by undeveloped property with the Southern Parkway further to
the south. 

SUBSURFACE SOIL CONDITIONS

The subsurface profile observed within the test pits excavated along the roadway alignment
consists of near surface silty sand to sandy silt and silty clay with sand underlain by shale and
sandstone bedrock.  Silty gravel with sand was observed below the near surface sand in Test
Pit TP-7.  Practical excavator refusal was encountered on sandstone bedrock in Test Pits TP-2
through TP-4 and TP-6 at depths ranging from 4 to 6 feet below the existing grade. The test
pits were excavated with a large track-mounted excavator.

 



Flowers Drive Project No. 2222009

December 9, 2022

Page 1

Descriptions of the soil and bedrock type encountered follow:

Silty Clay with Sand - The silty clay with sand is medium stiff to stiff, dry to slightly
moist, porous, contains roots and is brown to reddish brown in color. 

Laboratory tests conducted samples of the silty clay indicate an in-place moisture
content of 2 percent, an in-place dry density of 89 pounds per cubic foot (pcf), gravel
contents (percent retained on the No. 4 sieve) ranging from 3 to 8 percent and fines
contents (percent passing the No. 200 sieve)ranging from 78 to 83 percent.   An
Atterberg Limits test completed on the clay indicates a Liquid Limits of 23 percent and
a Plasticity Index of 5 percent.  A California Bearing Ratio test completed on a sample
of the silty clay with sand indicates a CBR value of 6 percent.  

A moisture-density relationship (Modified Proctor) test conducted on a sample of the
silty clay with sand  indicates a maximum dry density of 114.5 pcf and an optimum
moisture content of 12.0 percent.

Silty Sand to Sandy Silt - The silty sand to sandy silt contains varied amounts of
gravel.  It is loose near the surface to dense with depth (in TP-7).  It is dry to slightly
moist, contains roots on the upper 1 to 3 feet, porous near the surface and reddish
brown in color. 

Laboratory tests conducted on samples of the silty sand to sandy silt indicate an in-
place moisture content of 4 percent, in-place dry densities ranging from 87 to 102
pcf,  gravel contents ranging from 0 to 19 percent and fines contents ranging from 43
to 60 percent. 

Silty Gravel with Sand - The silty gravel with sand is dense, dry and reddish brown in
color.  

Shale Bedrock - The shale bedrock is soft to moderately hard, weathered and
fractured, dry, low to medium plastic and reddish brown in color.  It also contains grey
layers.

Laboratory tests conducted on samples of the shale bedrock indicate an in-place
moisture contents ranging from 3 to 6, in-place dry densities ranging from 107 to 148
pcf and fines contents ranging from 88 to 98 percent.  An Atterberg Limits test
indicates a Liquid Limits of 26 percent and a Plasticity Index of 7 percent. 

Sandstone Bedrock - The sandstone bedrock is hard, dry and greyish brown in color. 
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The Logs of Test Pits are shown on Figure 3. The Legend and Notes to Test Pits are shown
on Figure 4.  Laboratory test results are also shown on Figure 3 and are summarized in the
Summary of Laboratory Test Results, Table 1. The Gradation and Moisture-Density
Relationship Results (Proctor) are shown graphically on Figure 5.  The CBR results are shown
on Figure 6.

SUBSURFACE WATER

Subsurface water was not encountered in the test pits excavated to the maximum depth
investigated, approximately 11½ feet below the existing grade.  Fluctuations in the
groundwater level may occur over time.  An evaluation of such fluctuations is beyond the
scope of this report.

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION

We understand that the proposed alignment for Flowers Drive will be a 60 foot right of way
(ROW).  The pavement section will be designed using a Traffic Index of 5.5 in accordance
with St. George City Specifications. The roadway will be constructed with asphaltic concrete
pavement underlain by approved city spec base course.  The roadway will also include
concrete sidewalk and curb and gutter.  

A preliminary grading plan provided by DSG Engineering, Inc. indicates cuts up to
approximately 12 feet along the base of the uphill slope and fills on the order of 2 to 5 feet
on the downslope side of the road.  A riprap lined drainage swale will also be constructed
along the base of the slope to capture and direct surface water.  The existing wash near the
east end of the project will also be re-shaped with a berm constructed above the wash along
the west side.  It will also be lined with rock riprap.     

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on our experience in the area, the information from the referenced report and the
proposed construction, the following recommendations are given:

A. Site Grading

1. Subgrade Preparation
Prior to placing fill, the site should be grubbed and overexcavated to remove
the near surface loose, dry soil as shown in the following table and on Figure
3:
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Area Depth 

Grubbing (entire project site) 2 to 3 inches

Pavement and Flatwork ½ to 4 feet

The excavations should extend at least 5 feet beyond the perimeter of the
proposed building and flatwork.  Subsequent to grubbing and overexcavation
and prior to placing fill, concrete or pavement, the exposed subgrade scarified
to a depth of 8 inches, properly moisture conditioned and compacted to at
least 90 percent of the maximum dry density as determined by ASTM D-1557. 
The removed soil may be replaced in properly moisture conditioned and
compacted lifts.

2. Excavation
Excavation of the on-site soil and the soft shale bedrock at the site may be
accomplished with typical excavation equipment.  The hard sandstone bedrock
will be difficult to excavate and will require a large trackhoe equipped with rock
teeth or a single ripper tooth.  A rock hammer may also be necessary to
excavate the sandstone.

3.  Grading Slopes and Trenches
The following table summarizes recommendations for excavation of permanent
cut slope excavations, temporary trench excavations (OSHA Guidelines) and
permanent fill slope construction.  Slopes should include benches in accordance
with the 2018 IBC.

Slope Condition
Maximum Slope

(Horizontal:Vertical)

Permanent Cut Slopes in Overburden Soils 2:1

Permanent Fill Slopes - Compacted fill 2:1 

Utility Trenches in On-site Soils (OSHA Soil Class C) 1½:1*

Utility Trenches in Bedrock (OSHA Soil Class A) ¾:1*

*Steeper trenches will require the use of shoring or a trench box to provide a safe work environment.  Safe

trench excavation is the responsibility of the contractor.

Fill slopes should be graded by overbuilding and then cutting back to the
desired grade to provide a compacted slope face.  Fill placed on existing slopes
steeper than 3:1 should be placed using a benching procedure to “key” the fill
into the existing slope.  Benches should be of sufficient width to allow
adequate area for the compaction equipment. 
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4. Materials
Import materials should be non-expansive, non-gypsiferous, granular soil. 
Listed below are the materials recommended for imported fill.

 Area Fill Type Recommendations

Foundations/slabs Site grading/

structural fill

-200 <35%, LL <30%

Maximum size: 4 inches

Solubility < 1%

Parking Base course CBR>60%, 200 <12%

Maximum size: 1 inch

Underslab Base course -200 <12%

Maximum size: 1 inch

-200 = Percent Passing the No. 200 Sieve

LL = Liquid Limit

The on-site soils, free of organics, debris, and material larger than 6 inches are
suitable for use as site grading fill, wall backfill and utility trench backfill.  The
on-site bedrock is suitable for use as site grading fill, wall backfill and utility
trench backfill provided it is processed such that the maximum particle size is
4 inches and at least 60 percent of the material passes the Number 4 sieve. 

5. Compaction
Compaction of materials placed at the site should equal or exceed the following
minimum densities when compared to the maximum dry density as determined
by ASTM D-1557:

Area Percent Compaction

Subgrade (on-site)

Site grading

Utility trenches

Pipe zone

Base course

90

95

95

90

95

To facilitate the compaction process, the fill should be moisture conditioned to
within 2 percentage points of the optimum moisture content as determined by
ASTM D-1557 prior to placement.  Fill should be placed in loose lift thicknesses
which do not exceed the capacity of the equipment being utilized.  Generally,
6 to 8-inch loose lifts are adequate for large rubber tired or sheepsfoot
equipment.  Lift thicknesses should be reduced to 4-inches for hand
compaction equipment.
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B. Soil Corrosion

Based upon our experience in the area, the on-site soils 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. 

Consideration should also be given to cathodic protection of buried metal pipes.  We
recommend utilizing PVC pipes where local building codes allow.

C. Pavement

1. Analysis
Asphaltic Concrete:  The flexible pavement analysis is based on AASHTO
design methods and a 20 year design life.  The following parameters were
considered for our analysis:

• Base course that meets St. George City specifications which would
correspond to a Structural Coefficient (a2) of at least 0.12.  Asphalt that
provides a Structural Coefficient (a1) of at least 0.40. 

• Drainage Coefficient = 1.0.

• We anticipate the subgrade materials will be variable and consist of
sandy clay.  We have measured a CBR value of 6 percent for a properly
prepared subgrade.  Prior to placing base course or pavement area
grading fill, the subgrade should grubbed and prepared as recommended
in the Subgrade Preparation section of this report.  A MR value of 9,000
pounds per square finch (psi) was used for the subgrade based upon the
CBR value and the relationship between CBR and Resilient Modulus
(MR).

• Serviceability Index: Po=4.2, Pt=2.5, therefore, )PSI=1.7.

• Reliability of 90 percent.

• Standard Deviation (So) = 0.45.

2. Subgrade Support
Our design assumes a properly prepared subgrade as recommended in the
Subgrade Preparation section of this report.  The subgrade preparation varies
depending on the location on the site.  Prior to placing base course or
pavement or grading fill, the subgrade should be prepared as recommended in
the Subgrade Preparation section of this report.
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3.  Traffic Loading
The following traffic Indexes were used in design of roadways:

Roadway ROW (ft) Traffic

Index

Structural Number Required

Flowers Drive 60 foot - Residential

Collector

5.5 1.59

4. Pavement Thickness
Based on the assumed traffic loadings and Washington City traffic indexes, a
20-year design life, and AASHTO design methods, the following pavement
sections are recommended.

Roadway Asphalt (in.)

Base Course

(in.) Structural Number Provided

Flowers Drive 3 6 1.8

5. Pavement Materials
The pavement materials should meet City of St. George specifications for
gradation and quality.  The pavement thicknesses indicated above assume that
the base course is a high quality material with a CBR of at least 50 percent and
the asphaltic concrete has a minimum Marshall stability of 1,800 pounds. 
Other materials may be considered for use in the pavement section.  The use
of other materials may result in other pavement material thicknesses. 

6. 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.

D. Construction Testing and Observations

We recommend the following testing and observations be done as a minimum as
required by the City of St. George.

1. Observe grubbing and removal of soil containing roots and organics.

2. Conduct compaction testing on fill placed below foundations and in building
pads.  We recommend testing each foot of fill placed.

3. Conduct construction materials testing on city improvements at a frequency
which meets or exceeds St. George City requirements.
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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 subsurface
investigation, information from the reference report, 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.

If you have any questions or if we can be of further service, please call.

Sincerely,

APPLIED GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS, INC.

Arnold DeCastro, P.E.

Rev by JRH, P.E..
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Project: Flowers Drive

Sample Date: 11/3/22

Sample No. 221104B

              Maximum Dry Density: 114.5

              Optimum Moisture: 12.0

Atterberg Limits
              Liquid Limit: 23%

              Plasticity Index: 5%

Gradation
              Gravel: 8%

              Sand: 14%

              Silt & Clay: 78%

Moisture - Density Relationship Test Procedure:  ASTM D-1557 B Reviewed By: TT

Sample Description:    silty claywith sand (CL-ML)

AASHTO Classification:  A-4 

Sample Location:  TP-1 @ .5-1'

GRADATION AND MOISTURE-DENSITY

Project No.: RELATIONSHIP RESULTS Figure: 52222009

90

95

100

105

110

115

120

125

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

D
ry

 D
e
n
s
it
y
-P

C
F

Moisture Content-Percent of Dry Weight

Zero Air Voids Curve for:

G = 2.8

G = 2.7

G = 2.6

"8"6"4"3"1-1/2"3/4"3/8#4#8

#10

#16#30#40#50#100#2001 Min4 Min19 Min60 Min

7 Hr

15 Min

24 Hr

45 Min

200

152100

76.238.119.19.524.762.38

2.0

1.190.590

0.420

0.2970.1490.0740.0370.0190.0090.0050.0020.001

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

P
e
rc

e
n
t 

P
a
s
s
in

g

Diameter of Particle in Millimeters



Project Flowers Drive Sample Location  

Sample Classification CL-ML Silty Clay with Sand A-112122

Sample  penetration  after  soaking  for 96 hours

Dry Density:  as molded 112 pcf Moisture Content:            as molded 12.5 percent

after soaking 111 pcf top 1-inch after soaking 14.5 percent

Swell: after soaking 0.0 percent  average after soaking 15.9 percent

Comments:

Bearing  Ratio  of  Sample,  CBR  =  6  percent Surcharge 30 lb 

Proj. No. 2222009     CALIFORNIA BEARING RATIO TEST RESULTS Figure 6

CBR value taken at 0.2 inch penetration

AGEC Sample ID No.

Method of sample preparation: Remolded to approximately 95% of the maximum dry density at the 

optimum moisture content as per ASTM D 1557
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APPLIED GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS, INC.

TABLE I

SUMMARY OF LABORATORY TEST RESULTS

Flowers Drive Project Number 2222009

Sample

Location Natural

Moisture

Content

(%)

Natural

Dry

Density

(pcf)

Gradation Atterberg Limits 
Moisture Density

Relationship California

Bearing

Ratio

 (%)

Sample ClassificationTest

Pit

No.

Depth

(feet)

Gravel

(%)

Sand

(%)

Silt/

clay

(%)

Liquid 

Limit

(%)

Plasticity

Index 

(%)

Optimum

Moisture

Content

(%)

Maximum

Dry

Density

(pcf)

TP-1 ½-1 8 14 78 23 5 12.0 114.5 6 Silty Clay with Sand

(CL-ML)

TP-1 1 2 3 14 83 Silty Clay (CL-ML)

TP-2 ½ 2 89 4 18 78 Silty Clay (CL-ML)

TP-3 1 3 98 26 7 Shale Bedrock

TP-4 3 3 148 Shale Bedrock

TP-5 4½ 4 87 0 40 60 Sandy Silt (ML)

TP-5 10 3 107 88 Shale Bedrock

TP-6 1 4 102 19 38 43 Silty Sand (SM)

TP-6 5 6 90 Shale Bedrock
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Community Development  
 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA REPORT:  03/14/2023 

 

ZONE CHANGE 

Old Farm Preliminary Plat 

Case No. 2023-ZC-005 

 

Request: The applicant is requesting approval of a four lot, preliminary plat.    

 

Representative: Bob Hermandson (Bush & Gudgell, Inc) 

 

Parcel Number: SG-5-3-3-3200 

 

Location: The property is located on the north-west corner of 2450 South and 3000 

East.  

 

 
 

Total Acreage: Approximately 76.04 acres 

 

Existing Zoning: A-20 (Agriculture 20-acre minimum lot size) & Pending R-1-20 

(Residential Single-Family, 20,000 sq ft minimum lot size)   

 

Item 2 
 

Preliminary Plat  



PC 2023-ZC-005 

Old Farm Preliminary Plat 

Page 2 of 4 

 

General Plan: LDR (Low Density Residential), MDR (Medium Density 

Residential), & COM (Commercial).   

 

Adjacent zones: North – A-20 (Agriculture 20-acre minimum lot size) 

 West – RE-20 (Residential Estates, 20,000 sq ft minimum lot size) 

 South & East – A-1 (Agriculture, 1-acre minimum lot size) 

 

Background & Analysis: On February 28, the Planning Commission held a public hearing to 

change the zoning on 20.5 acres of the larger 76 acre parcel. The 

Planning Commission recommended approval of that application.  

 

 The applicant is now requesting a four-lot subdivision. Lot 1 (Lot 

14.51 acres) and Lot 2 (5.99 acres) will both be zone R-1-20 

zoning which requires 20,000 sq ft per lot. Lot 3 (22.85 acres) and 

Lot 4 (32.69 acres) are both zoned A-20, an agricultural 

designation which requires a minimum of 20 acres per lot. All lot 

sizes will be compliant with zoning regulations. 

 

Recommendation:  Staff recommends approval of this preliminary plat. 

 

Alternatives: 1.  Recommend approval as presented. 

 2.  Recommend denial. 

 3.  Table the proposed preliminary plat to a specific date. 

 

Sample Motion:  I move that we forward a positive recommendation to the City 

Council for the Old Farm Preliminary Plat request, application 

number 2023-PP-005, based on the findings noted in the staff 

report. 

 

Possible Findings: 1. That the plat is consistent with and compliant to the zoning on 

the property.  

 2.  That the plat will not leave any remnant property unaccounted 

for.  

 3.  That development in the area to the west is consistent with the 

proposed preliminary plat. 
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Zoning Map 
 

 
 

General Plan Map 
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Presentation 



Old Farm 
Preliminary Plat



Aerial Map



Zoning Map (Current)



Zoning Map (Proposed)



Proposed Plat



Proposed Plat



 

 

NOTICE OF MEETING 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

CITY OF ST. GEORGE 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, UTAH 

 

Public Notice 

 

Notice is hereby given that the Planning Commission of the City of St. George, Washington County, Utah, will 

hold a Planning Commission meeting in the City Council Chambers, 175 East 200 North, St George, Utah, on 

Tuesday, February 28, 2023, commencing at 5:00 p.m. 

 

PRESENT: Chair Steve Kemp   

  Commissioner Nathan Fisher   

  Commissioner Austin Anderson 

  Commissioner Lori Chapman 

   

 

CITY STAFF:  

Public Works Assistant Director Wes Jenkins 

    Deputy City Attorney Jami Bracken 

    Planner III Carol Davidson 

  Planner III Mike Hadley 

  Planner III Dan Boles 

  Development Office Supervisor Brenda Hatch 

   

 

EXCUSED:  Commissioner Emily Andrus 

  Commissioner Ben Rogers 

 

Chair Kemp called the meeting to order. Commissioner Chapman led us in the Pledge of Allegiance.  

 

1. ZONE CHANGE (PD-A) (Public Hearing) Legislative 

A. Consider a to change the zone from A-20 (Agriculture 20-acre minimum lot size) to R-1-20 

(Residential, Single Family, 20,000 sq ft minimum lot size) on approximately 20.5 acres located on 

the north-east corner of 2450 South and 2580 East. The project will be known as Old Farm. The 

applicant is proposing single family lots on the property and a potential site for a church. The 

applicant is Red Sands F-1, LC and the representative is Bob Hermandson.  Case No. 2023-ZC-002. 

(Staff – Dan Boles) 

Dan Boles presented the following: 

Dan Boles – The whole property is about 70 acres. We are only looking at rezoning about 20 acres.  

You will see the preliminary plat at the next meeting but I put this in here so you could see how it 

would layout.  All four lots will meet the zoning minimum. Staff is recommending approval. I did 

get one letter which is before you.  

Chair Kemp opened the public hearing. 
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Angie McArthur – We are actually really excited about the zoning because it is larger lots.  All of 

the schools in this area come through this neighborhood, the road is small and there is a blind curve 

at the second cul-de-sac.  A suggestion of maybe do an easement there. 

Ali McQuivey – I live on the blind curve. We are thrilled about the big lots. We are happy to get 

more people in the area. Love that there will be a church there. It just means more traffic on the road. 

Bill Cox – I’m the property owner, we are trying to match the existing zoning to the west.  We will 

put the other half of the road in and put the sidewalk in.  As far as the trail, we would like to match 

what is on the other side of 2580 E. 

John-Thomas Davidson – I received the mail about 6 days ago.  I have not had any phone calls back 

from Dan, so I don’t know what this hearing is for.  I’m here to see what this hearing is for. 

Discussion of what the hearing is about and how the process works. 

John-Thomas Davidson – I am against the zone change at this point, until our neighborhood is aware 

of what the impacts will be. I am principally opposed to the change until our community is fully 

informed as to what the project entails.  What is down the line, what it’s impact will be.  I don’t 

know why someone would buy an agricultural property and then turn it into residential, other than 

for the obvious reasons.  What were the guarantees that they would be able to successfully change it 

to residential?  I am opposed to the change until I feel comfortable that our community has been well 

informed as to how the project began, what’s been going on behind the scenes and the future of it. 

Chair Kemp closed the public hearing. 

Chair Kemp – How long has your family owned this property? 

Bill Cox – Since 1911. 

Chair Kemp – And it has been used for Agriculture all this time? 

Bill Cox – Yes. 

Chair Kemp – So you do have intent to have a church on the corner on 2450? 

Bill Cox – Yes, we have a letter of intent from the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints for a 

stake center? 

Chair Kemp – And the other lots roughly match the lot sizes to the west? 

Bill Cox – Yes. They will be conforming to the zone change we are requesting. 

Commissioner Anderson – I think it looks good, I it conforms to what is out there around it.  I think 

it makes sense.   

Commissioner Chapman – The only thing I would say is that I do agree that it is prudent for safety to 

include either the trail or a sidewalk on the inside of the landscape strip with the amount of children 

that go through there.  
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Discussion on speed limit signs. 

MOTION:  Commissioner Fisher made a motion to recommend approval to City Council on item 1A 

to R-1-20. 

SECOND: Commissioner Anderson 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

AYES (5) 

Chair Steve Kemp 

Commissioner Nathan Fisher 

Commissioner Austin Anderson 

Commissioner Lori Chapman 

NAYS (0) 

Motion Carries unanimous vote 

 

Chair Kemp – I just want to make it known that we only have 4 commissioners here of 7.  This 

would need to be a unanimous vote to go through or it will be a fail.  Would you like to continue the 

item? 

B. Consider a to change the zone from R-1-8 (Single Family Residential minimum 8,000 sq ft lot size), 

R-1-10 (Single Family Residential minimum 10,000 sq ft lot size) to PD-R (Planned Development 

Residential). The applicant is seeking approval to change the zone on 14.99 acres to build a 

townhome development consisting of 134 units. The property is generally located at 1100 W Curley 

Hollow Dr. The applicant is Tonaquint Inc, and the representative is Tim Stewart. The project will 

be known as Rosewood Townhomes. Case No. 2023-ZC-001. (Staff – Mike Hadley) 

Mike Hadley presented the following: 

Mike Hadley – Mike described the location, and showed elevations of the townhomes. 

Commissioner Anderson – I know the applicant; they do a fantastic job.  The concern here is the 

clay. With that the engineer is asking that there not be any vegetation 10 ft from the buildings.  If the 

report is followed and the buildings are 20 ft apart.  That means there will be no vegetation between 

these buildings.   

Jared Bates – What Tim is anticipating doing is over excavation and getting everything out. 

Commissioner Anderson – I know, but they are still saying 10 ft from the buildings.  You might 

have to lose a few buildings, but you will need to move them a bit apart.  The other question I had is 

what kind of amenity will you put in there? 

Jared Bates – A pool and changing room and some playground equipment. 

Commissioner Chapman – So it doesn’t meet the landscape requirement? 

Commissioner Anderson – I don’t know, I didn’t calculate it. 

Commissioner Chapman – I don’t think you can do it with that density. 
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Commissioner Fisher – What they are saying is if we don’t address the landscaping here then the 

ordinance will require a certain percentage of landscaping. 

Commissioner Chapman – I think the density is too dense regardless. 

Commissioner Anderson – Right now it’s R-1-8 but what is the General Plan Mike? 

Mike Hadley – It is MDR which is 5-9 units per acre. 

Chair Kemp – How many units? 

Mike Hadley – 134, so it is 8.9 units per acre. 

Chair Kemp opened the public hearing. 

Chair Kemp closed the public hearing. 

Commissioner Chapman – I think it’s too many, that area is too busy as it is.  I think 134 units is 

going to be an awfully lot of families.  There is not a lot of space there in the unit.  I think adding 

another 200 and some cars out of there is crazy.  If you have R-1-8 it is still a single-family home, it 

will add some traffic, but not as much. 

Discussion on densities. 

Commissioner Anderson – I’m not as concerned about the multifamily.  The MDR gives this 

multifamily, with R-1-8 you can’t be multifamily.  With this zone they can be connected, which 

makes a lot of sense with this type of soil.  The main concern I have is I know this is a tough site 

with the hill, with the clay, which I’m sure the developer is fully aware.  We just want to make sure 

that we don’t  have 20 ft wide gravel beds and maybe there is some way to massage in a unit here or 

a unit there, a few tweaking to be sure we have  a good landscape plan.  There are a lot of retaining 

walls on it., and that limitation on the 10 ft is going to be to the retaining walls as well so we want to 

identify that on the landscape plan.  Make sure we have a nice neighborhood there. 

Commissioner Fisher – I think if that’s done, it may accomplish a little bit of what Commissioner 

Chapman is concerned about as far as density goes because it will probably affect the number of 

buildings. As I look at this report as well, on page 11 of the report are the drainage recommendations 

after the over excavation is done.  I have done enough work defending of these folks, these 

Geotech’s, to know that of course they are putting things in there to be protective as well, to reduce 

their liability.  But this one goes further than most reports I’ve seen.  It does mention what 

Commissioner Anderson said as far as the 10 ft, but they have added an impermeable membrane as 

well.  From the foundations of not only the homes, but also the walls.  So, obviously, there is some 

greater concern given the soil here.  So perhaps in addressing Commissioner Anderson’s concern, it 

may just solve Commissioner Chapman’s concern as well if there is a little bit of adjustment as far as 

location of units to allow for some amount of trees, bushes without sacrificing too many units but at 

the same time perhaps maybe approaching a number that Commissioner Chapman might be more in 

line with.   
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Tim Stewart – I have been texting Wayne with AGEC.  He said you would want to limit the plants 

up against the buildings, but drip lines are fine.  We could get a landscape plan put together, certified 

by the engineers. 

Commissioner Anderson – I think that’s perfect. 

Commissioner Fisher – I think that’s a great idea. 

Discussion on the Geotechnical Report. 

Chair Kemp – Can we see a landscape plan? Is that an option? I’m asking council. 

Jami Brackin – Certainly this board can continue the matter if they don’t think it’s ready yet for 

recommendation.   

MOTION:  Commissioner Anderson made a motion to continue this to another date. 

SECOND: Commissioner Fisher 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

AYES (4) 

Chair Steve Kemp 

Commissioner Nathan Fisher 

Commissioner Austin Anderson 

Commissioner Lori Chapman 

NAYS (0) 

Motion Carries unanimous vote 

 

 

2. HILLSIDE PERMIT (HS) Administrative 

 

Consider a request for a hillside development permit to build a new townhome development on the 

property that is generally located at 1100 W Curly Hollow Dr. The applicant is Tim Stewart, and the 

representative is Jared Bates. Case No. 2023-HS-001 (Staff – Mike Hadley) 

 

Mike Hadley presented the following: 

 

MOTION:  Commissioner Anderson made a motion to continue Item 2 and Item 3 to the same date as 

above. 

SECOND: Commissioner Fisher 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

AYES (4) 

Chair Steve Kemp 

Commissioner Nathan Fisher 

Commissioner Austin Anderson 

Commissioner Lori Chapman 

NAYS (0) 

Motion Carries unanimous vote 
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3. PRELIMINARY PLATS (PP) Administrative 

Consider a request for a one hundred thirty-four (134) lot residential subdivision known as Rosewood 

Townhomes located at approximately 1100 Curly Hollow Dr. The property is 14.99 acres and is zoned 

R-1-8 and R-1-10. The applicant is Tim Stewart, and the representative is Jared Bates. Case No. 2023-

PP-006 (Staff – Mike Hadley) 

Mike Hadley presented the following: 

This item was continued in the motion above. 

 

4. MINUTES 

 

Consider a request to approve the meeting minutes from the February 14, 2023, meeting. 

 

MOTION:  Commissioner Anderson made a motion to approve the minutes. 

SECOND: Commissioner Chapman 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

AYES (5) 

Chair Steve Kemp 

Commissioner Nathan Fisher 

Commissioner Austin Anderson 

Commissioner Lori Chapman 

NAYS (0) 

Motion Carries unanimous vote 

 

 

5. CITY COUNCIL ACTIONS 

John Willis the City Manager will report on items heard at the January 16, 2023, City Council meeting.  

1. 2022-PDA-053 Desert Color Commercial Pad K, M, & N  

2. 2023-PDA-001 DJ4 Hobby Huts 

3. 2023-PP-002 Desert Color Commercial  

4. 2023-PP-003 Delta by Marriott AKA Blackstone Hotel 

5. 2022-HPC-002 295 S Main Miner Heber Prisbrey Home  

 

6. ADJOURN 

 

MOTION:  Commissioner Fisher made a motion to adjourn 

SECOND: Commissioner Chapman 
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ROLL CALL VOTE: 

AYES (4) 

Chair Steve Kemp 

Commissioner Nathan Fisher 

Commissioner Austin Anderson 

Commissioner Lori Chapman 

NAYS (0) 

Motion Carries unanimous vote 
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