
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, April 25, 2023, commencing at 5:00 p.m. 

 

The agenda for the meeting is as follows: 

Call to Order 

Flag Salute 

 

1. ZONE CHANGE (ZC) (Public Hearing) Legislative 

 

Consider a request to change the zoning from C-3 (General Commercial) to PD-C (Planned 

Development Commercial) on approximately 1.18 acres to establish a use list and to be eligible to 

obtain a bar license at this location. This property is generally located at 295 and 307 North Bluff 

Street. The applicant is Jerald Jensen. The project will be known as North St. George Plaza. Case 

No. 2023-ZC-005.  (Staff – Carol Davidson) 

 

2. PLANNED DEVELOPMENT AMENDMENT (PDA) (Public Hearing) Legislative 

 

Consider a request for a PD (Planned Development) amendment to Joshua’s at Southgate Planned 

Development Residential (PD-R) zone. The applicant is seeking approval to build 90 townhome 

units on 10 acres. This property is located approximately at 800 W Tonaquint Drive.  The applicant 

is Eugene Gordon Inc, and the representative is Adam Allan. The project will be known as 

Tonaquint Townhomes. Case No. 2023-PDA-006.  (Staff – Mike Hadley) 

 

THIS ITEM WILL NOT BE HEARD AT THIS MEETING, IT WILL BE NOTICED AT A LATER 

DATE. 

 

3. DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT (DA) (Public Hearing) Legislative 

 

Consider a request to an amended development agreement to expand the golf cart right-of-way 

easement in Sun River to allow access to new commercial areas in Sun River Commons. The 

applicant is Sun River St. George Community Association, representative Scott McCall. Case No. 

2022-2023-DA-001. (Staff – Carol Davidson) 

 

4. CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT (CUP) Administrative 

 

Consider a request to consider a conditional use permit to update the building facades and add a 

1500 square foot drive-thru restaurant to the southwest corner of this property. The project is 

generally located on the northeast corner of St. George Boulevard and Bluff Street. The applicant is 

Jason Hurst  and the representative is Matthew Metcalf. The project will be known as 160 N Bluff. 

Case No. 2023-CUP-001. (Staff – Carol Davidson) 
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5. HILLSIDE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (HS) Administrative 
 

Consider a request for a hillside development permit for a residential retaining wall. The applicant is 

requesting that the Hillside Review Board consider the structural stability and mitigate the appearance 

and location of this retaining wall. The property is currently zoned R-1-8 (Single Family Residential, 

minimum lot size 8,000sf). The site is located at 150 N. Donlee Drive. The applicants are Ryan and 

Martina Davis. Case No. 2022-HS-018. (Staff – Carol Davidson) 
 

6. PRELIMINARY PLAT (PP) Administrative 
 

A. Consider a request to consider a preliminary plat for (3) parcels. Consider a request for a nine (9) lot 

preliminary plat known as Desert Canyons business Park. The property is located approximately 4921 

S Airport Pkwy. The property is 30.12 acres and is zoned PDR. The applicant is Desert Canyons 

Development LLC, and the representative is Curt Gordon. Case No. 2023-PP-012 (Staff – Mike 

Hadley). 
 

B. Consider a request to consider a preliminary plat for (3) parcels. Consider a request for a three (3) lot 

preliminary plat known as Tonaquint Commercial located north and northwest of the existing 

Tonaquint Cove subdivision. The property is 132.91 acres and is zoned M&G. The applicant is DSG 

Engineering, and the representative is Logan Blake, DSG Engineering. Case No. 2023-PP-015 (Staff 

– Mike Hadley). 
 

7. MINUTES 
 

Consider a request to approve the meeting minutes from the April 11, 2023, meeting. 
 

8. CITY COUNCIL ACTIONS 

Report on items heard at the May 20, 2023, City Council meeting.  

1. 2023-PDA-002 Atara Resort at Desert Color  

2. 2023-PP-008 Atara Resort at Desert Color  

3. 2023-PDA-003 Cascade Collision and Tire Store   

4. 2023-ZC-001 Rosewood Townhomes  

5. 2023-PP-006 Rosewood Townhomes  

6. 2023-HS-001 Rosewood Townhomes  

7. 2022-GPA-011 GV-5  

8. 2023-GPA-001 Tonaquint Heights Ph 4-7  

9. 2023-GPA-002 Desert Canyons Business Park  

10. 2023-PDA-005 Mall Drive Professional Office 

11. 2023-DA-002 St. George Storage Facility 

12. 2022-PDA-052 STG Storage Facility 

13. 2023-CUP-001 160 N Bluff St 

______________________________________________ 

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 
Zone Change  

 

ITEM 1       

 
  

 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA REPORT:  04/25/2023  
 
 

North St. George Plaza 
Initial Zone Change (Case No. 2023-ZC-005) 

Request: 

Consider a request to change the zoning from C-3 (General 
Commercial) to PD-C (Planned Development Commercial) to 
establish a use list and to be eligible to obtain a bar license at 
this location. 

Applicant: Jerald Jensen 

Location: 295 and 307 North Bluff Street 

General Plan: Connected Corridor 

Existing Zoning: C-3 (General Commercial) 

 
Surrounding 

Zoning: 
 
 

North  C-3 (General Commercial) 

South  C-3 (General Commercial) 

East  C-3 (General Commercial) 

West  OS (Open Space) 

Land Area: Approximately 1.18 acres 
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BACKGROUND: 
This is a request for a zone change 
from C-3  (General Commercial) to 
PD-C (Planned Development 
Commercial) for a 1.18-acre parcel 
located at 295 and 307 N. Bluff 
Street. The applicant is requesting 
to rezone this parcel for the purpose 
of establishing a use-list for this 
existing development and to be 
eligible to obtain a bar license.  
 
This development was built in 2020, replacing the previous commercial development that 
was removed for the Bluff Street expansion. One of the businesses within this 
development is Blues Katz, a bar and grill restaurant, which also offers live music on the 

weekends. Blues Katz has a liquor license that 
allows them to sell alcohol with their food. The 
license they have requires them to have 70% of 
their total restaurant business from the sale of 
food and 30% from alcohol. This requirement 
works for the majority of the time the restaurant 
is open. However, during the evening or weekend 
evening entertainment, the owner would like to 
offer alcohol to their guests without having to 
purchase food.    

 
At this time, City Code allows for four bar 
licenses within the City of St. George and 
requires that they be located in the PD-C 
zone. There are no existing licenses in the 
PD-C zone; this is the first request. 
 
To establish the PD-C zone in an existing 
development, a use list is required. The 
applicant has provided a use list found in 
Exhibit B. If approved, Blues Katz will only 
be open to guests 21 years of age or older. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  

 Staff recommends approval of this zone change for North St. George Plaza. 
 

ALTERNATIVES: 
1. Recommend approval as presented. 
2. Recommend approval with conditions. 
3. Recommend denial. 
4. Table or Continue the proposed zone change amendment to a specific date. 

 

Title 3-3-3-A.3 
Bar Establishment: The total number of 
licenses issued within the city shall not 
exceed that number determined by dividing 
the population of the city by twenty thousand 
(20,000). This license may only be issued in 
a planned development zone that has been 
amended by the city council allowing a bar 
establishment in that zone and the approval 
was given after September 30, 2018. 
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POSSIBLE MOTION: 
The Planning Commission recommends approval of the zone change for North St. 
George Plaza. 

 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL: 

1. The proposed uses are permitted uses found in the PD-C zone. 
2. The proposed zone change meets the initial zone-change application 

requirements found in Section 10-8D-2A. 
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Exhibit A 
Applicant’s Narrative 
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Exhibit B 
Proposed Use List 

 
All uses allowed in the C-3 District 
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Exhibit C 
PowerPoint Presentation 
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Community Development 
Development Agreement 

ITEM 3 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA REPORT:  04/25/2023 

Golf Cart Expansion at Sun River 
Development Agreement (Case No. 2023-DA-001) 

Request: 
Consider approval of an amended development agreement to 
expand the golf cart right-of-way easement  in Sun River to 
allow access to new commercial areas in Sun River Commons 

Applicant: Sun River St. George Community Association 

Representative: Doug Brown and Scott McCall 

Location: Located in the Sun River Development 

Streets Affected: 
Arrowhead Canyon Drive, Bluegrass Way, Sand Piper Drive, 
Nighthawk Drive, and Copeland Drive 

Sun River 
Development 
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BACKGROUND: 
In the City of St. George, golf carts are not allowed, by right, on public streets. However, 
in 2011, a development agreement was approved to allow golf carts on certain streets 
within the Sun River Development. At this time, golf carts are allowed on portions of  Angel 
Arch Drive, English Ivy Drive, Pearl Vista Drive, Havasu Drive, Country Club Drive, and 
Bluegrass Way. With the new commercial development planned in the Sun River 
Commons commercial area, the residents of Sun River have expressed an interest in 
expanding the allowable areas for golf carts. This development agreement amendment 
expands the existing golf cart easement within the Sun River Development.  
 
The agreement addresses the following: 
 

1. Definition of a golf cart 
A Golf cart shall mean and refer to any self-propelled device of conveyance of at 
least four wheels (whether or not authorized for operation on public streets) 
 

2. Where Golf Carts can travel in the public Right-of-way (see Exhibit B of the 
Development Agreement) 

a. Golf cart usage would be expanded to portions of the following streets: 

• Copeland Drive 

• Arrowhead Canyon Drive 

• Bluegrass Way 

• Sand Piper Drive 

• Nighthawk Drive 
b. Golf cart usage is allowed on the above streets in the bicycle lanes that 

are to be shared with golf carts. The bicycle lanes are anticipated to be 7’ 
wide. 

c. The following streets allow golf cart crossing only: 

• Sun River Parkway 

• Pioneer Road 
 

3. Term of this agreement 
This agreement shall continue for 20 years from approval and shall automatically 
and consecutively renew every 20 years, until the parties decide to terminate it. 
 

4. Costs 
Sun River is to pay for 87% of the costs and expenses of the new improvements 
and maintenance to the easement area and Villas agrees to pay the remaining 
13% towards new improvements and maintenance. However, if agreed by both 
parties, the City may complete the improvements and maintenance with Sun 
River and Villas to reimburse the City. 
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RECOMMENDATION:  
 Staff recommends approval of this development agreement as written. 
 

ALTERNATIVES: 
1. Recommend approval as presented. 
2. Recommend approval with conditions. 
3. Recommend denial. 
4. Table or Continue the proposed amended development agreement to a specific 

date. 
 
POSSIBLE MOTION: 
The Planning Commission recommends approval of the development agreement for the 
Golf Cart Expansion at Sun River. 
 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL: 

1. The development agreement has followed the required approval process, 
including a recommendation and public hearing from the Planning Commission, 
according to Utah State Code 10-9a-532. 
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Exhibit A 
Development Agreement 
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Exhibit B 
PowerPoint Presentation 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



GOLF CART 
EXPANSION AT 
SUN RIVER 

Amended Development Agreement

2023-DA-001







Term of this agreement

This agreement shall continue for 20 years from approval and 

shall automatically and consecutively renew every 20 years, until 

the parties decide to terminate it.

Costs

Sun River is to pay for 87% of the costs and expenses of the new 

improvements and maintenance to the easement area and Villas 

agrees to pay the remaining 13% towards new improvements 

and maintenance. However, if agreed by both parties, the City 

may complete the improvements and maintenance with Sun 

River and Villas to reimburse the City.



GOLF CART 
EXPANSION AT 
SUN RIVER 

Recommendation



Community Development 

  Item 4 

Conditional Use Permit 

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA REPORT: 04/25/2023 

160 N. Bluff 
Conditional Use Permit (Case No. 2023-CUP-001) 

Request: 
Consider a conditional use permit to update the building 
facades and add a 1500 square foot drive-thru restaurant to 
the southwest corner of the property. 

Applicant: Jason Hurst 

Representative: Matthew Metcalf 

Location: Northeast corner of St. George Boulevard and Bluff Street 

General Plan: COM (Commercial) 

 Zoning: C-3 (General Commercial)

Land Area: Approximately 4.59 acres 

Location of 

the Zone 

Change 
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BACKGROUND: 
The applicants would like to update the building facades and add a 1500 square foot 
restaurant with drive-thru in the southwest corner of the parking lot of this existing 
development located on the northeast corner of St. George Blvd and Bluff Street. This 
development is home to the Hurst General Store / Ace Hardware, Mattress Store, Arturo’s, 
and The Desert Rat. In 2018, an 8,000 square foot building located on the southwest 
corner of this shopping center was razed as part of the Bluff Street expansion. Prior to 
the Bluff Street expansion, the total building square footage was 69,550 square feet. 
Currently, the existing buildings total 61,550 square feet. With the proposed new building 
the total square footage of this development would be 63,050 square feet.   
 
This proposal will refresh the existing storefronts by creating three distinct storefronts 
along Bluff Street. The façade on the south side, home to The Desert Rat, will be 
enhanced as well to make a more prominent entrance. The northernmost retail space will 
be updated to allow for a restaurant at this location. The new drive-thru structure will allow 
for 8+ car stacking and will not impede onto the public rights-of-way, and the existing tree 
along St. George Boulevard will be preserved. Overall, the site will have sufficient parking 
for the proposed uses and this update will enhance the appearance of this property. 
 
According to Title 10-17B-9, a development site with a building aggregate ground floor 
area greater than 20,000 square feet requires a Conditional Use Permit with 
redevelopment.   
 
A conditional Use Permit requires the following standards (10-17B-3 and 10-17B-9) be 
met: 

 
 

Review Criteria 
Regulation Proposal Staff Comments 

Maximum Intensity 
and use 

 There will be an 
additional building 
added to the 
southwest corner of 
this development.  

This intensity and uses are 
expected to be comparable to 
what is permitted in this C-3 
district 

Complies with all 
Provisions of Code 

See attached plans 
Staff will ensure the project 
complies with all codes at the 
site plan review process 

Compared to Permitted Uses, Mitigates Adverse impacts through: 

Size and Location 
Just over 63,000 sf 
in a C-3 district 

The proposal is compliant 

Traffic Generation 

No major traffic 
impacts as the area 
is zoned for 
commercial uses. 

The proposal is compliant 
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Review Criteria 
Regulation Proposal Staff Comments 

Utility / Public 
Infrastructure 
Demand 

Existing utility 
infrastructure will 
accommodate the 
new buildings. 

City infrastructure is sufficient 
to handle this increased 
demand 

Emergency Vehicle 
Access 

Access is available 
off Main St. and 
Bluff St. 

The proposal is compliant 

Off-Street Parking 
The parking lot will  
hold 248 parking 
spaces. 

247 spaces are required. The 
proposal is compliant. 

Vehicle and 
Pedestrian 
Circulation 

Please see site 
plan 

The vehicle circulation plan is 
sufficient. Increased 
pedestrian circulation is 
needed. 

Fencing, Screening, 
Landscaping 

Landscape plans 
have been submitted 

The landscaping will be 
required to meet the 
regulations. Staff will confirm 
during the site plan process. 
Staff will ask to remove lawn 
from Bluff Street landscaping. 

Usable Open Space N/A N/A 

Signs and Lighting 
Insufficient 
information has 
been provided.  

The lighting plan will be 
required to meet regulations 
and will be reviewed during the 
site plan review process. The 
signs will be reviewed during 
the building permit process. 

Compatibility with 
Surrounding 
Structures 

See the elevations 

This proposal will give this 
shopping area modern 
elevations and will be 
compatible with the 
surrounding structures in 
design, mass, and color. 

Noise, Odors, and 
Other Factors 

No new noise, 
vibrations, odors, 
steam or other 
factors of 
significance will be 
introduced with the 
expansion. 

Staff has no concerns. 
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Review Criteria 
Regulation Proposal Staff Comments 

Delivery, loading 
and unloading 
operations 

Delivery will not 
change. 

There is no change to the 
existing operations hours. 

Trash Generation, 
Screening, & 
Recycling 

There will be a new 
solid waste 
structure along 
Bluff Street. 

The screened solid waste 
location meets regulations as 
proposed. 

Potential Impacts of 
Patrons/Employees 

With the new 
redevelopment no 
new impacts or 
adverse effects is 
anticipated. 

There is not expected to be 
any significant negative impact 

Impacts of the Use 
on Public Property 
Adjoining the Site 

N/A N/A 

Hours of Operation 
and Delivery 

Standard operating 
hours are expected. 

Staff has no concerns 

Special Hazards 
Arising from the Use 

No anticipated 
special hazards 

Staff has no concerns 

Building Mass, 
Design, & 
Orientation / 
Building Façade 
Articulation 

See elevations Staff has no concerns 

Building Colors 
See elevations and 
material board 

Staff has no concerns 

 

 

The City Council may approve the conditional use permit if it meets the following 
standards found in Chapter 17 of the adopted zoning regulations (10-17B-4): 

Upon review and consideration of the criteria identified in Title 10-17B-1 and 10-
17B-3, compared to the impacts of allowed uses in the zone, the proposal shall: 
A. Be compatible in use, scale, and design with allowed uses in the zone; and 
B. Not compromise the health, safety, or welfare of: 

a. Persons employed within or using the proposed development. 
b. Those residing or working in the vicinity of the proposed use or develop-

ment. 
c. Property or improvements in the vicinity of the proposed use or devel-

opment; or 
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d. Not imposed disproportionate burdens on the citizens of the city. 
C. The land use authority shall issue a conditional use permit, if the applicant has 

proposed, or if the land use authority can propose, conditions of approval to 
substantially mitigate the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of the pro-
posed use in accordance with the standards and criteria herein. The conditional 
use permit shall describe the scope of the permit, and the conditions of ap-
proval. 

D. If the land use authority determines that the applicant has not proposed, and 
the land use authority cannot impose additional, reasonable conditions of ap-
proval to comply with the standards and criteria herein, the land use authority 
may deny the conditional use permit application. 

  

RECOMMENDATION:  
 Staff recommends approval of this Conditional Use Permit with the following conditions: 

1. The applicant works with staff on improving the pedestrian access points. 
2. The applicant combines the three parcels into one. 

 
ALTERNATIVES: 

1. Recommend approval as presented. 
2. Recommend approval with additional conditions. 
3. Recommend denial. 
4. Table or continue the proposed conditional use permit to a specific date. 

 
POSSIBLE MOTION: 
The Planning Commission recommends approval of the 160 N. Bluff Conditional Use 
Permit with the condition mentioned in the staff report.  

 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL: 

1. The proposed conditional use permit is compatible in use, scale, and design with 
allowed uses in the zone. 

2. The proposed conditional use permit does not compromise the health, safety, or 
welfare of those residing or working in the vicinity of this proposed use. 
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EXHIBIT A 
Applicant’s Narrative 
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EXHIBIT B 
Power Point Presentation 

 

 

 

  



160 N. BLUFF
Conditional Use Permit

2023-CUP-001



LOCATION



GENERAL PLAN



ZONING



2018



PROPOSED



PROPOSED

Looking northeast from the corner of St. George Blvd and Bluff Street



PROPOSED

Looking northeast from the corner of St. George Blvd and Bluff Street



PROPOSED

Looking northwest from St. George Blvd 



PROPOSED

Looking northwest from St. George Blvd 

Looking southwest at the corner of St. George Blvd and Bluff Street



PROPOSED

Looking northwest from St. George Blvd Looking southwest at the corner of St. George Blvd and Bluff Street



PROPOSED

Looking southeast from Bluff Street



PROPOSED

Looking northwest from St. George Blvd Looking east from Bluff Street



PROPOSED

Looking east from Bluff Street



PROPOSED

Looking southeast from 200 North Street



PROPOSED

Looking southeast from 200 North Street



RECOMMENDATION
160 N. Bluff   

2023-CUP-001

Staff recommends approval of this Conditional Use Permit

with the following conditions:

1. The applicant works with staff on improving the

pedestrian access points.

2. The applicant combines the three parcels into one.



 

Community Development 

                              
 

  

 

HILLSIDE REVIEW BOARD AGENDA REPORT:   11/30/2022 
HILLSIDE REVIEW BOARD AGENDA REPORT:     02/08/2023 
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA REPORT:      04/25/2023 
 

150 N. Donlee Drive 
Hillside Development Permit (Case No. 2022-HS-018) 

Request: 
A Hillside Development Permit to mitigate the placement of a block 
wall in the hillside development overlay zone. 

Applicant: Ryan and Martina Davis 

Representative: same 

Location: 150 N. Donlee Drive 

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

Existing Zoning: R-1-8 (Single Family Residential, minimum lot size 8,000 sf ) 

 
Surrounding 

Zoning: 
 
 

North  R-1-8  

South  R-1-8  

East OS (Open Space  

West  R-1-8  

Land Area: Approximately 0.26 acres 

 

                          ITEM 5    
          Hillside Permit 
 

Location 
of Property 
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BACKGROUND 
This is a request to obtain a hillside permit for the property located at 150 N. Donlee Drive, 
Lot 201, Valley View Heights Phase 2 (see Exhibit A, Final Plat). The applicant has put in 
a 10.5’ tall retaining wall along their rear property line, which is along the ridgeline above 
Bluff Street, to build up the property to make the yard more usable. The retaining wall was 
built without a hillside or building permit. This situation has created several concerns that 
require mitigation. These concerns are: 

1. The ridgeline setback 
2. The structural stability of the retaining wall 
3. The height of the retaining wall 

 
Ridgeline Setback 
To mitigate the issue, the applicant began with the Hillside Review Board (HRB). At the 
first meeting, the HRB discussed and determined that no ridgeline existed at this location 
and the retaining wall bridged the gap between two existing ridgelines. Since there was 
no ridgeline at this location, there would be no required ridgeline setback.  
 
Structural Stability of Retaining Wall 
The HRB also discussed the structural stability of the retaining wall and requested a report 
from a structural engineer on the stability of the wall. Once the report was submitted, the 
HRB met again to discuss. (See Exhibit B for the latest engineering report.) The HRB 
determined that the report was sufficient and that it addressed the structural stability of 
the wall. However, the HRB wanted to make sure that any future owners of this property 
would know the situation of this retaining wall; therefore, they requested a deed restriction 
be recorded against the property along with the updated engineering report. The HRB 
requested the deed restriction state the following: 

1. No compaction tests were taken during the construction of the retaining wall nor 
any observation of the construction by a geotechnical engineer. 

2. Testing on the site did occur after the retaining wall was constructed. 
 
Height of Retaining Wall 
Our code allows 8’ as the maximum height of a retaining wall. The height of this retaining 
wall is 10.5’. However, the applicant’s plan was to bury the bottom 2.5’ of the wall which 
would lower the exposed height down to 8’. During the HRB meeting, the board members 
acknowledged that the retaining wall is approximately 10.5’ tall, which exceeds the 
maximum allowed height by 2.5’, and that the applicant did have plans to bury 2.5’ of the 
retaining wall, but that the Hillside Review Board would prefer that the applicant does not 
disturb anymore of the hillside. 
 

APPLICABLE ORDINANCE(S) (Selected portions) 
     10-13A-6: Building Setbacks and Additional Design Standards: 

A. 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 

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
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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. 

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) 
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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
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https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__afeb717aa2a101f7f64840e0be38c171
https://stgeorge.municipal.codes/Code/10-2-1__71a6834884666147c0334f0c40bc7295
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HILLSIDE REVIEW BOARD RECOMMENDATION 
The Hillside Review Board recommended approval of this hillside permit to allow the 
retaining wall on this site to remain with the following acknowledgements and conditions: 
 

1. The Hillside Review Board acknowledges that no ridgeline existed at this location 
and that the owner has created a ridgeline by placing a retaining wall between two 
existing ridgelines. 
 

2. The Hillside Review Board acknowledges that the retaining wall is approximately 
10.5’ tall which exceeds the maximum allowed height by 2’ and that the applicant 
did have plans to bury 2’ of the retaining wall, but that the Hillside Review Board 
would prefer that the applicant does not disturb any more of the hillside.   
 

3. A deed restriction shall be recorded against the property so that future owners will 
know the situation of this retaining wall. The deed restriction shall contain: 
 

a. A restriction that states this retaining wall was erected prior to obtaining a 
hillside and building permit and that no compaction tests were taken during 
construction nor any observation of the construction by a geotechnical 
engineer.  

b. A restriction that states testing on the site did occur after the wall was 
constructed.  

c. The updated engineering report shall be included in this deed restriction. 
 

4. The retaining wall shall be colored to blend into the surrounding natural geology. 
 
WALL HEIGHT OPTIONS 
After the HRB met and made their recommendation, the applicant had their engineer 
update the report to give additional options for the wall height concerns. Here are three 
additional options: 

1. Place soil at the bottom of the lower tier to bury it to leave 8’ exposed. (This is what 
the applicant originally wanted to do.) 

2. Build a third tier in front of the existing lower tier.  
3. Remove the upper tiers of the block wall to reduce the wall height to 8’. There is a 

second retaining wall above the 10.5’ wall. This option would make the backfill 
between the two walls sloped instead of level.  

 
The first six pages of the attached report, Exhibit B, explain these three options in 
detail. 

  
 
EXHIBITS PROVIDED  
1. Exhibit A – Valley View Heights Phase 2 Final Plat  
      “Exhibit A” shows lot 201 of the final plat of Valley View Heights Phase 2 
 
2. Exhibit B – Engineering Report 



PC 2022-HS-018 
150 N. Donlee Drive 
Page 5 

 

“Exhibit B” is a report (updated on 04/18/2023) made by Landmark Testing and 
Engineering of the structural stability of the existing retaining wall and options to 
reduce the wall height 

 
3. Exhibit C – Photos of the property before and after 

“Exhibit C” are a collection of photos showing the location before and after the building 
of the retaining wall  

 
4. Exhibit D – PowerPoint Presentation 

 
 

 

General Plan - COM 

 
 

Zoning - R-1-8 
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Exhibit A 
 

Valley View Heights Phase 2 Final Plat 
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Exhibit B 

Retaining Wall Engineering Report 
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Exhibit C 

Before and After Photos of the Project 

 

Rear of House – Before 

 
Rear of House - Before 
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Rear of House – After 
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Rear of House – 11/21/2022 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 



 

795 East Factory Drive, St. George, UT 84790 • Office (435) 986-0566  

 

 

April 18, 2023 

 

 

Ryan Davis 

150 North Donlee Drive 

St. George, Utah 84770 

 

Subject: Concrete Block Wall Letter 

 150 North Donlee Drive 

 St, George, Utah 

Landmark Project #220603 

 

Reference: Concrete Block Wall Letter, 150 North Donlee Drive, St. George, Utah, 

Landmark Project No.: 220603, Dated January 24, 2023 

 

Ryan: 

 

 

A Redi-Rock concrete block wall has been constructed in the backyard of the residence at 150 

North Donlee Drive in St. George, Utah. The wall is located near the top of a 160-foot-tall slope 

leading down to a parking lot on Bluff Street.  

 

The wall was constructed prior to the completion of a wall design and is taller than the maximum 

wall height as specified by St. George City. We understand that after multiple meetings with the 

owner and city officials it was determined that there are three options for decreasing the wall 

height. This letter will address the pros and cons of each option. Wall designs for each option are 

attached to this letter. 

 

The three options for decreasing the wall height are outlined below: 

 

Option 1 

The first option is to place soils at the bottom of the lower tier. The tier is currently 10.5 feet in 

height. This will require the placement of 2.5 feet of soil at the bottom of the wall to decrease the 

wall height to 8 feet. 

 

Pros: 

• The placement of soils at the base of the wall will add stability against sliding. 

• Placement of soils will be the easiest of the options. 

 

Cons: 

• The slope of the soil below the wall is approximately 40 degrees and in order to place 2.5 

feet of fill at the base of the wall, the soil will need to extend down the hill and may extend 

past the property line. 
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• The soil, given the steep slope, will likely erode with rain. This can be mitigated to some 

extent if the soil is granular with gravel and cobbles and other erosion control methods 

such as a geofabric may be used. Gradation recommendations may be provided upon 

request. 

 

Option 2 

The second option is to build a third tier in front of the existing lower tier. The new tier will need 

to be tall enough to decrease the exposed wall height of the existing lower tier to a maximum 

height of 8 feet. 

 

Pros: 

• This option will provide more stability than the existing wall configuration has 

 

Cons: 

• This option will be expensive. Additional blocks will be required and a crane will be 

required to install them. 

• There might not be enough space on the property to install an additional wall. 

 

Option 3 

The third option is to remove the upper tiers of the block walls to reduce the wall height to a 

maximum of 8 feet. This will require the backfill to be sloped between the walls. 

 

Pros: 

• This option will not require additional blocks.  

• Excess blocks may be returned to the supplier or reused for additional projects. 

• This option can be used in conjunction with Option 1 

 

Cons: 

• We understand that this option is least desired by the homeowner. 

 

Conclusions 

The referenced letter shows that the walls are stable with factors of safety exceeding minimal 

industry standards. It is the opinion of Landmark that reducing the wall heights will increase the 

factors of safety and that each option discussed above will provide a more stable wall. 

 

Option 1 appears to be the solution that will be the simplest to employ. However, it also appears 

to be the option with the least likelihood to be a long-term solution. It is the opinion of Landmark 

that soils placed at the foot of the wall are likely to erode over time, especially during rain storms. 

However, if the soil were to include gravel and cobbles and other control methods, it is more likely 

that the soil will not erode. 

 

Option 2 will provide the most stable walls. However, Landmark does not provide surveying 

services and it is unknown if there is space on the parcel for the additional wall. If this option is to 

be chosen, we recommend that a professional surveyor be employed to determine if there is space 

on the parcel for the new wall. 
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A wall design was completed for Option 3. The wall was shown to have factors of safety as shown 

in the following table. 

 

Unit Weight, pcf 

Friction Angle, deg. 

Factors of Safety for Entire Wall (Static/Seismic) 

Overturning Stability Slip Bearing Capacity 

Static Seismic Static Seismic Static Seismic 

100/28 (Conservative) 1.74 1.41 4.76 2.99 5.16 3.35 

112.6/31 (Actual) 1.94 1.57 5.84 3.85 5.93 4.24 

126/32 (Ideal) 2.03 1.63 6.20 4.10 6.11 4.43 

 

The wall with a decreased maximum wall height and increased slope of the backfill behind the 

wall has factors of safety exceeding minimum industry standards. 

 

Wall analysis shows that walls for each option will meet minimum factors of safety. However, a 

lack of space on the lot may eliminate one or more of the options from consideration. We 

recommend that the owner consider the estimated costs, construction time frames, lot line 

locations, and the ease of construction of each option when deciding which option to pursue. 

 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss this project, please contact the undersigned at 

(435) 986-0566.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

LANDMARK TESTING & ENGINEERING 

 

 

 

 

 

Kent Nelson, P.E. 

Project Engineer  

 

 

Reviewed by: 

 

 

 

 

Steven Wells, P.E. 

Geotechnical Manager 
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11.0 

MINIMUM EMBEDMENT
DEPTH = 2.5 ft.*

Structurally placed on-
site sand

DRAINAGE SWALE OR 
POSITIVE DRAINAGE 
AWAY FROM WALL 

Slope to 
manufacturers 
recommendations**

MAX. WALL 
HEIGHT = 8 ft 

150 North Donlee Drive
Concrete Block Wall Design - Option 1 

Landmark Project Number 220603

Granular structural fill 

1 ft. Min.

• Prior to the placement of the fill, the existing embankment should be excavated to create 
benches to allow level lifts to key into the existing embankment.  Benching is required for all 
slopes steeper than 6 horizontal to 1 vertical (6H:1V).  Benches should be constructed as an 
incidental part of the placement and compaction of the fills.  The maximum bench height 
should be limited to 3 feet, or less as dictated by conditions encountered during 
construction.  Benching should include both soils and bedrock.

• The existing soils should be removed from below the base of the blocks and replaced with 
structural fill.  The removal should extend 1 foot below and to the front of the first level of 
block.

• All fill should be considered structural fill.  Imported fill, for wall backfill, if required, should 
be granular and consist of USCS classifications GC (clayey gravel), GM (silty gravel), or GW 
(well-graded gravel).  Granular fill should be well-graded, non-expansive, and free of 
organics and all deleterious materials.  Soils used for granular, imported, structural fill 
should meet the following specifications: 

Gradation Percent Passing
6- inch 100
3- inch 70-100
No. 200 Sieve 5-20
Liquid Limit 30 or less
Plasticity Index 10 or less
Maximum Lift Thickness 8-inch (loose)
Minimum Compaction 95% ASTM D-1557
Compacted Moisture Content within 2% of optimum

• All structural fill should be evenly spread on a horizontal plane in eight-inch loose lifts.  Each  
lift of structural fill material placed at the site should be moisture conditioned to within 2 
percent of the optimum moisture content and compacted to a minimum of 95 percent of 
the maximum dry density  as determined by ASTM D-1557. Each 8-inch lift should be tested 
prior to proceeding with additional lifts.

• Geogrid reinforcement is not required for this wall
• The onsite sands may be used as structural fill. 
• Blocks used for the project are Redi Rock blocks.  Blocks should be installed as per 

manufacturer recommendations.
• Blocks should be stacked to rest upon two blocks from the lower level.
• Top of blocks should be cleared off prior to placement of the next layer.

* The wall should be embedded a minimum of 2.5 feet but may be embedded more 
than 2.5 feet. The embedment soils should consist of gravelly soils and consideration 
should be given to wrapping them in a geofabric such as Mirafi 140 N or equivalent.
**Blocks should be placed according to manufacturer recommendations. The upper 
row of blocks should be placed and snugged against the knobs on the row of blocks 
below.

Gentle slope up 
to the residence

MAX. WALL 
HEIGHT = 8 ft 

Basalt Bedrock

Assumptions: The following are typical recommendations for block walls 
and assumptions that were made for this wall design

DRAINAGE SWALE OR 
POSITIVE DRAINAGE 
AWAY FROM WALL 

Bench Width = 
8 ft
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11.0 

Structurally placed soils

Structurally placed on-
site sand

DRAINAGE SWALE OR 
POSITIVE DRAINAGE 
AWAY FROM WALL 

Slope to 
manufacturers 
recommendations*

MAX. WALL 
HEIGHT = 8 ft 

150 North Donlee Drive
Concrete Block Wall Design - Option 2 

Landmark Project Number 220603

Granular structural fill 

1 ft. Min.

• Prior to the placement of the fill, the existing embankment should be excavated to create 
benches to allow level lifts to key into the existing embankment.  Benching is required for all 
slopes steeper than 6 horizontal to 1 vertical (6H:1V).  Benches should be constructed as an 
incidental part of the placement and compaction of the fills.  The maximum bench height 
should be limited to 3 feet, or less as dictated by conditions encountered during 
construction.  Benching should include both soils and bedrock.

• The existing soils should be removed from below the base of the blocks and replaced with 
structural fill.  The removal should extend 1 foot below and to the front of the first level of 
block.

• All fill should be considered structural fill.  Imported fill, for wall backfill, if required, should 
be granular and consist of USCS classifications GC (clayey gravel), GM (silty gravel), or GW 
(well-graded gravel).  Granular fill should be well-graded, non-expansive, and free of 
organics and all deleterious materials.  Soils used for granular, imported, structural fill 
should meet the following specifications: 

Gradation Percent Passing
6- inch 100
3- inch 70-100
No. 200 Sieve 5-20
Liquid Limit 30 or less
Plasticity Index 10 or less
Maximum Lift Thickness 8-inch (loose)
Minimum Compaction 95% ASTM D-1557
Compacted Moisture Content within 2% of optimum

• All structural fill should be evenly spread on a horizontal plane in eight-inch loose lifts.  Each  
lift of structural fill material placed at the site should be moisture conditioned to within 2 
percent of the optimum moisture content and compacted to a minimum of 95 percent of 
the maximum dry density  as determined by ASTM D-1557. Each 8-inch lift should be tested 
prior to proceeding with additional lifts.

• Geogrid reinforcement is not required for this wall
• The onsite sands may be used as structural fill. 
• Blocks used for the project are Redi Rock blocks.  Blocks should be installed as per 

manufacturer recommendations.
• Blocks should be stacked to rest upon two blocks from the lower level.

*Blocks should be placed according to manufacturer recommendations. The upper row 
of blocks should be placed and snugged against the knobs on the row of blocks below.

Gentle slope up 
to the residence

MAX. WALL 
HEIGHT = 8 ft 

Basalt Bedrock

Assumptions: The following are typical recommendations for block walls 
and assumptions that were made for this wall design

DRAINAGE SWALE OR 
POSITIVE DRAINAGE 
AWAY FROM WALL 

Bench Width 
= 8 ft

Block wall to be built tall enough 
to make the middle tier no more 
than 8 feet in height.
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Structurally placed on-
site sand

DRAINAGE SWALE OR 
POSITIVE DRAINAGE 
AWAY FROM WALL 

Slope to 
manufacturers 
recommendations*

MAX. WALL 
HEIGHT = 7.5 ft 

150 North Donlee Drive
Concrete Block Wall Design - Option 3

Landmark Project Number 220603

Granular structural fill 

1 ft. Min.

• Prior to the placement of the fill, the existing embankment should be excavated to create 
benches to allow level lifts to key into the existing embankment.  Benching is required for all 
slopes steeper than 6 horizontal to 1 vertical (6H:1V).  Benches should be constructed as an 
incidental part of the placement and compaction of the fills.  The maximum bench height 
should be limited to 3 feet, or less as dictated by conditions encountered during 
construction.  Benching should include both soils and bedrock.

• The existing soils should be removed from below the base of the blocks and replaced with 
structural fill.  The removal should extend 1 foot below and to the front of the first level of 
block.

• All fill should be considered structural fill.  Imported fill, for wall backfill, if required, should 
be granular and consist of USCS classifications GC (clayey gravel), GM (silty gravel), or GW 
(well-graded gravel).  Granular fill should be well-graded, non-expansive, and free of 
organics and all deleterious materials.  Soils used for granular, imported, structural fill 
should meet the following specifications: 

Gradation Percent Passing
6- inch 100
3- inch 70-100
No. 200 Sieve 5-20
Liquid Limit 30 or less
Plasticity Index 10 or less
Maximum Lift Thickness 8-inch (loose)
Minimum Compaction 95% ASTM D-1557
Compacted Moisture Content within 2% of optimum

• All structural fill should be evenly spread on a horizontal plane in eight-inch loose lifts.  Each  
lift of structural fill material placed at the site should be moisture conditioned to within 2 
percent of the optimum moisture content and compacted to a minimum of 95 percent of 
the maximum dry density  as determined by ASTM D-1557. Each 8-inch lift should be tested 
prior to proceeding with additional lifts.

• Geogrid reinforcement is not required for this wall
• The onsite sands may be used as structural fill. 
• Blocks used for the project are Redi Rock blocks.  Blocks should be installed as per 

manufacturer recommendations.
• Blocks should be stacked to rest upon two blocks from the lower level.

*Blocks should be placed according to manufacturer recommendations. The upper row 
of blocks should be placed and snugged against the knobs on the row of blocks below.

Gentle slope up 
to the residence

MAX. WALL 
HEIGHT = 8 ft 

Basalt Bedrock

Assumptions: The following are typical recommendations for block walls 
and assumptions that were made for this wall design

DRAINAGE SWALE OR 
POSITIVE DRAINAGE 
AWAY FROM WALL 

Bench Width 
= 8 ft
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Analysis of Redi Rock wall

Input data
Task :
Part :
Customer :
Author :
Date :
Project ID :
Project number :

220603 - 150 North Donlee Drive Block Walls
Two 8-foot Block Walls
Ryan Davis
Kent Nelson
9/12/2022
150 North Donlee Drive
220603

Settings

(input for current task)

Wall analysis

Verification methodology :
Active earth pressure calculation :
Passive earth pressure calculation :
Earthquake analysis :
Shape of earth wedge :
Allowable eccentricity :
Internal stability :
Reduction coeff. of contact first block - base :

Safety factors (ASD)
Coulomb
Mazindrani (Rankine)
Mononobe-Okabe
Calculate as skew
0.333
Standard - straight slip surface
1.00

Safety factors
Permanent design situation

Safety factor for overturning :

Safety factor for sliding resistance :

Safety factor for bearing capacity :

Safety factor for sliding along geo-reinforcement :

Safety factor for geo-reinforcement strength :

Safety factor for pull out resistance of geo-reinf. :

Safety factor for connection strength :

SFo =

SFs =

SFb =

SFsr =

SFst =

SFpo =

SFcon =

1.00

1.00

2.00

1.50

1.50

1.50

1.50

[–]

[–]

[–]

[–]

[–]

[–]

[–]

Blocks

No. Description
Height
h [in]

Width
w [in]

Unit weight
γ [pcf]

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13

Block 28
Block 41
Block 60
Top block 24 straight
Planter 41
Planter 60
Top block 28
Top block 41
Top block 24 straight garden
Block R-5236 HC
Block R-7236 HC
Block R-9636 HC
Block R-41 HC

18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
36.00
36.00
36.00
18.00

28.00
40.50
60.00
24.00
40.50
60.00
28.00
40.50
24.00
52.00
72.00
96.00
40.50

120.00
120.00
130.00
108.00
120.00
112.00
120.00
120.00

80.00
110.00
110.00
110.00
110.00
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No. Description
Min. shear
strength
Fmin [lbf/ft]

Max. shear
strength
Fmax [lbf/ft]

Friction

f [°]

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13

Block 28
Block 41
Block 60
Top block 24 straight
Planter 41
Planter 60
Top block 28
Top block 41
Top block 24 straight garden
Block R-5236 HC
Block R-7236 HC
Block R-9636 HC
Block R-41 HC

6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
4550.00
4550.00
4550.00
5358.00

11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
12000.00
12000.00
12000.00
12906.00

44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
37.00

Setbacks

No.
Setback
s [in]

1
2
3
4
5

0.010
0.375
1.625
9.375

16.625

Geometry

No.
group

Description Count
Setback
s [in]

1
2
3

Block 41
Block 41
Top block 28

3
1
1

1.62
1.62

-

Base

Geometry
Upper setback
Lower setback
Height
Width

a1
a2
h
b

=
=
=
=

0.00
1.00
1.00
5.00

ft
ft
ft
ft

Material
Soil creating foundation - Basalt
Basic soil parameters

No. Name Pattern
φef
[°]

cef
[psf]

γ

[pcf]

γsu
[pcf]

δ

[°]

1 Sand 28.00 0.0 100.00 37.50 28.00
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No. Name Pattern
φef
[°]

cef
[psf]

γ

[pcf]

γsu
[pcf]

δ

[°]

2 Basalt 35.00 5000.0 140.00 77.50 35.00

All soils are considered as cohesionless for at rest pressure analysis.
Soil parameters

Sand
Unit weight :
Stress-state :
Angle of internal friction :
Cohesion of soil :
Angle of friction struc.-soil :
Saturated unit weight :

γ
effective
φef
cef
δ
γsat

=

=
=
=
=

100.0

28.00
0.0

28.00
100.0

pcf

°
psf
°
pcf

 
Basalt
Unit weight :
Stress-state :
Angle of internal friction :
Cohesion of soil :
Angle of friction struc.-soil :
Saturated unit weight :

γ
effective
φef
cef
δ
γsat

=

=
=
=
=

140.0

35.00
5000.0

35.00
140.0

pcf

°
psf
°
pcf

 
Backfill

Assigned soil : Sand
Slope = 40.00 °
Geological profile and assigned soils

Position information
GPS : N 37.1111400; W 113.5966200

N 37°6"40.10'; W 113°35"47.83'

Geological profile and assigned soils

No.
Thickness of layer

t [ft]
Depth
z [ft]

Assigned soil Pattern

1 - 0.00 ..  Basalt

Terrain profile

Terrain behind construction has the slope 1: 3.00 (slope angle is 18.43 °).
Water influence

Ground water table is located below the structure.
Input surface surcharges

No.
Surcharge

new change
Action

Mag.1

[lbf/ft2]

Mag.2

[lbf/ft2]

Ord.x
x [ft]

Length
l [ft]

Depth
z [ft]

1 Yes permanent 1000.0 on terrain

Resistance on front face of the structure

Resistance on front face of the structure: at rest
Soil on front face of the structure - Sand
Soil thickness in front of structure
Soil slope in front of structure

h
β

=
=

1.00
-35.00

ft
°
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Applied forces acting on the structure

No.
Force

new edit
Name Action

Fx
[lbf/ft]

Fz
[lbf/ft]

M

[lbfft/ft]

x

[ft]

z

[ft]
1 Yes Force No. 1 permanent 0.00 1000.00 0.0 8.00 0.00

Earthquake

Factor of horizontal acceleration
Factor of vertical acceleration

Kh
Kv

=
=

0.1100
0.0000

Water below the GWT is restricted.
Settings of the stage of construction

Design situation : permanent
Reduction of soil/soil friction angle : reduce to 2/3 φ (AASHTO)

Verification No. 1
Earthquake effects (active earth pressure) - partial results

Layer

No.

Thickness

[ft]

φd
[°]

β

[°]

ψ

[°]

Ka Kae Kae-Ka Comment

1
2
3
4
5
6

0.69
0.42
1.08
4.49
1.51
1.00

28.00
28.00
28.00
28.00
28.00
35.00

18.43
18.43
18.43
18.43
18.43
18.43

6.28
6.28
6.28
6.28
6.28
6.28

0.714
0.714
0.714
0.403
0.714
0.325

1.014
1.014
1.014
0.616
1.014
0.467

0.301
0.301
0.301
0.213
0.301
0.142

Earthquake effects (active earth pressure)

Layer

No.

Start [ft]

End [ft]

σZ
[psf]

σD
[psf]

Pressure

[psf]

Hor. comp.

[psf]

Vertical comp.

[psf]

1

2

3

4

5

6

-0.69
0.00
0.00
0.42
0.42
1.50
1.50
5.99
5.99
7.50
7.50
8.50

0.0
68.9
68.9

110.6
110.6
218.9
218.9
667.5
667.5
818.9
818.9
958.9

958.9
890.0
890.0
848.3
848.3
740.0
740.0
291.3
291.3
140.0
140.0

0.0

288.2
267.5
267.5
254.9
254.9
222.4
157.5

62.0
87.6
42.1
19.8

0.0

228.0
211.6
211.6
201.7
201.7
175.9
143.8

56.6
69.3
33.3
16.2

0.0

176.3
163.6
163.6
155.9
155.9
136.0

64.4
25.4
53.6
25.7
11.4

0.0

Forces acting on construction

Name Fhor
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

z [ft]

Fvert
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

x [ft]

Design

coefficient
Weight - wall
Earthq.- constr.
FF resistance
Weight - earth wedge
Earthquake - soil wedge

0.0
379.7
-15.7

0.0
5.2

-3.65
-3.71
-0.33
-1.50
-1.50

3458.1
0.0
0.0

47.3
0.0

2.79
2.80
0.00
4.62
4.62

1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
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Name Fhor
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

z [ft]

Fvert
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

x [ft]

Design

coefficient
Weight - earth wedge
Earthquake - soil wedge
Active pressure
Earthq.- act.pressure
Surch.1 - surface
Surch.1 - surface
Force No. 1

0.0
28.2

1500.9
977.2

3738.6
0.0
0.0

-8.18
-8.18
-3.56
-6.17
-5.17
-8.84
-8.50

256.4
0.0

922.8
608.8

2525.1
2067.2
1000.0

3.56
3.56
4.67
4.51
4.60
2.99
9.96

1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000

Verification of complete wall

Check for overturning stability
Resisting moment
Overturning moment

Mres
Movr

=
=

45605.6
32361.4

lbfft/ft
lbfft/ft

Safety factor = 1.41 > 1.00
Wall for overturning is SATISFACTORY

Check for slip
Resisting horizontal force
Active horizontal force

Hres
Hact

=
=

19788.84
6614.02

lbf/ft
lbf/ft

Safety factor = 2.99 > 1.00
Wall for slip is SATISFACTORY

Overall check - WALL is SATISFACTORY

Dimensioning No. 1
Forces acting on construction

Name Fhor
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

z [ft]

Fvert
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

x [ft]

Design

coefficient
Weight - wall
Earthq.- constr.
Weight - earth wedge
Earthquake - soil wedge
Active pressure
Earthq.- act.pressure
Surch.1 - surface
Surch.1 - surface
Force No. 1

0.0
311.7

0.0
28.2

1278.8
719.0

3439.8
0.0
0.0

-3.45
-3.41
-7.18
-7.18
-2.88
-5.62
-4.47
-7.84
-7.50

2758.1
0.0

256.4
0.0

616.7
442.2

1942.9
2067.2
1000.0

1.87
1.86
2.56
2.56
3.54
3.48
3.49
1.99
8.96

1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000

Verification of block No. 1

Check for overturning stability
Resisting moment
Overturning moment

Mres
Movr

=
=

29392.0
24365.6

lbfft/ft
lbfft/ft

Safety factor = 1.21 > 1.00
Joint for overturning stability is SATISFACTORY
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Check for slip
Resisting horizontal force
Active horizontal force

Hres
Hact

=
=

11893.85
5777.52

lbf/ft
lbf/ft

Safety factor = 2.06 > 1.00
Joint for verification is SATISFACTORY

Bearing capacity of foundation soil
Design load acting at the center of footing bottom

No.
Moment
[lbfft/ft]

Norm. force
[lbf/ft]

Shear Force
[lbf/ft]

Eccentricity
[–]

Stress
[psf]

1 13970.1 10885.74 6614.02 0.257 4473.6

Service load acting at the center of footing bottom

No.
Moment
[lbfft/ft]

Norm. force
[lbf/ft]

Shear Force
[lbf/ft]

1 13970.1 10885.74 6614.02

Verification of foundation soil

Stress in the footing bottom : rectangle

Eccentricity verification
Max. eccentricity of normal force
Maximum allowable eccentricity

e
ealw

=
=

0.257
0.333

Eccentricity of the normal force is SATISFACTORY

Verification of bearing capacity
Max. stress at footing bottom
Bearing capacity of foundation soil

σ
Rd

=
=

4473.6
15000.0

psf
psf

Safety factor = 3.35 > 2.00
Bearing capacity of foundation soil is SATISFACTORY

Overall verification - bearing capacity of found. soil is SATISFACTORY
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Analysis of Redi Rock wall

Input data
Task :
Part :
Customer :
Author :
Date :
Project ID :
Project number :

220603 - 150 North Donlee Drive Block Walls
Two 8-foot Block Walls
Ryan Davis
Kent Nelson
9/12/2022
150 North Donlee Drive
220603

Settings

(input for current task)

Wall analysis

Verification methodology :
Active earth pressure calculation :
Passive earth pressure calculation :
Earthquake analysis :
Shape of earth wedge :
Allowable eccentricity :
Internal stability :
Reduction coeff. of contact first block - base :

Safety factors (ASD)
Coulomb
Mazindrani (Rankine)
Mononobe-Okabe
Calculate as skew
0.333
Standard - straight slip surface
1.00

Safety factors
Permanent design situation

Safety factor for overturning :

Safety factor for sliding resistance :

Safety factor for bearing capacity :

Safety factor for sliding along geo-reinforcement :

Safety factor for geo-reinforcement strength :

Safety factor for pull out resistance of geo-reinf. :

Safety factor for connection strength :

SFo =

SFs =

SFb =

SFsr =

SFst =

SFpo =

SFcon =

1.00

1.00

2.00

1.50

1.50

1.50

1.50

[–]

[–]

[–]

[–]

[–]

[–]

[–]

Blocks

No. Description
Height
h [in]

Width
w [in]

Unit weight
γ [pcf]

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13

Block 28
Block 41
Block 60
Top block 24 straight
Planter 41
Planter 60
Top block 28
Top block 41
Top block 24 straight garden
Block R-5236 HC
Block R-7236 HC
Block R-9636 HC
Block R-41 HC

18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
36.00
36.00
36.00
18.00

28.00
40.50
60.00
24.00
40.50
60.00
28.00
40.50
24.00
52.00
72.00
96.00
40.50

120.00
120.00
130.00
108.00
120.00
112.00
120.00
120.00

80.00
110.00
110.00
110.00
110.00
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No. Description
Min. shear
strength
Fmin [lbf/ft]

Max. shear
strength
Fmax [lbf/ft]

Friction

f [°]

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13

Block 28
Block 41
Block 60
Top block 24 straight
Planter 41
Planter 60
Top block 28
Top block 41
Top block 24 straight garden
Block R-5236 HC
Block R-7236 HC
Block R-9636 HC
Block R-41 HC

6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
4550.00
4550.00
4550.00
5358.00

11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
12000.00
12000.00
12000.00
12906.00

44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
37.00

Setbacks

No.
Setback
s [in]

1
2
3
4
5

0.010
0.375
1.625
9.375

16.625

Geometry

No.
group

Description Count
Setback
s [in]

1
2
3

Block 41
Block 41
Top block 28

3
1
1

1.62
1.62

-

Base

Geometry
Upper setback
Lower setback
Height
Width

a1
a2
h
b

=
=
=
=

0.00
1.00
1.00
5.00

ft
ft
ft
ft

Material
Soil creating foundation - Basalt
Basic soil parameters

No. Name Pattern
φef
[°]

cef
[psf]

γ

[pcf]

γsu
[pcf]

δ

[°]

1 Sand 31.00 0.0 112.60 50.10 29.00
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No. Name Pattern
φef
[°]

cef
[psf]

γ

[pcf]

γsu
[pcf]

δ

[°]

2 Basalt 35.00 5000.0 140.00 77.50 35.00

All soils are considered as cohesionless for at rest pressure analysis.
Soil parameters

Sand
Unit weight :
Stress-state :
Angle of internal friction :
Cohesion of soil :
Angle of friction struc.-soil :
Saturated unit weight :

γ
effective
φef
cef
δ
γsat

=

=
=
=
=

112.6

31.00
0.0

29.00
112.6

pcf

°
psf
°
pcf

 
Basalt
Unit weight :
Stress-state :
Angle of internal friction :
Cohesion of soil :
Angle of friction struc.-soil :
Saturated unit weight :

γ
effective
φef
cef
δ
γsat

=

=
=
=
=

140.0

35.00
5000.0

35.00
140.0

pcf

°
psf
°
pcf

 
Backfill

Assigned soil : Sand
Slope = 40.00 °
Geological profile and assigned soils

Position information
GPS : N 37.1111400; W 113.5966200

N 37°6"40.10'; W 113°35"47.83'

Geological profile and assigned soils

No.
Thickness of layer

t [ft]
Depth
z [ft]

Assigned soil Pattern

1 - 0.00 ..  Basalt

Terrain profile

Terrain behind construction has the slope 1: 3.00 (slope angle is 18.43 °).
Water influence

Ground water table is located below the structure.
Input surface surcharges

No.
Surcharge

new change
Action

Mag.1

[lbf/ft2]

Mag.2

[lbf/ft2]

Ord.x
x [ft]

Length
l [ft]

Depth
z [ft]

1 Yes permanent 1000.0 on terrain

Resistance on front face of the structure

Resistance on front face of the structure: at rest
Soil on front face of the structure - Sand
Soil thickness in front of structure
Soil slope in front of structure

h
β

=
=

1.00
-35.00

ft
°
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Applied forces acting on the structure

No.
Force

new edit
Name Action

Fx
[lbf/ft]

Fz
[lbf/ft]

M

[lbfft/ft]

x

[ft]

z

[ft]
1 Yes Force No. 1 permanent 0.00 1000.00 0.0 8.00 0.00

Earthquake

Factor of horizontal acceleration
Factor of vertical acceleration

Kh
Kv

=
=

0.1100
0.0000

Water below the GWT is restricted.
Settings of the stage of construction

Design situation : permanent
Reduction of soil/soil friction angle : reduce to 2/3 φ (AASHTO)

Verification No. 1
Earthquake effects (active earth pressure) - partial results

Layer

No.

Thickness

[ft]

φd
[°]

β

[°]

ψ

[°]

Ka Kae Kae-Ka Comment

1
2
3
4
5
6

0.68
0.42
1.08
4.54
1.46
1.00

31.00
31.00
31.00
31.00
31.00
35.00

18.43
18.43
18.43
18.43
18.43
18.43

6.28
6.28
6.28
6.28
6.28
6.28

0.658
0.658
0.658
0.344
0.658
0.325

0.897
0.897
0.897
0.503
0.897
0.467

0.240
0.240
0.240
0.160
0.240
0.142

Earthquake effects (active earth pressure)

Layer

No.

Start [ft]

End [ft]

σZ
[psf]

σD
[psf]

Pressure

[psf]

Hor. comp.

[psf]

Vertical comp.

[psf]

1

2

3

4

5

6

-0.68
0.00
0.00
0.42
0.42
1.50
1.50
6.04
6.04
7.50
7.50
8.50

0.0
76.5
76.5

123.4
123.4
245.4
245.4
756.3
756.3
921.0
921.0

1061.0

1061.0
984.5
984.5
937.6
937.6
815.6
815.6
304.7
304.7
140.0
140.0

0.0

254.3
235.9
235.9
224.7
224.7
195.4
130.3

48.7
73.0
33.5
19.8

0.0

193.5
179.5
179.5
171.0
171.0
148.7
118.0

44.1
55.6
25.5
16.2

0.0

165.0
153.1
153.1
145.8
145.8
126.8

55.3
20.7
47.4
21.8
11.4

0.0

Forces acting on construction

Name Fhor
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

z [ft]

Fvert
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

x [ft]

Design

coefficient
Weight - wall
Earthq.- constr.
FF resistance
Weight - earth wedge
Earthquake - soil wedge

0.0
379.7
-18.0

0.0
5.7

-3.65
-3.71
-0.33
-1.49
-1.49

3458.1
0.0
0.0

51.5
0.0

2.79
2.80
0.00
4.62
4.62

1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
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Name Fhor
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

z [ft]

Fvert
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

x [ft]

Design

coefficient
Weight - earth wedge
Earthquake - soil wedge
Active pressure
Earthq.- act.pressure
Surch.1 - surface
Surch.1 - surface
Force No. 1

0.0
31.3

1454.4
807.9

3233.7
0.0
0.0

-8.18
-8.18
-3.54
-6.21
-5.18
-8.84
-8.50

284.8
0.0

968.8
546.6

2390.8
2039.0
1000.0

3.55
3.55
4.67
4.50
4.59
2.98
9.96

1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000

Verification of complete wall

Check for overturning stability
Resisting moment
Overturning moment

Mres
Movr

=
=

44900.4
28601.1

lbfft/ft
lbfft/ft

Safety factor = 1.57 > 1.00
Wall for overturning is SATISFACTORY

Check for slip
Resisting horizontal force
Active horizontal force

Hres
Hact

=
=

22696.86
5894.64

lbf/ft
lbf/ft

Safety factor = 3.85 > 1.00
Wall for slip is SATISFACTORY

Overall check - WALL is SATISFACTORY

Dimensioning No. 1
Forces acting on construction

Name Fhor
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

z [ft]

Fvert
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

x [ft]

Design

coefficient
Weight - wall
Earthq.- constr.
Weight - earth wedge
Earthquake - soil wedge
Active pressure
Earthq.- act.pressure
Surch.1 - surface
Surch.1 - surface
Force No. 1

0.0
311.7

0.0
31.3

1221.7
610.5

2956.3
0.0
0.0

-3.45
-3.41
-7.18
-7.18
-2.89
-5.63
-4.51
-7.84
-7.50

2758.1
0.0

284.8
0.0

624.3
408.0

1805.0
2039.0
1000.0

1.87
1.86
2.55
2.55
3.54
3.46
3.48
1.98
8.96

1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000

Verification of block No. 1

Check for overturning stability
Resisting moment
Overturning moment

Mres
Movr

=
=

28776.2
21593.1

lbfft/ft
lbfft/ft

Safety factor = 1.33 > 1.00
Joint for overturning stability is SATISFACTORY
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Check for slip
Resisting horizontal force
Active horizontal force

Hres
Hact

=
=

14298.82
5131.52

lbf/ft
lbf/ft

Safety factor = 2.79 > 1.00
Joint for verification is SATISFACTORY

Bearing capacity of foundation soil
Design load acting at the center of footing bottom

No.
Moment
[lbfft/ft]

Norm. force
[lbf/ft]

Shear Force
[lbf/ft]

Eccentricity
[–]

Stress
[psf]

1 10549.5 10739.53 5894.64 0.196 3538.1

Service load acting at the center of footing bottom

No.
Moment
[lbfft/ft]

Norm. force
[lbf/ft]

Shear Force
[lbf/ft]

1 10549.5 10739.53 5894.64

Verification of foundation soil

Stress in the footing bottom : rectangle

Eccentricity verification
Max. eccentricity of normal force
Maximum allowable eccentricity

e
ealw

=
=

0.196
0.333

Eccentricity of the normal force is SATISFACTORY

Verification of bearing capacity
Max. stress at footing bottom
Bearing capacity of foundation soil

σ
Rd

=
=

3538.1
15000.0

psf
psf

Safety factor = 4.24 > 2.00
Bearing capacity of foundation soil is SATISFACTORY

Overall verification - bearing capacity of found. soil is SATISFACTORY



Kent Nelson

220603 - 150 North Donlee Drive Block Walls

Two 8-foot Block Walls

1

[Redi-Rock - Redi-Rock Wall + (32 bit) | version 5.2023.46.0 | Copyright © 2023 Fine spol. s r.o. All Rights Reserved | www.finesoftware.eu]
[Redi-Rock International | (231) 237 - 9500 ext 3010| engineering@redi-rock.com| www.redi-rock.com]

Analysis of Redi Rock wall

Input data
Task :
Part :
Customer :
Author :
Date :
Project ID :
Project number :

220603 - 150 North Donlee Drive Block Walls
Two 8-foot Block Walls
Ryan Davis
Kent Nelson
9/12/2022
150 North Donlee Drive
220603

Settings

(input for current task)

Wall analysis

Verification methodology :
Active earth pressure calculation :
Passive earth pressure calculation :
Earthquake analysis :
Shape of earth wedge :
Allowable eccentricity :
Internal stability :
Reduction coeff. of contact first block - base :

Safety factors (ASD)
Coulomb
Mazindrani (Rankine)
Mononobe-Okabe
Calculate as skew
0.333
Standard - straight slip surface
1.00

Safety factors
Permanent design situation

Safety factor for overturning :

Safety factor for sliding resistance :

Safety factor for bearing capacity :

Safety factor for sliding along geo-reinforcement :

Safety factor for geo-reinforcement strength :

Safety factor for pull out resistance of geo-reinf. :

Safety factor for connection strength :

SFo =

SFs =

SFb =

SFsr =

SFst =

SFpo =

SFcon =

1.00

1.00

2.00

1.50

1.50

1.50

1.50

[–]

[–]

[–]

[–]

[–]

[–]

[–]

Blocks

No. Description
Height
h [in]

Width
w [in]

Unit weight
γ [pcf]

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13

Block 28
Block 41
Block 60
Top block 24 straight
Planter 41
Planter 60
Top block 28
Top block 41
Top block 24 straight garden
Block R-5236 HC
Block R-7236 HC
Block R-9636 HC
Block R-41 HC

18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
36.00
36.00
36.00
18.00

28.00
40.50
60.00
24.00
40.50
60.00
28.00
40.50
24.00
52.00
72.00
96.00
40.50

120.00
120.00
130.00
108.00
120.00
112.00
120.00
120.00

80.00
110.00
110.00
110.00
110.00
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No. Description
Min. shear
strength
Fmin [lbf/ft]

Max. shear
strength
Fmax [lbf/ft]

Friction

f [°]

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13

Block 28
Block 41
Block 60
Top block 24 straight
Planter 41
Planter 60
Top block 28
Top block 41
Top block 24 straight garden
Block R-5236 HC
Block R-7236 HC
Block R-9636 HC
Block R-41 HC

6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
4550.00
4550.00
4550.00
5358.00

11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
12000.00
12000.00
12000.00
12906.00

44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
37.00

Setbacks

No.
Setback
s [in]

1
2
3
4
5

0.010
0.375
1.625
9.375

16.625

Geometry

No.
group

Description Count
Setback
s [in]

1
2
3

Block 41
Block 41
Top block 28

3
1
1

1.62
1.62

-

Base

Geometry
Upper setback
Lower setback
Height
Width

a1
a2
h
b

=
=
=
=

0.00
1.00
1.00
5.00

ft
ft
ft
ft

Material
Soil creating foundation - Basalt
Basic soil parameters

No. Name Pattern
φef
[°]

cef
[psf]

γ

[pcf]

γsu
[pcf]

δ

[°]

1 Sand 32.00 0.0 126.00 69.50 32.00
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No. Name Pattern
φef
[°]

cef
[psf]

γ

[pcf]

γsu
[pcf]

δ

[°]

2 Basalt 35.00 5000.0 140.00 77.50 35.00

All soils are considered as cohesionless for at rest pressure analysis.
Soil parameters

Sand
Unit weight :
Stress-state :
Angle of internal friction :
Cohesion of soil :
Angle of friction struc.-soil :
Saturated unit weight :

γ
effective
φef
cef
δ
γsat

=

=
=
=
=

126.0

32.00
0.0

32.00
132.0

pcf

°
psf
°
pcf

 
Basalt
Unit weight :
Stress-state :
Angle of internal friction :
Cohesion of soil :
Angle of friction struc.-soil :
Saturated unit weight :

γ
effective
φef
cef
δ
γsat

=

=
=
=
=

140.0

35.00
5000.0

35.00
140.0

pcf

°
psf
°
pcf

 
Backfill

Assigned soil : Sand
Slope = 40.00 °
Geological profile and assigned soils

Position information
GPS : N 37.1111400; W 113.5966200

N 37°6"40.10'; W 113°35"47.83'

Geological profile and assigned soils

No.
Thickness of layer

t [ft]
Depth
z [ft]

Assigned soil Pattern

1 - 0.00 ..  Basalt

Terrain profile

Terrain behind construction has the slope 1: 3.00 (slope angle is 18.43 °).
Water influence

Ground water table is located below the structure.
Input surface surcharges

No.
Surcharge

new change
Action

Mag.1

[lbf/ft2]

Mag.2

[lbf/ft2]

Ord.x
x [ft]

Length
l [ft]

Depth
z [ft]

1 Yes permanent 1000.0 on terrain

Resistance on front face of the structure

Resistance on front face of the structure: at rest
Soil on front face of the structure - Sand
Soil thickness in front of structure
Soil slope in front of structure

h
β

=
=

1.00
-35.00

ft
°
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Applied forces acting on the structure

No.
Force

new edit
Name Action

Fx
[lbf/ft]

Fz
[lbf/ft]

M

[lbfft/ft]

x

[ft]

z

[ft]
1 Yes Force No. 1 permanent 0.00 1000.00 0.0 8.00 0.00

Earthquake

Factor of horizontal acceleration
Factor of vertical acceleration

Kh
Kv

=
=

0.1100
0.0000

Water below the GWT is restricted.
Settings of the stage of construction

Design situation : permanent
Reduction of soil/soil friction angle : reduce to 2/3 φ (AASHTO)

Verification No. 1
Earthquake effects (active earth pressure) - partial results

Layer

No.

Thickness

[ft]

φd
[°]

β

[°]

ψ

[°]

Ka Kae Kae-Ka Comment

1
2
3
4
5
6

0.68
0.42
1.08
4.55
1.45
1.00

32.00
32.00
32.00
32.00
32.00
35.00

18.43
18.43
18.43
18.43
18.43
18.43

6.28
6.28
6.28
6.28
6.28
6.28

0.639
0.639
0.639
0.329
0.639
0.325

0.865
0.865
0.865
0.482
0.865
0.467

0.226
0.226
0.226
0.153
0.226
0.142

Earthquake effects (active earth pressure)

Layer

No.

Start [ft]

End [ft]

σZ
[psf]

σD
[psf]

Pressure

[psf]

Hor. comp.

[psf]

Vertical comp.

[psf]

1

2

3

4

5

6

-0.68
0.00
0.00
0.42
0.42
1.50
1.50
6.05
6.05
7.50
7.50
8.50

0.0
85.4
85.4

137.9
137.9
274.4
274.4
847.2
847.2

1030.4
1030.4
1170.4

1170.4
1085.0
1085.0
1032.5
1032.5

896.0
896.0
323.2
323.2
140.0
140.0

0.0

264.8
245.5
245.5
233.6
233.6
202.7
137.0

49.4
73.1
31.7
19.8

0.0

199.1
184.6
184.6
175.7
175.7
152.5
120.9

43.6
55.0
23.8
16.2

0.0

174.6
161.8
161.8
154.0
154.0
133.6

64.6
23.3
48.2
20.9
11.4

0.0

Forces acting on construction

Name Fhor
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

z [ft]

Fvert
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

x [ft]

Design

coefficient
Weight - wall
Earthq.- constr.
FF resistance
Weight - earth wedge
Earthquake - soil wedge

0.0
379.7
-20.2

0.0
6.3

-3.65
-3.71
-0.33
-1.48
-1.48

3458.1
0.0
0.0

57.3
0.0

2.79
2.80
0.00
4.62
4.62

1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
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Name Fhor
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

z [ft]

Fvert
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

x [ft]

Design

coefficient
Weight - earth wedge
Earthquake - soil wedge
Active pressure
Earthq.- act.pressure
Surch.1 - surface
Surch.1 - surface
Force No. 1

0.0
35.0

1538.5
822.1

3062.7
0.0
0.0

-8.18
-8.18
-3.53
-6.23
-5.19
-8.84
-8.50

317.9
0.0

1095.8
591.4

2414.5
2034.3
1000.0

3.55
3.55
4.67
4.50
4.59
2.98
9.96

1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000

Verification of complete wall

Check for overturning stability
Resisting moment
Overturning moment

Mres
Movr

=
=

45930.0
28156.2

lbfft/ft
lbfft/ft

Safety factor = 1.63 > 1.00
Wall for overturning is SATISFACTORY

Check for slip
Resisting horizontal force
Active horizontal force

Hres
Hact

=
=

23883.96
5824.03

lbf/ft
lbf/ft

Safety factor = 4.10 > 1.00
Wall for slip is SATISFACTORY

Overall check - WALL is SATISFACTORY

Dimensioning No. 1
Forces acting on construction

Name Fhor
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

z [ft]

Fvert
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

x [ft]

Design

coefficient
Weight - wall
Earthq.- constr.
Weight - earth wedge
Earthquake - soil wedge
Active pressure
Earthq.- act.pressure
Surch.1 - surface
Surch.1 - surface
Force No. 1

0.0
311.7

0.0
35.0

1277.8
637.0

2785.1
0.0
0.0

-3.45
-3.41
-7.18
-7.18
-2.91
-5.63
-4.54
-7.84
-7.50

2758.1
0.0

317.9
0.0

732.1
453.7

1847.0
2034.3
1000.0

1.87
1.86
2.55
2.55
3.54
3.47
3.48
1.98
8.96

1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000

Verification of block No. 1

Check for overturning stability
Resisting moment
Overturning moment

Mres
Movr

=
=

29538.4
21250.6

lbfft/ft
lbfft/ft

Safety factor = 1.39 > 1.00
Joint for overturning stability is SATISFACTORY
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Check for slip
Resisting horizontal force
Active horizontal force

Hres
Hact

=
=

15466.54
5046.60

lbf/ft
lbf/ft

Safety factor = 3.06 > 1.00
Joint for verification is SATISFACTORY

Bearing capacity of foundation soil
Design load acting at the center of footing bottom

No.
Moment
[lbfft/ft]

Norm. force
[lbf/ft]

Shear Force
[lbf/ft]

Eccentricity
[–]

Stress
[psf]

1 9649.7 10969.42 5824.03 0.176 3385.0

Service load acting at the center of footing bottom

No.
Moment
[lbfft/ft]

Norm. force
[lbf/ft]

Shear Force
[lbf/ft]

1 9649.7 10969.42 5824.03

Verification of foundation soil

Stress in the footing bottom : rectangle

Eccentricity verification
Max. eccentricity of normal force
Maximum allowable eccentricity

e
ealw

=
=

0.176
0.333

Eccentricity of the normal force is SATISFACTORY

Verification of bearing capacity
Max. stress at footing bottom
Bearing capacity of foundation soil

σ
Rd

=
=

3385.0
15000.0

psf
psf

Safety factor = 4.43 > 2.00
Bearing capacity of foundation soil is SATISFACTORY

Overall verification - bearing capacity of found. soil is SATISFACTORY
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Analysis of Redi Rock wall

Input data
Task :
Part :
Customer :
Author :
Date :
Project ID :
Project number :

220603 - 150 North Donlee Drive Block Walls
Two 8-foot Block Walls
Ryan Davis
Kent Nelson
9/12/2022
150 North Donlee Drive
220603

Settings

(input for current task)

Wall analysis

Verification methodology :
Active earth pressure calculation :
Passive earth pressure calculation :
Earthquake analysis :
Shape of earth wedge :
Allowable eccentricity :
Internal stability :
Reduction coeff. of contact first block - base :

Safety factors (ASD)
Coulomb
Mazindrani (Rankine)
Mononobe-Okabe
Calculate as skew
0.333
Standard - straight slip surface
1.00

Safety factors
Permanent design situation

Safety factor for overturning :

Safety factor for sliding resistance :

Safety factor for bearing capacity :

Safety factor for sliding along geo-reinforcement :

Safety factor for geo-reinforcement strength :

Safety factor for pull out resistance of geo-reinf. :

Safety factor for connection strength :

SFo =

SFs =

SFb =

SFsr =

SFst =

SFpo =

SFcon =

1.00

1.00

2.00

1.50

1.50

1.50

1.50

[–]

[–]

[–]

[–]

[–]

[–]

[–]

Blocks

No. Description
Height
h [in]

Width
w [in]

Unit weight
γ [pcf]

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13

Block 28
Block 41
Block 60
Top block 24 straight
Planter 41
Planter 60
Top block 28
Top block 41
Top block 24 straight garden
Block R-5236 HC
Block R-7236 HC
Block R-9636 HC
Block R-41 HC

18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
36.00
36.00
36.00
18.00

28.00
40.50
60.00
24.00
40.50
60.00
28.00
40.50
24.00
52.00
72.00
96.00
40.50

120.00
120.00
130.00
108.00
120.00
112.00
120.00
120.00

80.00
110.00
110.00
110.00
110.00
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No. Description
Min. shear
strength
Fmin [lbf/ft]

Max. shear
strength
Fmax [lbf/ft]

Friction

f [°]

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13

Block 28
Block 41
Block 60
Top block 24 straight
Planter 41
Planter 60
Top block 28
Top block 41
Top block 24 straight garden
Block R-5236 HC
Block R-7236 HC
Block R-9636 HC
Block R-41 HC

6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
4550.00
4550.00
4550.00
5358.00

11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
12000.00
12000.00
12000.00
12906.00

44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
37.00

Setbacks

No.
Setback
s [in]

1
2
3
4
5

0.010
0.375
1.625
9.375

16.625

Geometry

No.
group

Description Count
Setback
s [in]

1
2
3

Block 41
Block 41
Top block 28

3
1
1

1.62
1.62

-

Base

Geometry
Upper setback
Lower setback
Height
Width

a1
a2
h
b

=
=
=
=

0.00
1.00
1.00
5.00

ft
ft
ft
ft

Material
Soil creating foundation - Basalt
Basic soil parameters

No. Name Pattern
φef
[°]

cef
[psf]

γ

[pcf]

γsu
[pcf]

δ

[°]

1 Sand 28.00 0.0 100.00 37.50 28.00
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No. Name Pattern
φef
[°]

cef
[psf]

γ

[pcf]

γsu
[pcf]

δ

[°]

2 Basalt 35.00 5000.0 140.00 77.50 35.00

All soils are considered as cohesionless for at rest pressure analysis.
Soil parameters

Sand
Unit weight :
Stress-state :
Angle of internal friction :
Cohesion of soil :
Angle of friction struc.-soil :
Saturated unit weight :

γ
effective
φef
cef
δ
γsat

=

=
=
=
=

100.0

28.00
0.0

28.00
100.0

pcf

°
psf
°
pcf

 
Basalt
Unit weight :
Stress-state :
Angle of internal friction :
Cohesion of soil :
Angle of friction struc.-soil :
Saturated unit weight :

γ
effective
φef
cef
δ
γsat

=

=
=
=
=

140.0

35.00
5000.0

35.00
140.0

pcf

°
psf
°
pcf

 
Backfill

Assigned soil : Sand
Slope = 40.00 °
Geological profile and assigned soils

Position information
GPS : N 37.1111400; W 113.5966200

N 37°6"40.10'; W 113°35"47.83'

Geological profile and assigned soils

No.
Thickness of layer

t [ft]
Depth
z [ft]

Assigned soil Pattern

1 - 0.00 ..  Basalt

Terrain profile

Terrain behind construction has the slope 1: 3.00 (slope angle is 18.43 °).
Water influence

Ground water table is located below the structure.
Input surface surcharges

No.
Surcharge

new change
Action

Mag.1

[lbf/ft2]

Mag.2

[lbf/ft2]

Ord.x
x [ft]

Length
l [ft]

Depth
z [ft]

1 Yes permanent 1000.0 on terrain

Resistance on front face of the structure

Resistance on front face of the structure: at rest
Soil on front face of the structure - Sand
Soil thickness in front of structure
Soil slope in front of structure

h
β

=
=

1.00
-35.00

ft
°
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Applied forces acting on the structure

No.
Force

new edit
Name Action

Fx
[lbf/ft]

Fz
[lbf/ft]

M

[lbfft/ft]

x

[ft]

z

[ft]
1 Yes Force No. 1 permanent 0.00 1000.00 0.0 8.00 0.00

Earthquake

Factor of horizontal acceleration
Factor of vertical acceleration

Kh
Kv

=
=

0.0000
0.0000

Water below the GWT is restricted.
Settings of the stage of construction

Design situation : permanent
Reduction of soil/soil friction angle : reduce to 2/3 φ (AASHTO)

Verification No. 1
Earthquake effects (active earth pressure) - partial results

Layer

No.

Thickness

[ft]

φd
[°]

β

[°]

ψ

[°]

Ka Kae Kae-Ka Comment

1
2
3
4
5
6

0.69
0.42
1.08
4.49
1.51
1.00

28.00
28.00
28.00
28.00
28.00
35.00

18.43
18.43
18.43
18.43
18.43
18.43

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.714
0.714
0.714
0.403
0.714
0.325

0.714
0.714
0.714
0.403
0.714
0.325

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

Earthquake effects (active earth pressure)

Layer

No.

Start [ft]

End [ft]

σZ
[psf]

σD
[psf]

Pressure

[psf]

Hor. comp.

[psf]

Vertical comp.

[psf]

1

2

3

4

5

6

-0.69
0.00
0.00
0.42
0.42
1.50
1.50
5.99
5.99
7.50
7.50
8.50

0.0
68.9
68.9

110.6
110.6
218.9
218.9
667.5
667.5
818.9
818.9
958.9

958.9
890.0
890.0
848.3
848.3
740.0
740.0
291.3
291.3
140.0
140.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

Forces acting on construction

Name Fhor
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

z [ft]

Fvert
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

x [ft]

Design

coefficient
Weight - wall
Earthq.- constr.
FF resistance
Weight - earth wedge
Earthquake - soil wedge

0.0
0.0

-15.7
0.0
0.0

-3.65
-3.71
-0.33
-1.50
-1.50

3458.1
0.0
0.0

47.3
0.0

2.79
2.80
0.00
4.62
4.62

1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
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Name Fhor
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

z [ft]

Fvert
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

x [ft]

Design

coefficient
Weight - earth wedge
Earthquake - soil wedge
Active pressure
Earthq.- act.pressure
Surch.1 - surface
Surch.1 - surface
Force No. 1

0.0
0.0

1500.9
0.0

3738.6
0.0
0.0

-8.18
-8.18
-3.56
-8.50
-5.17
-8.84
-8.50

256.4
0.0

922.8
0.0

2525.1
2067.2
1000.0

3.56
3.56
4.67
4.03
4.60
2.99
9.96

1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000

Verification of complete wall

Check for overturning stability
Resisting moment
Overturning moment

Mres
Movr

=
=

42858.7
24682.8

lbfft/ft
lbfft/ft

Safety factor = 1.74 > 1.00
Wall for overturning is SATISFACTORY

Check for slip
Resisting horizontal force
Active horizontal force

Hres
Hact

=
=

24882.14
5223.75

lbf/ft
lbf/ft

Safety factor = 4.76 > 1.00
Wall for slip is SATISFACTORY

Overall check - WALL is SATISFACTORY

Dimensioning No. 1
Forces acting on construction

Name Fhor
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

z [ft]

Fvert
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

x [ft]

Design

coefficient
Weight - wall
Earthq.- constr.
Weight - earth wedge
Earthquake - soil wedge
Active pressure
Earthq.- act.pressure
Surch.1 - surface
Surch.1 - surface
Force No. 1

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

1278.8
0.0

3439.8
0.0
0.0

-3.45
-3.41
-7.18
-7.18
-2.88
-7.50
-4.47
-7.84
-7.50

2758.1
0.0

256.4
0.0

616.7
0.0

1942.9
2067.2
1000.0

1.87
1.86
2.56
2.56
3.54
3.03
3.49
1.99
8.96

1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000

Verification of block No. 1

Check for overturning stability
Resisting moment
Overturning moment

Mres
Movr

=
=

27854.7
19061.1

lbfft/ft
lbfft/ft

Safety factor = 1.46 > 1.00
Joint for overturning stability is SATISFACTORY
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Check for slip
Resisting horizontal force
Active horizontal force

Hres
Hact

=
=

16226.94
4718.58

lbf/ft
lbf/ft

Safety factor = 3.44 > 1.00
Joint for verification is SATISFACTORY

Bearing capacity of foundation soil
Design load acting at the center of footing bottom

No.
Moment
[lbfft/ft]

Norm. force
[lbf/ft]

Shear Force
[lbf/ft]

Eccentricity
[–]

Stress
[psf]

1 7516.4 10276.94 5223.75 0.146 2905.4

Service load acting at the center of footing bottom

No.
Moment
[lbfft/ft]

Norm. force
[lbf/ft]

Shear Force
[lbf/ft]

1 7516.4 10276.94 5223.75

Verification of foundation soil

Stress in the footing bottom : rectangle

Eccentricity verification
Max. eccentricity of normal force
Maximum allowable eccentricity

e
ealw

=
=

0.146
0.333

Eccentricity of the normal force is SATISFACTORY

Verification of bearing capacity
Max. stress at footing bottom
Bearing capacity of foundation soil

σ
Rd

=
=

2905.4
15000.0

psf
psf

Safety factor = 5.16 > 2.00
Bearing capacity of foundation soil is SATISFACTORY

Overall verification - bearing capacity of found. soil is SATISFACTORY
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Analysis of Redi Rock wall

Input data
Task :
Part :
Customer :
Author :
Date :
Project ID :
Project number :

220603 - 150 North Donlee Drive Block Walls
Two 8-foot Block Walls
Ryan Davis
Kent Nelson
9/12/2022
150 North Donlee Drive
220603

Settings

(input for current task)

Wall analysis

Verification methodology :
Active earth pressure calculation :
Passive earth pressure calculation :
Earthquake analysis :
Shape of earth wedge :
Allowable eccentricity :
Internal stability :
Reduction coeff. of contact first block - base :

Safety factors (ASD)
Coulomb
Mazindrani (Rankine)
Mononobe-Okabe
Calculate as skew
0.333
Standard - straight slip surface
1.00

Safety factors
Permanent design situation

Safety factor for overturning :

Safety factor for sliding resistance :

Safety factor for bearing capacity :

Safety factor for sliding along geo-reinforcement :

Safety factor for geo-reinforcement strength :

Safety factor for pull out resistance of geo-reinf. :

Safety factor for connection strength :

SFo =

SFs =

SFb =

SFsr =

SFst =

SFpo =

SFcon =

1.00

1.00

2.00

1.50

1.50

1.50

1.50

[–]

[–]

[–]

[–]

[–]

[–]

[–]

Blocks

No. Description
Height
h [in]

Width
w [in]

Unit weight
γ [pcf]

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13

Block 28
Block 41
Block 60
Top block 24 straight
Planter 41
Planter 60
Top block 28
Top block 41
Top block 24 straight garden
Block R-5236 HC
Block R-7236 HC
Block R-9636 HC
Block R-41 HC

18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
36.00
36.00
36.00
18.00

28.00
40.50
60.00
24.00
40.50
60.00
28.00
40.50
24.00
52.00
72.00
96.00
40.50

120.00
120.00
130.00
108.00
120.00
112.00
120.00
120.00

80.00
110.00
110.00
110.00
110.00
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No. Description
Min. shear
strength
Fmin [lbf/ft]

Max. shear
strength
Fmax [lbf/ft]

Friction

f [°]

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13

Block 28
Block 41
Block 60
Top block 24 straight
Planter 41
Planter 60
Top block 28
Top block 41
Top block 24 straight garden
Block R-5236 HC
Block R-7236 HC
Block R-9636 HC
Block R-41 HC

6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
4550.00
4550.00
4550.00
5358.00

11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
12000.00
12000.00
12000.00
12906.00

44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
37.00

Setbacks

No.
Setback
s [in]

1
2
3
4
5

0.010
0.375
1.625
9.375

16.625

Geometry

No.
group

Description Count
Setback
s [in]

1
2
3

Block 41
Block 41
Top block 28

3
1
1

1.62
1.62

-

Base

Geometry
Upper setback
Lower setback
Height
Width

a1
a2
h
b

=
=
=
=

0.00
1.00
1.00
5.00

ft
ft
ft
ft

Material
Soil creating foundation - Basalt
Basic soil parameters

No. Name Pattern
φef
[°]

cef
[psf]

γ

[pcf]

γsu
[pcf]

δ

[°]

1 Sand 31.00 0.0 112.60 50.10 29.00
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No. Name Pattern
φef
[°]

cef
[psf]

γ

[pcf]

γsu
[pcf]

δ

[°]

2 Basalt 35.00 5000.0 140.00 77.50 35.00

All soils are considered as cohesionless for at rest pressure analysis.
Soil parameters

Sand
Unit weight :
Stress-state :
Angle of internal friction :
Cohesion of soil :
Angle of friction struc.-soil :
Saturated unit weight :

γ
effective
φef
cef
δ
γsat

=

=
=
=
=

112.6

31.00
0.0

29.00
112.6

pcf

°
psf
°
pcf

 
Basalt
Unit weight :
Stress-state :
Angle of internal friction :
Cohesion of soil :
Angle of friction struc.-soil :
Saturated unit weight :

γ
effective
φef
cef
δ
γsat

=

=
=
=
=

140.0

35.00
5000.0

35.00
140.0

pcf

°
psf
°
pcf

 
Backfill

Assigned soil : Sand
Slope = 40.00 °
Geological profile and assigned soils

Position information
GPS : N 37.1111400; W 113.5966200

N 37°6"40.10'; W 113°35"47.83'

Geological profile and assigned soils

No.
Thickness of layer

t [ft]
Depth
z [ft]

Assigned soil Pattern

1 - 0.00 ..  Basalt

Terrain profile

Terrain behind construction has the slope 1: 3.00 (slope angle is 18.43 °).
Water influence

Ground water table is located below the structure.
Input surface surcharges

No.
Surcharge

new change
Action

Mag.1

[lbf/ft2]

Mag.2

[lbf/ft2]

Ord.x
x [ft]

Length
l [ft]

Depth
z [ft]

1 Yes permanent 1000.0 on terrain

Resistance on front face of the structure

Resistance on front face of the structure: at rest
Soil on front face of the structure - Sand
Soil thickness in front of structure
Soil slope in front of structure

h
β

=
=

1.00
-35.00

ft
°
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Applied forces acting on the structure

No.
Force

new edit
Name Action

Fx
[lbf/ft]

Fz
[lbf/ft]

M

[lbfft/ft]

x

[ft]

z

[ft]
1 Yes Force No. 1 permanent 0.00 1000.00 0.0 8.00 0.00

Earthquake

Factor of horizontal acceleration
Factor of vertical acceleration

Kh
Kv

=
=

0.0000
0.0000

Water below the GWT is restricted.
Settings of the stage of construction

Design situation : permanent
Reduction of soil/soil friction angle : reduce to 2/3 φ (AASHTO)

Verification No. 1
Earthquake effects (active earth pressure) - partial results

Layer

No.

Thickness

[ft]

φd
[°]

β

[°]

ψ

[°]

Ka Kae Kae-Ka Comment

1
2
3
4
5
6

0.68
0.42
1.08
4.54
1.46
1.00

31.00
31.00
31.00
31.00
31.00
35.00

18.43
18.43
18.43
18.43
18.43
18.43

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.658
0.658
0.658
0.344
0.658
0.325

0.658
0.658
0.658
0.344
0.658
0.325

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

Earthquake effects (active earth pressure)

Layer

No.

Start [ft]

End [ft]

σZ
[psf]

σD
[psf]

Pressure

[psf]

Hor. comp.

[psf]

Vertical comp.

[psf]

1

2

3

4

5

6

-0.68
0.00
0.00
0.42
0.42
1.50
1.50
6.04
6.04
7.50
7.50
8.50

0.0
76.5
76.5

123.4
123.4
245.4
245.4
756.3
756.3
921.0
921.0

1061.0

1061.0
984.5
984.5
937.6
937.6
815.6
815.6
304.7
304.7
140.0
140.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

Forces acting on construction

Name Fhor
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

z [ft]

Fvert
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

x [ft]

Design

coefficient
Weight - wall
Earthq.- constr.
FF resistance
Weight - earth wedge
Earthquake - soil wedge

0.0
0.0

-18.0
0.0
0.0

-3.65
-3.71
-0.33
-1.49
-1.49

3458.1
0.0
0.0

51.5
0.0

2.79
2.80
0.00
4.62
4.62

1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
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Name Fhor
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

z [ft]

Fvert
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

x [ft]

Design

coefficient
Weight - earth wedge
Earthquake - soil wedge
Active pressure
Earthq.- act.pressure
Surch.1 - surface
Surch.1 - surface
Force No. 1

0.0
0.0

1454.4
0.0

3233.7
0.0
0.0

-8.18
-8.18
-3.54
-8.50
-5.18
-8.84
-8.50

284.8
0.0

968.8
0.0

2390.8
2039.0
1000.0

3.55
3.55
4.67
4.00
4.59
2.98
9.96

1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000

Verification of complete wall

Check for overturning stability
Resisting moment
Overturning moment

Mres
Movr

=
=

42442.3
21914.1

lbfft/ft
lbfft/ft

Safety factor = 1.94 > 1.00
Wall for overturning is SATISFACTORY

Check for slip
Resisting horizontal force
Active horizontal force

Hres
Hact

=
=

27276.77
4670.09

lbf/ft
lbf/ft

Safety factor = 5.84 > 1.00
Wall for slip is SATISFACTORY

Overall check - WALL is SATISFACTORY

Dimensioning No. 1
Forces acting on construction

Name Fhor
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

z [ft]

Fvert
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

x [ft]

Design

coefficient
Weight - wall
Earthq.- constr.
Weight - earth wedge
Earthquake - soil wedge
Active pressure
Earthq.- act.pressure
Surch.1 - surface
Surch.1 - surface
Force No. 1

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

1221.7
0.0

2956.3
0.0
0.0

-3.45
-3.41
-7.18
-7.18
-2.89
-7.50
-4.51
-7.84
-7.50

2758.1
0.0

284.8
0.0

624.3
0.0

1805.0
2039.0
1000.0

1.87
1.86
2.55
2.55
3.54
3.00
3.48
1.98
8.96

1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000

Verification of block No. 1

Check for overturning stability
Resisting moment
Overturning moment

Mres
Movr

=
=

27363.5
16865.5

lbfft/ft
lbfft/ft

Safety factor = 1.62 > 1.00
Joint for overturning stability is SATISFACTORY
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Check for slip
Resisting horizontal force
Active horizontal force

Hres
Hact

=
=

18293.94
4177.99

lbf/ft
lbf/ft

Safety factor = 4.38 > 1.00
Joint for verification is SATISFACTORY

Bearing capacity of foundation soil
Design load acting at the center of footing bottom

No.
Moment
[lbfft/ft]

Norm. force
[lbf/ft]

Shear Force
[lbf/ft]

Eccentricity
[–]

Stress
[psf]

1 4954.2 10192.96 4670.09 0.097 2530.6

Service load acting at the center of footing bottom

No.
Moment
[lbfft/ft]

Norm. force
[lbf/ft]

Shear Force
[lbf/ft]

1 4954.2 10192.96 4670.09

Verification of foundation soil

Stress in the footing bottom : rectangle

Eccentricity verification
Max. eccentricity of normal force
Maximum allowable eccentricity

e
ealw

=
=

0.097
0.333

Eccentricity of the normal force is SATISFACTORY

Verification of bearing capacity
Max. stress at footing bottom
Bearing capacity of foundation soil

σ
Rd

=
=

2530.6
15000.0

psf
psf

Safety factor = 5.93 > 2.00
Bearing capacity of foundation soil is SATISFACTORY

Overall verification - bearing capacity of found. soil is SATISFACTORY
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Analysis of Redi Rock wall

Input data
Task :
Part :
Customer :
Author :
Date :
Project ID :
Project number :

220603 - 150 North Donlee Drive Block Walls
Two 8-foot Block Walls
Ryan Davis
Kent Nelson
9/12/2022
150 North Donlee Drive
220603

Settings

(input for current task)

Wall analysis

Verification methodology :
Active earth pressure calculation :
Passive earth pressure calculation :
Earthquake analysis :
Shape of earth wedge :
Allowable eccentricity :
Internal stability :
Reduction coeff. of contact first block - base :

Safety factors (ASD)
Coulomb
Mazindrani (Rankine)
Mononobe-Okabe
Calculate as skew
0.333
Standard - straight slip surface
1.00

Safety factors
Permanent design situation

Safety factor for overturning :

Safety factor for sliding resistance :

Safety factor for bearing capacity :

Safety factor for sliding along geo-reinforcement :

Safety factor for geo-reinforcement strength :

Safety factor for pull out resistance of geo-reinf. :

Safety factor for connection strength :

SFo =

SFs =

SFb =

SFsr =

SFst =

SFpo =

SFcon =

1.00

1.00

2.00

1.50

1.50

1.50

1.50

[–]

[–]

[–]

[–]

[–]

[–]

[–]

Blocks

No. Description
Height
h [in]

Width
w [in]

Unit weight
γ [pcf]

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13

Block 28
Block 41
Block 60
Top block 24 straight
Planter 41
Planter 60
Top block 28
Top block 41
Top block 24 straight garden
Block R-5236 HC
Block R-7236 HC
Block R-9636 HC
Block R-41 HC

18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
18.00
36.00
36.00
36.00
18.00

28.00
40.50
60.00
24.00
40.50
60.00
28.00
40.50
24.00
52.00
72.00
96.00
40.50

120.00
120.00
130.00
108.00
120.00
112.00
120.00
120.00

80.00
110.00
110.00
110.00
110.00
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No. Description
Min. shear
strength
Fmin [lbf/ft]

Max. shear
strength
Fmax [lbf/ft]

Friction

f [°]

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13

Block 28
Block 41
Block 60
Top block 24 straight
Planter 41
Planter 60
Top block 28
Top block 41
Top block 24 straight garden
Block R-5236 HC
Block R-7236 HC
Block R-9636 HC
Block R-41 HC

6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
6061.00
4550.00
4550.00
4550.00
5358.00

11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
11276.00
12000.00
12000.00
12000.00
12906.00

44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
44.00
37.00

Setbacks

No.
Setback
s [in]

1
2
3
4
5

0.010
0.375
1.625
9.375

16.625

Geometry

No.
group

Description Count
Setback
s [in]

1
2
3

Block 41
Block 41
Top block 28

3
1
1

1.62
1.62

-

Base

Geometry
Upper setback
Lower setback
Height
Width

a1
a2
h
b

=
=
=
=

0.00
1.00
1.00
5.00

ft
ft
ft
ft

Material
Soil creating foundation - Basalt
Basic soil parameters

No. Name Pattern
φef
[°]

cef
[psf]

γ

[pcf]

γsu
[pcf]

δ

[°]

1 Sand 32.00 0.0 126.00 69.50 32.00
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No. Name Pattern
φef
[°]

cef
[psf]

γ

[pcf]

γsu
[pcf]

δ

[°]

2 Basalt 35.00 5000.0 140.00 77.50 35.00

All soils are considered as cohesionless for at rest pressure analysis.
Soil parameters

Sand
Unit weight :
Stress-state :
Angle of internal friction :
Cohesion of soil :
Angle of friction struc.-soil :
Saturated unit weight :

γ
effective
φef
cef
δ
γsat

=

=
=
=
=

126.0

32.00
0.0

32.00
132.0

pcf

°
psf
°
pcf

 
Basalt
Unit weight :
Stress-state :
Angle of internal friction :
Cohesion of soil :
Angle of friction struc.-soil :
Saturated unit weight :

γ
effective
φef
cef
δ
γsat

=

=
=
=
=

140.0

35.00
5000.0

35.00
140.0

pcf

°
psf
°
pcf

 
Backfill

Assigned soil : Sand
Slope = 40.00 °
Geological profile and assigned soils

Position information
GPS : N 37.1111400; W 113.5966200

N 37°6"40.10'; W 113°35"47.83'

Geological profile and assigned soils

No.
Thickness of layer

t [ft]
Depth
z [ft]

Assigned soil Pattern

1 - 0.00 ..  Basalt

Terrain profile

Terrain behind construction has the slope 1: 3.00 (slope angle is 18.43 °).
Water influence

Ground water table is located below the structure.
Input surface surcharges

No.
Surcharge

new change
Action

Mag.1

[lbf/ft2]

Mag.2

[lbf/ft2]

Ord.x
x [ft]

Length
l [ft]

Depth
z [ft]

1 Yes permanent 1000.0 on terrain

Resistance on front face of the structure

Resistance on front face of the structure: at rest
Soil on front face of the structure - Sand
Soil thickness in front of structure
Soil slope in front of structure

h
β

=
=

1.00
-35.00

ft
°
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Applied forces acting on the structure

No.
Force

new edit
Name Action

Fx
[lbf/ft]

Fz
[lbf/ft]

M

[lbfft/ft]

x

[ft]

z

[ft]
1 Yes Force No. 1 permanent 0.00 1000.00 0.0 8.00 0.00

Earthquake

Factor of horizontal acceleration
Factor of vertical acceleration

Kh
Kv

=
=

0.0000
0.0000

Water below the GWT is restricted.
Settings of the stage of construction

Design situation : permanent
Reduction of soil/soil friction angle : reduce to 2/3 φ (AASHTO)

Verification No. 1
Earthquake effects (active earth pressure) - partial results

Layer

No.

Thickness

[ft]

φd
[°]

β

[°]

ψ

[°]

Ka Kae Kae-Ka Comment

1
2
3
4
5
6

0.68
0.42
1.08
4.55
1.45
1.00

32.00
32.00
32.00
32.00
32.00
35.00

18.43
18.43
18.43
18.43
18.43
18.43

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.639
0.639
0.639
0.329
0.639
0.325

0.639
0.639
0.639
0.329
0.639
0.325

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

Earthquake effects (active earth pressure)

Layer

No.

Start [ft]

End [ft]

σZ
[psf]

σD
[psf]

Pressure

[psf]

Hor. comp.

[psf]

Vertical comp.

[psf]

1

2

3

4

5

6

-0.68
0.00
0.00
0.42
0.42
1.50
1.50
6.05
6.05
7.50
7.50
8.50

0.0
85.4
85.4

137.9
137.9
274.4
274.4
847.2
847.2

1030.4
1030.4
1170.4

1170.4
1085.0
1085.0
1032.5
1032.5

896.0
896.0
323.2
323.2
140.0
140.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

Forces acting on construction

Name Fhor
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

z [ft]

Fvert
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

x [ft]

Design

coefficient
Weight - wall
Earthq.- constr.
FF resistance
Weight - earth wedge
Earthquake - soil wedge

0.0
0.0

-20.2
0.0
0.0

-3.65
-3.71
-0.33
-1.48
-1.48

3458.1
0.0
0.0

57.3
0.0

2.79
2.80
0.00
4.62
4.62

1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
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Name Fhor
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

z [ft]

Fvert
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

x [ft]

Design

coefficient
Weight - earth wedge
Earthquake - soil wedge
Active pressure
Earthq.- act.pressure
Surch.1 - surface
Surch.1 - surface
Force No. 1

0.0
0.0

1538.5
0.0

3062.7
0.0
0.0

-8.18
-8.18
-3.53
-8.50
-5.19
-8.84
-8.50

317.9
0.0

1095.8
0.0

2414.5
2034.3
1000.0

3.55
3.55
4.67
3.99
4.59
2.98
9.96

1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000

Verification of complete wall

Check for overturning stability
Resisting moment
Overturning moment

Mres
Movr

=
=

43269.5
21326.8

lbfft/ft
lbfft/ft

Safety factor = 2.03 > 1.00
Wall for overturning is SATISFACTORY

Check for slip
Resisting horizontal force
Active horizontal force

Hres
Hact

=
=

28410.08
4581.01

lbf/ft
lbf/ft

Safety factor = 6.20 > 1.00
Wall for slip is SATISFACTORY

Overall check - WALL is SATISFACTORY

Dimensioning No. 1
Forces acting on construction

Name Fhor
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

z [ft]

Fvert
[lbf/ft]

App.Pt.

x [ft]

Design

coefficient
Weight - wall
Earthq.- constr.
Weight - earth wedge
Earthquake - soil wedge
Active pressure
Earthq.- act.pressure
Surch.1 - surface
Surch.1 - surface
Force No. 1

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

1277.8
0.0

2785.1
0.0
0.0

-3.45
-3.41
-7.18
-7.18
-2.91
-7.50
-4.54
-7.84
-7.50

2758.1
0.0

317.9
0.0

732.1
0.0

1847.0
2034.3
1000.0

1.87
1.86
2.55
2.55
3.54
2.99
3.48
1.98
8.96

1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000

Verification of block No. 1

Check for overturning stability
Resisting moment
Overturning moment

Mres
Movr

=
=

27965.2
16348.0

lbfft/ft
lbfft/ft

Safety factor = 1.71 > 1.00
Joint for overturning stability is SATISFACTORY
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Check for slip
Resisting horizontal force
Active horizontal force

Hres
Hact

=
=

19453.73
4062.93

lbf/ft
lbf/ft

Safety factor = 4.79 > 1.00
Joint for verification is SATISFACTORY

Bearing capacity of foundation soil
Design load acting at the center of footing bottom

No.
Moment
[lbfft/ft]

Norm. force
[lbf/ft]

Shear Force
[lbf/ft]

Eccentricity
[–]

Stress
[psf]

1 4002.5 10378.06 4581.01 0.077 2454.2

Service load acting at the center of footing bottom

No.
Moment
[lbfft/ft]

Norm. force
[lbf/ft]

Shear Force
[lbf/ft]

1 4002.5 10378.06 4581.01

Verification of foundation soil

Stress in the footing bottom : rectangle

Eccentricity verification
Max. eccentricity of normal force
Maximum allowable eccentricity

e
ealw

=
=

0.077
0.333

Eccentricity of the normal force is SATISFACTORY

Verification of bearing capacity
Max. stress at footing bottom
Bearing capacity of foundation soil

σ
Rd

=
=

2454.2
15000.0

psf
psf

Safety factor = 6.11 > 2.00
Bearing capacity of foundation soil is SATISFACTORY

Overall verification - bearing capacity of found. soil is SATISFACTORY
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Exhibit D  

PowerPoint Presentation 



150 N Donlee Drive
Hillside Development Permit
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General Plan Land Use Map
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Rear of House Before
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Rear of House After



150 N Donlee Drive
Hillside Development Permit

2022-HS-0181.The ridgeline setback
2.The structural stability of the retaining wall
3.The height of the retaining wall



The structural stability of the retaining wall

1. A Notice of Noncompliance letter shall be recorded against the property so
that future owners will know the situation of this retaining wall. The letter
shall contain:

a. A notification that states this retaining wall was erected prior to obtaining
a hillside and building permit and that no compaction tests were taken
during construction nor any observation of the construction by a
geotechnical engineer.

b. A notification that states testing on the site did occur after the wall was
constructed.

c. The updated engineering report shall be included in this noncompliance
letter.
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The height of the retaining wall
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The height of the retaining wall



Recommendation

1. The Hillside Review Board acknowledges that no ridgeline existed at this location
and that the owner has created a ridgeline by placing a retaining wall between two
existing ridgelines.

2. The Hillside Review Board acknowledges that the retaining wall is approximately
10.5’ tall which exceeds the maximum allowed height by 2’ and that the applicant
did have plans to bury 2’ of the retaining wall, but that the Hillside Review Board
would prefer that the applicant does not disturb any more of the hillside.

3. A Deed Restriction shall be recorded against the property so that future owners
will know the situation of this retaining wall. The letter shall contain:
a. A restriction that states this retaining wall was erected prior to obtaining a

hillside and building permit and that no compaction tests were taken
during construction nor any observation of the construction by a
geotechnical engineer.

b. A restriction that states testing on the site did occur after the wall was
constructed.

c. The updated engineering report shall be included in this noncompliance
letter.

4. The retaining wall shall be colored to blend into the surrounding natural geology.



Item 6A  Preliminary Plat 

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA REPORT: 4/25/2023 

Desert Canyons Business Park 

Case No. 2023-PP-012 

Request: Consider a request to consider a preliminary plat for (3) parcels. Consider a request 
for an nine (9) lot preliminary plat known as Desert Canyons business Park. The 
property is located approximately 4921 S Airport Pkwy. The property is 30.12 acres 
and is zoned PDR. The applicant is Desert Canyons Development LLC, and the 
representative is Curt Gordon. Case No. 2023-PP-012 (Staff – Mike Hadley) 

Location: The site is located at approximately 4921 S Airport Pkwy. 

Property: 30.12 acres 

Number of Lots: 9 

Density: 8.93 DU/AC 

Zoning: PDR 

Adjacent zones: This plat is surrounded by the following zones: 

North – Manufacturing (Washington City). 

South – Commercial 

East – PD-R 

West –Commercial & ASBP  

General Plan: MDR 

Applicant:   Desert Canyons Development LLC 

Representative: Curt Gordon 

Comments:  No Comments from staff departments. 

RECOMMENDATION PRELIMINARY PLAT: 
Staff recommends approval of the Preliminary Plat for the Desert Canyons Business Park Development 
with no conditions: 

POSSIBLE MOTION: 

The Planning Commission recommends approval of the Desert Canyons Business Park preliminary plat 

with no condition. 

Community Development 



Desert Canyons 
Business Park
2023-PP-012



Vicinity Map



Zoning Map



General Plan 
Map



Preliminary 
Plat



Item 6B Preliminary Plat 

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA REPORT: 4/25/2023 

Tonaquint Commercial 

Case No. 2023-PP-015 

Request: Consider a request to consider a preliminary plat for (3) parcels. Consider a request 
for a three (3) lot preliminary plat known as Tonaquint Commercial located north and 
northwest of the existing Tonaquint Cove subdivision. The property is 132.91 acres 
and is zoned M&G. The applicant is DSG Engineering, and the representative is 
Logan Blake, DSG Engineering. Case No. 2023-PP-008 (Staff – Mike Hadley) 

Location: The site is located north and northwest of the existing Tonaquint Cove. 

Property: 132.91 acres 

Number of Lots: 3 

Density: N/A 

Zoning: M&G (Mining & Grazing) 

Adjacent zones: This plat is surrounded by the following zones: 

North – M&G 

South – M&G 

East – R-1-10 

West – M&G 

General Plan: COM 

Applicant:   DSG Engineering. 

Representative: Logan Blake 

Comments:  No Comments from staff departments. 

RECOMMENDATION PRELIMINARY PLAT: 
Staff recommends approval of the Preliminary Plat for the Tonaquint Commercial with no conditions: 

POSSIBLE MOTION: 

The Planning Commission recommends approval of the Tonaquint Commercial preliminary plat with no 

condition. 

Community Development 



Tonaquint Commercial
2023-PP-015



Vicinity Map



Zoning Map



General Plan 
Map



Preliminary 
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, April 11, 2023, commencing at 5:00 p.m. 

 

PRESENT: Chair Steve Kemp   

  Commissioner Lori Chapman 

  Commissioner Emily Andrus 

  Commissioner Ben Rogers 

  Commissioner Nathan Fisher 

 

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 Austin Anderson 

   

 

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

 

1. CONTINUED ITEMS 

 

A. Consider a request to amend the Desert Color Planned Development (PD). This PD amendment 

would adjust the boundary of the TNZ Resort Overlay to the south of the existing boundary line 

including approximately 1.9 acres. This would place the entire subject parcel into the resort overlay.  

Additionally, the city has received a request for a PD amendment to allow a hotel resort on an 

approximately 17.49-acre site. The site is located just south of the Lagoon Parkway and Painted 

Ridge Parkway intersection on the east side of Pained Ridge Parkway at approximately 5560 South. 

The applicant is Desert Color and the representative is Craig Coats, Alliance Consulting. The project 

will be known as Atara Resort at Desert Color. Case No. 2023-PDA-002. (Staff – Dan Boles) 

 

Dan Boles presented the following: 

 

Dan Boles – We spent a lot of time on this last time so I will go through it fairly quickly.  Stop me if 

you have questions.  Then we will go over the new material submitted.  If you remember they are 

asking to extend the resort overlay because of how the road went through there.  Dan went through 

the layout with the slides included in the agenda packet.  He showed the elevations included in the 

packet.  I think the best thing is to let the applicant run through the height section.  We met with the 

applicant and went through the booklet.  There was a conflicting passage in the booklet.  It was in 

the zone plan.  The zone plan said 55 ft was the max height in the commercial area, but 50 ft was the 

max height in the resort area.  We are holding them to the 50 ft.  Dan showed a slide on how height 
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is measured in the building code.  There will be some mechanical on the roof.  That is not counted as 

part of the measurement according to code.  

Mickey Mazerac – As we were doing these studies we dove deeper into the code.  I don’t know if 

you have had a chance to read it but the way that we interpreted it and understand it is that this is a 

flat roof type of building.  We are taking the tallest portion which is outlined in the previous slide 

and establishing the adjacent grade which is measured 6 ft from the edge of the building if a property 

is more than 6 ft away from a road.  Establishing the grade at the two highest elevations, we 

established a low point at 26.09 and 26.21.  The average of those two grades is where we came up 

with the 26.15 which starts our midway point and then from that point we measure 50 ft to the 

roofline to the top of the coping.  The top of the parapet is the max height of 50 ft.    

Commissioner Chapman – Just so I’m clear, looking at these illustrations, it says the height is 

measured from the adjacent grade, so it’s not from the street, it’s 6 ft out from the adjacent grade?  

It’s what you said. 

 

Matt Mazerac – Yes. 

 

Commissioner Rogers – Is there something in the development agreement that talks about what is 

inside the 50 ft?  Is there an allowance for mechanical space for a penthouse elevator core to be 

outside of that 50 ft as described in the zoning ordinance? 

 

Dan Boles – It’s not specifically outlined.  Not for mechanical equipment, elevator shafts and 

whatnot.  We have never counted those as part of the overall height.  It has always been to the 

coping of the flat parapet wall. 

 

Commissioner Fisher – And when you say we’ve never counted it, do you mean just in Desert Color 

or city wide? 

 

Dan Boles – City wide.   

 

Discussion continued on whether the mechanical equipment is included in the measurements. 

 

Commissioner Rogers – Is the adjacent grade existing or proposed? 

 

Dan Boles – It doesn’t say, but in all the communities I have worked in we used the proposed grade. 

 

Commissioner Chapman – How tall is the elevator shaft? 

 

Mikey Mazerac – 8 ft 6 inches.  Any equipment we would have would be located in the center of the 

building. 

 

Chair Kemp – Do you plan on screening those at all? 

 

Mickey Mazerac – The top priority is to not see any of the mechanical. 

 

Commissioner Rogers – Again, does that screening come into play with the height of the building?  

Is that included? 
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Chair Kemp – The coping is only 8 inches higher than the roof; they are not going to fit mechanical 

inside 8 inches. 

 

Commissioner Rogers – There is a lot of room for maneuvering around the code and the way that the 

code is read.  And that is my point. 

 

Commissioner Fisher – And I think that Commissioner Rogers and his experience recognizes things 

we have never seen before and this is where it could be abused and it could be where we want to go 

back and look at the problem and see if there are some things, maybe it hasn’t been abused yet, so it 

hasn’t been brought to staff’s attention, but clearly it can be. 

 

Commissioner Chapman – By adding the screening for the mechanical and then the screening is 

basically aesthetic.   

 

Dan Boles – You are within your rights to place conditions on this applications that it remains under 

50 ft. with the mechanical or that it is all screened. 

 

Commissioner Chapman – So this only shows one building.   

 

Dan Boles – That is just the tallest portion.  The others are around 44 ft. 

 

Discussion of what buildings are in the project and the height of the buildings. 

 

Dan Boles – Just a reminder, whatever motion you make tonight there are 3 separate approvals, 

extend the resort overlay, approve the PD amendment and the preliminary plat.   

 

Jami Brackin – The overlay approval will go first then the hotel approval and then you will do 1B. 

 

Chair Kemp – It looks like there will be between a 5 and a 6 ft wall along that road, is that right? 

 

Craig Coats – Yes, that’s on the backside of the road in the wash and that has to do with the grades 

between the wash and the site.  

 

Chair Kemp – And how wide is that road? 

 

Craig Coats – It’s a 26 ft wide asphalt road to meet the fire code.   

 

Chair Kemp – That building closest to the southwest corner of the road would be another what 5 ft 

off the road?   

 

Craig Coats – Yes, give or take. 

 

Discussion on what the height of the buildings are compared to the road. 

 

Commissioner Rogers – My concerns are not with the project but with consistency in the zoning.  I 

would like to see us provide further clarification on what is included in our 50 ft or 55 ft height limit.  

It is not consistent with what this commission has approved of with buildings. 
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Commissioner Fisher – To me it makes sense to include the parking area in this project, that is the 

best use.  As far as the height goes, if we deviate from what it has been then we risk a challenge from 

the developer.  I do agree that we define what it is in the future, so there should be clarification on 

what is done with ancillary items on the rooftops.  I don’t think the 8 ft here does anything to this 

project, adding the 8 ft of mechanical.   It won’t solve the neighbor’s issues. The reality is that they 

could have taller buildings around the perimeter.  I think it’s a nice project.  I think the problem is 

that the neighbors didn’t know what the possibilities were for this area, not the project.  This is not 

the arena to address that.  This is a good project overall.  I think what the developer has presented to 

us is a good-looking project. 

 

Chair Kemp – I know that in our downtown plan, what we recently approved we talked about how 

stepping in and then go up I like that so that it doesn’t look like a skyscraper.  I don’t know if it was 

intentional or not.  I went out and looked at this project.  It is a nice project.  I do have the same 

concerns as commissioner Rogers, we need to be consistent with our code. 

 

Commissioner Rogers – As we have seen the project presented, there is some adjustment I can make 

in my mind.  I would like to see some adjustments in our code. 

MOTION:  Commissioner Fisher made a motion to recommend approval of an extension of the 

resort overlay zone to 1.9 acres to the south the current resort overlay zone. 

SECOND: Commissioner Andrus 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

AYES (5) 

Chair Kemp 

Commissioner Chapman 

Commissioner Rogers 

Commissioner Nathan Fisher 

Commissioner Andrus 

NAYS (0) 

Motion Carries unanimous vote 

 

MOTION:  Commissioner Fisher made a motion to recommend approval Item 1A the PD 

amendment including the hotel and the other 17.49 acre as it is designed in the renderings we 

received.   

SECOND: Commissioner Andrus 

Chair Kemp – Would you amend the motion that all the equipment must be screened? 

Commissioner Fisher – Yes. 

Chair Kemp – Still Second? 

Commissioner Andrus – Yes. 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

AYES (5) 

Chair Kemp 

Commissioner Chapman 

Commissioner Rogers 

Commissioner Nathan Fisher 

Commissioner Andrus 

NAYS (0) 
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Motion Carries unanimous vote 

 

 

B. Consider a request for a preliminary plat to create seven pads for a hotel resort to be known as Atara 

Resort At Desert Color located south of the Lagoon Pkwy and Painted Ridge Pkwy intersection on 

the east side of Painted Ridge Pkwy at approximately 5560 South.  The property is 76.04 acres and is 

zoned PD-R TNZ Resort. The applicant is Desert Color St. George, LLC, and the representative is 

Craig Coats. Case No. 2023-PP-008 (Staff – Dan Boles) 

 

Dan Boles presented the following: 

 

Dan Boles – This creates the pads and the common area.   

 

MOTION:  Commissioner Andrus made a motion to recommend approval of Item 1B a preliminary 

plat for Atara at Desert Color. 

SECOND: Commissioner Fisher 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

AYES (5) 

Chair Kemp 

Commissioner Chapman 

Commissioner Rogers 

Commissioner Nathan Fisher 

Commissioner Andrus 

NAYS (0) 

Motion Carries unanimous vote 

 

 

C. Consider a request 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: 

 

Commissioner Rogers – Chairman I will recuse myself for this item. 

 

Mike Hadley – The applicant worked with a landscape architect and submitted a new landscape plan.  

The General Plan designation is MDR.  This updated landscape plan shows landscaping between the 

buildings.  

 

Commissioner Chapman – The concern we had last time is that we had is that this is on clay.  With 

this density it is tough to meet the green space.  Does staff feel like this meets the green space? 

 

Tim Stewart – The last time we were here Austin brought up the challenges with clay and 

landscaping.  We met with Wayne Rogers and the advice he had for those challenges.  We will be 
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doing a 17 ft. over excavation.  He has approved some types of plants that can be close to buildings 

with a minimal drip system.   

 

Jared Bates – We had written approval from Wayne saying the landscape plan shown meets the 

requirements for his report.   

 

Chair Kemp – I remember reading about the membrane. 

 

Tim explained what they replace the 17 ft over excavation with. 

 

Discussion continued regarding excavation. 

 

Tim Stewart – This is MDR, we started out with 8 units per acre MDR allows 9 per acre.  They have 

never brought up that this was too dense.  This is not very dense.  To provide more affordable 

housing we have to be more dense.  This is the least dense townhome project I have done. 

 

MOTION:  Commissioner Chapman made a motion to approve Item 1C. 

SECOND: Commissioner Fisher 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

AYES (5) 

Chair Kemp 

Commissioner Chapman 

Commissioner Nathan Fisher 

Commissioner Andrus 

NAYS (0) 

Motion Carries unanimous vote 

 

 

D. 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: 

 

Mike Hadley – This is the related hillside permit for the townhomes above.  You can see there are a 

few areas to the north that they are staying out of.   

 

MOTION:  Commissioner Andrus made a motion to recommend approval of Item 1D a hillside 

permit for 1100 W Curley Hollow Dr. 

SECOND: Commissioner Fisher 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

AYES (5) 

Chair Kemp 

Commissioner Chapman 

Commissioner Nathan Fisher 

Commissioner Andrus 

NAYS (0) 

Motion Carries unanimous vote 
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E. 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: 

 

Mike Hadley – This is the layout of the townhomes discussed in the two previous items. 

 

MOTION:  Commissioner Fisher made a motion to recommend approval of item 1E a 134-lot 

residential subdivision known as Rosewood Townhomes. 

SECOND: Commissioner Andrus 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

AYES (5) 

Chair Kemp 

Commissioner Chapman 

Commissioner Nathan Fisher 

Commissioner Andrus 

NAYS (0) 

Motion Carries unanimous vote 

 

Commissioner Chapman - 1:03:20   

 

2. GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT (GPA) (Public Hearing) Legislative 

 

A. Consider a request for a general plan amendment to change the land-use map from LDR (Low 

Density Residential) to MDR (Medium Density Residential) on approximately 4.51 acres generally 

located on West Canyon View Drive, west of Dixie Drive. The applicants are Robert and Roseann 

Campbell. The project will be known as GV-5 GPA Case No. 2022-GPA-011. (Staff – Carol 

Davidson) 

 

Carol Davidson presented the following: 

Carol Davidson – The zoning map shows this as R-1-10.  It does have MDR near it.  We have 10 

lots on Canyon View Drive.  6 of the lots have homes, 4 are vacant.  The applicants are just trying to 

get this to match the area to the west and south.  Staff does recommend approval.  We did receive 

comments yesterday that were emailed to you.   

 

Commissioner Fisher – Did we do a zone change for those twin homes on the other side? 

 

Carol Davidson – I don’t remember.   

 

Commissioner Fisher – I remember something with the buildings, but I didn’t remember if it was 

low density before.   
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Commissioner Chapman – There are more lots there that are built on that are single family so 

rezoning that is a problem. Yes, the lots that are above that is higher density but the other homes in 

that project are single family. 

 

Carol Davidson – This is just a general plan amendment; you can still have single family in MDR. 

 

Discussion on the zoning surrounding the properties in question. 

 

Chair Kemp – Did every property owner sign off on this application? 

 

Carol Davidson – Yes. 

 

Commissioner Chapman – Is this part of a project? 

 

Carol Davidson – Yes, it’s part of Green Valley Phase 5. 

 

Roseanne Campbell – At this point and time we felt like our section of the Green Valley subdivision 

is really isolated.   There is thick landscaping and 30 ft trees.  We can’t interact with the houses 

behind us.  We have people going to Las Palmas, Trend West, and Sports Village.  They are putting 

a convenience store on the corner.  If we were to try and sell our home as a single-family home we 

would not get a single buyer.  We built it 15 years ago.  We have a lot on that street we have 

marketed several times.   We will not build a single-family home on that lot the street is too busy.  

We cannot keep pace with the Green Valley subdivision.  If we build on the lots we will make sure 

that it is lovely and nicely done. 

 

Commissioner Fisher – You made a comment that you should not be part of that subdivision.  Please 

make sure that you are aware that no matter what happens with the City you will still be a part of the 

subdivision. 

 

Anja Perkins – I am an applicant.  I concur with everything Roseanne has just mentioned.  The back 

of our yard, we have 20 units from Las Palmas staring in our backyard.  There is also a walkway 

back there where people are staring into our backyard.  I feel like we should be annexed into that. 

 

Chair Kemp opened the public hearing. 

 

Tyler Lake – There are 4 lots that are vacant.  The rest of the area has homes on it.  There is a reason 

there are not homes there.  That is evidence these are not compatible. 

 

Kirk Ehlers – I live on Ostler Way.  Ostler way is where everyone goes from those other projects, I 

can’t get out of my driveway. How does increasing that density in any way make this a better 

neighborhood? 

 

Chair Kemp closed the public hearing. 

 

Commissioner Chapman – That area is not in the resort overlay area; it is single family.  The general 

plan that they are asking for would allow for duplex.  That medium density is just what Tim Stewart 

got. I have extreme concern with putting this to medium because of what that could allow.   
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Chair Kemp – With the ADU any of these applicants could rent their basement? 

 

Jami Brackin – Yes, as long as it is owner occupied. 

 

Commissioner Fisher – This is a general plan amendment.  So, what we need to consider is does it 

make sense in this area to have MDR in this area.   If they come in for a zone change and you don’t 

like the zone then that is something different.   

 

Chair Kemp – Comments were made by the applicants about a lot of traffic in front of the homes but 

I don’t understand how having duplexes here will make that better.   

 

Commissioner Andrus – I have a comment on the traffic, this is a drop in the bucket.  I think from a 

general plan standpoint, Canyon View Drive is conveying traffic, it makes sense that these don’t 

remain single family homes with what is around them. 

 

Discussion on soils in the area. 

 

Commissioner Fisher – This area does seem mismatched in the zoning.  If you look at it both sides 

of that street are surrounded by higher densities.   The contours of the property create a natural 

buffer.  There is already more density around them.  They really are isolated.  To me it only makes 

sense to mirror what’s adjacent to it and not to what is north of it. 

 

Commissioner Andrus – I agree. 

 

Commissioner Rogers – For me it is making a precedent.  Aesthetically that is bad taste to me.  In 

hindsight it would’ve been great if these were MDR.  I also don’t think the extra traffic will make a 

difference, but again my concern is precedence. 

 

Commissioner Fisher – If you look just down the street there are triplexes.  R-3 is going to allow 

something similar.  That is why to me it makes sense.  The natural line to me is here.  To me it 

makes sense.  

 

MOTION:  Commissioner Fisher made a motion to recommend approval of the general plan 

amendment of MDR 4.51 acres on these 10 lots. 

SECOND: Commissioner Andrus 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

AYES (3) 

Commissioner Rogers 

Commissioner Nathan Fisher 

Commissioner Andrus 

NAYS (2) 

Chair Kemp 

Commissioner Chapman 

Motion Failed 

 

 

B. Consider a request to change the General Plan from OS (Open Space) to Low Density Residential 

(LDR) on approximately 74.098 acres generally located south of Tonaquint Terrace and west of 
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Tonaquint Heights subdivisions. The proposal is for Low Density Single Family Residential lots.  

The applicant is Utah State Trust Lands Quality development LLC and representative is Logan 

Blake. The project will be known as Tonaquint Heights General Plan Amendment. Case No. 2023-

GPA-001. (Staff – Mike Hadley) 

 

Mike Hadley presented the following: 

 

Mike Hadley – This is near Tonaquint Terrace and Tonaquint Heights.  The current zoning is R-1-

40.  The General Plan is OS.  When Tonaquint Heights’ first 3 phases came in they should’ve come 

in with a General Plan amendment.  I’m not sure what happened at that time.  We are having them 

go through this now.   

 

Commissioner Chapman – On Chandler Drive is that just dirt, will it come through? 

 

Logan Blake – This property has a long history.  The original application goes back about 20 years.  

The zoning that is zoned R-1-40 has a hillside permit from 2006.  The first 3 phases are in the Open 

Space, I’m not sure why it was never changed.   

 

Commissioner Chapman – Do hillside permits never expire? 

 

Mike Hadley – It doesn’t expire, it only allows them to change the slopes that are within the projects. 

 

Logan Blake – Our intent is to keep the same density, 1 unit per acre with clustering.  The ordinance 

just doesn’t allow that anymore with R-1-40, that is why we were asking for a zone change to R-1-

20 and then we noticed that it was general planned open space. 

 

Chair Kemp opened the public hearing. 

 

Steve Darke – I am a resident in Tonaquint.  I adamantly oppose changing this from open space to 

low density residential.  The open space is used by many people up there.  I am adamantly against 

changing this.  There are petroglyphs up there.  There are trails that people can use. I would like it to 

stay that way. 

 

Chad Anderson – We have been here about 10 years now.  If you haven’t been up there to look at the 

property, the property is unique.  If it stays R-1-40, that is one thing, but if it changes to 1-4 acres a 

lot that will change things. 

 

Gary Green – I am totally against this.  I worry about the safety when they start digging in this.  

What about the mountain coming down on our house? 

 

Brett Wayne – I am conflicted, I can appreciate the need to want to continue to build homes.  I will 

make a comment about the stubbed-out road here.  None of these homes existed.  All of these trails 

are trails we use every day.  I think something that is a little bit missing in the context here is that 

this land was BLM land then it was swapped to SITLA, then it was swapped to Turtle land.  Then 

open space but it’s zoned R-1-40.  When you take a look at Chandler Drive now, they have left 

unfinished construction, stubbed out utilities, pipes sticking out.  Did they do that before they had 

permission to change the zoning?  When we bought the home representatives from Quality 

Construction said everything south of the power lines was going to be open space.  Our home has 
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been completely enveloped by the homes behind us.  There is a concrete wall that goes up 12 ft 

behind the berm that is behind our house. 

 

Lauren Bishop – I live against the mesa in Bloomington.  There are petroglyphs up there.  Why are 

we eliminating some of these places that are indigenous in culture to the area?  I don’t think that I 

would be opposed to a partial to finish off their subdivision.  I adamantly oppose to develop all that 

acreage.   

 

Noelle Willhelmsen – We paid a premium for our lot to get unobstructed views.  This is zoned for a 

park we were told.  We didn’t want to be hedged in.  The rocks here are beautiful.  This is such a 

beautiful part of our community.  Any open land is great but when we are destroying natural artifacts 

and natural recreation areas for money.  We understand people need to make money to live.   

 

Wyn Beebe – We were told the open space between us would always be there.  This idea that we 

would always have it, that’s why I’m here.   

 

Kevin Lyngle – I live on Escalante.  I have giant rocks in the front yard.  Is the red line above me the 

ridge?  That ridge is fractured, it is hanging by a thread.  I heard that there is a 100 ft setback from 

the ridge.  Any construction will bring that down in various places.  There is tons of earthwork, and 

it is a very delicate area.  I am opposed to anything in that area at least that close to the ridge.  My 

concern is it is too close to the ridge.  I spend a lot of time up there, it’s fabulous. 

 

Randy Harper – Moved here 6 years ago.  Came here because of the natural beauty.  I wanted to talk 

about the park.  We have been hearing about a park we are supposed to get by Blackhawk. 

 

Curt Gordon – I was the area manager for SITLA for 5 years and worked on the zoning for this 

property, I am not sure why the general plan was never changed.  It became SITLA ground a long 

time ago probably in the 30’s or 40’s.   

 

Chair Kemp – What does SITLA do? 

 

Curt Gordon – SITLA was tasked with making money from land given to them for school children.  

This land was not in the City of St. George.  When it was annexed, it came into the City as an Open 

Space as a holding zone.  That is why it was zoned open space.  I’m not sure why it has never 

changed.  

 

Michael Alexander – Has this already been approved to proceed forward? 

  

Commissioner Fisher – The zoning has already been approved.  In this case the General Plan wasn’t 

changed.  Right now, we are just trying to clean up the general plan to match the zoning. 

 

Michael Alexander – Do we know where the road intends to come out?   

 

Steve Darke – Has this already been approved? 

 

Chair Kemp – This property already has zoning on it.   

 

Noelle Willhelmsen – Who owns this land right now?  
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Chair Kemp closed the public hearing. 

 

Mike Hadley – It is zoned for residential property.  This application is just a cleanup item to make 

the general plan match the zone. 

 

Chair Kemp clarified questions that were asked during the public hearing. 

 

Commissioner Andrus – Does the zone map include the Hillside overlay?  

 

Mike Hadley – Yes, it is a hatched layer on that map. 

 

Commissioner Chapman – You see where the line goes up, I assume that is a boundary of where the 

mesa would go up?   

 

Logan Blake – This is the boundary with SITLA.  The zoning was a lot larger because it was 

encompassing open space.   

 

Commissioner Chapman – Is there a section of that where the petroglyphs are and where the trails go 

to that can be not developed, that can be left natural? 

 

Logan Blake – My understanding is that with the Hillside permit they did a lot of those field 

investigations walking and they designated a lot of those areas to stay open space inside of the 

development.  Similar to what we have over here in this area behind these lots.  There is open space 

that exists here that is zoned R-1-40 and zoned R-1-30, that’s how the process has gone thus far. The 

100 ft ridge setback is open space, and the City owns this property. 

 

Chair Kemp – Is the intention to deed the open space to the City? 

 

Logan Blake – Yes.  And our plan is to develop one unit per acre.  

 

Discussion on where the lots will be located.  

 

Commissioner Andrus – Are we including in the motion that we move that eastern boundary all the 

way to Tonaquint? 

 

Chair Kemp – We can make that recommendation, yes. 

 

Commissioner Andrus – Where the homes are. 

 

MOTION:  Commissioner Fisher made a motion to recommend approval of this application with the 

change that the expanded include general plan to include the property to the east of this property in 

what is now a subdivision Tonaquint Heights.  

SECOND: Commissioner Andrus 

Commissioner Rogers – They will have to come back for a zone change and a plat, can we control 

the density at that point? 

Commissioner Kemp – Yes. 

Commissioner Fisher – Understand that they can do R-1-40 right now.   
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Discussion on what might happen if/when they come back with a zone change and plat. 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

AYES (5) 

Chair Kemp 

Commissioner Chapman 

Commissioner Rogers 

Commissioner Nathan Fisher 

Commissioner Andrus 

NAYS (0) 

Motion Carries unanimous vote 

 

Chair Kemp called a 10-minute recess. 

 

C. Consider a request to change the General Plan from RES (Residential), COM (Commercial), & PK 

(Park) to M-1 (Manufacturing) on approximately 51.97 acres generally located north of exit 7 off 

Southern Parkway. The applicant is Desert Canyons Development LC and representative is Curt 

Gordon. The project will be known as Desert Canyons Business Park General Plan Amendment. 

Case No. 2023-GPA-002. (Staff – Mike Hadley) 

 

Mike Hadley presented the following: 

 

Mike Hadley – We are working out some issues with our GIS departments, so our maps aren’t 

showing this correctly.   

 

Commissioner Chapman – What is developed out there? 

 

Chair Kemp – Nothing.  That’s out by the airport.  Eventually it will be accessed by the Airport 

Parkway. 

 

Commissioner Chapman – Is this in the Airport overlay? 

 

Mike Hadley – No it isn’t. 

 

Chair Kemp – I know there is a proposal in Washington City to take those 20 parcels for an 

industrial project. 

 

Chair Kemp opened the public hearing. 

 

Chair Kemp closed the public hearing. 

 

MOTION:  Commissioner Rogers made a motion to recommend approval of Item 2C as presented. 

SECOND: Commissioner Chapman 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

AYES (5) 

Chair Kemp 

Commissioner Chapman 

Commissioner Rogers 

Commissioner Nathan Fisher 
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Commissioner Andrus 

NAYS (0) 

Motion Carries unanimous vote 

 

 

3. DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT (DA) (Public Hearing) Legislative 

 

Consider a request to adopt a development agreement for the purpose of redesigning the layout and      

elevations of an approved but not yet developed storage rental unit facility which is generally located 

at approximately 3425 S. River Road. The applicant is Devin Sullivan – Pioneer Boys LLC, and the 

representative is Adam Allen.  The project name will be known as STG Storage Facility. Case No. 

2022-2023-DA-002. (Staff – Carol Davidson) 

 

Carol Davidson presented the following: 

 

Carol Davidson – Carol went through the sections that were addressed in the development agreement 

specific to this project that are shown in the presentation in the agenda packet. 

 

Chair Kemp – Has the road dedication been approved by the property to the south? 

 

Matt Loo – Yes, we have talked to Sunroc, and they have approved the road dedication. 

 

Chair Kemp opened the public hearing. 

 

Chair Kemp closed the public hearing. 

 

 

MOTION:  Commissioner Rogers made a motion to recommend approval of Item 3 as presented. 

SECOND: Commissioner Fisher 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

AYES (5) 

Chair Kemp 

Commissioner Chapman 

Commissioner Rogers 

Commissioner Nathan Fisher 

Commissioner Andrus 

NAYS (0) 

Motion Carries unanimous vote 

 

 

4. PLANNED DEVELOPMENT AMENDMENT (PD-A) (Public Hearing) Legislative 

 

A. Consider a request to amend the PD-C (Planned Development Commercial) zone for the purpose of 

redesigning the layout and elevations of an approved but not yet developed storage rental unit 

facility which is generally located at approximately 3425 S. River Road. The applicant is Devin 

Sullivan – Pioneer Boys LLC, and the representative is Adam Allen.  The project name will be 

known as STG Storage Facility. Case No. 2022-PDA-052  (Staff – Carol Davidson) 
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Carol Davidson presented the following. 

 

Carol Davidson – It was one of your recommendations that a development agreement would 

accompany this item.  We talked about the buffers, the buildings and all the same things. 

 

Commissioner Chapman – So nothing is changing that we approved?  Why do we need to have a 

development agreement? 

 

Jami Brackin – If a project comes in and wants to do something that doesn’t meet code then you 

have to adopt a land use ordinance so that the project can move forward.  Because this project 

doesn’t have the building out front it will need the development agreement to move forward. 

 

Chair Kemp opened the public hearing. 

 

Chair Kemp closed the public hearing. 

 

MOTION:  Commissioner Fisher made a motion to recommend approval of Item 4A on the agenda 

with the conditions that were set forth in numbers 3, 5 and 6 on the recommendations that were set 

forth by staff. 

SECOND: Commissioner Chapman 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

AYES (5) 

Chair Kemp 

Commissioner Chapman 

Commissioner Rogers 

Commissioner Nathan Fisher 

Commissioner Andrus 

NAYS (0) 

Motion Carries unanimous vote 

 

 

 

B. Consider a request to amend the Fields at Mall Drive Phase 2 Planned Development Commercial 

(PD-C) zone. The applicant is seeking approval in order to build a new office building on 

approximately 1.17 acres. This property is located at 2939 E Mall Drive. The 

applicant/representative is Tucker Nipko.  The project will be known as Mall Drive Professional 

Office. Case No. 2023-PDA-005.  (Staff – Dan Boles) 

 

Dan Boles presented the following: 

 

Dan Boles – This is near the new temple and Lins.  This PD-C was approved in 2017.  The uses are 

already approved in the zoning.  They are providing 68 stalls; they are required to have 65 stalls.  

They are over parked by 3.  They will share access with the bank to the east.  They will also be 

connected to Revere.  The building is 32 ft high to the top parapet.  Staff recommends approval. 

 

Commissioner Chapman – It is professional space, not retail, correct? 

 

Dan Boles – Yes. 
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Chair Kemp opened the public hearing. 

 

Chair Kemp closed the public hearing. 

 

MOTION:  Commissioner Chapman made a motion to recommend approval of item 4B as 

presented. 

SECOND: Commissioner Rogers 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

AYES (5) 

Chair Kemp 

Commissioner Chapman 

Commissioner Rogers 

Commissioner Nathan Fisher 

Commissioner Andrus 

NAYS (0) 

Motion Carries unanimous vote 

 

 

5. MINUTES 

 

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

 

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

SECOND: Commissioner Rogers 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

AYES (5) 

Chair Kemp 

Commissioner Chapman 

Commissioner Rogers 

Commissioner Nathan Fisher 

Commissioner Andrus 

NAYS (0) 

Motion Carries unanimous vote 

 

 

6. CITY COUNCIL ACTIONS 

Report on items heard at the April 6, 2023, City Council meeting.  

 

1. 2023-PP-005 Old Farm  

2. 2023-HS-004 Flowers Way  

3. 2023-PP-009 Smith’s Marketplace Sun River  

4. 2023-PP-010 Leslie Dunbar Trust  

5. 2023-PP-007 White Trails Ph 4-6  
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7. ADJOURN 

MOTION:  Commissioner Fisher 

SECOND: Chair Kemp 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

AYES (5) 

Chair Kemp 

Commissioner Chapman 

Commissioner Rogers 

Commissioner Nathan Fisher 

Commissioner Andrus 

NAYS (0) 

Motion Carries unanimous vote 
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