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Provo City Planning Commission 

Report of Action 
December 10, 2025 

 

ITEM 1 Ryan Salmon requests Project Plan approval for a new 14-unit residential project in the MDR (Medium 

Density Residential) Zone, located at 2044 N Canyon Road. Pleasant View Neighborhood. Aaron Ardmore 

(801) 852-6404 aardmore@provo.org PLPPA20240288 
 

The following action was taken by the Planning Commission on the above described item at its regular meeting of 

December 10, 2025: 

APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS 
 

On a vote of 8:0, the Planning Commission approved the above noted application, with the following conditions: 
 

Conditions of Approval: 
1. That a subdivision plat with CC&R’s requiring all 14 units be sold to owner-occupants is approved and recorded prior 

to building permit approval; 
2. That two landscape islands are removed to provide two more parking spaces; and 
3. That the parking lot landscaping removed be placed elsewhere on the property. 

 
Motion By: Lisa Jensen 
Second By: Melissa Kendall 
Votes in Favor of Motion: Jonathon Hill, Barbara DeSoto, Melissa Kendall, Lisa Jensen, Joel Temple, Matt Wheelwright, 
Jon Lyons, Daniel Gonzales 
Jonathon Hill was present as Chair. 

• Includes facts of the case, analysis, conclusions and recommendations outlined in the Staff Report, with any changes 
noted; Planning Commission determination is generally consistent with the Staff analysis and determination. 

• New findings stated as the basis of conditions added by the Planning Commission. 
 

APPROVED/RECOMMENDED OCCUPANCY 

• 14 Total Units 
• Type of occupancy approved: Family 

 

APPROVED/RECOMMENDED PARKING 

• 31 Total parking stalls required 
• 31 Total parking stalls to be provided 
• 2.25 Required parking stalls per unit 
 

STAFF PRESENTATION 
The Staff Report to the Planning Commission provides details of the facts of the case and the Staff's analysis, conclusions, 
and recommendations. Staff made corrections to the staff report, indicating the wrong site plan was attached and presented 
the project site plan showing 29 parking stalls, and reviewed specific details on parking, setbacks, height, and requirements 
of the development agreement on the property. 

 

CITY DEPARTMENTAL ISSUES 
• The Coordinator Review Committee (CRC) has reviewed the application and given their approval. 
 

NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING DATE  
• A neighborhood meeting was held on the zone change for the project in 2022. 
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NEIGHBORHOOD AND PUBLIC COMMENT  

• The Neighborhood District Chair was present /addressed the Planning Commission during the public hearing. 
• Neighbors or other interested parties were present or addressed the Planning Commission. 
 

CONCERNS RAISED BY PUBLIC 
Any comments received prior to completion of the Staff Report are addressed in the Staff Report to the Planning 
Commission. Key issues raised in written comments received subsequent to the Staff Report or public comment during 
the public hearing included the following: 
• Multiple emails were sent to the Planning Commission prior to the hearing indicating concerns over parking, setbacks, 

building height, and occupancy for the project, these are attached to this report of action. 
• Lynn Sorenson spoke to concerns on the one-bedroom units, parking, setbacks, and management of the CC&R’s. 
• Sharon Memmott shared concerns about the setback for the project, insufficient parking, safety concerns, and lack of 

open space. 
• Ryan White shared concerns about maintaining owner-occupancy rules, safety, and noise related to the project. 
• Lilly Mott stated her belief that the setback code is not met on the project, that parking is a concern, and that more 

parking should be provided. She also is not sure how owner-occupancy will be enforced. 
• Rebecca Shoemacke shared her concerns on safety with ingress/egress on 2100 North and Canyon Road and does not 

think the setbacks and height are not compatible with the neighborhood. 
• Ethan indicated he would love to hear a solution on how to maintain owner-occupancy. 
• Warner Woodworth shared his feelings on the state of Provo and asked the Commission to deny the project. 
• Rich Ziegler noted that there are concerns with the project. 
• Adam Shin spoke to a bigger issue of traffic and parking in Provo, noting that providing housing near campus and 

amenities is important. 
 

APPLICANT RESPONSE 
Key points addressed in the applicant's presentation to the Planning Commission included the following: 
• Zach Hunter (General Contractor for the project) addressed planning commission questions related to parking, 

indicating that it will be up to the management of the property and is confident that it will be managed well. He stated 
that the goal is to provide more ownership of housing in Provo, and that this project will help towards that goal. 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION 
Key points discussed by the Planning Commission included the following: 
• Matt Wheelwright inquired on access to the units, sidewalk width, setbacks, and parking management. 
• Jonathon Hill started a discussion on how to evaluate a spare room not being counted as a bedroom, which relates to 

the number of parking spaces required. 
• Joel Temple noted that the owner-occupancy requirement will make it difficult to occupy any unit with three singles 

and noted that more details will come on how the bike parking will be covered. He also inquired about how owner-
occupancy is enforced, to which staff responded. 

• Planning Commission confirmed that the owner-occupancy will always be required and enforced by the CC&Rs and 
the city. 

• Barbara DeSoto spoke about concerns over parking cars but still building an environment that demands them; and 
that it would not be fair to stop this project because of issues from previous developments nearby. She also noted that 
tighter building setbacks help to create a comfortable space for people on the sidewalk. 

• Lisa Jensen spoke to the limited discretion the Planning Commission has on these types of decisions, that so long as 
a project meets the current codes it would have to be approved. She did share concerns about parking availability and 
management. She stated that the fear of illegal occupancy should not stop development, but that over-occupancy and 
related parking problems is a bigger issue that needs to be addressed. Ms. Jensen also shared some ideas to address 
some of the neighbors’ concerns. 

• Jonathon Hill asked Bill Peperone to speak to the standards for the Planning Commission to review the project; Bill 
noted that many of the decisions on the project were made at the rezone and that the project will have to meet code 
requirements for sight triangle. Mr. Peperone also noted that owner-occupancy is a continued issue that is difficult to 
enforce, but the city continues its efforts to do so. 

• Melissa Kendall inquired about the bedroom/office questions that the Commission has discussed and the setbacks for 
the project compared to others in the city. She stated that cars will also be here and that we need to be thoughtful 
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about accommodating space for cars. 
• Jon Lyons asked staff to clarify the setback reduction allowance, Bill Peperone addressed the need to accommodate 

a smaller setback to allow parking for the project during the rezone phase. 
• Daniel Gonzales noted his concerns about the project density but appreciated the project is providing more for-sale 

housing, and that there will always be parking problems, but the project seems to meet the standards to be approved. 
• Matt Wheelwright pointed out that the plan meeting the development agreement should be approved, but that there 

should be more discussion on parking standards for the city. He wondered if removal of landscaping in the parking 
lot to provide more parking for the one-bedroom units could be achieved. Staff noted that the Planning Commission 
should make a determination on whether the one-bedroom units should be parked with the two-bedroom rate, and that 
there would be an opportunity to remove some parking lot landscaping to provide additional parking and still meet 
code. 

• The Planning Commission discussed parking standards, looking for staff to possibly increase residential standards 
and lower commercial standards. The commission concluded that the one-bedroom units should be treated as a two-
bedroom unit and parked as such. 

• Overall, the Planning Commission likes the project and finds that it meets the codes and development agreement 
standards. They spoke to concerns from the public about Provo deteriorating and disagree with that notion. The 
Commission discussed with staff about the ability to move landscaping from the parking lot to other areas of the 
project, hoping that the trees would be moved to the west or south face of the site. 

 

FINDINGS / BASIS OF PLANNING COMMISSION DETERMINATION  
The Planning Commission identified the following findings as the basis of this decision or recommendation: That the one-
bedroom units are showing a den/office space that will be used as a second bedroom, so they need to be parked at that 
rate; that concession can be made to provide the for-sale units and parking associated with them. 
 
 
 
 

 

Planning Commission Chair  
 
 
 

 

Director of Development Services  
 
See Key Land Use Policies of the Provo City General Plan, applicable Titles of the Provo City Code, and the Staff Report 

to the Planning Commission for further detailed information. The Staff Report is a part of the record of the decision 
of this item. Where findings of the Planning Commission differ from findings of Staff, those will be noted in this 
Report of Action. 

 
Legislative items are noted with an asterisk (*) and require legislative action by the Municipal Council following a public 

hearing; the Planning Commission provides an advisory recommendation to the Municipal Council following a public 
hearing. 

 
Administrative decisions of the Planning Commission (items not marked with an asterisk) may be appealed by submitting 

an application/notice of appeal, with the required application and noticing fees to the Development Services 
Department, 445 W Center Street, Provo, Utah, within fourteen (14) calendar days of the Planning Commission's 

decision (Provo City office hours are Monday through Thursday, 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.). 
 

BUILDING PERMITS MUST BE OBTAINED BEFORE CONSTRUCTION BEGINS 
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