
  

PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 1 

Wednesday, June 10th, 2026, 6:00 pm 2 

Providence City Office Building, 164 North Gateway Dr., Providence Ut 3 

 4 

To view the video recording of the meeting please visit our YouTube channel found HERE. 5 

 6 

HR. MIN. SEC. above agenda items are timestamps of the YouTube recording.  7 

 8 

Call to Order: Robert Henke 9 

Chair Roll Call of Commission Members: Commissioners Henke, Perry, Petersen, Martin, Chambers and 10 

Fortune (Via Zoom) 11 

Pledge of Allegiance: John Petersen 12 

 13 

3 MIN. 30 SEC. 14 

➢ Item No.   1   Approval of Minutes: The Planning Commission will consider approval of the minutes 15 

of May 13th, 2026. (MINUTES) 16 

• Chair Henke called for approval of the minutes from the May 13, 2026, meeting. No corrections 17 

or concerns were raised. 18 

Motion to approve the minutes of May 13, 2026, Planning Commission meeting was made by Bob 19 
Perry. 2nd- John Petersen.  20 

Vote: 21 
Yea- Commissioners Henke, Perry, Petersen, Martin, Chambers 22 
Nay- 23 

Abstained- 24 

 25 
Motion passes, minutes approved.  26 
 27 

Public Comments: Citizens may express their views on issues within the Planning Commission’s jurisdiction.      28 

The Commission accepts comments: in-person, by email providencecityutah@gmail.com , and 29 

by text 435-752-9441. By law, email comments are considered public record and will be shared 30 

with all parties involved, including the Planning Commission and the applicant. 31 

• Chair Henke opened the public comment period, noting that by bylaw the segment is limited to 32 
20 minutes with individual speakers allotted up to three minutes each. He read through a list of 33 
individuals who had signed up to comment: 34 

• Joe Bates addressed the Commission in opposition to the rezone of 96 North Main to Mixed Use 35 

within the Providence Downtown Core. He reported that after an extensive review of documents 36 
related to the 2020 General Plan — including Planning Commission meetings, City Council 37 
meetings, and public outreach meetings facilitated by consulting firm CRS— he found no record 38 
of any discussion designating the Providence Downtown Core as mixed use, and that two CRS 39 
consultants he spoke with directly confirmed they had no recollection of such a discussion. He 40 

characterized the designation as having simply appeared in the final document. Bates argued that 41 
the General Plan is a vision document, not a code, and carries no binding requirement on any 42 
commission or council. He noted it was recommended for review and revision at the five-year 43 

mark. He proposed that residents in the Downtown Core area were advancing a change to limit 44 
the mixed-use designation to only those buildings currently zoned commercial at Main and 45 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uhROz0tWKPI
https://www.providencecity.com/media/16951
mailto:providencecityutah@gmail.com
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Center Street, arguing this approach would protect the area's historic homes — including over 40 46 

properties more than 50 years old and 12 over 100 years old — while still encouraging 47 
commercial revitalization at the appropriate location. 48 

• Hal Hansen came forward and stated his two primary concerns were the same as those raised at 49 

the prior meeting: parking and traffic. He acknowledged that the design of the proposed 50 
development was visually impressive, but expressed serious doubt that the parking situation 51 

could be adequately managed, predicting that residents' streets would see overflow parking 52 
regardless of code requirements. He stated he was not in favor of the rezone. 53 

• Jeanette Christenson stated her opposition as well, noting that there was already sufficient 54 

undeveloped commercial zoning in Providence where mixed-use development could be 55 
introduced to accomplish walkability and connectivity goals referenced in the General Plan 56 
without disturbing existing residential areas. She quoted directly from the General Plan to the 57 
effect that city leaders and citizens had expressed a desire to preserve the character of 58 

Providence, and that the plan was intended to ensure development rights were preserved while 59 
also protecting that character. She interpreted development rights under single-family or 60 

commercial zoning as the right to redevelop into the same type of use, not to rezone. She raised 61 
particular concern about proximity to the elementary school and referenced the General Plan's 62 

language about residents' desire for Providence to remain a small town, distinct from its larger 63 
neighbor Logan. She encouraged the Commission to send a no vote to City Council. 64 

• Cindy Diamond who had been out of the country for the prior meeting spoke in support of the 65 
rezone. She noted having lived in Providence for over 40 years and stated that her support was 66 
independent and unsolicited. She expressed that the developer had gone above and beyond, 67 

incorporating historical agricultural elements and structures from the old tithing house and rock 68 
church, and had engaged the historical committee, which raised no objections. She drew a 69 

comparison to mixed-use development she had observed in Germany, noting that Providence has 70 
its own German heritage reflected in traditions like Sauerkraut Days. She addressed several 71 

concerns raised at prior meetings, including views, traffic, and spot zoning, arguing that the area 72 
already contains more businesses than homes, that traffic concerns predated this proposal, and 73 
that the spot zoning question was complicated by the surrounding commercial context. She 74 

referenced her prior involvement in opposing other developments she felt were inappropriate, 75 
contrasting that with her view that this developer represented a high standard of quality. She 76 

urged approval. 77 

• Heidi Fargo offered brief remarks encouraging the Commission and City Council to revise the 78 
General Plan to better reflect current realities. She argued that the downtown core concept on 79 
Main Street no longer aligned with where Providence residents actually live and move, pointing 80 
to the Gateway Drive and Macy's area as where genuine pedestrian activity was occurring. She 81 
suggested that revitalizing Main Street as a walkable destination was more aspiration than reality 82 

given the current development patterns, and that policy should be adjusted accordingly. 83 

• Chair Henke closed the public comment period, acknowledging that many written letters had 84 
also been received and reviewed by the Commission prior to the meeting. 85 

Public Hearings:  86 

 87 

➢ Item No.   2   PCC 10-12-3&4 Code Amendments Public Hearing: The Planning Commission will 88 

take comments and questions from the public regarding proposed code amendments to extend the sunset 89 

day for the incentive to record the deed restriction for an IADU or an ADU 90 
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• Chair Henke opened the public hearing on proposed code amendments to extend the sunset date 91 

for the incentive to record the deed restriction for an Internal Accessory Dwelling Unit (IADU) 92 
or Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU). No members of the public came forward to comment. 93 

• The public hearing was closed with no public testimony received. 94 

Legislative – Action Item(s):  95 

 96 

18 MIN 25 SEC. 97 

➢ Item No.   3   PCC 10-12-3&4 Code Amendments: The Planning Commission will review, discuss 98 

and may make a recommendation to the city council regarding proposed code amendments to extend the 99 

sunset day for the incentive to record the deed restriction for an IADU or an ADU. (AMENDMENT) 100 

• Chair Henke introduced the item and provided brief context, noting the incentive currently 101 

consists of a $100 incentive and that it was set to expire. He observed that the program had been 102 
moderately successful in encouraging property owners to record IADU’s & ADU’s. 103 

• City Manager Ryan Snow addressed the Commission, stating that staff had found the incentive 104 
effective and was recommending its continuation. He noted that it had been difficult to get 105 
property owners to record IADU’s & ADU’s without it, and that the program helped make 106 

visible the stock of affordable housing being created through these tools. 107 

• Community Development Director Skarlet Bankhead provided additional context for the public 108 

record. She explained that state code now requires specified cities, which includes Providence, to 109 
allow both internal and detached accessory dwelling units, though cities may still limit properties 110 

to one type or the other on a given lot. She clarified that the deed restriction being recorded 111 
acknowledges that one of the two units on a property must remain owner-occupied. She noted 112 
that even without the recorded deed restriction, the owner-occupancy requirement still exists 113 

under the ordinance, but that recording it ensures future purchasers have clear notice of the 114 

restriction at the time of sale. Both staff members expressed that extending the incentive was a 115 
straightforward and beneficial measure. 116 

Motion that the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council approval of the proposed 117 
PCC 10-12-3&4 code amendments to extend the sunset date for the incentive to record the deed 118 

restriction for an IADU or ADU, as prepared and provided by staff, was made by Commission 119 
Member Michael Fortune (remote) and seconded by Commission Member Julie Martin.  120 

Vote: 121 
Yea- Commissioners Henke, Petersen, Martin, Chambers & Fortune 122 
Nay- 123 
Abstained- 124 

Motion passes. 125 

23 MIN 35 SEC. 126 

➢ Item No.   4    Parcel 02-095-0031 Rezone Recommendation: The Planning Commission will continue 127 

their review, discussion and may make a recommendation to the City Council regarding the application 128 

to rezone Parcel 02-095-0031 from R-1-12 to Mixed Use. (PRESENTATION)    &     129 

(ANALYSIS) 130 

 131 

https://www.providencecity.com/media/17021
https://www.providencecity.com/media/16801
https://www.providencecity.com/media/16711
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• Chair Henke introduced the item and invited the applicant, Jody Robbins, to present updates 132 

before opening discussion. He noted the Commission had previously reviewed the proposal at 133 
the May meeting, and that this was a continuation of that review. 134 

Applicant Presentation 135 

• The applicant, Jody Robins, addressed a series of concerns that had been raised at the prior 136 

meeting and in public commentary since. 137 

• On the issue of parking, the applicant emphasized that the project was designed from the outset 138 

to meet all parking requirements set by city code, and that there was no pathway to proceed 139 
without satisfying those requirements. He expressed frustration that a circulating flyer had 140 
falsely claimed the project proposed three-story buildings and 24 on-street parking spots, 141 
characterizing this as inaccurate. He noted that the pedestrian-scale design — with parking 142 

placed at the rear — had created a visual perception of insufficient parking that did not reflect 143 
the actual plans. 144 

• On traffic and safety, the applicant acknowledged that businesses require traffic to survive, and 145 
argued that one of Main Street's fundamental problems is that it lacks visibility from 100 North, 146 

the primary artery into Providence. He noted that even the greenhouse on Center Street relies on 147 
a sign placed on 100 North to attract customers, demonstrating that the existing commercial 148 

street suffers from a lack of connection to higher-traffic corridors. He stated that the city had 149 
historically adapted traffic controls based on actual data and had no reason to believe that would 150 
not continue. 151 

• On the suggestion to relocate the project to the Macy's/Gateway area, the Jody responded that the 152 
Gateway area functions as the city core and is oriented toward a larger commercial scale, 153 

whereas his project was intentionally pedestrian-scale downtown development — a different 154 
typology. 155 

• On concern about local businesses failing, the applicant referenced successful local 156 
establishments in the broader Cache Valley area, including Hermes, Le Croissant, West Side 157 

Coffee, Cafe Sabor, Frederico's Pizza, Fairway Bagel, and Island Market, noting that local 158 
businesses had consistently outlasted national chains in the area. He reported that as of that 159 

morning, the top 12 restaurants on TripAdvisor for Cache Valley were all local establishments. 160 

• On spot zoning, Jody distinguished between random spot zoning and what he characterized as 161 
strategic zoning called for by the General Plan, noting that mixed use had to start somewhere and 162 

that the current absence of any mixed-use development in the designated downtown core did not 163 
mean the General Plan was wrong — it meant no one had yet taken the step to initiate it. 164 

• On compatibility with surrounding properties, the applicant noted that his two proposed 165 
buildings were comparable in footprint to two-story homes already present in the immediate 166 
area, and that he was taking extra steps to set the buildings back from neighboring properties and 167 

install a landscape buffer. He stated the project would be built shorter than what current zoning 168 
already allows. 169 

• On historical preservation, he noted that the majority of the Historic Preservation Commission 170 
supported the plan with conditions he intended to meet. He reiterated his commitment to 171 
honoring the history of the parcel, including preserving or relocating the old tithing house 172 
structure. 173 

• He addressed a claim made at the prior meeting that a neighbor had presented an alternative plan 174 

and expressed interest in purchasing the parcel, stating that he was both the owner and the 175 
developer and had received no formal offer or plan from anyone. 176 
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• Jody closed by arguing that declining the rezone would perpetuate the existing trajectory of Main 177 

Street, which he characterized as a slow decline. He pointed out that Main Street had historically 178 
been the community core — home to a market, post office, barber shops, and city offices — and 179 
that the current state of the street was the result of prior inaction. He urged the Commission to 180 
follow the General Plan, which he described as a well-researched document intended to guide 181 
growth toward a better community for current and future generations. 182 

Commission Questions to Applicant 183 

• Commission Member Julie Martin asked whether the applicant had previously undertaken a 184 
mixed-use or commercial development. The applicant confirmed this would be his first, though 185 
he had been involved in large construction projects in other capacities. 186 

• Commission Member Michael Fortune acknowledged the quality of the applicant's work in prior 187 

residential development in Providence and offered personal reflections on a prior instance in 188 
which he had voted against a quality developer's proposal and later came to view that as a 189 

mistake. Fortune then posed a substantive question: given that the proposed development sits on 190 
one corner with residential uses to the north and west, the elementary school to the east, and only 191 

two homes between the project and other commercial structures to the south, he asked whether 192 
approving this rezone would result in an isolated island of development that could not 193 
organically connect to the older downtown corridor unless those neighboring homeowners chose 194 

to make changes to their own properties.  195 

• Jody responded by explaining his vision for this development serving as a connector between 196 

100 North and the existing commercial uses further down Main Street, making those businesses 197 
more visible and viable. He acknowledged he could not control what neighboring homeowners 198 

would do, but argued that a genuine mixed-use corridor includes residential as well as 199 
commercial elements, and that simply having this development at the corner would raise 200 

awareness of Main Street's existence and increase the value and options for surrounding 201 
properties. 202 

Staff Comments 203 

• Community Development Director Skarlet Bankhead acknowledged the difficulty of the 204 
Commission's position in weighing public input from both sides. She stated that staff's role is to 205 
follow, defend, and apply the General Plan, the master plan, and the city code — and that in her 206 
assessment, the proposed development generally aligns with the framework and initiatives set 207 
out in the General Plan.  208 

• City Manager Ryan Snow reinforced this position, characterizing the Planning Commission as a 209 

jury of peers that weighs all elements and makes a recommendation to council. He was careful to 210 

note that staff had not conducted a full site plan analysis — and could not do so until the zoning 211 

question was resolved — and that specific design elements including parking and traffic striping 212 
would be evaluated in detail only after and if a rezone was approved. 213 

• Bankhead added that mixed-use development, unlike single-family residential development, 214 

comes back to the Planning Commission for additional review and input during the site plan 215 
approval process. She emphasized that even if the rezone were approved, further scrutiny of the 216 
design would occur. 217 

• In response to a question from Commission Member Fortune about whether the proposal met the 218 

General Plan, master plan, and existing code, Bankhead clarified that in theory it aligned with the 219 
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General Plan's framework and initiatives, and that the transportation master plan designated the 220 

adjacent roads as high-use corridors consistent with the proposed development. Mr. Snow added 221 
that the specific design plans presented by the applicant could not and would not be evaluated 222 
against single-family zoning, as they did not fit that category; they would only be evaluated 223 
meaningfully against mixed-use standards if and when the rezone occurred. 224 

Commission Discussion 225 

• Chair Henke expressed appreciation for the design quality and the work the applicant had 226 
invested, but stated that based on the volume of opposition expressed through emails and 227 
comments, his personal assessment was that Providence was not yet ready for this development 228 
at this location. He noted that residents he had spoken with who lived near the downtown area — 229 

near the old Watkins building, the gas station, and the library — were not opposed to the concept 230 

itself but rather to the specific location, expressing a preference for development of this type at 231 

Center and Main Street near the Old Rock Church. He acknowledged not knowing the full 232 
picture of community sentiment, recognizing that opponents tend to be more vocal than 233 
supporters, but concluded that the weight of expressed opposition from residents in the 234 
immediate area was significant. 235 

• Commission Member Joe Chambers shared that he had spent at least three hours reviewing the 236 

General Plan, the current zoning map, and the future zoning map, and had reviewed both written 237 

and oral public comments. He stated that the future zoning map did not designate the subject area 238 
as mixed use in any regard, which he found significant. While affirming the applicant's integrity 239 

and development quality, Chambers expressed concern about the principle of planning 240 
consistency — that neighbors rely on zoning designations when they move into an area and 241 
expect that zoning will not change parcel by parcel. He also raised the issue of entitlements: 242 
approving a rezone grants land entitlements to the current developer's plan, but those 243 

entitlements transfer with the land; if the property were sold to a different developer, the city 244 

would have limited control over what was ultimately built there. He stated that while he agreed 245 
the business district had largely shifted to the highway corridor, he did not see how walkability 246 

as a value could be achieved through a single parcel rezone rather than a comprehensive 247 
rezoning of the corridor. He noted his interpretation that many attendees who had signed up to 248 
speak but deferred were likely also in opposition. Chambers concluded that he would vote to 249 

recommend denial, and expressed his view that if this outcome was truly desired for the city, it 250 
should be pursued through a deliberate amendment to the master plan rather than through a 251 

piecemeal parcel-by-parcel approach. 252 

• Commission Member Julie Martin thanked all participants for the depth of engagement, noting 253 

she had listened to the prior meeting while ill and had reviewed the emails and letters carefully. 254 
She acknowledged that Commission members were themselves community members who cared 255 

deeply about Providence. She stated that she had personally walked the neighborhood to 256 
understand what it felt like on the ground, including the proximity of the commercial and 257 
residential uses, and found the area to be much more tightly integrated than it appeared on paper. 258 
She referenced a recent visit to Helper, Utah, which had undergone a similar type of 259 

revitalization, and described it as a positive and family-friendly experience. On the spot zoning 260 
concern, she offered the view that spot zoning becomes most problematic when it is introduced 261 
deep within a neighborhood with no surrounding commercial context; in this case, however, the 262 
subject parcel was situated within an existing corridor that mixed commercial and residential 263 
uses, which she felt made the mixed-use designation a reasonable exception. She noted that the 264 
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large commercial properties available elsewhere in Providence would likely be purchased by 265 

large developers, not community-invested local developers like the applicant. She stated she was 266 
in favor of recommending approval, citing both the alignment with General Plan initiatives and 267 
the value of having a trusted local developer initiate this type of development. 268 

• Commission Member Michael Fortune (remote) expressed appreciation for the discussion and 269 

reiterated his admiration for the applicant's body of work. He acknowledged the vision behind 270 

the proposal and the genuine potential for something meaningful to emerge in that area. 271 
However, he stated that he also had to give weight to the residential families who had invested in 272 
that area under the existing R-1-12 zoning expectation. He noted that the former commercial and 273 
civic uses that once characterized the old downtown were already gone, and that the current 274 
context was primarily residential. He expressed that he wished the development could 275 

encompass more of the corridor to create a genuine connection, but that as presented, it was a 276 
single corner in a largely residential setting. He concluded that he felt compelled to honor the 277 
expectations of the existing residential homeowners, and that while he would have liked to see 278 

the project move forward in a broader context, he doesn’t know if he would support the rezone as 279 
proposed. 280 

Motion that the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council approval of the rezone of 281 
Parcel 02-095-0031 from R-1-12 to Mixed Use was made by Commission Member Michael 282 
Fortune (remote) and seconded by Commission Member Julie Martin.  283 

Vote: 284 
Yea- Commissioners Fortune & Martin 285 

Nay- Commissioners Henke, Petersen & Chambers 286 
Abstained- 287 

The motion failed 2–3. The rezone recommendation to City Council is forwarded as denied. 288 

• Commission Member Chambers subsequently made a motion to affirmatively recommend denial 289 

of the rezone to City Council, in order to make the Commission's position explicit in the record. 290 

The motion failed for lack of a second. Chair Henke and Community Development Director 291 
Bankhead confirmed that the failed motion on approval constitutes a denial recommendation 292 
forwarded to City Council. 293 

Study Items(s):  294 

 295 

1 HR. 31 MIN.  15 SEC. 296 

➢ Item No.   5     Amendments to PCC 10-8-1: The Planning Commission will consider a request from 297 

Thor Cummings to amend PCC 10-8-1 to increase the maximum building height allowed for the specific 298 

use of "Indoor Commercial Recreation" or "Fitness Center" from the current standard of 50-foot limit to 299 

a maximum of 65 feet within both the Commercial Highway District (CHD) and the Commercial 300 

General District (CGD). Only action that will be taken is to set item for a future public hearing. 301 

(ANALYSIS) 302 

 303 

• Chair Henke introduced the study item and invited the applicant, Thor Cummings, to address the 304 

Commission. Cummings presented a proposed code amendment to PCC 10-8-1 that would 305 

increase the maximum allowed building height for the specific uses of Indoor Commercial 306 

https://www.providencecity.com/media/17091
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Recreation or Fitness Center from the current 50-foot limit to a maximum of 65 feet, applicable 307 

within both the Commercial Highway District (CHD) and the Commercial General District 308 

(CGD). 309 

• Cummings explained that the amendment included two built-in limitations: first, the increased 310 

height allowance applies only to commercial recreation facilities; and second, the portion of the 311 

building that exceeds the standard height limit cannot exceed 35 percent of the total building 312 

area, thereby preventing the creation of a visually dominant or out-of-scale structure. He noted 313 

that the reason for including both commercial districts is that a specific prospective site could fall 314 

within either zone, and limiting the amendment to one district could unnecessarily restrict viable 315 

locations. 316 

• In response to questions, Community Development Director Bankhead clarified the distinction 317 

between the two commercial zones: the Commercial Highway District is oriented toward sales-318 

tax-generating retail uses, while the Commercial General District is more broadly inclusive and 319 

allows professional offices, medical uses, and similar non-retail businesses in addition to retail. 320 

She identified the locations of each zone within Providence, noting that the Commercial General 321 

District includes the area around the city offices and Gateway Drive, while the Commercial 322 

Highway District applies to portions of the west side of Gateway and areas along Highway 165, 323 

including the Judges property. She confirmed that no building currently exceeds the existing 50-324 

foot limit, as that is the current maximum. In response to a question from Commission Member 325 

Chambers about fire department constraints, Mrs. Bankhead stated that the fire marshal's office 326 

had been consulted and confirmed that 65 feet would not present a problem for current fire 327 

suppression capability, with more significant apparatus requirements generally not arising until 328 

heights approach 75 to 80 feet. 329 

• Chair Henke reiterated that no building meeting this description yet exists in Providence, and the 330 

item was presented as a study item with the only intended action being to set it for a public 331 

hearing. 332 

 333 

Motion to set Item No. 5, Amendments to PCC 10-8-1, for a future public hearing was made by 334 

Commission Member Joe Chambers and seconded by Commission Member Julie Martin.  335 

Vote: 336 

Yea- Commissioners Henke, Petersen, Martin, Chambers & Fortune 337 
Nay- 338 
Abstained- 339 

Motion passes. 340 

• Chair Henke noted that the public hearing would be scheduled for the July meeting. He also 341 

announced that the July meeting would include the annual election of a new chair and vice chair, 342 

and that he did not anticipate continuing in the chair role after July due to a new responsibility 343 

that would limit his availability. 344 

 345 

Motion to adjourn was made by Commission Member Joe Chambers and seconded by Commission 346 
Member Julie Martin.  347 
Vote: 348 
Yea- Commissioners Henke, Petersen, Martin, Chambers & Fortune 349 
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Nay- 350 

Abstained- 351 

Motion passes, meeting adjourned.  352 

Minutes approved by vote of commission on _____ day of __________ 2026. 353 

I swear these minutes are true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 354 

 355 

_______________________ 356 
Ty Cameron, City Recorder 357 

 358 

 359 


































