
 

PROVO CITY CORPORATION 
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
Planning Commission Agenda 
July 08, 2026 

 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

The Provo City Planning Commission will hold a public hearing on July 08, 2026 at 6:00 PM. Located at: 
Council Chambers 445 West Center Street. The items listed below will be discussed, and anyone interested 
is invited to participate and provide comment. Hearings can be viewed live and on-demand at: YouTube 
youtube.com/provocitygovernment and on Facebook facebook.com/provochannel17. 
 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING BEFORE PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL 
 

On Tuesday, August 11, 2026, at 5:30 PM. the Provo Municipal Council will consider the items noted below 
with a star (*). Items noted on the agendas with a star require legislative action by the Municipal Council. 
Council agendas can be viewed at the Provo City Council web site on the Thursday prior to the Council 
meeting at http://agendas.provo.gov. For more information, call (801) 852-6120.  
 
Unmarked items are administrative and require the approval only of the Planning Commission. Decisions 
on the unmarked items may be appealed to the Board of Adjustment by making application by 6:00 PM. 
within 14 days of the Planning Commission decision. 
 
Study Session 
1. Continued Review of Title 14 rewrite, Chapters 13-23 – Aaron Ardmore 
 
Public Hearings 
 Item  1 Tuscanel Townhomes LLC requests Concept Plan approval for an 12-unit 

townhome project in a proposed HDR (High Density Residential) Zone, located 
at 313 E 200 N. Joaquin Neighborhood. Dustin Wright (801) 852-6414 
dwright@provo.gov PLCP20250331   

* Item  2 Tuscanel Townhomes LLC requests a Zone Map Amendment from the RC 
(Residential Conservation) Zone to the HDR (High Density Residential) Zone in 
order to develop an 12-unit townhome project, located at 313 E 200 N. Joaquin 
Neighborhood. Dustin Wright (801) 852-6414 dwright@provo.gov PLRZ20250330   

* Item  3 Eric Langvardt requests an amendment to the General Plan Map to change 
the classification from Industrial (I) to Mixed-Use (M) for 21.6 acres of land as 
part of a mixed-use development plan, located approximately at 3657 S Sierra 
Vista Way. Spring Creek Neighborhood. Aaron Ardmore (801) 852-6404 
aardmore@provo.gov PLGPA20260012   

* Item  4 Eric Langvardt requests a Zone Map Amendment from the PIC (Planned 
Industrial Commercial) Zone to the MDR and CG Zones for 21.6 acres of land as 
part of a mixed-use development plan, located approximately at 3657 S Sierra 
Vista Way. Spring Creek Neighborhood. Aaron Ardmore (801) 852-6404 
aardmore@provo.gov PLRZ20260006   

 Item  5 Eric Langvardt requests Concept Plan approval for a mixed-use development 
containing 90 condos, 168 townhomes, and approximately 10,000 sq. ft. of 
commercial space over 21.6 acres in proposed MDR and CG Zones, located 
approximately at 3657 S Sierra Vista Way. Spring Creek Neighborhood. Aaron 
Ardmore (801) 852-6404 aardmore@provo.gov PLCP20260011   

 
Preceding the public hearing, there will be a Study Session at 5:00 PM. at the Provo Peak Conference Room, 
445 W Center Street. The Study Session is open to the public; however, formal presentation of items, public 
comment and actions will be reserved for the public hearing at 6:00 PM.  
 

http://agendas.provo.gov/
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To send public comments to Planning Commission members, email them at dspublichearings@provo.gov.  
Please submit public comment emails before 6:00 PM the day before the hearing. Additional information 
can be found at provo.gov/publiccomments.  
 
Copies of the agenda materials, public hearing procedure, and staff reports are available the week of 
the hearing at a reasonable cost at 445 W Center Street, Suite 200, Provo between the hours of 7:00 AM. 
and 6:00 PM., Monday through Thursday. Agendas and staff reports are also generally available on the 
Provo City Development Services web site the week of the meeting at provo.gov/agendacenter. 
 
Provo City will make reasonable accommodations for all citizens interested in participating in this meeting. 
If assistance is needed to allow participation at this meeting, please call the Development Services 
Department at (801) 852-6400 before 12:00 PM. the day before the meeting to make arrangements. 
 
By order of the Provo City Planning Commission 
Planning Secretary, (801) 852-6424 

mailto:dspublichearings@provo.gov


Planning Commission Hearing 
Staff Report 

Hearing Date: July 8, 2026 
 

ITEM 1  Tuscanel Townhomes LLC requests Concept Plan approval for a 12-unit townhome 
project in a proposed HDR (High Density Residential) Zone, located at 313 E 200 N. 
Joaquin Neighborhood. Dustin Wright (801) 852-6414 dwright@provo.gov 
PLCP20250331  

 

APPLICANT: Tuscanel Townhomes LLC 

PROPERTY OWNER: S & R TRIPLEX LLC and S & R 313 LLC 
PARCEL ID: 05:033:0008 

05:033:0009 
ACREAGE: 0.45 

CURRENT LEGAL USE: Residential 
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: Residential Conservation 

CURRENT ZONE: Residential Conservation 
APPLICATION TYPE: Administrative Decision – must be approved if it 

meets all city standards.  
 

NEIGHBORHOOD FEEDBACK 
Multiple neighborhood meetings have been held for the rezoning of this property; on May 26, 
2022, another on March 30, 2023, and the most recent was on June 17, 2026. Some comments 
supported this type of development in this location, while others were opposed to it and 
referenced the efforts in the Joaquin Neighborhood Plan to protect the single-family designation 
in this area with a Residential Conservation designation in the future land use map. The project 
has decreased in density since the earlier neighborhood meetings, where a 17-unit apartment 
was proposed. 
The Chair of the Central Neighborhoods District reached out to remind staff that there was 
strong opposition to this development as it deviates from the neighborhood plan. 
 
PROJECT SUMMARY 
The applicant has submitted a zone map amendment and concept plan applications for the 
property located at approximately 313 E. 200 N. to allow for the property to be developed for 12 
new townhome units. The property is currently zoned as Residential Conservation (RC). This 
zone does not allow an increase in housing density, and this is why the applicant is seeking a 
rezone of the property to allow for the proposed redevelopment of the site. The applicant is 
looking for the property to be rezoned to the High Density Residential (HDR) zone to allow for 
the proposed development as this zone has the needed setbacks for the proposed development 
to work. The Medium Density Residential (MDR) zone would not allow the development to work 
because of greater setback requirements.  

Because the HDR zone allows for more development potential, like density and building height, 
than what the applicant is proposing to do, they have proffered to do a development agreement. 
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This agreement would aim to limit the density, height, and require owner occupancy for each 
unit for at least one year after purchase.  

The property surrounding this property is zoned Residential Conservation (RC).  

STAFF ANALYSIS 

Proposed Use 
12 new residential townhomes. 
 
Lot Standards 
Required:  

(1) Minimum Lot Area: One-family attached: ten thousand (10,000) sf. 
(2) Housing density maximum: fifty (50) units per acre. 
(3) Minimum lot frontage: thirty-five (35) feet. 
(4) Minimum lot width: fifty (50) feet and Corner lot: seventy (70) feet. 
(5) Minimum lot depth: ninety (90) feet. 
(6) Maximum lot coverage by structures: seventy-five percent (75%). 

Proposed: 
(1) Lot Area: 19,600 
(2) Housing density: 27 units per acre. 
(3) Lot frontage: 100 feet. 
(4) Lot width: 100 feet. 
(5) Lot depth: 200 feet. 
(6) Lot coverage by structures: 44% (8,605 sf). 

Finding: Complies 
 
Setback Requirements 
Required: Front: 10’ min 20’ max; Side: 10’; Rear: 20’ 
Proposed: Front: 10’, Side: 10’, Rear: over 20’ 
Finding: Complies 
 
Building Height and Distance 

Required: 55’ max. 
Proposed: 42’ 
Finding: Complies 
 

Parking and Access 
Required: 26 
Proposed: 25 
Finding: Does not Comply. Code requires 25.5 and it up so 26. A parking 
reduction would be needed at project plan application.  
 

Landscaping 
Required: 1 tree per 2,000 sf of landscape area.  
Proposed: 1,907 sf of landscape provided.  
Finding: Complies (at project plan application) 
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Design Standards 
Required: 14.34.287 
Proposed: Designed to meet standards 
Finding: Complies in concept.  
 

APPLICABLE ZONING CODES 

Provo City Code 14.14C – HDR Zone 

Provo City Code 14.34.287 – Design Standards 

POSSIBLE MOTIONS AND FINDINGS 
The Planning Commission may make any of the following findings: 

1. Approve: The proposal is consistent with city code.  
Motion to approve the proposed concept plan for 12 new townhome units at 
approximately 313 E 200 N.  

2. Deny: The proposal is not consistent with city code. 
Motion to deny the proposed concept plan for 12 new townhome units at 
approximately 313 E 200 N.  

3. Continue: New information presented at the public hearing or additional 
study needs to be done. 
Motion to continue this item.  

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Area Map 
2. Concept Plan 
3. Landscape Plan 
4. Floor Plans 
5. Elevations 
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ATTACHMENT 1 – MAP OF PROPERTY LOCATED AT 
APPROXIMATELY 313 E 200 N 
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ATTACHMENT 2 – CONCEPT PLAN 
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ATTACHMENT 3 – LANDSCAPE PLAN 
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ATTACHMENT 4 – FLOOR PLANS 
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ATTACHMENT 5 – ELEVATIONS 

 

 



Planning Commission Hearing 
Staff Report 

Hearing Date: July 8, 2026 
 

*ITEM 2  Tuscanel Townhomes LLC requests a Zone Map Amendment from the RC 
(Residential Conservation) Zone to the HDR (High Density Residential) Zone in 
order to develop a 12-unit townhome project, located at 313 E 200 N. Joaquin 
Neighborhood. Dustin Wright (801) 852-6414 dwright@provo.gov 
PLRZ20250330 

 

APPLICANT: Tuscanel Townhomes LLC 
PROPERTY OWNER: S & R TRIPLEX LLC and S & R 313 LLC 

PARCEL ID: 05:033:0008 
05:033:0009 

ACREAGE: 0.45 
CURRENT LEGAL USE: Residential 

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: Residential Conservation 
CURRENT ZONE: Residential Conservation 

APPLICATION TYPE: Legislative Decision – Planning Commission will 
make a recommendation to the City Council. 

 
NEIGHBORHOOD FEEDBACK 
Multiple neighborhood meetings have been held for the rezoning of this property; on May 26, 
2022, another on March 30, 2023, and the most recent was on June 17, 2026. Some comments 
supported this type of development in this location, while others were opposed to it and 
referenced the efforts in the Joaquin Neighborhood Plan to protect the single-family designation 
in this area with a Residential Conservation designation in the future land use map. The project 
has decreased in density since the earlier neighborhood meetings, where a 17-unit apartment 
was proposed. 
The Chair of the Central Neighborhoods District reached out to remind staff that there was 
strong opposition to this development as it deviates from the neighborhood plan. 
 

PROJECT SUMMARY 
The applicant has submitted a zone map amendment and concept plan applications for the 
property located at approximately 313 E. 200 N. to allow for the property to be developed for 12 
new townhome units. The property is currently zoned as Residential Conservation (RC). This 
zone does not allow new units to be created, and this is why the applicant is seeking a rezone. 
The applicant is looking for the property to be rezoned to the High Density Residential (HDR) 
zone to allow for the proposed development as this zone has the needed setbacks for the 
proposed development to work. The Medium Density Residential (MDR) zone would not allow 
the development to work because of greater setback requirements.  

In 2014, Provo City adopted the Joaquin Neighborhood Plan, which is part of the Provo City 
General Plan. The future land use designation in the Joaquin plan identifies this location as an 
area to not allow for increased density. That plan aims to increase density in the northern half of 
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the neighborhood, near BYU campus, and preserve the single-family residential character in the 
lower half of the neighborhood.  

Because the HDR zone allows for more development potential, like density and building height, 
than what the applicant is proposing to do, they have proffered to do a development agreement. 
This agreement would aim to limit the density, height, and require owner occupancy for each 
unit for at least one year after purchase.  

The property surrounding this property is zoned Residential Conservation (RC).  

STAFF ANALYSIS 
Before recommending an amendment, the Commission must find that the amendment serves 
the public interest and aligns with the General Plan, based on consideration of the following: 

(a) Public purpose for the amendment in question; 
Applicant Response:  
This amendment allows a long-held family property to transition into a high-quality, 
owner-occupied residential community that promotes homeownership, long-term 
residency, and reinvestment in central Provo. 
The proposal expands housing opportunities within an established area already served 
by public infrastructure, schools, parks, transportation networks, and community 
services. The project is designed to provide housing for individuals and families who 
intend to live, invest, and contribute to the community, aligning with the General Plan's 
emphasis on housing availability, complete neighborhoods, and long-term community 
stability. 
 
Staff Response:  
A neighborhood plan was created that calls for this area to remain low density to help 
preserve this historic character and encourage higher density to be in the northern 
portion of the Joaquin Neighborhood closer to BYU Campus. 
The properties are part of the National Register of Historic Places in the East Central 
Historic District. The home on the corner was built in 1880, and the 3-unit row house was 
built in 1885. Both properties are listed as contributing to the East Central Historic 
District and are eligible to be nominated to our local Landmarks Register. Properties on 
the National Register are not protected from demolition.  
 
FINDING:  
Does not comply with the Joaquin Neighborhood Plan designation of Residential 
Conservation.  
 

(b) Confirmation that the public purpose is best served by the amendment in question; 
Applicant Response:  
This proposal represents approximately four years of collaboration with City staff, 
neighboring property owners, and elected officials. Multiple concepts were evaluated 
and refined to arrive at a townhome community that balances neighborhood concerns 
with the City's goals for high-quality ownership housing. 
The proposed development introduces a housing type that bridges the gap between 
detached single-family homes and larger apartment developments, expanding housing 
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choice within an established neighborhood. The amendment allows the property to 
contribute meaningfully to the City's housing supply while utilizing existing infrastructure 
and supporting the General Plan's direction for infill development. 
 
Staff Response:  
Preserving the historic character of this part of the neighborhood while providing 
increased density closer to BYU would serve the public. The existing structures would be 
eligible to receive historic rehabilitation tax credits. The proposed amendment would 
bring that increased density further south from campus. 
 
FINDING:  
Does not comply with the Joaquin Neighborhood future land use map that calls for 
residential conservation zone to remain.  
 

(c) Compatibility of the proposed amendment with General Plan policies, goals, and 
objectives; 

Applicant Response:  
The proposal is consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan, particularly 
those related to housing choice, homeownership opportunities, efficient use of 
infrastructure, and responsible infill redevelopment. 
The project provides ownership housing in a central location, promotes long-term 
community investment through proposed deed restrictions, and reinvests in an 
established neighborhood. It supports the General Plan's broader vision of 
accommodating future residents within developed areas while maintaining high-quality 
design and contributing to complete, well-functioning neighborhoods. 
 
Staff Response:  
The Joaquin Neighborhood Plan identifies 500 North as the transition line for housing 
density. Increased density is planned for the area north of this transition line and 
residential conservation is planned for the areas south of 500 North. The plan aims to 
reduce development pressure on the homes in the lower half of the neighborhood by 
allowing much higher density closer to BYU campus where the density makes more 
sense.  
 
FINDING:  
Does not comply with the Joaquin Neighborhood future land use map that calls for 
residential conservation zone to remain.  
In section E of chapter 3 in the Joaquin Neighborhood Plan, goal number 2 reads 
“Require that all future development complies with the future land use map”. 
 

(d) Consistency of the proposed amendment with the General Plan’s “timing and 
sequencing” provisions on changes of use, insofar as they are articulated; 

Applicant Response:  
The surrounding area has evolved significantly over time, and the property's current 
context is substantially different than when earlier planning decisions were made. The 
amendment allows the site to respond to existing conditions while utilizing established 
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infrastructure and public services. 
The proposal represents logical infill redevelopment within an already urbanized area 
and does not require expansion into undeveloped portions of the City. As such, it is 
consistent with the General Plan's principles of orderly, efficient, and fiscally responsible 
growth. 
 
Staff Response:  
Public Works looks at the General Plan and Neighborhood Plans as they plan 
infrastructure needs. Engineering review comment for this development reads:  
“Our existing Utilities cannot handle proposed HDR development. If this plan makes it to 
the project plan phase, then some sort of solution needs be proposed to address 
deficiency in our existing infrastructures to support this development.” 
 
FINDING:  
Does not comply with Neighborhood Plan as it is proposing higher density than 
anticipated at this location.  
 

(e) Potential of the proposed amendment to hinder or obstruct attainment of the General 
Plan’s articulated policies; 

Applicant Response:  
The proposal is not expected to hinder General Plan objectives. The requested zoning 
flexibility is intended to achieve a better overall site plan—improving circulation, parking, 
open space, building placement, and neighborhood compatibility—rather than to 
maximize density or height. 
The project remains below the allowable density and height standards while advancing 
key General Plan objectives related to housing availability, efficient land use, and infill 
development. The proposal reflects a balanced approach to growth that supports the 
City's long-term planning goals. 
 
Staff Response:  
In section E of chapter 3 in the Joaquin Neighborhood Plan, goal number 2 reads 
“Require that all future development complies with the future land use map”. 
 
FINDING:  
Does not comply with the Joaquin Neighborhood future land use map that calls for 
residential conservation zone to remain, and the request is for High Density Residential.  
 

(f) Adverse impacts on adjacent land owners; and 
Applicant Response:   
Minimizing impacts on surrounding properties has been a central focus throughout the 
planning process. Over approximately four years, the project has undergone multiple 
revisions to improve compatibility, site design, circulation, and neighborhood integration. 
The current proposal incorporates reduced density, reduced height, private garages, 
enhanced landscaping, and proposed owner-occupancy deed restrictions. There is also 
a willingness to formalize these commitments through a Development Agreement. These 
measures are intended to ensure the project integrates well with surrounding properties 
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and contributes positively to the neighborhood. 
 
Staff Response:  
The proposed change would allow for higher density housing in the area. There would 
be an increase in traffic. The existing homes and structures that contribute to the historic 
district would be demolished and the character of the block would be altered with the 
new development.  
 
FINDING:  
There would be impacts from the proposed change on adjacent land owners.  
 

(g) Verification of correctness in the original zoning or General Plan for the area in question. 
Applicant Response:  
The requested amendment does not suggest that the original zoning or General Plan 
designation was incorrect at the time it was adopted. Rather, it reflects how the 
surrounding area has evolved and how the property functions today. 
The site is now surrounded by multifamily developments, including Apollo Apartments, 
Aspenwood Apartments, Fleur de Lis, and Casa Linda, which have substantially 
changed the character and context of the area. These changes have altered the 
relationship of the property to its surroundings, including significant impacts on privacy, 
with approximately 30 Apollo units directly overlooking portions of the property. The 
proposed amendment recognizes these changes and responds to current conditions and 
housing needs. 
 
Staff Response:  
The zoning is correct.  
 
FINDING:  
No issues.  
 

(h) In cases where a conflict arises between the General Plan Map and General Plan 
Policies, precedence shall be given to the Plan Policies. 

Applicant Response:  
While portions of the Joaquin Neighborhood Plan contemplate lower-intensity 
development patterns, this property occupies a unique location within an area that is 
already characterized by multifamily residential development. 
After several years of refinement, the proposal reflects an effort to create the right 
project for this specific location—not the largest project possible. The project remains 
below the density and height permitted within the requested zone and utilizes the zoning 
primarily to achieve improved setbacks, site design, and compatibility. 
The proposal also includes proposed owner-occupancy deed restrictions and a 
willingness to formalize commitments through a Development Agreement. When viewed 
in the context of the General Plan's broader policies, supporting housing choice, infill 
redevelopment, efficient use of infrastructure, and sustainable growth, the amendment is 
consistent with the intent and long-term vision of the General Plan. 
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Staff Response:  
No issues with the maps and related policies. 
 
FINDING:  
No issues. 

APPLICABLE ZONING CODES 

Provo City Code 14.14C – High Density Residential (HDR) 
 
POSSIBLE MOTIONS AND FINDINGS 
The Planning Commission may make any of the following findings: 

1. Recommend Approval: The proposal is consistent with the General Plan.  
Motion to recommend approval to the City Council with the condition that a 
development agreement restricts the height and density to what has been 
proposed in the concept plan.  
 

2. Recommend Denial: The proposal is not consistent with the General Plan.  
Motion to recommend denial to the City Council for the proposed zone 
change.  
 

3. Continue: New information presented at the public hearing or additional 
study needs to be done.  
Motion to continue this item. (State findings/reasons) 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
1. Map of Property Located at Approximately 313 E 200 N 
2. Map of Existing Zoning 
3. Future Land Use Map of the Joaquin Neighborhood Plan 
4. Neighborhood Meeting Minutes – May 26, 2022 
5. Neighborhood Meeting Minutes – March 30, 2022 
6. Neighborhood Meeting Minutes – June 17, 2026 
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ATTACHMENT 1 – MAP OF PROPERTY LOCATED AT 
APPROXIMATELY 313 E 200 N 
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ATTACHMENT 2 – MAP OF EXISTING ZONING 
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ATTACHMENT 3 – FUTURE LAND USE MAP FROM THE JOAQUIN 
NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN 
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ATTACHMENT 4 – NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING MINUTES FROM  
MAY 26, 2022 
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ATTACHMENT 5 - NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING MINUTES FROM 
MARCH 30, 2023 

 
Neighborhood District 5 Meeting, March 30, 2023 

21 residents signed in as attending, 1 attended on Zoom. The meeting was held in the council chambers 
because the police were using the community room. 

Executive members in attendance included Quinn Petersen, David Harding, Leo Lines, Sariah Hillam, 
Jason Ream, Dylan Cindrich and Shannon Bingham. Chair Laura Leavitt conducted. City Council member 
Rachel Whipple also attended. 
 
Land Use Items 

a. Denali Project Taryn Denali requests approval of a Zone Map Amendment 
from the RC (Residential Conservation) zone to the HDR (High Density 
Residential) zone in order to build a new 17-unit apartment building, 
located at 313 East 200 North. Joaquin Neighborhood. 

City Staff mentioned that this project is under staff review and will still need to go up before the 
Planning Commission. 

Taryn made an extensive presentation of the project, focusing on the Italian design inspiration from 
her parents and the upgrade in style that was made after feedback in a previous Joaquin 
Neighborhood meeting. She stated that there would be 23 units, 20 of which would be 3 bedrooms 
and several 1 bedrooms in order to encourage long-term residency. There would be lots of trees, a 
central courtyard with a fountain, wrought iron flowerboxes, and underground parking for the 
three-story project. There would be contractual limitations on parking to allow for the parking 
variance that the project would require. This would all sit on less than an acre of ground, so they 
are working on updates with public works and are developing an agreement with Provo city to 
build nothing more, nothing less. She felt that the current residential conservation zoning inhibits 
restoration of old houses fallen into disrepair, and showed pictures of the rundown triplex and 
house currently on the property that her family has owned for 40 years. A friend who walked 
around the area noted that there are already a number of large complexes nearby. She ended with 
her mother’s motto of “siempre familia”. 

Time was opened up for comments, and for the first few Taryn remained at the front to respond. 

David Keller was the first to comment. He lives ½ block from the proposed development and 
objected that Tayrn had quoted only parts of his statement from the earlier Joaquin meeting, where 
70% had been opposed to a building that large on that property. He reminded her that they had 
been through this before in a long meeting and he was still not convinced because it is too dense for 
this part of Joaquin. He thought it would be beautiful farther north. He would be okay with a modest 
increase, but going from the current 4 units to 23 is not what the Joaquin plan says. He was 
surprised this project keeps coming back. Some things were better but not for the long term. 

Sam Oman from Maeser commented next, pointing out that this still looked like it was designed for 
short term rather than long term student housing. He noted the property has not been maintained 
by the owners to this point and that the owners will not be changing with the new project. 
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Spencer near the Bright Building mentioned that it has been hard looking to find a place to live. He 
thought the project design actually looks nice and was wondering what type of price range they 
were looking at. 

Staff mentioned that this part of the meeting was meant for comments to the board so they could 
report to the Planning Commission; that if residents had questions for the developer they should 
talk after the meeting. Taryn sat down and other residents continued with comments. 

Zachary Chamberlain mentioned that he lived here in Provo until COVID and is now in Layton. He 
recently got a job here in Provo and would like to live here but has had a hard time finding a place. 
He thinks that the design looks like a huge upgrade. He has lived in places in Joaquin where the 
owners did not upkeep the property and thinks this could help out the community. 

Shannon Bingham from Timpanogos spoke strongly that she knows how long Joaquin worked on 
their neighborhood plan. They drew the line at 500 North for continued building of high density to 
the north, with the current residential conservation zone to the south of that line. The placement of 
this type of density is directly counter to that decision. She knows of 20 houses in her neighborhood 
of that same type that was shown to be dilapidated that have been restored. She asked whether the 
proposal would really allow residents to live long term while, taking away the opportunity for 3 lots 
that could be used by longer term residents. She noted that in her neighborhood 9% are 
homeowners and 91% are rentals, and that they really need the long-term residents. 

Dylan Cindritch thought it was a great project, as the cheapest home you can find now in Provo is 
$400K for a fixer upper. 

Kim McIntyre lives a block away from the proposed development. He is concerned with the parking 
issue, as heavy traffic was responsible for a roundabout crash just this last week at 200 East and 
200 South. The cost for each apartment is going to be a lot. Many will not be able to afford to live 
there, even though it is being sold as more affordable housing. It looks nice, but is not right for the 
neighborhood. 

Leo Lines from Joaquin noted that 20 of the units will have 3 bedrooms, and that it will be possible 
to rent each to 3 singles. He talked about angled parking out front for visitors, and that you can’t 
control how many cars a tenant will have, since they will bring more and park two blocks away. 

(Attendee) mentioned that he owns houses south of campus and in his experience, he can’t keep 
yards nice. The houses are old and will never be a place to keep it up with too many students 
around. He doesn’t think hanging on to the houses makes sense. 

It was noted that no floor plans for the apartments in the project were included in the presentation. 

An opinion poll of those in attendance showed 15 in support and 8 opposed. This totaled more than 
the number of residents who signed in as attending, even though Laura mentioned three times that 
only people currently residing in District 5 were allowed to vote. 

Quinn Petersen asked about the setup for these meetings, including topics for neighborhood 
feedback and feedback polls. Leo proposed that development and staff present and then open up to 
board members to comment, and then to open to other attendees. Staff responded that the 
neighborhood executive board is not a legislative body; it is here for feedback. If the project goes 
forward, it first goes to the Planning Commission and then to the City Council, who makes the actual 
decision. 
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ATTACHMENT 6 NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING MINUTES FROM 
JUNE 17, 2026 

 
Update on a proposed Zone Change from RC (Residential Conservation) to HDR 
(High Density Residential) for a 12-unit townhome project at 313 East 200 North 
in the Joaquin Neighborhood – Planning Supervisor Aaron Ardmore 

Planning Supervisor Aaron Ardmore presented an update on a proposed zone change 
at 313 East 200 North in the Joaquin Neighborhood, from RC (Residential 
Conservation) to HDR (High Density Residential), to accommodate a 12-unit townhome 
development. Ardmore noted this is a revised iteration of a previously presented 
project; earlier proposals had sought approval for over 20 apartment units, whereas 
the current proposal has shifted to townhomes. The HDR zone is being sought 
primarily to address setback requirements, as the actual density proposed is well 
below what HDR would allow. The item was previously continued by the Planning 
Commission due to the applicant’s scheduling conflict and will go before the Planning 
Commission on July 8th and to the City Council in August. A waterline upgrade to an 
8-inch main is included as part of the project's infrastructure improvements. 

Resident feedback: 

• A longtime resident offered detailed historical context, noting that the RC 
zone was established following a City Council moratorium on high-
density development in South Joaquin, in direct response to earlier 
projects that replaced historic single-family homes with multifamily 
structures. The resident argued that the applicant's characterization of 
the surrounding area as having "evolved" toward high-density housing 
was inaccurate, as the developments cited predated the RC zone. Staff's 
report was cited favorably, noting that it found the proposal non-
compliant with the Joaquin Neighborhood Plan and the future land use 
map on multiple points. 

• Several others expressed their disapproval of the proposal based on the 
grounds that the proposal was incongruent with the Joaquin 
Neighborhood Plan and the RC zone in South Joaquin. 

• A Zoom attendee was in support of the proposal, noting that townhomes 
seemed like a good fit for the area and expressed support for housing 
diversity and density. 

• One resident questioned the aesthetics of the design, describing it as 
uniform and unwelcoming. 
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• A resident called for any future applicants to be required to disclose 
projected water usage for their developments. 

• A non-resident landlord expressed general support for the project's 
intent, noting the deed restrictions and infrastructure upgrades, while 
acknowledging the planning concerns raised. 

• A question was raised regarding owner-occupancy enforcement, to which 
Ardmore responded that the city uses deed restrictions and withholds 
rental licenses for one year following a change of ownership, with the 
one-year period resetting upon each subsequent conveyance. 

• Councilor Whipple addressed water usage concerns, clarifying that 
indoor water use remains within the municipal system and does not 
represent a net loss. She further noted the city is currently engaged in a 
strategic planning process related to water use recommendations and is 
in the process of selecting a consultant to conduct a comprehensive 
review of zoning enforcement procedures. 

• A question was raised regarding whether the project includes any 
affordable or replacement housing units for displaced residents; Ardmore 
confirmed there is no current requirement to that effect. 

• Regarding Denali project: Part of the benefit of townhomes over 
apartments is access to private outdoor space, which I did not see in this 
project. If we are talking about this being good housing for “families,” 
families want outdoor space. This project removes several old trees and 
does not provide much space to support plants. [This comment was 
submitted later in the suggestion box.] 

Attendees were encouraged to submit written comments to the Planning 
Commission prior to the July 8th hearing and to the City Council prior to any 
subsequent council action. 

 

 



Planning Commission Hearing 
Staff Report 

Hearing Date: July 8, 2026 
 

*ITEM 3  Eric Langvardt requests an amendment to the General Plan Map to change the 
classification from Industrial (I) to Mixed-Use (M) for 21.6 acres of land as part of 
a mixed-use development plan, located approximately at 3657 S Sierra Vista 
Way. Spring Creek Neighborhood. Aaron Ardmore (801) 852-6404 
aardmore@provo.gov PLGPA20260012 

 

APPLICANT: Eric Langvardt 
PROPERTY OWNER: Springville Rising LLC 

PARCEL ID: 23:014:0013; 47:358:0003; 23:002:0041 
ACREAGE: 21.6 

CURRENT LEGAL USE: Vacant 

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: Industrial (I) 
CURRENT ZONE: Planned Industrial Commercial (PIC) 

APPLICATION TYPE: Legislative Decision – Planning Commission will 
make a recommendation to the City Council. 

 
PROPERTY HISTORY 
The three properties included in this proposed project make up the southeast point of Provo 
City and have been zoned PIC since their inclusion into city boundaries. These vacant 
properties have no history of building permits or legal established uses but have been used for 
construction storage at times over the past twenty years. 

NEIGHBORHOOD FEEDBACK 
This proposal was introduced to the East District Neighborhood (formerly District 2) on October 
15, 2025. The minutes of that discussion are attached to this report (attachment #3) and 
include resident concerns regarding lack of economic/sales tax benefit to Provo, balance of 
land uses, traffic, amenities, public benefits, and Provo identity. 

PROJECT SUMMARY 
The proposed project is a part of the vision from Clyde Companies that flows through 
Springville City and Provo City attempting to deliver a walkable, mixed-use corridor. The Provo 
portion of proposal includes approximately 9,960 square feet of retail space across 2.42 acres 
of proposed General Commercial (CG) Zoning, 90 condominium units and 168 townhome units 
over 19.2 acres of proposed Medium Density Residential (MDR) Zoning, and associated 
parking and amenity areas. 
 
This proposal includes the concept plan referred to above, a Zone Map Amendment from the 
PIC Zone to the MDR and CG Zones, and this General Plan Map Amendment to change the 
designation of the property from the Industrial (I) designation to the Mixed-Use (MU) 
designation. 
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STAFF ANALYSIS 
Before recommending an amendment, the Commission must find that the amendment serves 
the public interest and aligns with the General Plan, based on consideration of the following: 

(a) Public purpose for the amendment in question; 
 
Applicant Response: “The requested amendment is intended to better align  
the site’s development potential with the goals and policies outlined in the City’s  
General Plan and to support a more cohesive land use pattern within the surrounding  
context.” 
 
Staff Response: The public purpose of providing a mix of uses in the area matches 
better to the surrounding current and future commercial and residential uses in 
Springville than it does with the adjacent industrial uses in Provo. However, amending 
the General Plan map is needed to advance the proposed zone change and 
development plans as described by the applicant above. 
 
FINDING: Meets standard. 

 
(b) Confirmation that the public purpose is best served by the amendment in question; 
 
Applicant Response: “The current Planned Industrial Commercial (PIC) zoning district 
primarily encourages industrial and large-scale commercial uses characterized by auto-
oriented site layouts and limited pedestrian connectivity. These development patterns 
are inconsistent with the projects goals for creating a mixed-use, human-scaled urban 
environment that supports residential livability and economic diversity. Reclassifying the 
property to MU will allow for a more compatible land use framework that integrates 
residential, commercial, and civic spaces, thereby advancing the City’s objectives for 
sustainable growth, urban vitality, and a higher overall quality of life.” 
 
Staff Response: The current designation would only allow industrial uses to continue to 
be developed, while the proposed amendment could facilitate what the applicant has 
described above. 
 
FINDING: Meets standard. 

 
(c) Compatibility of the proposed amendment with General Plan policies, goals, and 
objectives; 
 
Applicant Response: “The proposed amendment supports and advances the 
overarching goals and policies of the Provo City General Plan by: 

- Encouraging mixed-use development patterns that integrate residential,  
commercial, and recreational opportunities within a cohesive urban framework  
that provides a sense of community and vibrant economy  

- Fostering a sense of place and community identity through dynamic and safe  
public spaces for city residents  
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- Providing additional housing to build on the commitment to make Provo a  
desirable and attainable place to live  

- Promote a connected network of streets, pedestrian trials, and bike lanes to  
efficiently move people and vehicles to enhance neighborhood accessibility and  
promote a dense and walkable community.” 
 
Staff Response: The applicant has cited goals from the General Plan policies above 
from chapters 3, 4, 5, and 6 of the General Plan; and chapters 3 and 5 from the 
Southeast Neighborhoods Plan. 
 
FINDING: Meets standard. 

 
(d) Consistency of the proposed amendment with the General Plan’s “timing and 
sequencing” provisions on changes of use, insofar as they are articulated; 
 
Applicant Response: No response. 
 
Staff Response: There are no provisions for timing and sequencing articulated for this. 
 
FINDING: Meets standard. 

 
(e) Potential of the proposed amendment to hinder or obstruct attainment of the General 
Plan’s articulated policies; 
 
Applicant Response: “the amendment affects only a limited portion of the existing PIC 
district, ensuring that the broader industrial and commercial land use objectives of the 
area remain intact. This targeted change provides an opportunity to diversify the local  
economic base while enhancing the overall urban fabric of the community.” 
 
Staff Response: The proposal will reduce the available land for industrial development 
in the city. The Planning Commission and City Council will need to evaluate the benefits 
of this proposal against the economic development goals and policies related to 
industrial commercial development. 
 
FINDING: May meet standard, depending on priorities. 

 
(f) Adverse impacts on adjacent landowners; and 
 
Applicant Response: No response. 
 
Staff Response: Adjacent landowners include industrial users and vacant industrial land 
to the west and north in Provo, and residential and commercial uses to the east and 
south in Springville. Increased traffic in this area could be seen as an adverse impact of 
this proposal, but the traffic impact study has illustrated improvements to mitigate that. 
 
FINDING: Meets standard. 
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(g) Verification of correctness in the original zoning or General Plan for the area in 
question. 
 
Applicant Response: No response. 
 
Staff Response: Staff have confirmed the General Plan and Zone Map designations are 
correct. 
 
FINDING: Meets standard. 
 
(h) In cases where a conflict arises between the General Plan Map and General Plan 
Policies, precedence shall be given to the Plan Policies. 

Applicant Response: No response. 
 
Staff Response: This is a map amendment, so policies have taken precedence. 
 
FINDING: Meets standard. 
 

POSSIBLE MOTIONS AND FINDINGS 
The Planning Commission may make any of the following findings: 

1. Recommend Approval: The proposal is consistent with the General Plan. 
(Planning Commission recommends approval to the City Council of a General 
Plan Map Amendment from the industrial designation to the mixed-use 
designation for 21.6 acres of land located at 3657 S Sierra Vista Way) 

2. Recommend Denial: The proposal is not consistent with the General Plan. 
(Planning Commission recommends denial to the City Council of a General 
Plan Map Amendment from the industrial designation to the mixed-use 
designation for 21.6 acres of land located at 3657 S Sierra Vista Way) 

3. Continue: New information presented at the public hearing or additional study 
needs to be done. (The Planning Commission continues this item (state 
reasons) 

 
ATTACHMENTS 

1. Current General Plan Map 
2. Applicant Statement 
3. Neighborhood Meeting Minutes 
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ATTACHMENT 1 – CURRENT GENERAL PLAN MAP 
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ATTACHMENT 2 – APPLICANT STATEMENT 
 
Springville Rising General Plan Application Written Responses– Provo  
 
• Description of the proposed amendment.  
This application requests a zoning map amendment to reclassify the subject property 
from the existing Planned Industrial Commercial (PIC) designation to the proposed 
Mixed-Use (MU) zoning district. The requested amendment is intended to better align 
the site’s development potential with the goals and policies outlined in the City’s 
General Plan and to support a more cohesive land use pattern within the surrounding 
context.  

• Statement on the potential use of the property.  
The proposed development, known as Springville Rising, envisions a pedestrian-
oriented, mixed-use district that fosters a compact and walkable environment where 
residents and visitors can live, work, shop, dine, and recreate within close proximity. 
The project will include alley-loaded townhomes, medium-density residential housing, 
and neighborhood-scale commercial uses such as retail and restaurant establishments. 
An interconnected network of open spaces and pedestrian corridors will serve as the 
framework for the community, providing access to recreational amenities and natural 
features for both residents and the broader public. The design intent is to establish a 
vibrant and sustainable district that enhances connectivity, promotes social interaction, 
and supports a balanced mix of land uses.  

• Justification for why the existing designation is no longer appropriate.  
The current Planned Industrial Commercial (PIC) zoning district primarily encourages 
industrial and large-scale commercial uses characterized by auto-oriented site layouts 
and limited pedestrian connectivity. These development patterns are inconsistent with 
the projects goals for creating a mixed-use, human-scaled urban environment that 
supports residential livability and economic diversity. Reclassifying the property to MU 
will allow for a more compatible land use framework that integrates residential, 
commercial, and civic spaces, thereby advancing the City’s objectives for sustainable 
growth, urban vitality, and a higher overall quality of life. 
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ATTACHMENT 3 – NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING MINUTES 
 

Proposed mixed use (residential and commercial) development project at State Street & 
Mountain Vista Parkway in the Spring Creek Neighborhood – Ryan Christofferson of Clyde 
Capital Group  

Neighborhood Coordinator Rachel Breen noted this project is still in the idea phase.  

Ryan Christofferson of Clyde Capital Group presented plans for approximately 40 acres on 
Provo's southeast corner extending into Springville, with half in each city. The overall vision 
includes a retail core with amenities like an ice rink and event lawn space to bring community 
together with retail, connected by pedestrian-friendly design to integrate the community with 
retail space.  

On the Provo side, plans include 123 mid-density residentials (condominiums) in the northeast 
corner, surrounded by 174 townhomes, all for-sale products rather than rentals, plus 16,000 
square feet of commercial space on the south end. The property is currently zoned industrial, 
and they seek mixed-use designation.  

When asked for orientation, Christofferson clarified the location is west of State Street. 
Regarding retail type, he emphasized heavy food and beverage focus rather than general retail. 
The ice rink would be located in the area marked "community commons."  

A South Provo resident expressed concern that all retail appears on Springville's side, meaning 
it won't appear in Google searches for South Provo and provides no sales tax benefit to Provo. 
Christofferson explained market demands drove the location at the busy 1400/State Street 
intersection, but acknowledged the concern about Provo getting all residential while Springville 
gets retail. He noted both cities are working on an interlocal tax-share agreement through their 
economic developers and city managers.  

When asked if the ice rink would compete with Provo’s Peaks Ice Arena, Christofferson said 
they just want an amenity bringing people to the food and beverage retail space for gatherings 
and events, mentioning possibilities like March Madness viewing on the event lawn.   

Multiple residents raised concerns about sales tax revenue, with one directly asking what 
benefit Provo receives beyond condominiums when residents will shop in Springville and an ice 
rink might reduce Peaks Ice Arena revenue. Christofferson acknowledged Provo would receive 
property tax income and emphasized they're asking both cities to work together on tax sharing 
through the interlocal agreement because the development works better as a whole than 
separated. Christofferson noted developers have stepped aside to let the cities determine 
specifics.  

A resident asked about likelihood of achieving an interlocal agreement and precedent for Provo-
Springville tax revenue sharing. Aaron Ardmore responded that it's a priority for Provo to 
recommend approval, requiring both rezoning and general plan amendment. Staff support 
depends on achieving interlocal sales tax sharing. While this is a first-of-its-kind proposal 
without precedent, Provo's economic development director Cody Hill is working closely with 
Springville's city manager. Without the agreement, staff support would be impacted.  

A Zoom participant asked about grocery store plans given South Provo's lack of nearby grocery 
options. Christofferson indicated they're looking at neighborhood grocery store possibilities and 
working through it.  
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One resident suggested running retail and condominiums parallel rather than stacking them, 
allowing access from both Main Street and 1400 South so both cities naturally get half of each. 
Christofferson said they would take it into consideration.  

The final question asked about the Clyde headquarters shown on the map, with Christofferson 
confirming Clyde Companies has broken ground on their new headquarters there, not just a 
sales office. When asked how much Clyde would make from the development, Christofferson 
only responded they're "giving a lot back to the community on this one" without providing 
specific numbers. 



Planning Commission Hearing 
Staff Report 

Hearing Date: July 8, 2026 
 

*ITEM 4  Eric Langvardt requests a Zone Map Amendment from the PIC (Planned 
Industrial Commercial) Zone to the MDR and CG Zones for 21.6 acres of land as 
part of a mixed-use development plan, located approximately at 3657 S Sierra 
Vista Way. Spring Creek Neighborhood. Aaron Ardmore (801) 852-6404 
aardmore@provo.gov PLRZ20260006 

 

APPLICANT: Eric Langvardt 
PROPERTY OWNER: Springville Rising LLC 

PARCEL ID: 23:014:0013; 47:358:0003; 23:002:0041 
ACREAGE: 21.6 

CURRENT LEGAL USE: Vacant 

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: Industrial (I) 
CURRENT ZONE: Planned Industrial Commercial (PIC) 

APPLICATION TYPE: Legislative Decision – Planning Commission will 
make a recommendation to the City Council. 

 
PROPERTY HISTORY 
The three properties included in this proposed project make up the southeast point of Provo 
City and have been zoned PIC since their inclusion into city boundaries. These vacant 
properties have no history of building permits or legal established uses but have been used for 
construction storage at times over the past twenty years. 

NEIGHBORHOOD FEEDBACK 
This proposal was introduced to the East District Neighborhood (formerly District 2) on October 
15, 2025. The minutes of that discussion are attached to this report (attachment #3) and 
include resident concerns regarding lack of economic/sales tax benefit to Provo, balance of 
land uses, traffic, amenities, public benefits, and Provo identity. 

PROJECT SUMMARY 
The proposed project is a part of the vision from Clyde Companies that flows through 
Springville City and Provo City attempting to deliver a walkable, mixed-use corridor. The Provo 
portion of proposal includes approximately 9,960 square feet of retail space across 2.42 acres 
of proposed General Commercial (CG) Zoning, 90 condominium units and 168 townhome units 
over 19.2 acres of proposed Medium Density Residential (MDR) Zoning, and associated 
parking and amenity areas. 
 
This proposal includes the concept plan referred to above, a General Plan Map Amendment to 
change the designation of the property from the Industrial (I) designation to the Mixed-Use 
(MU) designation, and this Zone Map Amendment from the PIC Zone to the MDR and CG 
Zones. 
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STAFF ANALYSIS 
Before recommending an amendment, the Commission must find that the amendment serves 
the public interest and aligns with the General Plan, based on consideration of the following: 

(a) Public purpose for the amendment in question; 
 
Applicant Response: “The purpose of the requested rezone is to facilitate the 
development of Springville Rising, a compact, walkable mixed-use district that embodies 
the principles of sustainable urban design and smart growth.” 
 
Staff Response: The proposed zone changes are needed to facilitate the development 
plan imagined with the concepts shown in the below attachment and described above. 
 
FINDING: Meets standard. 
 
(b) Confirmation that the public purpose is best served by the amendment in question; 
 
Applicant Response: “The [proposed zoning] will allow for a greater diversity of land 
uses and housing types while enhancing pedestrian mobility, neighborhood connectivity, 
and economic vitality. In contrast, the existing Planned Industrial Commercial (PIC) 
zoning primarily accommodates industrial and large-format commercial uses that do not 
support the creation of a pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use environment.” 
 
Staff Response: The proposed MDR and CG zones are the best fit to deliver the 
proposed development. 
 
FINDING: Meets standard. 
 
(c) Compatibility of the proposed amendment with General Plan policies, goals, and 
objectives; 
 
Applicant Response: “The proposed amendment supports and advances the 
overarching goals and policies of the Provo City General Plan by: 

- Encouraging mixed-use development patterns that integrate residential,  
commercial, and recreational opportunities within a cohesive urban framework  
that provides a sense of community and vibrant economy  

- Fostering a sense of place and community identity through dynamic and safe  
public spaces for city residents  

- Providing additional housing to build on the commitment to make Provo a  
desirable and attainable place to live  

- Promote a connected network of streets, pedestrian trials, and bike lanes to  
efficiently move people and vehicles to enhance neighborhood accessibility and  
promote a dense and walkable community.” 
 
Staff Response: The applicant has cited goals from the General Plan policies above 
from chapters 3, 4, 5, and 6 of the General Plan; and chapters 3 and 5 from the 
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Southeast Neighborhoods Plan. 
 
FINDING: Meets standard. 
 
(d) Consistency of the proposed amendment with the General Plan’s “timing and 
sequencing” provisions on changes of use, insofar as they are articulated; 
 
Applicant Response: No response. 
 
Staff Response: There are no provisions for timing and sequencing articulated for this. 
 
FINDING: Meets standard. 
 
(e) Potential of the proposed amendment to hinder or obstruct attainment of the General 
Plan’s articulated policies; 
 
Applicant Response: “the amendment affects only a limited portion of the existing PIC 
district, ensuring that the broader industrial and commercial land use objectives of the 
area remain intact. This targeted change provides an opportunity to diversify the local  
economic base while enhancing the overall urban fabric of the community.” 
 
Staff Response: The proposal will reduce the available land for industrial development 
in the city. The Planning Commission and City Council will need to evaluate the benefits 
of this proposal against the economic development goals and policies related to 
industrial commercial development. 
 
FINDING: May meet standard, depending on priorities. 
 
(f) Adverse impacts on adjacent landowners; and 
 
Applicant Response: No response. 
 
Staff Response: Adjacent landowners include industrial users and vacant industrial land 
to the west and north in Provo, and residential and commercial uses to the east and 
south in Springville. Increased traffic in this area could be seen as an adverse impact of 
this proposal, but the traffic impact study has illustrated improvements to mitigate that. 
 
FINDING: Meets standard. 
 
(g) Verification of correctness in the original zoning or General Plan for the area in 
question. 
 
Applicant Response: No response. 
 
Staff Response: Staff have confirmed the General Plan and Zone Map designations are 
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correct. 
 
FINDING: Meets standard. 
 
(h) In cases where a conflict arises between the General Plan Map and General Plan 
Policies, precedence shall be given to the Plan Policies. 

Applicant Response: No response. 
 
Staff Response: Policies have taken precedence. 
 
FINDING: Meets standard. 

 
In addition to the criteria from Provo City Code 14.02 addressed above, the General Plan has 
established criteria for any zone change for residential development, found on page 45, as 
follows: (staff responses in bold) 
 

• Would the rezone promote one of the top 3 housing strategies? Yes 
 

○ Promote a mix of home types, sizes, and price points Yes, there are a variety of 
townhome and condo layouts proposed in the concept plans. 

 
○ Support zoning to promote ADUs and infill development No, building types would 
not permit ADU’s and this would not be considered infill development. 

 
○ Recognize the value of single-family neighborhoods Possibly, these units may take 
pressure off of over-occupying or densifying single-family neighborhoods. 

 
• Are utilities and streets currently within 300 feet of the property proposed for rezone? Yes. 
 
• Would the rezone exclude land that is currently being used for agricultural use? Yes. 
 
• Does the rezone facilitate housing that has reasonable proximity (1/2 mile) to public transit 
stops or stations? Yes, UTA route 821 Main St / 1400 N stop is within a half-mile. 
 
• Would the rezone encourage development of environmentally or geologically sensitive, or 
fire or flood prone, lands? If so, has the applicant demonstrated these issues can 
reasonably be mitigated? No. 
 
• Would the proposed rezone facilitate the increase of on-street parking within 500 feet of 
the subject property? If so, is the applicant willing to guarantee use of a TDM in relation to 
the property to reduce the need for on-street parking? Maybe, though the concept 
provides more off-street parking than is required by code. 
 
• Would the rezone facilitate a housing development where a majority of the housing units 
are owner-occupied? Unknown, the applicant has been informed of this priority. 
Is the applicant willing to guarantee such? Unknown. 
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• Would the proposed rezone facilitate a housing development where at least 10% of the 
housing units are attainable to those making between 50-79% AMI? Is the applicant willing 
to guarantee such? Unknown, the applicant has been informed of this priority. 

 
POSSIBLE MOTIONS AND FINDINGS 
The Planning Commission may make any of the following findings: 

1. Recommend Approval: The proposal is consistent with the General Plan. 
(Planning Commission recommends approval to the City Council of a Zone 
Map Amendment from the PIC Zone to the MDR and CG Zones for 21.6 
acres of land located at 3657 S Sierra Vista Way) 

2. Recommend Denial: The proposal is not consistent with the General Plan. 
(Planning Commission recommends denial to the City Council of a Zone Map 
Amendment from the PIC Zone to the MDR and CG Zones for 21.6 acres of 
land located at 3657 S Sierra Vista Way) 

3. Continue: New information presented at the public hearing or additional study 
needs to be done. (The Planning Commission continues this item (state 
reasons) 

 
ATTACHMENTS 

1. Current Zone Map 
2. Concept Plan 
3. Neighborhood Meeting Minutes 
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ATTACHMENT 1 – CURRENT ZONE MAP 
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ATTACHMENT 2 – CONCEPT PLAN 
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ATTACHMENT 3 – NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING MINUTES 
 

Proposed mixed use (residential and commercial) development project at State Street & 
Mountain Vista Parkway in the Spring Creek Neighborhood – Ryan Christofferson of Clyde 
Capital Group  

Neighborhood Coordinator Rachel Breen noted this project is still in the idea phase.  

Ryan Christofferson of Clyde Capital Group presented plans for approximately 40 acres on 
Provo's southeast corner extending into Springville, with half in each city. The overall vision 
includes a retail core with amenities like an ice rink and event lawn space to bring community 
together with retail, connected by pedestrian-friendly design to integrate the community with 
retail space.  

On the Provo side, plans include 123 mid-density residentials (condominiums) in the northeast 
corner, surrounded by 174 townhomes, all for-sale products rather than rentals, plus 16,000 
square feet of commercial space on the south end. The property is currently zoned industrial, 
and they seek mixed-use designation.  

When asked for orientation, Christofferson clarified the location is west of State Street. 
Regarding retail type, he emphasized heavy food and beverage focus rather than general retail. 
The ice rink would be located in the area marked "community commons."  

A South Provo resident expressed concern that all retail appears on Springville's side, meaning 
it won't appear in Google searches for South Provo and provides no sales tax benefit to Provo. 
Christofferson explained market demands drove the location at the busy 1400/State Street 
intersection, but acknowledged the concern about Provo getting all residential while Springville 
gets retail. He noted both cities are working on an interlocal tax-share agreement through their 
economic developers and city managers.  

When asked if the ice rink would compete with Provo’s Peaks Ice Arena, Christofferson said 
they just want an amenity bringing people to the food and beverage retail space for gatherings 
and events, mentioning possibilities like March Madness viewing on the event lawn.   

Multiple residents raised concerns about sales tax revenue, with one directly asking what 
benefit Provo receives beyond condominiums when residents will shop in Springville and an ice 
rink might reduce Peaks Ice Arena revenue. Christofferson acknowledged Provo would receive 
property tax income and emphasized they're asking both cities to work together on tax sharing 
through the interlocal agreement because the development works better as a whole than 
separated. Christofferson noted developers have stepped aside to let the cities determine 
specifics.  

A resident asked about likelihood of achieving an interlocal agreement and precedent for Provo-
Springville tax revenue sharing. Aaron Ardmore responded that it's a priority for Provo to 
recommend approval, requiring both rezoning and general plan amendment. Staff support 
depends on achieving interlocal sales tax sharing. While this is a first-of-its-kind proposal 
without precedent, Provo's economic development director Cody Hill is working closely with 
Springville's city manager. Without the agreement, staff support would be impacted.  

A Zoom participant asked about grocery store plans given South Provo's lack of nearby grocery 
options. Christofferson indicated they're looking at neighborhood grocery store possibilities and 
working through it.  
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One resident suggested running retail and condominiums parallel rather than stacking them, 
allowing access from both Main Street and 1400 South so both cities naturally get half of each. 
Christofferson said they would take it into consideration.  

The final question asked about the Clyde headquarters shown on the map, with Christofferson 
confirming Clyde Companies has broken ground on their new headquarters there, not just a 
sales office. When asked how much Clyde would make from the development, Christofferson 
only responded they're "giving a lot back to the community on this one" without providing 
specific numbers. 



Planning Commission Hearing 
Staff Report 

Hearing Date: July 8, 2026 
 

ITEM 5  Eric Langvardt requests Concept Plan approval for a mixed-use development 
containing 90 condos, 168 townhomes, and approximately 10,000 sq. ft. of 
commercial space over 21.6 acres in proposed MDR and CG Zones, located 
approximately at 3657 S Sierra Vista Way. Spring Creek Neighborhood. Aaron 
Ardmore (801) 852-6404 aardmore@provo.gov PLCP20260011 

 

APPLICANT: Eric Langvardt 
PROPERTY OWNER: Springville Rising LLC 

PARCEL ID: 23:014:0013; 47:358:0003; 23:002:0041 

ACREAGE: 21.6 
CURRENT LEGAL USE: Vacant 

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: Industrial (I) 

CURRENT ZONE: Planned Industrial Commercial (PIC) 
APPLICATION TYPE: Administrative Decision – must be approved if it 

meets all city standards. 

 
PROPERTY HISTORY 
The three properties included in this proposed project make up the southeast point of Provo 
City and have been zoned PIC since their inclusion into city boundaries. These vacant 
properties have no history of building permits or legal established uses but have been used for 
construction storage at times over the past twenty years. 

NEIGHBORHOOD FEEDBACK 
This proposal was introduced to the East District Neighborhood (formerly District 2) on October 
15, 2025. The minutes of that discussion are attached to this report (Attachment 5) and include 
resident concerns regarding lack of economic/sales tax benefit to Provo, balance of land uses, 
traffic, amenities, public benefits, and Provo identity. 

PROJECT SUMMARY 
The proposed project is a part of the vision from Clyde Companies that flows through Springville 
City and Provo City attempting to deliver a walkable, mixed-use corridor. The Provo portion of 
proposal includes approximately 9,960 square feet of retail space across 2.42 acres of 
proposed General Commercial (CG) Zoning, 90 condominium units and 168 townhome units 
over 19.2 acres of proposed Medium Density Residential (MDR) Zoning, and associated parking 
and amenity areas.  

The concept also shows new connections to Mountain Vista Parkway, State Street, and Sierra 
Vista Way. The connections to State Street and the overall access plan are currently being 
evaluated by UDOT and would require future meetings and approvals from that State agency. A 
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traffic impact study has been conducted for this project and recommended improvements are 
shown below in attachment #4 

Finally, because the majority of the commercial uses in the overall “Springville Rising” concept 
sit in Springville and the bulk of the housing element is proposed in Provo, staff from both 
Springville and Provo are working through agreements to cooperate on an equitable sharing of 
sales tax revenues for the proposed project. This may involve an interlocal cooperation 
agreement, which both cities are amenable to and will continue to work towards. 

STAFF ANALYSIS 

Proposed Uses: General Retail, Restaurant, Condominiums, Townhomes 

 Finding: Complies. 

MDR Zone 

Lot Standards 

Required: 

• Lot area: 20,000 square feet 
• Lot frontage: 35 feet 
• Lot width: 40 feet 
• Lot depth: 90 feet 
• Lot coverage: 50% (max.) 
• Density: 30 units/acre (max.) 

Proposed: 

• Lot area: 19.2 acres (836,352 square feet) 
• Lot frontage: over 500 feet on each area 
• Lot width: over 400 feet on each area 
• Lot depth: 220-570 feet 
• Lot coverage: 27% 
• Density: 13.4 units/acre 

Finding: Complies 

Setback Requirements 

Required: 

• Front yard: 20 feet 
• Side yard, street: 20 feet 
• Side yard, interior: 10 feet 
• Rear yard: 20 feet 
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Proposed: 

• Front yard: 20-30 feet 
• Side yard, street: 20-40 feet 
• Side yard, interior: 13-32 feet 
• Rear yard: 20-30 feet 

Finding: Complies 

Building Height and Distance 

Required: 

• Maximum building height: 45 feet 
• Minimum distance between buildings: 15 feet 

Proposed: 

• Maximum building height: 24-44 feet 
• Minimum distance between buildings: 15 feet 

Finding: Complies 

Parking and Access 

Required: 582 stalls (2.25 per unit x 258 total 2-3 bed units) 

Proposed: 659 stalls 

Finding: Complies 

Landscaping 

Required: Project plans will need to meet Provo City Code 15.20. 

Proposed: Details have not been provided at concept plan, but landscape space 
has been provided in the 9.39 acres of open space. 

Finding: Unknown, but space provided in site plan would allow for compliance. 

Design Standards 

Required: Project plans will need to meet Provo City Code 14.34.287. 

Proposed: Detailed architectural plans have not been provided at concept plan, 
but conceptual elevations and site plan show the ability to meet the standard. 

Finding: Ability to Comply 
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Amenity Requirements 

Required: 54,056 square feet 

Proposed: 77,148 square feet 

Finding: Complies 

CG Zone 

Lot Standards 

Required: 

• Lot area: No requirement 
• Lot frontage: 35 feet 
• Lot width: No requirement 
• Lot coverage: No requirement 
• Zone area: 2 acres 

Proposed: 

• Lot area: 2.42 acres 
• Lot frontage: 130 feet 
• Lot width: 130 feet 
• Lot coverage: 10% 
• Zone area: 2.42 acres 

Finding: Complies 

Setback Requirements 

Required: 

• Front yard: 10 feet 
• Side yard, street: 10 feet 
• Side yard, interior: 10 feet 
• Rear yard: No requirement 

Proposed: 

• Front yard: 10 feet 
• Side yard, street: 10 feet 
• Side yard, interior: 15 feet 
• Rear yard: N/A 

Finding: Complies 
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Building Height and Distance 

Required: 

• Maximum building height: No requirement 
• Minimum distance between buildings: No requirement 

Proposed: 

• Maximum building height: 21 feet 
• Minimum distance between buildings: 59 feet 

Finding: Complies 

Parking and Access 

Required: 

• Building G: 34 stalls (2,400 square feet restaurant @ 1/100 square feet + 2,000 
square feet retail @ 1/200 square feet) 

• Building H: 60 stalls (4,545 square feet restaurant + 3,000 square feet retail) 
• TOTAL: 94 stalls 

Proposed: 146 stalls (shared with Springville) 

Finding: Complies 

Landscaping 

Required: Project plans will need to meet Provo City Code 15.20. 

Proposed: Details have not been provided at concept plan, but landscape space 
has been provided in the 9.39 acres of open space. 

Finding: Unknown, but space provided in site plan would allow for compliance. 

Other Considerations 

SOUTH STATE STREET DESIGN CORRIDOR 

Building Location 

 Required: Minimum 10 feet / Maximum 20 feet from front or street side yard 

 Proposed: 30 feet for residential buildings; 208 feet for commercial building G 

 Finding: Does not Comply 

COORDINATOR REVIEW COMMITTEE (CRC) COMMENTS 
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The following issues have been identified in the concept plan by other departments 
outside of Development Services to be addressed after the zone change decision: 

• Public Works: Many of the concerns raised during concept plan review will be addressed 
during project plan review.  Provide additional clarity on the following two items: 

1. Provide narrative of storm water management confirming that discharge from  
Springville will be limited to historical capacity of 18-inch line east of State Street and 
that no new water from State Street will be discharged through the development and 
connected to the existing Provo City outfall line. Clarify whether storm drainage 
infrastructure will be constructed in State Street. 

2. Limit movements on new proposed access road south of Mountain Vista Parkway to 
right-in, right-out movements only. 
 

APPLICABLE ZONING CODES 

Provo City Code 14.14B (MDR Zone) https://provo.municipal.codes/Code/14.14B 

Provo City Code 14.22 (CG Zone) https://provo.municipal.codes/Code/14.22 

Provo City Code 14.34.290(4) (South State Street Design Corridor) 
https://provo.municipal.codes/Code/14.34.290 
 
POSSIBLE MOTIONS AND FINDINGS 
The Planning Commission may make any of the following findings: 

1. Approve: The proposal is consistent with city code. (The Planning 
Commission approves the proposed concept plan, subject to the associated 
General Plan Map and Zone Map Amendments being approved by the City 
Council.) 

2. Deny: The proposal is not consistent with city code. (The Planning 
Commission denies the proposed concept plan (state findings) 

3. Continue: New information presented at the public hearing or additional 
study needs to be done. (The Planning Commission continues the proposed 
concept plan (state findings) 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
1. Area Map 
2. Concept Site Plan 
3. Concept Parking Plan 
4. Traffic Impact Study Recommendations 
5. Neighborhood Meeting Minutes 

 

https://provo.municipal.codes/Code/14.14B
https://provo.municipal.codes/Code/14.22
https://provo.municipal.codes/Code/14.34.290
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ATTACHMENT 1 – AREA MAP 
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ATTACHMENT 2 – CONCEPT SITE PLAN 
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ATTACHMENT 3 – CONCEPT PARKING PLAN 
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ATTACHMENT 4 – TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY RECOMMENDATIONS 
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ATTACHMENT 5 – NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING MINUTES 
 

Proposed mixed use (residential and commercial) development project at State Street & 
Mountain Vista Parkway in the Spring Creek Neighborhood – Ryan Christofferson of Clyde 
Capital Group  

Neighborhood Coordinator Rachel Breen noted this project is still in the idea phase.  

Ryan Christofferson of Clyde Capital Group presented plans for approximately 40 acres on 
Provo's southeast corner extending into Springville, with half in each city. The overall vision 
includes a retail core with amenities like an ice rink and event lawn space to bring community 
together with retail, connected by pedestrian-friendly design to integrate the community with 
retail space.  

On the Provo side, plans include 123 mid-density residentials (condominiums) in the northeast 
corner, surrounded by 174 townhomes, all for-sale products rather than rentals, plus 16,000 
square feet of commercial space on the south end. The property is currently zoned industrial, 
and they seek mixed-use designation.  

When asked for orientation, Christofferson clarified the location is west of State Street. 
Regarding retail type, he emphasized heavy food and beverage focus rather than general retail. 
The ice rink would be located in the area marked "community commons."  

A South Provo resident expressed concern that all retail appears on Springville's side, meaning 
it won't appear in Google searches for South Provo and provides no sales tax benefit to Provo. 
Christofferson explained market demands drove the location at the busy 1400/State Street 
intersection, but acknowledged the concern about Provo getting all residential while Springville 
gets retail. He noted both cities are working on an interlocal tax-share agreement through their 
economic developers and city managers.  

When asked if the ice rink would compete with Provo’s Peaks Ice Arena, Christofferson said 
they just want an amenity bringing people to the food and beverage retail space for gatherings 
and events, mentioning possibilities like March Madness viewing on the event lawn.   

Multiple residents raised concerns about sales tax revenue, with one directly asking what 
benefit Provo receives beyond condominiums when residents will shop in Springville and an ice 
rink might reduce Peaks Ice Arena revenue. Christofferson acknowledged Provo would receive 
property tax income and emphasized they're asking both cities to work together on tax sharing 
through the interlocal agreement because the development works better as a whole than 
separated. Christofferson noted developers have stepped aside to let the cities determine 
specifics.  

A resident asked about likelihood of achieving an interlocal agreement and precedent for Provo-
Springville tax revenue sharing. Aaron Ardmore responded that it's a priority for Provo to 
recommend approval, requiring both rezoning and general plan amendment. Staff support 
depends on achieving interlocal sales tax sharing. While this is a first-of-its-kind proposal 
without precedent, Provo's economic development director Cody Hill is working closely with 
Springville's city manager. Without the agreement, staff support would be impacted.  

A Zoom participant asked about grocery store plans given South Provo's lack of nearby grocery 
options. Christofferson indicated they're looking at neighborhood grocery store possibilities and 
working through it.  
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One resident suggested running retail and condominiums parallel rather than stacking them, 
allowing access from both Main Street and 1400 South so both cities naturally get half of each. 
Christofferson said they would take it into consideration.  

The final question asked about the Clyde headquarters shown on the map, with Christofferson 
confirming Clyde Companies has broken ground on their new headquarters there, not just a 
sales office. When asked how much Clyde would make from the development, Christofferson 
only responded they're "giving a lot back to the community on this one" without providing 
specific numbers. 



Joni McIntire | July 6, 2026 
Opinion on Tuscanel Townhomes 

My name is Joni McIntire, and I've lived in Joaquin neighborhood for 37 years, and in my current 
location, 237 N 200 E, for 33 years. I have attended every public meeting about the 
Denali/Tuscanel projects. I am asking that you DENY a recommendation to the Provo City 
Council to change the zoning of 313 E 200 N from a Residential Conservation Zone to a High 
Density Residential zone. 

Most importantly, the proposed zone changes DO NOT FOLLOW the Joaquin Neighborhood 
Plan (2014) and its Residential Conservation Zone which ensure that the neighborhood's 
historic character will be preserved and density will not increase. Yes, we do have complexes 
that are high density near the Tuscanel Project; however, most of those were built more than 45 
years ago: Aspenwood Apartments (1960), Casa Linda (1963), Apollo Apartments (1967), and 
Fleur de Lis (2002, planning commenced before the Jan. 8. 2002 building moratorium). Between 
approximately 1998 and 2002, at least 7 Joaquin homes were demolished for following 
apartment complexes: Summerlyn (239 E 300 N, 2001),  Fleur de Lis (275 N 300 E, 2002), 
Cornerstone Apartments (191 N 400 E, circa 1998). It was unsettling to see those livable homes 
destroyed. We permanent residents love our distinctive neighborhood and want to keep it that 
way. 

Next, I believe that the chosen construction materials DO NOT MATCH nor preserve the historic 
character of the neighborhood. My own home was built in 1915 (111 years old) and is brick with 
asphalt roofing. Other homes surrounding the intended townhomes are also brick with asphalt 
roofing. Tuscanel's proposed exterior wall materials are stone and stucco; and their intended 
roofing, tile. None of the neighbors' homes have "decorative metal railings" around the windows 
which are also planned for the townhouses. 

Furthermore, requiring one-year townhome OWNER OCCUPANCY ISN'T LONG ENOUGH for 
long-term community stability. That's what renters do. Renters live in an apartment for a year or 
two and then move. We have seen this happen here for decades, and it will happen to the 
townhomes too but be rented out by the owners instead. For the best community stability, I 
recommend what Neighborhood Housing Services (now NeighborhoodWorks) did in the early 
2000's. They purchased, rehabilitated, and sold old homes in Joaquin. When a home was sold, 
the new owner agreed to live there for at least five years. Five years! That's what will encourage 
long-term stability in Joaquin, not one year. 

Finally, the number of parking spaces planned (25.5) DOES NOT COMPLY with the required 26. 
More need to be added or the number of cars must be reduced. And, most likely, we all agree 
that the number of cars will not be reduced. In fact, even more cars may come. My friends and 
neighbors living within one block of Tuscanel have stated that the residents of nearby apartment 
complexes repeatedly park on the street because 1) there aren't enough spots at the complex 
or 2) even though there are plenty of spaces in their complex, no one wants to pay the monthly 
parking fees so they park on the street for free and thus, take up the street parking for visitors to 
neighbors' homes. More cars for the townhome occupants will also INCREASE TRAFFIC on 
200 North. 



I can see the too-small roundabout at 200 East and 200 North from my home. I can also hear 
every car accident that happens there. The worst accidents have been a car smashing into the 
home on the northwest corner and another flipping over onto the property of the northeast 
home. More cars equal a greater possibility of accidents at the roundabout. I do not want more 
cars on 200 North. 

If the Residential Conservation Zone for 313 E 200 N is changed to High Density Residential, it 
will open the flood gates and more zones changes will be requested. Our quiet historical 
neighborhood will be forever changed for the worse. I don't want that. Please recommend 
"Denial" of this project to the Provo City Council. 

Thank you, 
Joni McIntire 
Provo 

 

Robert Mills | July 6, 2026 
Support for Provo Planning Commission Agenda Items 1 and 2 on July 8, 2026 

Good Afternoon Provo Planning Commission Members. 

I am writing to express support of the Tuscanel Townhome project in the Joaquin Neighborhood 
of Provo because of the opportunity it provides for additional owner-occupied housing units in 
the Joaquin Neighborhood.  

I recognize the proposed townhome project is not consistent with the Joaquin Neighborhood 
Plan or the Residential Conservation Zone; however, the opportunity to infuse owner-occupied 
housing in the neighborhood is worth considering. The project will provide 12 new housing units 
that appear to be architecturally compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. Additionally, 
because the new units will be deed restricted to owner occupants, the individuals and families 
that move in will likely be more long term residents. Long-term residents help with neighborhood 
stabilization and neighborhood diversity.  

Given the prevalence of rental housing in the area, I respectfully encourage you to support the 
Tuscanel Townhome project which will bring 12 deed-restricted, owner-occupied units to the 
neighborhood.   

Thank you,  
Robert Mills 

 

Rachel Russon | July 6, 2026 
Townhouses on 313 E 200 N 

Hello! I live a little south of this new proposed townhouse project, I just wanted to comment that 
the home at 312 is beautiful and noteworthy, they have kept it in great shape and I'd love to see 
it last. Seeing the Joaquin neighborhood get uprooted is not ok with us in the Maeser 



neighborhood, it will only encourage more historic homes and neighborhoods to be demolished 
around Provo to make way for high density projects like this. Families want homes, not 
townhouses. Families want a yard and privacy, not asphalt and shared walls. I'm hoping we can 
find better solutions to affordable housing rather than hollowing out our city's charm. Old things 
are a finite resource. Please do not support this high density project.  

Thank you!  
Rachel Russon 

 

Tom Spencer | July 5, 2026 
Public comment on Tuscanel Project (July 8 meeting) 

Dear Planning Commission,  

Please find attached my feedback on the Tuscanel Project that you will be voting on in your July 
8 meeting. As I explain in the letter, I am the Central Neighborhood District Chair, but the 
attached letter contains my personal opinion on the project, not my summary of the 
neighborhood feedback on it. I will provide the latter in my 3-minute comment at the meeting. 

Attachment:  
Tuscanel Project Feedback 
313 E 200 N 

Dear Planning Commission, 
 
I am writing regarding the Tuscanel project in the Joaquin neighborhood, which you will be 
voting on on July 8. I am the current chair of the Central Neighborhood District, and I did 
not have time to make my own comments about this project in our June 17 neighborhood 
district meeting, since there were so many other people who had something to say. I will 
also not have time to communicate my personal view when I present the neighborhood’s 
feedback to you on July 8, and therefore I’m writing this now. 
 
Along with the vast majority of residents who have expressed their opinion on this matter, I 
am concerned that this third iteration of the Denali project (now renamed Tuscanel) is still 
too big. Although there are some other comparably sized complexes in the vicinity, those 
looming structures are part of the reason that South Joaquin was rezoned as Residential 
Conservation. The Tuscanel project, if approved, would effectively say “never mind” to the 
whole idea behind that RC rezone, and there wouldn’t be any good reason to deny the next 
high-density rezoning request that comes along. Knock-on effects are very real in crowded 
areas like Joaquin that attract competing interests, so principled consistency is crucial if 
you want to maintain any control at all. 
 
The Joaquin neighborhood plan adopted unanimously by the city council in 2014 (I was on 
the committee for that plan) already carefully considered which areas could be redeveloped 
for increased density, and it’s free-game north of 500. That’s about half the neighborhood. 



So this isn’t a NIMBY issue, as I see it. And if we do make exceptions, it seems like they 
should be on the periphery, along major streets (900 E, University Ave, parts of Center 
Street, around the UVX stops), and not the internal parts of the neighborhood, where the 
Tuscanel project would be. 
 
Also, it is important to look at the exact location of this project. As you can see from the two 
photos at the end of this document, the Apollo parking lot runs right up to the applicant’s 
property line, and a row of trees on the applicant’s property provides significant aesthetic 
relief from the sight of that parking lot. The Tuscanel project would remove all those trees 
and have the front door of several town homes just a few steps from the Apollo parking lot, 
within only a tiny strip (2 feet?) of landscaping at the property edge. All of the current 
aesthetic relief would be lost, and you would be asking people to purchase homes that front 
directly on someone else’s large parking lot. I doubt anyone would do that, unless they 
immediately wanted to turn around and rent it. 
 
I truly appreciate that the applicant is offering town homes rather than rental units, but the 
project still seems too tall and wide to complement, let alone conserve, the character 
neighborhood. It still looks bloated relative to the small piece of land it occupies. My final 
word would be this: less height, more green space (where a small family could, for 
instance, lay out a picnic blanket), aesthetic relief between the Apollo and the applicant’s 
property, and fewer units altogether. 
 
Sincerely, 
Tom Spencer 
Joaquin Resident 
Central Neighborhood District Chair 
 
Photo 1 of 2 

 



Applicant’s property on left, Apollo Apartments on right. All the trees would be removed. 
Townhomes would front directly on Apollo parking lot. 

Photo 2 of 2  

 

Apollo parking lot, looking toward applicant’s property. All trees would be removed, 
eliminating sorely needed aesthetic relief. Tuscanel residents would be immediately 

confronted with this parking lot when exiting their home. 

 

Frances Callis | July 5, 2026 
July 8th meeting 

Item 2: So much work went into  The Joaquin Neighborhood Plan. Seems like allowing 
exceptions would open the door to more exceptions. Before the protections were put into 
place- the Joaquin neighborhood experienced tragic demolitions of pioneer homes and was 
greatly diminished.  Unfortunately new architecture is lacking the quality that our ancestors 
knew. I still fume at those days of watching beloved pioneer homes with gorgeous stained 
glass windows being torn down and replaced with blah vanilla cheap embarrassments. 
Wishing for renewed interest in a sense of beauty and pride in heritage. This pride is why 
it’s worth walking historic districts in other cities. Please Provo no exceptions to the Joaquin 
Neighborhood Plan.  Thank you! 

Frances Callis 

 



David Hawkinson | July 2, 2026 
Tuscanel Townhomes Planning Meeting 7/8/2026 

As a resident in the Joaquin Neighborhood, I oppose the development proposed at 
approximately 313 E. 200 N. for the following reasons: 

-The proposed development does not comply with the current Residential Conservation 
zone that was established to “encourage conservation of existing housing . . . and if 
existing residential uses are replaced, new development is to be established at not more 
than the same density as legally existed on April 2, 2002.” 

-The application is requesting a rezone from Residential Conservation to High Density 
Residential and even with that rezoning it does not comply with the required parking spaces 
thus requiring a “variance” on a rezone, adding even more parking issues in the 
neighborhood. 

-The proposed design of having 12 garbage cans stored in individual garages to be hauled 
out to a designated “Garbage Collection Zone” located on 300 East will additionally reduce 
available street parking. I am unaware of any single block within the neighborhood that has 
12 garbage cans out for pickup at one time let alone a single address that could have 12 
bins out (or even more if any of the residents should opt for recycling). 

-If the application being requested to rezone is approved, then the current “Residential 
Conservation Zone” designed to protect and preserve the residential feel and makeup of 
the neighborhood will become null and void and give “open season” on any and all 
properties within the neighborhood to become rezoned to high density housing and thus 
destroy the current residential neighborhood. Once Pandora’s box is opened it will not be 
able to be closed. 

For these reasons, I oppose the rezone of proposed project at approximately 313 E. 200 N. 

David W. Hawkinson 

 

Florence Hawkinson | July 1, 2026 
Public Comment - Tuscanel Townhomes LLC 

I am a resident within 500 ft of the proposed project site for the following two items that 
appear on the Planning Commission agenda scheduled for July 8, 2026. 

Item 1 Tuscanel Townhomes LLC requests Concept Plan approval for an 12-unit 
townhome project in a proposed HDR (High Density Residential) Zone, located at 313 E 
200 N. Joaquin Neighborhood.  
 
* Item 2 Tuscanel Townhomes LLC requests a Zone Map Amendment from the RC 
(Residential Conservation) Zone to the HDR (High Density Residential) Zone in order to 
develop an 12-unit townhome project, located at 313 E 200 N. Joaquin Neighborhood.  



I am against both items. 

I support the Conservation Zone the way that it currently stands.   

The Conservation Zone within the Joaquin Neighborhood was created as part of an effort to 
retain some of the remaining residential feel.  While it does not address the parking and 
high density issues that currently exist, it does prevent these problems from becoming 
worse. 

The existing high density housing surrounding the proposed project was created before the 
Conservation Zone was created and cannot be considered a valid precedent or reason to 
grant a zoning amendment. Additionally, the existing high density units surrounding the 
proposed project all have a large (usually 25') setback from the property line. A change to a 
High Density Zone would allow a 10' setback and 2'-4' projections that allow much more 
encroachment that is currently existing. This encroachment would be a drastic change to 
the neighborhood and effectively erode the residential feel that currently exists. 

To overturn the existing zoning regulations specifically for this project would be directly 
going against the zoning objectives the city has created for this neighborhood. 

I suggest the city, architects, developers, and owners look at the nearby apartment building 
located at 456 North 200 East for a stellar example of how to design a multi-unit building 
that is sensitive to the zoning regulations and existing character of a neighborhood. 

Regards, 

 

 

David Whipple | June 29, 2026 
Opposition to Proposed Zone Change: 313 East 200 North (Joaquin Neighborhood) 
 
Dear Planning Commission and City Council Members, 

I am writing to formally express my strong opposition to the proposed zone change at 313 East 
200 North, formerly known as the “Denali” 

project, from Residential Conservation to High Density Residential. 

This proposal is fundamentally inconsistent with the established Joaquin Neighborhood Plan 
and contradicts the stated intent of the existing Residential Conservation zoning, which was 
designed to preserve the character and density of our community. 

Furthermore, the sentiment of our neighborhood is overwhelmingly against this project, as 
residents are deeply concerned about the negative impacts such high-density development 



would have on our infrastructure and community stability. I urge you to uphold our existing 
zoning requirements and prioritize the long-term integrity of our neighborhood by rejecting this 
request for increased density. 

Sincerely 

David Whipple 

 

Mac McIntire | July 7, 2026 
Re: Tuscanel Townhomes 

To the Provo Planning Commission: 

        I'd like to voice my concern and dissent for the proposed zone change to an HDR Zone to 
expand the current home and three apartments into a 12-unit townhome project, known 
currently as Tuscanel Townhomes. As a homeowner in the Joaquin neighborhood, I ask you as 
commissioners to honor the Joaquin Conservation Plan that has long been governing the type 
of buildings that conserve the nature of this neighborhood by conserving the homes and other 
dwellings as they are now and should be for the foreseeable future. 

        This neighborhood, as outlined in the plan, is residential conservation and should remain 
so. The proposed HDR change would sacrifice the plan and bring the negative issues consistent 
with high density residential housing, including noise, light and exhaust pollution, increased 
traffic density, increase in crime, loss of green space and less ownership in the neighborhood as 
their ultimate design is to be rentals rather than permanent residents. 

        To approve an exception to the Residential Conservation zone is the first step in making 
the neighborhood unexceptional. Because of this, I urge you to vote against changing the 
zoning for this Tuscanel Townhomes project to HDR, or High Density Residential. 

Thanks, 

Mac McIntire 
Provo 

 



Page 1 of 2 

Provo City Planning Commission 

Report of Action 
July 08, 2026 

 

ITEM 1 Tuscanel Townhomes LLC requests Concept Plan approval for a 12-unit townhome project in a proposed 
HDR (High Density Residential) Zone, located at 313 E 200 N. Joaquin Neighborhood. Dustin Wright 
(801) 852-6414 dwright@provo.gov PLCP20250331 

 
The following action was taken by the Planning Commission on the above described item at its regular meeting of July 
08, 2026: 

DENIED 
 
On a vote of 4:2, the Planning Commission denied the above noted application. 
 
Motion By: Jon Lyons 
Second By: Melissa Kendall 
Votes in Favor of Motion: Jon Lyons, Melissa Kendall, Matt Wheelwright, Jonathon Hill 
Votes opposed to Motion: Tosh Metzger, Joel Temple 
Matt Wheelwright 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. 
 

RELATED ACTIONS 
Item 2 – Planning Commission on July 8, 2026 - PLRZ20250330 – Recommended Denial of Rezone 
 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT  
• Applies - referred applicant to Council Attorney.  

 
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.  

 
CITY DEPARTMENTAL ISSUES 
• There are remaining issues from the Coordinator Review Committee (CRC) review that need to be resolved. 
 

NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING DATE  
• A neighborhood meeting was held on 5/26/2022, 3/30/2023 and 06/17/2026. 
 

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: 
• The district chair pointed out that the proposed project does not comply with the requirements. 
• There are many apartments in the neighborhood that existed prior to 2002 when the RC zone was put in place. 
• There needs to be better buffers between adjacent properties. 



Page 2 of 2 

• There are needs in the city for homes. 
• This does not follow the overall plan that was created for the neighborhood. 
• This project will be an improvement to what is there now. 
• This doesn’t meet the parking requirements. 
• On-street parking will be lost to garbage and recycling cans for the 12 units. 
• A lot of work went into the Joaquin Plan to improve the neighborhood. 
• The RC zone is protecting the single-family housing. 
• The applicant has made several changes to the plans to try and meet the feedback from neighbors and the city. 
• This will become a gathering space. 
• Schools are being lost to a lack of families. 
• The design will help it fit into the neighborhood. 

 
APPLICANT RESPONSE 
Key points addressed in the applicant's presentation to the Planning Commission included the following: 
• The plan is to use the HDR zone because of the setbacks that it allows. 
• The applicant expressed a willingness to do a development agreement that would meet the commitments that the 

applicant has made.  
• The applicant expressed a willingness to for a deed restriction to ensure that the properties are owner-occupied for 

the first year, and is willing to increase this to two years.  
• Pick-up trucks would fit in the garages and there would be room for storage. 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION 
Key points discussed by the Planning Commission included the following: 
• The percentage of units that would be allowed to be rented at any given time should be determined. 
• Looking for owner-occupancy for longer than just one year. 
• The parking requirement is short one stall form being met. 
• The RC zone has frozen the neighborhood.  
• The architecture is great and it is good to have more types of housing. 
• There is a concern about high density creeping into other parts of the neighborhood if this is approved. 
• The neighborhood plan saw this development pressure coming and sought to protect the neighborhood and provide a 

location for the development. 
 
 
 
 

  

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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Provo City Planning Commission 

Report of Action 
July 08, 2026 

 

*ITEM 2 Tuscanel Townhomes LLC requests a Zone Map Amendment from the RC (Residential Conservation) 
Zone to the HDR (High Density Residential) Zone in order to develop a 12-unit townhome project, 
located at 313 E 200 N. Joaquin Neighborhood. Dustin Wright (801) 852-6414 dwright@provo.gov 
PLRZ20250330 

 

The following action was taken by the Planning Commission on the above described item at its regular meeting of July 
08, 2026: 

RECOMMENDED DENIAL 
 
On a vote of 6:0, the Planning Commission recommended that the Municipal Council deny the above noted application. 
 
Motion By: Jon Lyons 
Second By: Melissa Kendall 
Votes in Favor of Motion: Jon Lyons, Melissa Kendall, Matt Wheelwright, Jonathon Hill, Tosh Metzger, Joel Temple 
Matt Wheelwright 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. 
 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION FOR PROPERTY TO BE REZONED 
The property to be rezoned to the High Density Residential (HDR) Zone is described in the attached Exhibit A. 
 

RELATED ACTIONS 
Item 1 – Planning Commission on July 8, 2026 - PLCP20250331– Denied the Concept Plan 
 

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.  

 
CITY DEPARTMENTAL ISSUES 
• There are remaining issues from the Coordinator Review Committee (CRC) review that need to be resolved. 
 

NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING DATE  
• A neighborhood meeting was held on 5/26/2022, 3/30/2023 and 06/17/2026. 
 

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: 
• The district chair pointed out that the proposed project does not comply with the requirements. 
• There are many apartments in the neighborhood that existed prior to 2002 when the RC zone was put in place. 
• There needs to be better buffers between adjacent properties. 
• There are needs in the city for homes. 
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• This does not follow the overall plan that was created for the neighborhood. 
• This project will be an improvement to what is there now. 
• This doesn’t meet the parking requirements. 
• On-street parking will be lost to garbage and recycling cans for the 12 units. 
• A lot of work went into the Joaquin Plan to improve the neighborhood. 
• The RC zone is protecting the single-family housing. 
• The applicant has made several changes to the plans to try and meet the feedback from neighbors and the city. 
• This will become a gathering space. 
• Schools are being lost to a lack of families. 
• The design will help it fit into the neighborhood. 

 
APPLICANT RESPONSE 
Key points addressed in the applicant's presentation to the Planning Commission included the following: 
• The plan is to use the HDR zone because of the setbacks that it allows. 
• The applicant expressed a willingness to do a development agreement that would meet the commitments that the 

applicant has made.  
• The applicant expressed a willingness to for a deed restriction to ensure that the properties are owner-occupied for 

the first year, and is willing to increase this to two years.  
• Pick-up trucks would fit in the garages and there would be room for storage. 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION 
Key points discussed by the Planning Commission included the following: 
• The percentage of units that would be allowed to be rented at any given time should be determined. 
• Looking for owner-occupancy for longer than just one year. 
• The parking requirement is short one stall form being met. 
• The RC zone has frozen the neighborhood.  
• The architecture is great and it is good to have more types of housing. 
• There is a concern about high density creeping into other parts of the neighborhood if this is approved. 
• The neighborhood plan saw this development pressure coming and sought to protect the neighborhood and provide a 

location for the development. 
 
 
 
 

  

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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Exhibit A 
 
 

COM. AT SW COR OF BLK 33, PLAT B, PROVO CITY SURVEY; E 6 RODS; N 124.06 FT; W 6 RODS; W 124.06 
FT TO BEG. AREA 0.45 OF AN ACRE.  

 
And 

 
COM. AT NW COR OF LOT 3, BLK 33, PLAT B, PROVO CITY SURVEY; S 75 FT; E 6 RODS; N 75 FT; W 6 

RODS TO BEG.  
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Provo City Planning Commission 

Report of Action 
July 08, 2026 

 

*ITEM 3 Eric Langvardt requests an amendment to the General Plan Map to change the classification from 
Industrial (I) to Mixed-Use (M) for 21.6 acres of land as part of a mixed-use development plan, located 
approximately at 3657 S Sierra Vista Way. Spring Creek Neighborhood. Aaron Ardmore (801) 852-6404 
aardmore@provo.gov PLGPA20260012 

 

The following action was taken by the Planning Commission on the above described item at its regular meeting of July 
08, 2026: 

RECOMMENDED APPROVAL 
 
On a vote of 5:1, the Planning Commission recommended that the Municipal Council approve the above noted application. 
 
Motion By: Jonathon Hill 
Second By: Jon Lyons 
Votes in Favor of Motion: Jonathon Hill, Jon Lyons, Melissa, Kendall, Matt Wheelwright, Tosh Metzger 
Votes not in Favor: Joel Temple (desires an overall vision before proceeding with this plan) 
Matt Wheelwright 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. 
 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION FOR PROPERTY TO BE AMENDED 
The property to be amended to the Mixed Use (M) designation is described in the attached Exhibit A. 
 

RELATED ACTIONS 
PLRZ20260006, agenda Item 4, July 8, 2026, Planning Commission agenda, recommended approval. 
PLCP20260011, agenda Item 5, July 8, 2026, Planning Commission agenda, approved with conditions. 
 

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 responded to Planning Commission questions regarding code standards, parking, concept site 
plan details, and adjacent uses during the hearing. 

 
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 10/15/2025. 
 

NEIGHBORHOOD AND PUBLIC COMMENT  
• The Neighborhood District Chair was not present or did not address the Planning Commission during the hearing. 
 

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: None. 
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APPLICANT RESPONSE 
Key points addressed in the applicant's presentation to the Planning Commission included the following: 
• Adam Ostler (Clyde Companies) gave an overview of the proposal and answered planning commission questions  
 

PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION 
Key points discussed by the Planning Commission included the following: 
• Transition standards from the adjacent industrial users; 
• Annexation or de-annexation of property so development falls entirely in Springville; 
• Price points, design of residential units; 
• Potential for overflow parking; 
• Desire for improved walkability and connectivity within the area; 
• Remediation efforts for the soils in the area; and 
• Powerline corridor design and setbacks. 
• Commissioners directed the applicant to comply with the South State Street design corridor by bringing a structure to 

the State Street frontage in the proposed CG zone area. 
• The Commission deliberated on the proposals, indicating that there is some concern with the adjacent uses, 

connectivity, and isolated feel of the proposal. There was also some concern regarding the loss of industrial land to 
residential without a tax benefit to Provo. 

• Some commissioners noted that the development fits with the pattern of South State Street and that this would be a 
good starting point for development in this area. 

• The Commission determined that the South State Street design corridor does apply to the entire site and project plans 
will need to reflect compliance with those standards. 

 
 
 
 

  

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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EXHIBIT A 
 
 

MDR (NORTH PARCELS) 
All of Lot 3 of New Vista South Subdivision located in the Northwest Corner of Section 21, Township 7 South, Range 3 
East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, recorded as Entry Number 11625-2019 in Map Book 47, Page 358 of the Utah 
County Recorder's Office. 
 
CONTAINING 153,007 SQUARE FEET OR 3.513 ACRES, MORE OR LESS. 
PARCEL ID: 47-358-0003 
 
BEGINNING AT A  POINT NORTH 76°21'13" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 1078.45 FEET,  FROM THE NORTH 
QUARTER CORNER, SECTION 28, TOWNSHIP 7 SOUTH, RANGE 3 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND 
MERIDIAN, SAID POINT HAVING THE BASIS OF BEARING, SOUTH 00°07’58” EAST, 2684.72 FEET, 
BETWEEN THE NORTH QUARTER CORNER AND THE CENTER QUARTER CORNER OF SAID SECTION; 
RUNNING THENCE SOUTH 30°36'56" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 29.94 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 75°36'56" WEST, 
A DISTANCE OF 95.60 FEET TO THE POINT OF CURVE OF A NON TANGENT CURVE TO THE RIGHT, OF 
WHICH THE RADIUS POINT LIES NORTH 14°23'02" WEST, A RADIAL DISTANCE OF 250.00 FEET; THENCE 
WESTERLY ALONG THE ARC, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 63°49'57", A DISTANCE OF 278.52 FEET; 
THENCE ALONG A LINE NON-TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, NORTH 40°33'03" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 
502.51 FEET TO A POINT OF CURVE TO THE LEFT HAVING A RADIUS OF 350.00 FEET AND A CENTRAL 
ANGLE OF 09°35'04"; THENCE NORTHWESTERLY ALONG THE ARC A DISTANCE OF 58.55 FEET; THENCE 
ALONG A LINE NON-TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, NORTH 34°11'46" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 49.41 FEET; 
THENCE EAST, A DISTANCE OF 627.22 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 14°36'38" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 510.41 
FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 
 
CONTAINING 251,083.93 SQUARE FEET OR 5.7641 ACRES, MORE OR LESS. 
PARCEL ID: 23-002-0041 
 
BEGINNING AT A  POINT NORTH 83°27'43.67" WEST, 1018.22 FEET,  FROM THE NORTH QUARTER 
CORNER, SECTION 28, TOWNSHIP 7 SOUTH, RANGE 3 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN, SAID 
POINT HAVING THE BASIS OF BEARING, SOUTH 00°07’58” EAST, 2684.72 FEET, BETWEEN THE NORTH 
QUARTER CORNER AND THE CENTER QUARTER CORNER OF SAID SECTION; RUNNING THENCE S 
14°36'03.43" E, 523.57 FEET; THENCE S 81°22'31.49" W, 46.82 FEET; THENCE ALONG A CURVE TO THE 
RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 300.00 FEET, A DELTA ANGLE OF 08°37'28.51", AND WHOSE LONG CHORD 
BEARS S 85°41'15.75" W, 45.12 FEET; THENCE S 89°59'60.00" W, 361.82 FEET; THENCE ALONG A CURVE 
TO THE LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 150.00 FEET, A DELTA ANGLE OF 27°50'59.36", AND WHOSE LONG 
CHORD BEARS S 76°04'30.32" W, 72.20 FEET; THENCE S 62°09'00.64" W, 121.14 FEET; THENCE ALONG A 
CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 100.00 FEET, A DELTA ANGLE OF 27°48'37.97", AND 
WHOSE LONG CHORD BEARS S 76°03'19.63" W, 48.06 FEET; THENCE S 89°57'38.61" W, 113.68 FEET; 
THENCE N 00°00'46.51" W, 351.56 FEET; THENCE N 90°00'00.00" E, 12.49 FEET; THENCE N 00°43'39.00" W, 
122.41 FEET; THENCE N 00°43'39.00" W, 444.02 FEET; THENCE S 40°33'05.51" E, 278.55 FEET; THENCE 
ALONG A CURVE TO THE LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 350.00 FEET, A DELTA ANGLE OF 63°50'00.22", 
AND WHOSE LONG CHORD BEARS S 72°28'03.00" E, 370.08 FEET; THENCE N 75°36'56.00" E, 95.60 FEET; 
THENCE S 59°23'04.00" E, 31.16 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 
 
SAID PARCEL CONTAINS 432,621.50 SQUARE FEET OR 9.93 ACRES, MORE OR LESS. 
 
CG (SOUTH PARCEL) 
BEGINNING AT A  POINT SOUTH 56°50'19.39" WEST, 1013.48 FEET,  FROM THE NORTH QUARTER 
CORNER, SECTION 28, TOWNSHIP 7 SOUTH, RANGE 3 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN, SAID 
POINT HAVING THE BASIS OF BEARING, SOUTH 00°07’58” EAST, 2684.72 FEET, BETWEEN THE NORTH 
QUARTER CORNER AND THE CENTER QUARTER CORNER OF SAID SECTION; RUNNING THENCE S 
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14°36'03.43" E, 91.18 FEET; THENCE ALONG A CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 3,116.80 
FEET, A DELTA ANGLE OF 01°23'39.75", AND WHOSE LONG CHORD BEARS S 06°12'57.00" E, 75.85 FEET; 
THENCE N 89°54'40.00" W, 821.78 FEET; THENCE N 00°00'46.51" W, 66.33 FEET; THENCE N 89°57'38.61" E, 
113.68 FEET; THENCE ALONG A CURVE TO THE LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 100.00 FEET, A DELTA 
ANGLE OF 27°48'37.97", AND WHOSE LONG CHORD BEARS N 76°03'19.63" E, 48.06 FEET; THENCE N 
62°09'00.64" E, 121.14 FEET; THENCE ALONG A CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 150.00 
FEET, A DELTA ANGLE OF 27°50'59.36", AND WHOSE LONG CHORD BEARS N 76°04'30.32" E, 72.20 FEET; 
THENCE N 89°59'60.00" E, 361.82 FEET; THENCE ALONG A CURVE TO THE LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 
300.00 FEET, A DELTA ANGLE OF 08°37'28.51", AND WHOSE LONG CHORD BEARS N 85°41'15.75" E, 45.12 
FEET; THENCE N 81°22'31.49" E, 46.82 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 
 
SAID PARCEL CONTAINS 105,225.19 SQUARE FEET OR 2.42 ACRES, MORE OR LESS. 
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Provo City Planning Commission 

Report of Action 
July 08, 2026 

 

*ITEM 4 Eric Langvardt requests a Zone Map Amendment from the PIC (Planned Industrial Commercial) Zone to 
the MDR and CG Zones for 21.6 acres of land as part of a mixed-use development plan, located 
approximately at 3657 S Sierra Vista Way. Spring Creek Neighborhood. Aaron Ardmore (801) 852-6404 
aardmore@provo.gov PLRZ20260006 

 

The following action was taken by the Planning Commission on the above described item at its regular meeting of July 
08, 2026: 

RECOMMENDED APPROVAL 
 
On a vote of 4:2, the Planning Commission recommended that the Municipal Council approve the above noted application. 
 
Motion By: Tosh Metzger 
Second By: Jon Lyons 
Votes in Favor of Motion: Tosh Metzger, Jon Lyons, Matt Wheelwright, Melissa Kendall 
Votes Not in Favor: Jonathon Hill (believes de-annexing to Springville may be better), Joel Temple 
Matt Wheelwright 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. 
 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION FOR PROPERTY TO BE REZONED 
The property to be rezoned to the MDR and CG Zones is described in the attached Exhibit A. 
 

RELATED ACTIONS 
PLGPA20260012, agenda item #3, July 8, 2026, Planning Commission agenda, recommended approval. 
PLCP20260011, agenda item #5, July 8, 2026, Planning Commission agenda, approved with conditions. 
 

APPROVED/RECOMMENDED OCCUPANCY 
*258 Total Units 
*Type of occupancy approved: Family 
*Standard Land Use Codes 1112, 1151, 5810 

 
APPROVED/RECOMMENDED PARKING 
*582 residential and 94 commercial total parking stalls required 
*659 residential and 146 commercial total parking stalls provided 

 
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT  
• Applies - referred applicant to Council Attorney.  

 
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 responded to Planning Commission questions regarding code standards, parking, concept site 
plan details, and adjacent uses during the hearing. 

 
CITY DEPARTMENTAL ISSUES 
• The Coordinator Review Committee (CRC) has reviewed the application and given their approval. 
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NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING DATE  
• A neighborhood meeting was held on 10/15/2025. 
 

NEIGHBORHOOD AND PUBLIC COMMENT  
• The Neighborhood District Chair was not present or did not address the Planning Commission during the hearing. 
 

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: None. 
 

APPLICANT RESPONSE 
Key points addressed in the applicant's presentation to the Planning Commission included the following: 
• Adam Ostler (Clyde Companies) gave an overview of the proposal and answered planning commission questions 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION 
Key points discussed by the Planning Commission included the following: 
• Transition standards from the adjacent industrial users; 
• Annexation or de-annexation of property so development falls entirely in Springville; 
• Price points, design of residential units; 
• Potential for overflow parking; 
• Desire for improved walkability and connectivity within the area; 
• Remediation efforts for the soils in the area; and 
• Powerline corridor design and setbacks. 
• Commissioners directed the applicant to comply with the South State Street design corridor by bringing a structure to 

the State Street frontage in the proposed CG zone area. 
• The Commission deliberated on the proposals, indicating that there is some concern with the adjacent uses, 

connectivity, and isolated feel of the proposal. There was also some concern regarding the loss of industrial land to 
residential without a tax benefit to Provo. 

• Some commissioners noted that the development fits with the pattern of South State Street and that this would be a 
good starting point for development in this area. 

• The Commission determined that the South State Street design corridor does apply to the entire site and project plans 
will need to reflect compliance with those standards. 

 

 
 
 

  

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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EXHIBIT A 
 

MDR (NORTH PARCELS) 
All of Lot 3 of New Vista South Subdivision located in the Northwest Corner of Section 21, Township 7 South, Range 3 
East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, recorded as Entry Number 11625-2019 in Map Book 47, Page 358 of the Utah 
County Recorder's Office. 
 
CONTAINING 153,007 SQUARE FEET OR 3.513 ACRES, MORE OR LESS. 
PARCEL ID: 47-358-0003 
 
BEGINNING AT A  POINT NORTH 76°21'13" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 1078.45 FEET,  FROM THE NORTH 
QUARTER CORNER, SECTION 28, TOWNSHIP 7 SOUTH, RANGE 3 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND 
MERIDIAN, SAID POINT HAVING THE BASIS OF BEARING, SOUTH 00°07’58” EAST, 2684.72 FEET, 
BETWEEN THE NORTH QUARTER CORNER AND THE CENTER QUARTER CORNER OF SAID SECTION; 
RUNNING THENCE SOUTH 30°36'56" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 29.94 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 75°36'56" WEST, 
A DISTANCE OF 95.60 FEET TO THE POINT OF CURVE OF A NON TANGENT CURVE TO THE RIGHT, OF 
WHICH THE RADIUS POINT LIES NORTH 14°23'02" WEST, A RADIAL DISTANCE OF 250.00 FEET; THENCE 
WESTERLY ALONG THE ARC, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 63°49'57", A DISTANCE OF 278.52 FEET; 
THENCE ALONG A LINE NON-TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, NORTH 40°33'03" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 
502.51 FEET TO A POINT OF CURVE TO THE LEFT HAVING A RADIUS OF 350.00 FEET AND A CENTRAL 
ANGLE OF 09°35'04"; THENCE NORTHWESTERLY ALONG THE ARC A DISTANCE OF 58.55 FEET; THENCE 
ALONG A LINE NON-TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, NORTH 34°11'46" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 49.41 FEET; 
THENCE EAST, A DISTANCE OF 627.22 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 14°36'38" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 510.41 
FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 
 
CONTAINING 251,083.93 SQUARE FEET OR 5.7641 ACRES, MORE OR LESS. 
PARCEL ID: 23-002-0041 
 
BEGINNING AT A  POINT NORTH 83°27'43.67" WEST, 1018.22 FEET,  FROM THE NORTH QUARTER 
CORNER, SECTION 28, TOWNSHIP 7 SOUTH, RANGE 3 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN, SAID 
POINT HAVING THE BASIS OF BEARING, SOUTH 00°07’58” EAST, 2684.72 FEET, BETWEEN THE NORTH 
QUARTER CORNER AND THE CENTER QUARTER CORNER OF SAID SECTION; RUNNING THENCE S 
14°36'03.43" E, 523.57 FEET; THENCE S 81°22'31.49" W, 46.82 FEET; THENCE ALONG A CURVE TO THE 
RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 300.00 FEET, A DELTA ANGLE OF 08°37'28.51", AND WHOSE LONG CHORD 
BEARS S 85°41'15.75" W, 45.12 FEET; THENCE S 89°59'60.00" W, 361.82 FEET; THENCE ALONG A CURVE 
TO THE LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 150.00 FEET, A DELTA ANGLE OF 27°50'59.36", AND WHOSE LONG 
CHORD BEARS S 76°04'30.32" W, 72.20 FEET; THENCE S 62°09'00.64" W, 121.14 FEET; THENCE ALONG A 
CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 100.00 FEET, A DELTA ANGLE OF 27°48'37.97", AND 
WHOSE LONG CHORD BEARS S 76°03'19.63" W, 48.06 FEET; THENCE S 89°57'38.61" W, 113.68 FEET; 
THENCE N 00°00'46.51" W, 351.56 FEET; THENCE N 90°00'00.00" E, 12.49 FEET; THENCE N 00°43'39.00" W, 
122.41 FEET; THENCE N 00°43'39.00" W, 444.02 FEET; THENCE S 40°33'05.51" E, 278.55 FEET; THENCE 
ALONG A CURVE TO THE LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 350.00 FEET, A DELTA ANGLE OF 63°50'00.22", 
AND WHOSE LONG CHORD BEARS S 72°28'03.00" E, 370.08 FEET; THENCE N 75°36'56.00" E, 95.60 FEET; 
THENCE S 59°23'04.00" E, 31.16 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 
 
SAID PARCEL CONTAINS 432,621.50 SQUARE FEET OR 9.93 ACRES, MORE OR LESS. 
 
CG (SOUTH PARCEL) 
BEGINNING AT A  POINT SOUTH 56°50'19.39" WEST, 1013.48 FEET,  FROM THE NORTH QUARTER 
CORNER, SECTION 28, TOWNSHIP 7 SOUTH, RANGE 3 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN, SAID 
POINT HAVING THE BASIS OF BEARING, SOUTH 00°07’58” EAST, 2684.72 FEET, BETWEEN THE NORTH 
QUARTER CORNER AND THE CENTER QUARTER CORNER OF SAID SECTION; RUNNING THENCE S 
14°36'03.43" E, 91.18 FEET; THENCE ALONG A CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 3,116.80 
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FEET, A DELTA ANGLE OF 01°23'39.75", AND WHOSE LONG CHORD BEARS S 06°12'57.00" E, 75.85 FEET; 
THENCE N 89°54'40.00" W, 821.78 FEET; THENCE N 00°00'46.51" W, 66.33 FEET; THENCE N 89°57'38.61" E, 
113.68 FEET; THENCE ALONG A CURVE TO THE LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 100.00 FEET, A DELTA 
ANGLE OF 27°48'37.97", AND WHOSE LONG CHORD BEARS N 76°03'19.63" E, 48.06 FEET; THENCE N 
62°09'00.64" E, 121.14 FEET; THENCE ALONG A CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 150.00 
FEET, A DELTA ANGLE OF 27°50'59.36", AND WHOSE LONG CHORD BEARS N 76°04'30.32" E, 72.20 FEET; 
THENCE N 89°59'60.00" E, 361.82 FEET; THENCE ALONG A CURVE TO THE LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 
300.00 FEET, A DELTA ANGLE OF 08°37'28.51", AND WHOSE LONG CHORD BEARS N 85°41'15.75" E, 45.12 
FEET; THENCE N 81°22'31.49" E, 46.82 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 
 
SAID PARCEL CONTAINS 105,225.19 SQUARE FEET OR 2.42 ACRES, MORE OR LESS. 
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Provo City Planning Commission 

Report of Action 
July 08, 2026 

 

ITEM 5 Eric Langvardt requests Concept Plan approval for a mixed-use development containing 90 condos, 168 
townhomes, and approximately 10,000 sq. ft. of commercial space over 21.6 acres in proposed MDR and 
CG Zones, located approximately at 3657 S Sierra Vista Way. Spring Creek Neighborhood. Aaron Ardmore 
(801) 852-6404 aardmore@provo.gov PLCP20260011 

 

The following action was taken by the Planning Commission on the above described item at its regular meeting of July 
08, 2026: 

APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS 
 
On a vote of 6:0, the Planning Commission approved the above noted application, subject to approval of the General Plan 
Map Amendment and Zone Map Amendment, with the following conditions: 

 

Conditions of Approval: 
1. Create cohesive access across Mountain Vista Pkwy for non-automobile travel. 
2. Enhance buffers from adjacent industrial users. 
3. Adjust site plan to address South State Street design corridor standards for setbacks on commercial property. 
4. Create a shared-use path along South State Street frontage. 
5. Improve pedestrian connections to site / UTA bus stop. 

 
Motion By: Jon Lyons 
Second By: Joel Temple 
Votes in Favor of Motion: Jon Lyons, Joel Temple, Melissa Kendall, Matt Wheelwright, Tosh Metzger, Jonathon Hill 
Matt Wheelwright 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. 
 

RELATED ACTIONS 
PLGPA20260012, agenda Item 3, July 8, 2026, Planning Commission agenda, recommended approval. 
PLRZ20260006, agenda Item 4, July 8, 2026, Planning Commission agenda, recommended approval. 
 

APPROVED/RECOMMENDED OCCUPANCY 
*258 Total Units 
*Type of occupancy approved: Family 
*Standard Land Use Codes 1112, 1151, 5810 

 
APPROVED/RECOMMENDED PARKING 
*582 residential and 94 commercial total parking stalls required 
*659 residential and 146 commercial total parking stalls provided 
 

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 responded to Planning Commission questions regarding code standards, parking, concept site 
plan details, and adjacent uses during the hearing. 

 
CITY DEPARTMENTAL ISSUES 
• The Coordinator Review Committee (CRC) has reviewed the application and given their approval. 
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NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING DATE  
• A neighborhood meeting was held on 10/15/2025. 
 

NEIGHBORHOOD AND PUBLIC COMMENT  
• The Neighborhood District Chair was not present or did not address the Planning Commission during the hearing. 
 

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: None. 
 

APPLICANT RESPONSE 
Key points addressed in the applicant's presentation to the Planning Commission included the following: 
• Adam Ostler (Clyde Companies) gave an overview of the proposal and answered planning commission questions 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION 
Key points discussed by the Planning Commission included the following: 
• Transition standards from the adjacent industrial users; 
• Annexation or de-annexation of property so development falls entirely in Springville; 
• Price points, design of residential units; 
• Potential for overflow parking; 
• Desire for improved walkability and connectivity within the area; 
• Remediation efforts for the soils in the area; and 
• Powerline corridor design and setbacks. 
• Commissioners directed the applicant to comply with the South State Street design corridor by bringing a structure to 

the State Street frontage in the proposed CG zone area. 
• The Commission deliberated on the proposals, indicating that there is some concern with the adjacent uses, 

connectivity, and isolated feel of the proposal. There was also some concern regarding the loss of industrial land to 
residential without a tax benefit to Provo. 

• Some commissioners noted that the development fits with the pattern of South State Street and that this would be a 
good starting point for development in this area. 

• The Commission determined that the South State Street design corridor does apply to the entire site and project plans 
will need to reflect compliance with those standards. 

 
 
 
 

  

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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