
 
 
 

 
SUMMARY MINUTES OF PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION HELD  

JUNE 2, 2020 
 

Planning Commission meeting minutes are not an exact transcript and represent key points and 
the basis of discussion. 

 
 
1. CALLED MEETING TO ORDER– By Michael P. Griffith at 6:19 P.M. 
 
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
 
3. ROLL CALL OF MEMBERS  

 
Those present: Andrew Gay, Patricia Connell, Michael P. Griffith, Doug Magee, Steve Hannan  

 
 THOSE ABSENT  

 
Griffith moved to excuse T.O. Owens and Michael McCarron from the meeting. 
Those voting Yes: Gay, Griffith, Connell, Magee, Hannan 
Those voting No: None 
Those absent: Owens, McCarron 
 
T.O. Owens and Michael McCarron are excused from the meeting. 

 
 ALSO PRESENT:  Ryan Stachelski, Director of Community and Economic Development; Rob 

Smetana, City Planning Manager; Emily Grogg, Sr. Ass’t. City Attorney; Carol Ibanez, Sr. 
Planner; Sara Hutchinson, Recording Secretary/Administrative Specialist; Josie Suk, Manager 
of Dev. Systems and Administrative Services  

 
4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
 

May 19, 2020. The minutes stand approved with one point of clarification – Mr. Masters 
answered the question about porous pavers on the bottom of page four, not Mr. Hannan. The 
minutes will be updated with this correction. 

   
5. GENERAL BUSINESS  

 
None 

 
6. REPORTS  
 

None 
 
7. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
 There being no one wishing to speak, Public Comment was closed. 
 
8. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
  

DA2019-0119 PUD Plan and Preliminary Plat for Candelas Filing No. 1 Amendment 
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No. 4, generally located north of Candelas Parkway and McIntyre Street bounded 
by W. 93rd Place and Kilmer Way. 

 
The public hearing was opened.  
 
Mr. Griffith entered into the record the staff report DA2019-0119 dated June 2, 2020, affidavit of 
mailing and posting log, and five letters of public comment (with two that will be read into 
record). 

 
Ms. Ibanez gave a brief introduction of the project, including background on the Candelas 
master plan. Staff recommends approval. 
 

 Mr. Galasso, applicant, gave a brief explanation of TRI Pointe Homes.  
 

Ms. Niziolek, applicant, provided an overview of the Candelas master plan. She showed the 
proposed townhome community plans and explained the layout of the design. She expressed 
the importance of the diversity of housing types in the Candelas area. She explained the 
compliance of the parking, units, and parks and open space with the recently adopted Land 
Development Code. She explained the Candelas Outline Development Plans that the proposal 
is consistent with.  
 
Mr. Griffith opened the hearing for comments from the public. 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT  
 
IN FAVOR 
 
None. 
 
IN OPPOSITION 
 
Mr. Griffith read a letter into record from Dennis Morales, resident. The letter spoke to Dennis’ 
concerns about parking and the proximity of the townhomes to the other existing 
neighborhoods. 
 
Mr. Griffith read a letter into record from Linda Smyth, resident. The letter spoke to Linda’s 
concerns about parking, increased traffic, and the notification to the residents in the area.  
 
Ms. Suk and Ms. Ibanez clarified that the public comment letter from Linda Smyth is for the next 
agenda item, DA2019-0120. 
 
Denise Stauduhar, resident, explained her concerns about the new development and the view. 
She stated her concerns for the increase in housing, the look of the buildings, and a lack of 
parking spots.  
 
Tim Orton, resident, explained his concerns with potential differences between the initial 
information that residents received and the presentation given by the representatives this 
evening. He expressed his concern about a lack of parking. He stated that when they purchased 
their home, he was informed that a dog park would go into vacant land in the area that is now 
proposed to have the townhomes. 

 
APPLICANT REBUTTAL 
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Ms. Niziolek explained the use of the parcel and the lack of retail development interest for the 
site. She addressed concerns with parking and traffic and expressed that the design was based 
on the original Candelas master plan. She explained that she believes that there was a 
miscommunication to residents about dog parks, as there is a nearby dog park in the 
neighborhood. 
 
Mr. Galasso expressed his belief that residents were given information that was accurate at the 
time and were not intentionally mislead. He agreed with Ms. Niziolek that the design was done 
using maps that showed the proximity of a known dog park. 
 
Mr. Griffith closed public comment. 

 
QUESTIONS FROM THE COMMISSION 
 
Mr. Magee asked Staff if they could share information related to the economic study done in the 
Candelas area focused on commercial demand. 
 
Ms. Ibanez directed the question to Mr. Stachelski. 
 
Mr. Stachelski explained that the lack of market demand for commercial space in Candelas 
made modifications to decrease planned commercial space zoning necessary with the 
Comprehensive Plan and the Land Development Code updates, but that space is still provided 
for potential commercial development with the updated zoning. He explained that the study did 
not focus on this parcel in particular. 
 
Mr. Magee expressed his thanks to Mr. Stachelski for the explanation. He reiterated that the 
parcel zoning allows for residential development. He asked Ms. Niziolek about the traffic impact 
of the proposal. 
 
Ms. Niziolek directed the question to Mr. Rowe, traffic engineer for the proposal. 
 
Mr. Rowe explained that any retail or commercial use in the proposal would generate much 
more traffic than the proposed residential use. He stated that the proposal will generate very low 
traffic. 
 
Mr. Magee asked what renewable energy systems are able to be used in the homes. 
 
Ms. Niziolek directed the question to members of her team. 
 
Mr. Brady, architect, stated that the design hasn’t reached those specifics yet. 
 
Mr. Magee recommended an answer be provided when presenting the project at City Council. 
He asked about landscaping ratios compared to other uses of land in the proposed 
development. He asked about the percentages of landscaping types.  
 
Ms. Niziolek referred to pages 12 and 13 of the development plans, which show the different 
materials used in the landscaping and which materials are used where.  
 
Mr. Magee recommended providing a table with percentages of landscaping. He asked Ms. 
Ibanez about the stormwater system capability to handle runoff with the added non-permeable 
land in the proposal. 
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Ms. Ibanez stated her understanding that the runoff has been planned for. She referred to Mr. 
Kuntz, engineer, for more in-depth information. 
 
Mr. Kuntz explained that the stormwater system can handle more runoff than the proposed 
development will generate. 
 
Mr. Hannan asked about the neighborhood meeting minutes provided, as two of the questions 
do not show answers. 
 
Ms. Ibanez explained information on the recreation center that was asked about in the meeting 
minutes. She explained the reliance on the master plan for the proposal. 
 
Mr. Gay asked about the driveways counting as parking spaces and expressed his concern for 
having fifteen guest spaces for fifty-seven units.  
 
Ms. Niziolek spoke to the breakdown of parking spaces. She explained the methods for 
calculating guest spaces and confirmed that some will provide handicap accessibility.  
 
Mr. Gay stated his understanding of parking following the Land Development Code. He asked 
about the setbacks with the porches along Kilmer Way. 
 
Ms. Niziolek stated her desire to work with Ms. Ibanez to correct plans as she believes there is a 
typo in the plans regarding the distance of the setbacks with the porches. She believes the 
porches have setbacks at a minimum of eight feet. 
 
Mr. Gay asked about the difference of the setbacks to the porches versus the living areas. 
 
Ms. Niziolek explained that she believes the stated two-foot setback is incorrect on the plans 
and will be corrected. 
 
Mr. Brady explained that the porches do not protrude far from the buildings and that the design 
of the porches makes them more private and recessed. He agreed that the porches are setback 
at least eight feet. 
 
Mr. Gay asked if this is within LDC compliance. 
 
Ms. Ibanez stated that the townhome setbacks must be fifteen feet from the street. 
 
Mr. Gay asked if the setback was fifteen feet from the street. 
 
Ms. Ibanez clarified that a smaller setback is being requested as part of the PUD. She explained 
that Staff feels it is appropriate. 
 
Mr. Gay asked about the criteria for the decision around the proposed design’s compatibility 
with the surrounding uses. 
 
Ms. Ibanez explained the desire for multi-family housing to be closer to the street in the 
neighborhood, which is typical of multi-family housing. She gave background on the housing 
types in the area. 
 
Mr. Gay stated his concern of the size of the buildings and the crowded nature of the design. 
 
Mr. Griffith asked Ms. Ibanez about the affordability of the townhomes. 
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Mr. Morales, TRI Pointe Homes, explained that the base prices will likely be in the mid- to high-
$300,000s with average pricing being in the $400,000s. He confirmed the square footage to be 
in the 1700 square feet range.  
 
Mr. Griffith asked about the parking regulations with guest parking.  
 
Ms. Niziolek confirmed that there is an HOA for the neighborhood and that parking in garages is 
encouraged by the HOA. 
 
Mr. Galasso confirmed that the HOA language encourages parking in garages. 
 
Mr. Griffith asked for signage for guest parking to be posted. He stated his appreciation of the 
landscape plans. He asked about the open space requirements. 
 
Ms. Niziolek explained the breakdown of the parks and open space and stated that the parks 
requirement has already been provided in the neighborhood.  
 
Mr. Griffith requested explanation in the plans to clarify this information for this requirement. 
 
Ms. Ibanez explained that the chart in the plans does track this. 
 
Mr. Griffith asked for bedroom counts of the units. 
 
Mr. Brady stated that there are five different unit plans, with two different two-bedroom plans 
and three different three-bedroom plans. 
 
Mr. Griffith asked about the lack of basements. He stated his concern for garage storage without 
a basement provided. 
 
Mr. Brady explained that basements are very difficult to provide in townhomes. He stated that 
there can’t be window wells because of the two shared walls, the driveways in the back, and the 
porches in the front. He explained that storage was taken into account and that the garages are 
quite large to allocate for storage without obstructing parking.  

 
MOTION: 
 
It was moved by Mr. Magee, DA2019-0119, Planned Unit Development Plan for Candelas Filing 
No. 1 Amendment No. 4, generally located north of Candelas Parkway and McIntyre Street 
bounded by W. 93rd Place and Kilmer Way, be recommended to City Council for approval 
subject to the condition stated in the Staff Report, Items 1-7, Page 9. This motion is based on 
the findings of fact and approval criteria on Pages 9-10 of the Staff Report.   
 
DISCUSSION OF MOTION DA2019-0119 PUD Plan 
 
Mr. Griffith stated his support of the landscaping in the proposal and the balances with parking 
and open space. 
 
Ms. Connell stated her support of the proposal in addressing concerns of density and 
affordability for homebuyers. 
 
The following votes were cast on the motion: 
Those voting Yes: Gay, Connell, Griffith, Magee, Hannan 
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Those voting No: None 
Those absent: Owens, McCarron 
The motion carried. 
 
Edit: The motion that was made should be corrected to be read as follows: “DA2019-0119, 
Planned Unit Development Plan for Candelas Filing No. 1 Amendment No. 4, generally located 
north of Candelas Parkway and McIntyre Street bounded by W. 93rd Place and Kilmer Way, be 
recommended to City Council for approval subject to the condition stated in the Staff Report, 
Page 10. This motion is based on the findings of fact and approval criteria on Pages 7-8 of the 
Staff Report.”   
 
MOTION: 
 
It was moved by Mr. Magee, DA2019-0119, Preliminary Plat for Candelas Filing No. 1 
Amendment No. 4, generally located north of Candelas Parkway and McIntyre Street bounded 
by W. 93rd Place and Kilmer Way, be recommended to City Council for approval subject to the 
condition stated in the Staff Report, Items 1-7, Page 9. This motion is based on the findings of 
fact and approval criteria on Pages 9-10 of the Staff Report.   
 
DISCUSSION OF MOTION DA2019-0119 Preliminary Plat 

 
 None. 
 

The following votes were cast on the motion: 
Those voting Yes: Gay, Connell, Griffith, Magee, Hannan 
Those voting No: None 
Those absent: Owens, McCarron 
The motion carried. 
 
Edit: The motion that was made should be corrected to be read as follows: “DA2019-0119, 
Preliminary Plat for Candelas Filing No. 1 Amendment No. 4, generally located north of 
Candelas Parkway and McIntyre Street bounded by W. 93rd Place and Kilmer Way, be 
recommended to City Council for approval subject to the condition stated in the Staff Report, 
Page 10. This motion is based on the findings of fact and approval criteria on Pages 9-10 of the 
Staff Report.”   
 

DA2019-0120 PUD Development Plan and Preliminary Plat for Candelas Filing No. 
1 Amendment No. 5, generally located north of Candelas Parkway, south of W. 
94th Drive and east of Salvia Street. 

 
The public hearing was opened.  
 
Mr. Griffith entered into the record the staff report DA2019-0120 dated June 2, 2020, affidavit of 
mailing and posting log, and the public comment letter from Linda Smyth. 

 
Ms. Ibanez gave a brief introduction of the project. Staff recommends approval. 
 
Ms. Niziolek, applicant, explained the location of the proposed development. She explained the 
proposed townhome development, the layout of the proposal, and the design of the townhomes. 
She explained the compliance of the parking, units, and parks and open space with the Land 
Development Code. She explained the existing Candelas Outline Development Plans that the 
proposal is consistent with.  
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Mr. Griffith opened the hearing for comments from the public. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT  
 
IN FAVOR 
 
None. 
 
IN OPPOSITION 
 
Linda Smyth, resident, expressed her concerns with lack of parking, potential traffic increase 
and associated safety concerns, neighborhood notification methods by developers, and 
amenities. She compared many of these concerns to a nearby existing townhome 
neighborhood. 

 
APPLICANT REBUTTAL 
 
Ms. Niziolek clarified that more parking spaces and storage are provided with the proposed 
development than is provided in the nearby townhome neighborhood that Ms. Smyth 
referenced.  
 
Mr. Rowe stated that there are two accesses proposed for the development, with one for 
emergency access only. He explained that the Salvia access will provide all of the access. He 
explained the low traffic generation and the lack of interference with the school bus route.  
 
Mr. Griffith closed public comment. 

 
QUESTIONS FROM THE COMMISSION 
 
Mr. Magee asked about the stormwater detention vault on the north side of the development. He 
asked if the water is treated. 
 
Mr. Kuntz stated that the vault will include water quality treatment and storage. The water will be 
treated according to state and city requirements before it is discharged. 
 
Mr. Magee asked about the ten-foot tall retaining wall along the north side of the property. He 
stated his concern for unit one and its proximity to the retaining wall. He suggested the type of 
fencing for the last 20-30 feet by unit one might be changed to be a privacy fence or a utility 
screen to give people a visual cue that they are close to a residence. He stated his appreciation 
for the landscaping plan. He asked about the tree mitigation plan and the possible relocation of 
trees that are being removed. 
 
Mr. Malone, landscape architect, stated that it is hard to tell if they can be relocated as it is 
based on the time of year that they are transplanted. He stated that they will be replaced if they 
are not relocated. 
 
Mr. Magee asked if there is a way to store the trees. 
 
Mr. Malone stated that he is unsure because of the timeframe, but that they hope to relocate the 
trees close by if possible. 
 
MOTION: 
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It was moved by Mr. Magee, DA2019-0120, Planned Unit Development Plan for Candelas Filing 
No. 1 Amendment No. 5, generally located north of Candelas Parkway, south of W. 94th Drive 
and east of Salvia Street, be recommended to City Council for approval subject to the condition 
stated in the Staff Report, Items 1-8, Page 7. This motion is based on the findings of fact and 
approval criteria on Page 8-9 of the Staff Report.   
 
DISCUSSION OF MOTION DA2019-0120 PUD Plan 
 
Mr. Magee stated his appreciation for the design work done by the applicant. He reiterated his 
suggestion to enforce prioritizing garage parking over guest parking through the HOA. He stated 
his support for the project. 
 
Mr. Griffith recommended the possibility of a variety of larger tree specimen to be inserted 
during construction to provide more buffering for residents at the early stages of the 
development. He suggested updating residents on any changes with the project in order to help 
residents feel like they are kept in the loop on the development. He stated his support for the 
project. 
 
The following votes were cast on the motion: 
Those voting Yes: Gay, Connell, Griffith, Magee, Hannan 
Those voting No: None 
Those absent: Owens, McCarron 
The motion carried. 
 
Edit: The motion that was made should be corrected to be read as follows: “DA2019-0120, 
Planned Unit Development Plan for Candelas Filing No. 1 Amendment No. 5, generally located 
north of Candelas Parkway, south of W. 94th Drive and east of Salvia Street, be recommended 
to City Council for approval subject to the condition stated in the Staff Report, Page 10. This 
motion is based on the findings of fact and approval criteria on Pages 7-8 of the Staff Report.”   
 
MOTION: 
 
It was moved by Mr. Magee, DA2019-0120, Preliminary Plat for Candelas Filing No. 1 
Amendment No. 5, generally located north of Candelas Parkway, south of W. 94th Drive and 
east of Salvia Street, be recommended to City Council for approval subject to the condition 
stated in the Staff Report, Items 1-8, Page 7. This motion is based on the findings of fact and 
approval criteria on Pages 8-9 of the Staff Report.   
 
DISCUSSION OF MOTION DA2019-0120 Preliminary Plat 

  
 None.  
 

The following votes were cast on the motion: 
Those voting Yes: Gay, Connell, Griffith, Magee, Hannan 
Those voting No: None 
Those absent: Owens, McCarron 
The motion carried. 

  
Edit: The motion that was made should be corrected to be read as follows: “DA2019-0120, 
Preliminary Plat for Candelas Filing No. 1 Amendment No. 5, generally located north of 
Candelas Parkway, south of W. 94th Drive and east of Salvia Street, be recommended to City 
Council for approval subject to the condition stated in the Staff Report, Page 10. This motion is 
based on the findings of fact and approval criteria on Pages 8-9 of the Staff Report.”   
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8.  OTHER ITEMS 

 
 Mr. Smetana stated that there is nothing on the agenda for the June 16, 2020 meeting and that 

it should be cancelled. The next meeting will be July 7, 2020.  
 

MOTION 
 
It was moved by Mr. Griffith that the Planning Commission Meeting on June 16, 2020 be 
cancelled.   

  
 DISCUSSION OF MOTION 
  
 None. 
  

The following votes were cast on the motion: 
Those voting Yes: Gay, Connell, Griffith, Magee, Hannan 
Those voting No: None 
Those absent: Owens, McCarron 
The motion carried. 

 
Mr. Griffith stated his appreciation for the Staff and Commissioners in their assistance with his 
first time running a Planning Commission meeting.  

 
9. ADJOURNED at 8:22 P.M.  
 
 
 
              
        Michael P. Griffith, Vice-Chair 

 
      
Patricia Connell, Secretary 
 

 
           _______ 

Sara Hutchinson, Recording Secretary 
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