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MINUTES 
BIKE, PEDESTRIAN, AND TRAILS COMMISSION 

February 1, 2021 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
Matt Gworek called the virtual meeting to order at 6:05 pm on February 1, 2020. 
 
ROLL CALL 
The following members were present for roll call:  
 

BPTC Members:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Matt Gworek, Chairperson 
Laurie Loeb, Member 
Meg Plumb, Member 
Niki Delson, Member 
Michael Gorman, Member 
Ian Edlund, Member (Late) 
Adam Wibby, Member (Late) 

Town Staff Present: Kevin Schorzman, Staff Liaison 
Kae McDonald, Boards and Commissions Clerk 

CONSENT AGENDA 
Motion Passed:  Meg moved to approve the Bike, Pedestrian, and Trail 
Commission meeting minutes from January 4, 2021.  Niki seconded the motion, 
and it was unanimously approved.  
 
PERSONS PRESENT NOT ON THE AGENDA 
There were no persons present not on the agenda. 
 
REVIEW PROPOSED DESIGNS FOR 8TH STREET 
Summarizing the results of last meeting’s discussion, Matt noted that the commission 
members had concluded that there wasn’t sufficient room for two-way bike lanes on 
8th Street and that sharrows were consistent with other streets in Carbondale.  He 
added that the commission members favored wide sidewalks and queried the group 
regarding the appropriate width along 8th Street; he reminded the group that the new 
sidewalk along Snowmass Drive is ten feet wide.  Finally, he asked that the 
commission members consider what features widening the sidewalk might affect—
narrowing the street or the vegetation buffer—and how community members might 
perceive that sacrifice. 
 
Niki asked whether Matt meant the size of the sidewalk on both sides or the street, 
or whether the sidewalks were going to be equal widths.  She added that five feet is 
the minimum width and pointed out that at the last meeting Meg proposed 9 ½ feet 
for the sidewalk on both sides of the street by narrowing the roadway to slow traffic. 
 



2 
 

Meg reminded Matt that the consensus at the last meeting was to direct Chloe to 
maintain a four-foot vegetation buffer and have the sidewalks be an equal size of 9 
½ feet on both sides of the street. 
 
Matt wondered if there would be added costs or engineering issues by making the 
sidewalks even on both sides of the street.  He pointed out that it would be hard to 
achieve ten-foot wide sidewalks with the Option A design. 
 
Meg reminded Matt that at the January meeting, Chloe was directed to design two 
options: one retaining on-street parking and narrower sidewalks and one without on-
street parking and a wide sidewalk. 
 
Matt responded that he felt like it was necessary to think through the minimum width 
of the sidewalk in preparation for the March meeting and possible questions and 
comments by community members. 
 
Meg asked if the goal of the designs were to show different widths of sidewalk and 
thought it was important to allow the public to have an opinion. 
 
Adam added that a wider sidewalk would be better.  He would prefer that the width 
of the sidewalk consume the vegetation buffer. 
 
Matt also wondered if more problems would be created by shifting the design 
elements from one side of the street to the other. 
 
Laurie asked if the yards along 8th Street are infringing on TOC right-of-way.  Matt 
replied that he didn’t think so but added that people are accustomed to the way things 
are. 
 
Niki brought up the point that the commission members had already given Chloe 
direction at the January meeting and wondered if this discussion was a productive 
use of time. 
 
Matt replied that the commission doesn’t yet have all the facts and wanted to explore 
a few hurdles he had thought of since the January meeting. 
 
Kevin pointed out that it won’t make much difference, because north of the Rio 
Grande the curb will be re-constructed regardless of whether the roadway and 
sidewalks are split evenly or design elements are shifted from one side of the street 
to the other.  He also didn’t think that it made a difference if there was a buffer 
between the sidewalk and private property because the design elements would 
expand toward the center of the roadway. 
 
Matt asked the commission members to look at the data for on-street parking 
included in the packet.  He thought that it was more a perception of no on-street 
parking than a real problem.  He added that at the last meeting, Chloe commented 
that by eliminating on-street parking on the west side there would be a loss of 50 



3 
 

parking spaces.  However, based on his counts the maximum number of parking 
spaces on either side of the street was 43.  He also added that there was sufficient 
parking within Cleveland Place. 
 
Niki added that in her observation, the area with the densest parking was on the east 
side of the street between the Rio Grande Trail and Village Road. 
 
Adam pointed out that it wasn’t the BPTC’s priority to consider parking. 
 
Matt responded that he didn’t want to spend a lot of time on a design that might fail 
because too many parking spaces were eliminated. 
 
Adam countered by suggesting that the public should be asked which they prefer.  
He added that the reason the proposed designs are being considered is because 8th 
Street isn’t functioning, but the community doesn’t want to give anything up. 
 
Meg pointed out that the reason the BPTC was asked to be involved was because 
residents along 8th Street reported consistent vehicular speeding and they didn’t feel 
safe being on the street.  The residents never asked for specific design elements—
the proposed designs are the consultant’s and the BPTC’s solution to the problem. 
 
Niki reminded the group that the issue originated from pedestrians who had 
completed the AARP street survey and because of their actions, the BPTC 
recommended to the BOT that a consultant should be hired to offer solutions. She 
also agreed with Adam that parking shouldn’t be the BPTC’s issue especially 
considering the commission’s multi-modal mission.  She went on to point out that the 
parking issue isn’t getting the attention it needs, especially considering the building 
density with insufficient parking.  However, in order to achieve a multi-modal travel 
corridor she would prefer to eliminate parking. 
 
Matt agreed that the goal was to create a multi-modal design, but also pointed out 
that if the design eliminates parking and community members protest, the 
commission members need to acknowledge that issue. 
 
Michael pointed out that the commission members agreed on a hybrid design that 
eliminates parking on one side of the street.  He wondered if people complained and 
the commission members choose to go with Option A that retains the parking, could 
the vegetation buffer be sacrificed to add sidewalk width? 
 
Matt responded that a public outreach campaign is being planned for the March 
meeting and suggested that the commission members be prepared for community 
members that are unhappy with the elimination of on-street parking. 
 
Adam wondered that with the difficulties of virtual meetings, was there a way to 
assess community members’ opinions with a survey? 
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Matt responded that previous public outreach has elicited opinions on both sides of 
the equation.  He suggested that for the March meeting Chloe be given the 
opportunity to give a five to ten-minute presentation to explain the design options 
followed by public comment and wrapping up with a commission member discussion. 
 
DISCUSS OPTIONS FOR COMMUNITY EDUCATION FOR BICYCLISTS 
Matt opened the topic for discussion by acknowledging the importance of bike safety 
but wondering what the best strategies were to achieve the goal. 
 
Adam suggested holding a bike safety event where prizes could be awarded. 
 
Matt responded by pointing out that the Parks and Recreation Department hosts bike 
safety events and noting the bike safety education is a goal of the police department.  
He thought the Roaring Fork Outdoor Volunteers might be able to incorporate the 
topic into one of the education events, as well.  He pointed out that events work best 
when other groups are involved. 
 
Michael wondered if there were handouts the BPTC could recommend to the BOT 
as part of the budget and then the BPTC could distribute. 
 
Matt thought that was a good idea and Adam asked what kind of handouts. 
 
Laurie responded that education on the cycling rules of the road was key.  She added 
that Colorado state law allows local governments to initiate their own legislation.  She 
would like the BPTC to 1) Increase community awareness of current laws, and 2) 
Ask the BOT to initiate a local ordinance making it illegal for cyclists to ride on the 
sidewalk. 
 
Niki pointed out that there is already a lot of material available for distribution.  For 
example, the Colorado Department of Transportation has small cards with the “Rules 
of the Road” printed on them that can easily be distributed.  They would be easy for 
the police department to distribute or could be handed out at an event.  She would 
also like to make sure that any materials that are distributed are bilingual. 
 
Laurie acknowledged Niki’s point, but reiterated that it doesn’t address people on 
bikes using the sidewalks.  She feels like this is a very dangerous situation and it 
happens throughout Carbondale. 
 
Matt responded that he thought people on bikes could use the sidewalk. 
 
Laurie reiterated that state law requires cyclists to follow the rules of the road. 
 
Meg queried whether Laurie was asking the BOT to change the current ordinance or 
for the police department to enforce current laws. 
 
Laurie clarified that there isn’t currently a municipal ordinance regarding this issue. 
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Matt stated that he was not comfortable with asking the BOT to change current 
ordinances or to require people on bikes not to use the sidewalk. 
Laurie insisted that the rules of the road need to be clarified and added that state 
laws don’t specifically state whether people on bikes can or can’t use the sidewalk. 
 
Meg added that her interpretation was that if a cyclist is in the roadway, they should 
follow the rules of the road. 
 
Adam pointed out that it was unlikely that there would be any enforcement to prevent 
people on bikes from using the sidewalk.  He thought an education campaign across 
the community might help inform more people about the rules of the road.  He 
suggested identifying places where people on bikes gather, such as at a community 
bike rack, and post a plaque in that area.  Different plaques could be used at different 
locations and the plaques could be designed to create a fun atmosphere. 
 
Matt agreed that sidewalk enforcement would be difficult and added that he preferred 
education as well. 
 
Meg suggested adding sharrows along priority travel corridors as the budget allows.  
This would help illustrate that the road is safe for use by cyclists.  She added that 
there are a lot of layers for what different users need to know. 
 
Matt thought that these were good ideas and suggested setting priorities to address. 
 
Laurie asked if someone could reach out to the police department to see if they could 
plan an educational event. 
 
Meg responded that both the elementary and middle schools have an educational 
component on bike safety.  She suggested following up with the P.E. teacher to see 
if they could include some transitional education from riding on the sidewalk to 
determining when it was safe to ride on the road. 
 
Matt volunteered to check with Eric Brendlinger to see whether they have any bike 
safety events coming up. 
 
Kevin added that money would need to be earmarked in the budget for sharrows and 
pointed out that most of the money in the 2021 budget is earmarked for 8th Street. 
 
Michael asked that this topic be added to another meeting agenda. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
The February 1, 2021, regular meeting adjourned at 7:05 p.m.  The next regular 
meeting is scheduled for March 1, 2021, at 6:00 pm.  
 
Respectfully submitted,  
Kae McDonald 


