
 
 CARBONDALE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

REGULAR MEETING 
AUGUST 24, 2021 

CARBONDALE TOWN HALL AND  
VIA ZOOM 

6:00 P.M. 
 
 
 
ATTENTION: All regular Carbondale Board of Trustee Meetings, Special Meetings, Executive 
Sessions and Works Sessions will be conducted in person and virtually via Zoom.  If you wish to 
attend the meeting virtually, and you have a comment concerning one or more of the Agenda 
items, please email cderby@carbondaleco.net  by 5:00 pm on August 24, 2021.   
 
If you would like to comment virtually during Persons Present Not on the Agenda please email 
cderby@carbondaleco.net  with your full name and email address by 5:00 pm on August 24, 
2021.   
 
You are invited to a Zoom webinar. 
When: Aug 24, 2021 05:30 PM Mountain Time (US and Canada) 
Topic: Carbondale Board of Trustees 8-24-2021 Regular Meeting 
 
Please click the link below to join the webinar: 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/84879557993 
Or One tap mobile :  
    US: +13462487799,,84879557993#  or +16699006833,,84879557993#  
Or Telephone: 
    Dial(for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location): 
        US: +1 346 248 7799  or +1 669 900 6833  or +1 253 215 8782  or +1 312 626 6799  or +1 929 
205 6099  or +1 301 715 8592  
Webinar ID: 848 7955 7993 
    International numbers available: https://us02web.zoom.us/u/kmiRKtfkc 
 
TIME*  ITEM DESIRED OUTCOME 
 

6:00 
 

1. 
 
Roll Call 

 
 

 
6:00 

 

 
2. 

 
Consent Agenda 
a. Accounts Payable  
b. BOT 8/10/2021 Regular Meeting Minutes 
c. BOT 8/17/ 2021 Special Meeting Minutes 
d. Art Gallery Permit Renewal – 

Carbondale Arts 

e. Liquor License Renewal – Carbondale 
Beer Works 

f.   Recommendations for Reappointment to 
the Planning & Zoning Commission 

 

 
 
ATTACHMENT A 
ATTACHMENT B 
ATTACHMENT C 
ATTACHMENT D  
 
ATTACHMENT E 
 
ATTACHMENT F 
BOT Action Desired 
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   6:05 

 
3. 

 
Persons Present Not On The Agenda 
 

 
 

 
   6:15 

 
4. 

 
Trustee Comments 
 

 
 

 
  6:45 
 

 
5. 

 
Attorney’s Comments 
 

 
 

 
  6:50 
 

 
6. 

 
Public Hearing – Liquor License Transfer 
Applicant: Craft, LLC 
Address: 689 Main Street 
 

 
ATTACHMENT G 
BOT Action Desired 

 
 7:00 
 

 
7. 

 
Special Event Liquor License - YouthZone 

 
ATTACHMENT H 
BOT Action Desired 

 
   7:10 

 
8. 

 

 
Special Event Liquor License – True Nature 

 
ATTACHMENT I 
BOT Action Desired 

 
   7:20 
 
 

 
9. 

 

 
Third Street Center- DOLA Grant 

 
ATTACHMENT J 
BOT Action Desired 

 
   7:30 
 
 

 
10. 

 
Recommendation for Appointment – Parks & 
Recreation Commission 

 
ATTACHMENT K 
BOT Action Desired 

 
   7:45 
 
 

 
11. 

 
Update to Comprehensive Plan – Cushing 
Terrell 

 
ATTACHMENT L 
Discussion 

 
  8:30 

 
12. 

 
Utility Control System Upgrade 
 

 
ATTACHMENT M 
BOT Action Desired 

 
  8:40 
 

 
13. 

 
Appointment of Interim Town Manager 
 

 
BOT Action Desired 

 
   8:50 
 
 

 
14. 

 
Board of Trustees 2022 Priorities 
 

 
Discussion 

 
  9:20 
 

 
15. 

 
Minutes/Correspondence 

a. Historic Preservation Commission 6-3-
2021 

b. Parks & Recreation 7-14-2021 Minutes 
c. Planning & Zoning Commission 7-15-

2021 Minutes 
d. Thank you – Community Request – 

Advocate Safehouse 
 

 
ATTACHMENT N 
Information Only 

 
  9:20 
 

 
16. 

 
Adjourn 

 

* Please note: times are approximate 
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TOWN OF CARBONDALE 

511 COLORADO AVENUE 

CARBONDALE, CO  81623 

Board of Trustees Agenda Memorandum 

Meeting Date:  8-24-21 

TITLE:    Appointments for Planning and Zoning Commission 

SUBMITTING DEPARTMENT:   Planning Department 

ATTACHMENTS:  None 

BACKGROUND 

The terms for Marina Skiles and Nick Miscione expire on 8/31/20. Marina and Nick have 
reapplied for re-appointment to the Planning and Zoning Commission (P&Z). 

The Commission has recommended that the Board of Trustees reappoint Marina Skiles 
and Nick Miscione as regular members. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Town Staff recommends that the following motion be approved: Move to reappoint 
Marina Skiles and Nick Miscione as regular Planning and Zoning Commission 
members. 

Prepared By: John Leybourne, Planner 
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Third Street Center: A Social Impact Incubator 
520 South Third Street, Carbondale, CO 81623 

970.963.3221 | www.thirdstreetcenter.net 

MEMO 
To:   Town of Carbondale Trustees 

From:  Colin Laird, Third Street Center 

RE:  Conceptual Approval for grant proposal to DOLA 

Date:  August 19, 2021 

In 2019, Third Street Center was awarded 
$100,000 by CORE’s Randy Udall Energy 
Pioneer Grant Program as a first step in 
creating a net zero micro grid in 
Carbondale.   

Due to the pandemic, this project has not 
moved forward as quickly as we had hoped. 

Fortunately, CLEER made us aware of a 
DOLA’s Renewable and Clean Energy 
Initiative, which has a rolling deadline, that 
we may be able to leverage additional 
funding from. 

Since only local governments can apply to 
this program, we would like to develop a 
proposal and submit it through the Town 
of Carbondale. 

We are seeking conceptual approval for this effort. 

The proposal would outline the steps needed to create and Net Zero Energy District and Micro 
Grid first developed in CLEER’s report from 2018. This DOLA grant proposal would ask for 

Current Third Street Center  
Solar Electric & Hot Water Systems 
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funding for the first step - a battery storage option for excess solar energy produced at the Third 
Street Center (which produces 120-150% more than we need to operate the building). 
 
We have discussed the proposal with our new Regional DOLA staff person, Dana Hlavac, and he 
believes the proposal fits the current guidelines, especially if we could show it as a step toward 
creating a Community Micro Grid. 
 
We plan to ask for $100,000 with the CORE grant as local match. Obviously, if the Town were 
able to add to the match, it would improve the grant proposal’s odds of success and enable this 
effort to accomplish more. 
 
With your approval, we plan to submit a proposal in September. 
 
 
 
Image: Conceptual Micro Grid with Local Renewable assets and resources 
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

Town of Carbondale Comprehensive Plan Update 
Carbondale, Colorado

Board of Trustees - Plan Update Session 
August 24th , 2021
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

Plan Purpose _ Scope
Project Timeline     

Community Engagement Process   
• What we’ve done
• What’s next
• Spanish-speaking event
• What we’ve heard 

Focus Groups and PSC        
• Vision Goals
• Demographics + Market + Housing
• Growth and Capacity
• Mobility + Transportation
• Aging in Community
• Climate Action + Sustainability

Discussion       

Next Steps
• Project Schedule + Key Milestones

AGENDA
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE

PLAN PURPOSE + SCOPE

Plan Update will serve as a SUPPLEMENT to the Exisiting 2013 Comprehensive Plan
Not intended as a complete re-write of the current Plan

• Key Plan Elements
 Vision + Goals
 Growth Projections + Capacity
 Future Land Use Map 
 Mobility (Multi-Modal Focus) 
 Aging in Community
 Climate Action Plan

• Key Geographic FOCUS AREAS
 Downtown (HCC Zone)
 Downtown North 
 High Density Residential Areas*

  *High Density Residential Areas considers building character and massing compatibility w/  
  adjacent properties  
  Focus is on building adjacencies and relationships versus zoning density adjustments 
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

Data Collection / Mapping 

Steering Committee Mtgs.

Kick-off / Project Management 

Public Outreach: Focus Groups 
/ Surveys / Events

Plan Element Assessments
  - Downtown District
  - Downtown North
  - Climate Action Plan / VCAPS 
  - Aging In Community
  - Multi-Modal Access
  - High Density Neighborhoods

Growth Area / Code / UBC 
Review Recommendations

TASK

Focus Groups

Trustee’s Update

Plan Update Approval 

2021 

Vision / 
Goals

Project Management Meeting /  
Stakeholder Focus Group Session

Key Touch-Point / WorkshopMajor Deliverable 

EXISTING CONDITIONS  
SUMMARY

Review Period

Implementation Strategies 

Draft Plan Update

Draft-Final Plan Update

NTP  

Community 
Event #1

Focus Groups

 Economics /Housing  
Downtown North 

Downtown 

Mobility / Aging In 
Community / CAP 

Community 
Event #2, #3

Preliminary Draft-
Update 

APPROVAL PROCESS TBD

DRAFT 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Implementation 
Strategies 

DRAFT PLAN UPDATE 

FINAL APPROVED 
PLAN UPDATE 

PHASE KICK-OFF ASSESSMENT RECOMMENDATIONS PLAN UPDATE APPROVAL  

MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC JAN

Policy 
Recommendations

DRAFT-FINAL PLAN 
UPDATE 

LAND USE SCENARIOS 

4 Weeks 6 Weeks 8 Weeks 8 Weeks TBD 
IMPLEMENTATION

Online Survey

FUTURE LAND USE MAP

2022 

Trustee’s Update

7/15 8/12 9/16 10/14 11/18

Additional meetings include various 
Community groups:
• EBoard
• CLEER
• CAFCI
• Bicycle/Pedestrian Comission
• Historic Preservation

6/17
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT PLAN (CEP)

What we’ve done

• Project website (launched 7/2)
• First Friday’s engagement kick-off (7/2)
• 3 PSC meetings (6/10, 7/15, 8/12)
• Online survey (7/2-8/6)
• 4 Farmer’s Market booths (7/14, 7/21, 

7/28, 8/4)
• 6 Focus group stakeholder meetings:

• Affordable housing (8/10)
• Access + mobility (8/19)
• Arts + culture (8/18)
• Sustainability, agriculture + recreation 

(8/23)
• Businesses + economy (8/9)
• Development + infrastructure (8/9)

• Spanish-speaking community meeting 
(8/16)

• Open House (8/17)
• 2 Design charrettes (8/17)
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT PLAN (CEP)

What’s next

• 3 PSC meetings (9/16, 10/14, 11/18)
• Virtual Spanish-speaking public meeting 

(10/19)
• Virtual public meeting (10/21)
• Adoption hearing (December 2021/

January 2022)
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

WEB PAGE / SURVEY

Web Page: www.CarbondaleKaleidoscope.com/Chart-Carbondale

Online Survey:

• 524 responses
• July 2 - August 6
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

SPANISH-SPEAKING COMMUNITY MEETING

Key takeaways:

Discussion highlights:

• They want to be included and stay 
involved

• Meetings are more inclusive if led in 
Spanish

• Personal outreach is most effective

• Affordable housing + access to 
housing

• Public transportation
• Access to extracurriculars for youth
• Community beautification - good or 

bad?
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

WHAT WE’VE HEARD

If you could make one recommendation about the future of Carbondale, what 
would it be?
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

EMERGING THEMES

#1: More locally-attainable housing for Carbondale’s workforce

#2: Preserve Carbondale’s small town, funky character

#3: Recent growth is overwhelming - desire to grow slow + intentionally

#4: Traffic congestion needs to be addressed

#5: Focus on sustainability and Climate Action Plan

#6: Protect/preserve natural resources + open space
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

EMERGING THEMES

• Support more local businesses - no big-
box chains

• Keep Carbondale accessible/affordable
• Celebrate Carbondale’s diversity
• Improve parking downtown
• Improve/expand public transit system
• Discourage second homeownership and 

short-term rentals
• HCC Zone District is broken - preventing 

redevelopment downtown
• Universal Access

Other common themes:
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

GROWTH PROJECTIONS 
+ HOUSING DIVERSITY 

KEY QUESTIONS

• What are the current growth trends 
that need to be taken into account 
going forward? 

• Has the Town been able to achieve 
housing diversity?

• How have new job trends (e.g. 
remote work economy) impacted 
the community?
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

Three basic types of growth tra-
jectory:

Upward Swooping (exponential)
 
• “We grow about X% per year”

• Shaped like Carbondale’s growth 
in the 1980s + 1990s

Straight Line
 
• “We average X new housing units 

per year”

• Shaped like Carbondale’s growth 
in the past 10 years

S-shaped (Carrying Capacity)
 
• “We used to build X housing units 

per year but we’re running out of 
land”

• Shaped like Carbondale’s growth 
over the past 40 years

PREDICTING GROWTH: 
APPROACHES  
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

We looked at two growth scenarios 
based on those trajectories, both 
yeilding a projection of around 1,200 
new residents by 2030

Adding in likely demand from non-
residents...
(to equal the historical ratio of 2.65 
residents per overall housing unit)

Equates to a need for appoximately 
450 new housing units over 10 years

PROJECTED 
HOUSING UNIT 
DEMAND
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

Carbondale has an exceptionally 
active pipeline of new housing 
units under construction or pro-
posed

• 199 units underway (plus another 
78 Assisted Living units)

• 105 additional units proposed

Mostly “missing middle housing” 
- with a considerable share of af-
fordable units

This activity alone could accom-
modate 3/4 of likely demand over 
the next decade

• But it is not likely to continue 
on an annual basis at this pace 
(currently a “perfect storm” for 
residential development across 
much of the US).

RESIDENTIAL 
PIPELINE ACTIVITY
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

SOME TAKEAWAYS

The need for housing diversity has been reinforced by community members throughout the 
planning process to date

Future projected growth can be accommodated within the current Town limits

A housing/jobs balance is important if the Town wishes to advance a long-term fiscally 
sustainable approach over the next 10-20 years
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

0.5 Miles

Housing Units
Downtown: 204 (9.7 units/ac)
Downtown North: 4 (0.25 units/ac)
Residential Focus Areas: 425 (10 units/ac)

Total: 633 
[Rest of Carbondale: ~2,000]

About 32% of total housing

Downtown 
North

Downtown

Residential 
Focus Areas
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update
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USGS, AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Downtown

LAND USE & 
NEIGHBORHOOD 
CHARACTER

One Goal

Trends + Questions

• Downtown hasn’t seen recent 
development

• How and why should growth be 
re-focused to Downtown? Historic 
Commercial Core Zoning: is it serving 
its intended purpose?

• Many have tried to bring a project 
to fruition

• Are historic preservation mechanisms 
effective/adequate?

• How much growth capacity 
can be handled in Downtown?

• About 3.7  acres of vacant land

• @ 20 units/acre = 73 units

• @ 40 units/ac = 147 units

DOWNTOWN  
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

0.5 Miles

133

Downtown 
North

MERRILL AVE

MAIN ST

RIO GRANDE TR8
TH

 ST

4
TH

 ST

LAND USE & 
NEIGHBORHOOD 
CHARACTER

One Goal

Two Strategies

Trends + Questions

• Owner waiting to see community’s 
vision in CPU: mostly consistent

• Primed for housing? What kind...

• Extension of downtown AND new 
neighborhood

• Improve bike/ped, vehicle 
connections to downtown 

• Transportation future: to open space 
and with future Merrill 

• How much housing growth 
capacity can be handled in 
Downtown North?

• About 13-15 acres
• @ 12 units/acre = 170 units

• @ 24 units/ac = 340 units

DOWNTOWN NORTH 
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

0.5 Miles

133
Residential 
Focus Areas

LAND USE & 
NEIGHBORHOOD 
CHARACTER

One Goal

Two Strategies

RESIDENTIAL FOCUS 
AREAS

Trends + Questions

• How does what’s on-the-ground 
compare to what’s envisioned?

• Are these transition areas?
• How do we ensure compatible scale/

massing with existing and nearby 
form?

Future Vision
• “to provide high-density 

neighborhoods comprised of a well-
planned mix of single-family and 
multi-family dwellings... to provide a 
high-quality living environment”

• Keep existing apartments

• Maintain housing unit and price mix 

• Allows 35’ buildings with 5’ setbacks

• Allows some commercial uses by CUP
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GARFIELD AVE

MAIN ST
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

CONDITIONS|OBSERVATIONS
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

MOBILITY + TRANSPORTATION 

CONSIDERATIONS

• Speeding is one of the most common 

transportation-related concerns. What 

corridors have the highest real or 

perceived speeding?

• This process will identify street cross-

sections based on the context of the 

street. What are important things to 

consider in various parts of town? For 

example, sidewalks on one or both 

sides, attached or detached sidewalks, 

on-street parking, and travel lane 

widths?

• What are the key barriers to aging 

in community, from a transportation 

perspective?

• Do you feel like there is adequate public 

parking in Carbondale? If not, what 

hubs have a higher parking demand 

than supply?
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

MOBILITY + 
TRANSPORTATION 

GENERAL 
TRANSPORTATION 
THEMES
• Vision for transportation network 

in Carbondale:

• Equitable

• Minimizes environmental 
impact

• Safe

• Need to address parking 
requirements in residential areas

• Increased connectivity to improve 
walk- and bikability

• Town may require a standalone 
Transportation Master Plan in the 
future
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

MOBILITY + 
TRANSPORTATION 
BICYCLE + PEDESTRIAN

• Mixed opinions on completion of 
sidewalk gaps

• Pros: Aging in Community

• Con: Maintaining town 
character

• Implemented with new 
development and CIP projects

• Upgrade of deficient sidewalks; 
education on residential 
responsibilities

• Support for more bicycle facilities

• Sharrows and sidepaths

• Implemented with new 
development and CIP projects

• Enhanced crossings of Highway 
133

• Concern of bike visibility at 
commercial driveways

• Improved wayfinding and signage
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

MOBILITY + 
TRANSPORTATION 

TRANSIT AND 
VEHICULAR
Transit

• Expanded coverage/
evaluation of the RFTA 
Circulator

• Improved paratransit service 
reliability

• More alternative transit options 
to support aging in community

Vehicular

• Congestion at approach to 
roundabout

• Speeding concerns; need for 
traffic calming
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

Crystal 
Meadows:

79 Units

Heritage Park and 
Care Center: 28 units

Sopris Lodge: 78 
Units

AGING IN 
COMMUNITY

KEY OBSERVATIONS: 
HOUSING

• 78 new Senior Housing Units 
(Sopris Lodge, North Downtown: 
continuity of care, partially 
independent, assisted living, and 
memory care)

• Assisted Living: Heritage Park + 
Care Center

• Affordable Senior: Crystal 
Meadows (HUD, 62+, 30% AGI)
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

Sopris Meadows: 
78 Units

AGING IN 
COMMUNITY

KEY OBSERVATIONS: 
HOUSING

• Trends and Needs?

• Rise in Seniors, decline in Kids 

• What’s the largest demographic 
rise or housing need among all 
cohorts?

• 60+: Downsizing households, 
active senior homes, assisted 
living

SHIFTING POPULATION AGE

This chart shows 
trajectories for key age 
groups across a four-
county region, along with 
typical housing product 
needs.

• The rise in senior 
coinciding with decline in 
kids (0-19) is most striking.

• Note that the growth in 
20-somethings is somewhat 
counter to the national 
trend, which is more 
reflective of the aging of 
Millennials into their 30s.

Age/life-stage used to be a better 
predictor of housing type, but the 
relationships have become more 
diverse, especially as Millennials 
have delayed household 
formation and home ownership.
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

AGING IN 
COMMUNITY

KEY TAKEAWAYS

• CAFCI is well-organized and 
provide a key role in the 
community 

• Universal design is a priority 

• Access projects: benches, 
sidewalks, audits, 8th St

• Senior housing

• Compared to rest of Valley

PLACE UNITS POP 
(EST 2020)

PER 
1,000

Carbondale 185 6,785  27.3 

Glenwood Spgs 164 9,915  16.5 

Rifle 92 9,650  9.5 
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

CLIMATE ACTION PLAN + 
SUSTAINABILITY 

2013 CARBONDALE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

CLIMATE ACTION PLAN + 
SUSTAINABILITY 

2013 CARBONDALE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
TOPIC: ECOLOGY AND RENEWABLE ENERGY -  GOALS & STRATEGIES

A.  Develop and adopt a green building program for new commercial development.
B.  Establish Carbondale as a center of sustainable enterprises.
C.  Update and revise the 2005 Town of Carbondale Energy and Climate Protection     
 Plan and continue to implement the policies contained in this plan.
D.  Maintain a compact small town form connected by an integrated and functional bike,  
 pedestrian and transit system.

A.  Identify key riparian areas for acquisition and conservation.
B.  Maintain and enhance the riparian tree canopy.
C.  Develop safe boating and shoreline access points using natural materials.
D.  Develop river trails where terrain and access allow, that are carefully designed to  
 support water quality through reductions in sedimentation and erosion.

A.  Continue participating in regional watershed planning and projects.
B.  Employ naturalized stormwater treatment techniques such as naturalized detention,  
 bio-swales, rain gardens, trees, terracing and porous pavements.
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

CLIMATE ACTION PLAN + 
SUSTAINABILITY 

CARBONDALE CLIMATE ACTION & RESILIENCY DEVELOPMENTS 
FROM 2013 TO 2021

Accomplished

• 2013: Adopted International Green Commercial 
Construction Code

• 2015: Water Efficiency Plan 

• 2015: Source Water Protection Plan

• 2017: Updated Climate Action Plan: Set a goal 
of Net Zero Community by 2050

• 2018: Preparing for Drought - Vulnerability, 
Consequences & Adaptation Planning Scenarios 
(VCAPS) 

• 2019: Released Net Zero for New Construction 
report and Code roadmap to reach net zero in 
new constriction by 2030

• 2019: Single Hauler Trash Program

• 2020: Revised Residential Efficient Building 
Program (REBP): Increased energy efficiency 
and on site solar requirements          

In Progress

• 2021: Adopting 2018 IGCC with amendments 
and revised renewable energy requirements for 
new commercial buildings

• 2021: Tracking progress on CAP action items 
and categorizing strategies as high/medium/
low priority

• 2021: Researching potential to address 
energy use in existing buildings through code 
mechanisms.                                                           

ASHEIGH/CT TO 
FINALIZE
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CLIMATE ACTION PLAN + 
SUSTAINABILITY 

FRAMEWORK FOR A SUSTAINABLE FUTURE

ASHEIGH/CT TO 
FINALIZE
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CLIMATE ACTION PLAN + 
SUSTAINABILITY 

COMPARING FRAMEWORK FOR A SUSTAINABLE FUTURE

2013 FRAMEWORK PROPOSED FRAMEWORK 
FOR 2021 COMP PLAN

ASHEIGH/CT TO 
FINALIZE
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CLIMATE ACTION PLAN + 
SUSTAINABILITY 

NEXT STEPS
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Town of Carbondale, CO Comp Plan Update

OVERALL FINDINGS SO FAR

• Outreach: making great progress, 
will continue to push.

• Have enough fill-in capacity to 
handle growth, target areas could 
be Downtown and Downtown 
North.

• Downtown UDC (HCC) tweaks 
would assist redevelopment.

• Push toward form-based.
• Parking and open space.
• Location of district. 

• DTN: Great dialog with owners 
and community, mostly consistent 
messages.

• Residential Focus: consider 
compitiblity design and criteria.

• Aging in Community: good 
progress, push for mobility, design 
projects.

• Climate Action: making good 
progress, have great resources, 
lets think of ways to establish 
benchmarks.
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Next StepsNext Steps

Community Engagement Events      ONGOING
           

Project Steering Committee #4                                       September 16
 Draft Policy Recommendations

Project Steering Committeed #5     October 14
 Implementation Strategies

Project Steering Commiteee #6     November 18

Draft Update          December
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MINUTES 
CARBONDALE HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

June 3, 2021 

CALL TO ORDER 
Nick Miscione called the virtual June 3, 2021, meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. 

ROLL CALL 
The following members were present for roll call: 

Members: Nick Miscione, Chair 
Eric Sechrist, Member 
John Williams, Member 
Kim Magee, Member 
Jess Pederson, Member 
Melissa Jones, Member 

Town Staff Present: John Leybourne, Staff Liaison  
Kae McDonald, Boards & Commissions Clerk 

CONSENT AGENDA 
Motion Passed: John Williams moved to approve Carbondale Historic Preservation Commission 
(CPHC) meeting minutes from May 3, 2021, with one typographical correction.  Kim Magee seconded 
the motion, and it was unanimously approved.  

PERSONS PRESENT NOT ON THE AGENDA 
There was no one present, not on the agenda. 

NEW ALTERNATE MEMBER APPLICATION: HEATHER MACDONALD    
Heather briefly introduced herself.  She received her Masters’ Degree in Architecture and Urban Design 
from the University of Colorado/Denver and currently works for Stan Clauson Associates.  Her graduate 
project was documenting historic churches in El Paso County.  She has experience working on historic 
preservation projects and assisted in updating the Lafayette, Colorado, Historic Preservation documents.  
She has gone through the walking tours posted on the webpage and read the article by Eric Doud in the 
Sopris Sun. 

John Williams asked Heather how long she has lived in Carbondale.  Heather replied that she has lived 
here since June of 2018. 

Eric Sechrist asked Heather to share her perspective on historic preservation and explained that the 
Carbondale HPC is considering ways to limit the destruction of historic buildings within the TOC. 

Heather responded that living on 8th Street through the proposed improvement impressed her with how 
hard it was to get people involved unless they really like or dislike a project.  She also noted that the 
pandemic has significantly limited communication.  She cited several examples of historic buildings being 
repurposed in El Paso County and noted how important that was. 

Kim asked Heather what interested her in the HPC.  Heather responded that she saw the ad for Boards 
and Commissions vacancies and thought it would be a good step to the Planning and Zoning 
Commission. 

Melissa asked what Heather’s perspective on landmarking historic buildings.  Heather noted that it was 
an important aspect of historic preservation and would like to see more property owners pursue National 
Register status. 
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Jess asked Heather what she saw as Carbondale’s history to preserve.  Heather replied that she is still 
learning about Carbondale’s history. 
 
Nick asked Heather if she had experience with Transferable Development Rights (TDR’s) that are 
currently commanding a high price in Aspen.  He commented that that might be a good incentive for 
historic preservation efforts in Carbondale. 
 
Heather responded that she hasn’t worked on the TDR’s yet, but was willing to explore that topic. 
 
Jess pointed out that if it puts limitations on prospective houses, property owners might not be interested.  
He thought incentives on various landscaping options might be more appropriate. 
 
John Leybourne noted that TDR’s were brought up when the UDC was being considered and no one was 
interested.  He also pointed out the TDR’s can be detrimental to infill development. 
 
Melissa also volunteered to research TDR’s through the title company. 
 
Motion Passed: Eric Sechrist moved to approve the recommendation of Heather MacDonald to the 
Board of Trustees for approval as an alternate member of the Carbondale Historic Preservation 
Commission.  Kim Magee seconded the motion, and it was unanimously approved.  
 
LANDMARKING APPLICATION VERBIAGE 
Eric Sechrist noted that the subcommittee had had a lengthy conversation concerning the current 
Landmarking definition and whether the definition would change—and if the definition changes, how 
would that affect property owners of Landmarked buildings.  He also explained that the subcommittee had 
also discussed various levels of Landmarking; for example, “Landmarking Light” versus full-scale 
Landmarking that would include deed restrictions. 
 
John Williams added that with different levels of landmarking, property owners can pick and choose the 
scale of protection.  He added that the TOC can develop its own definition of what a landmark is. 
 
John Leybourne read the Landmark definition as presented in Chapter 16-3-10: 

“ Pursuant to the procedures set forth in this Article, the Board of Trustees may designate as a 
landmark an individual structure or other feature or an integrated group of structures and features 
on a single lot or site having a specific historical or architectural value, as well as designate a 
landmark site for each landmark.” 

He added that the procedures for landmarking follow the definition.  He liked the idea of different 
landmarking levels. 
 
John Williams pointed out that the HPC is dealing with the past history of town residents that are resistant 
to restrictions. 
 
Melissa noted that many properties in the TOC don’t quite fulfill the criteria for the current landmarking 
status and “Landmarking Light” would be similar to Structures of Merit--it would be a designation that 
could be included in the public record for resale information but wouldn’t restrict what can be done under 
the current landmarking designation.  She added that a midlevel landmarking status might be a more 
subtle designation with a small placard installed on or near the building. 
 
Jess pointed out the SOM have different levels and could correspond with how the property could be 
landmarked.  As an example, he suggested that the most important buildings in town like the Dinkel 
Building could receive the highest level of landmarking while buildings such as 234 Main could receive a 
lesser level.  He also added that incentives should be an important aspect of the designation. 
 
Eric Sechrist thought that there must be some pride in owning a historic building and thought that not 
demolishing a building was a low bar as far as restrictions were concerned.  He wondered how best to set 
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the bar so that it is easy for those people who care about the building, but restrictive enough to limit 
demolition for those property that are owned as developable assets. 
 
Nick suggested that a range already exists—“Landmarking Light” equates to the SOM designation, a 
second tier would be applying for TOC Landmark status,  the third tier would be applying for State 
Register designation, and the fourth tier would be applying for National Register status.  He suggested 
that rather than trying to redefine the process, reinforcement might be the easier path forward.  He didn’t 
think it was necessary to throw everything out and make things more complicated in order to focus solely 
on Landmarking.  He went on to note that he didn’t disagree that the system is flawed but preferred to 
focus on incentives so more property owners were interested in landmarking their buildings. Nick agreed 
with Jess that incentives are important so that property owners have something valuable that might 
provide a better financial outcome.  He added that TDR’s might be a very important incentive to consider. 
 
Kim agreed with Nick but noted that the subcommittee was most concerned about making sure the 
landmark definition stays the same and doesn’t change to the detriment of property owners. 
 
Nick pointed out that TDR’s are a contractual agreement and are part of the deed.  He reiterated that it 
doesn’t need to be complicated—it really all comes down to money. 
 
Eric Sechrist agreed, but thought the definition was vague and didn’t stipulate that property owners 
couldn’t tear down a building.  He would like to tighten up the language. 
 
John Leybourne noted that demolition requires a permit and there is a process to work through before a 
building can be torn down.  He added that the TOC did not adopt the maintenance code, but that Section 
16.4.80 lists the data necessary to request a landmark alteration certificate.  He pointed out that the 
criterion for demolition is a high bar to meet. 
 
Nick reiterated his opinion that incentives such as TDR’s should be the focus of conversation. 
 
Kim asked if the commission members agree that incentives are good, what are the next steps?  She 
noted that the State provides some grants but wondered how the HPC could work on the other parts. 
 
Eric Sechrist agreed, but stated he would like to explore variances. 
 
John Leybourne pointed out that based on the UDC, variances require proving a hardship.  He didn’t see 
how someone could purchase a property to develop in a certain way, receive landmark status and then 
claim a hardship.  He thought there might be legal issues through that scenario. 
 
Nick agreed with John Leybourne that owning a historic building should not be considered a hardship. 
 
Eric Sechrist pointed out that the conversation was revolving around a variance versus TDR’s.  He 
thought it would be good to explore both options as negotiation tactics. 
 
Nick replied that allowing variances such as an accessory dwelling unit (ADU) might erode key features of 
a historic landmark.  He noted that there can be stipulations placed on a TDR. 
 
John Leybourne added that the BOT designates the landmark, and it typically doesn’t include the lot, so 
an ADU might be allowed in the back. 
 
Eric Sechrist agreed that TDR’s are a good option, but he wondered how they can be made to work within 
the current framework. 
 
Nick reiterated that the procedures are in place—all that is lacking are incentives. 
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John Leybourne pointed out the example of 711 Main Street as the type of negotiation that can take 
place—the approval for the planned unit development (PUD) was contingent upon the building remaining 
historic in appearance.   He added that Chapter 16.3.110 lists the economic incentives currently available. 
 
Nick replied that Chapter 16.3.110 sets up the framework, but it hasn’t fully been adopted into practice. 
 
John Leybourne noted that past commissions focused on State-sponsored incentives.  He added that 
while the incentives are broad, helping property owners would be a good start. 
 
Nick pointed out that while State Historic Fund grants may be geared toward both nonprofits and 
individuals, the individual generally has fewer grant choices but more flexibility and although nonprofits 
have more grant possibilities, they generally have less flexibility. 
 
John Leybourne added that for maintenance grants, the grant recipient must do the work first and get 
reimbursed. 
 
Nick suggested continuing this topic of conversation at the next meeting, with Heather gathering 
information on TDR’s, Melissa gathering information on deeds, and reaching out to AVLT representative 
to attend. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
The June 3, 2021, regular meeting adjourned at 8:00 p.m. The next regular meeting is scheduled for July 
1, 2021 at 6:30 pm. 
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MINUTES 
CARBONDALE PARKS & RECREATION COMMISSION 

July 14, 2021 

Hollis Sutherland called the in-person/virtual meeting of the Carbondale Parks & Recreation Commission to 
order at 7:00 p.m. at Carbondale Town Hall on July 14, 2021. 

ROLL CALL 
The following members were present for roll call: 

Members: Hollis Sutherland, Chair  
Rose Rossello, Vice Chair (Late) 
John Williams, Member 
Ashley Hejtmanek, Member 
Tracy Wilson, Member 
Kathleen Wanatowicz, Member 
Becky Moller, Member (Late) 
Brian Soby, Alternate (Late) 

   Celeste Fullerton, Youth Member 

Town Staff Present: Eric Brendlinger, Parks & Recreation Department Director 
Jessi Rochel, Recreation Center & Recreation Programs Manager 
Luis Yllanes, Board of Trustees Liaison 

   Kae McDonald, Boards & Commission Clerk 

CONSENT AGENDA 
Motion Passed:  Tracy moved to approve the minutes from the June 9, 2021, meeting with one correction on page 
3: “Eric asked the owners of the park if the previous weed control included the applications of chemical herbicides.”  
John seconded the motion, and it was unanimously approved. 

ITEMS FROM CITIZENS PRESENT NOT ON THE AGENDA 
There was no one present, not on the agenda, to address the commission. 

PARKS TOUR REVIEW FOR BUDGET PRIORITY EXERCISE 
Eric reviewed the previous month’s parks tour in the context of the upcoming 2022 budget and to incorporate into 
the five-year plan.  Eric noted that the budget priorities are: 

• Upgrades to park playgrounds
o Hendricks
o Colorado Meadows
o Sopris

• Park Bathroom Improvements
o Given the estimated costs, it isn’t feasible to replace playground features and associated

bathrooms within the same budget cycle
o Eric suggested a schedule alternating the replacement of playground features and bathrooms

every other year, replacing the oldest bathroom (Gianinetti Park) and inadequate bathroom (North
Face Park) first

o The primary consideration is how ongoing work at the parks can be coordinated with Aquatic
Facility bonding

• Bike Park Maintenance
o When the Bike Park was installed, it was a great amenity, but it requires annual maintenance.  Eric

has gotten a quote from a bike park maintenance team (not affiliated with TOC staff) to address
jump lines that aren’t rideable along with other maintenance issues.

o Because this is an emergency situation, a sole source contract for $14,000.00 has been awarded
to get the bike course in rideable condition.  A rebuild would require five to six days at a cost of
approximately $20,00.00, with an ongoing annual maintenance contract of $10,000 to $15,000.
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Questions/Comments: 
Hollis asked where the initial $14,000.00 was coming from. 
 
Eric replied that it is a Recreation Sales Tax expenditure.  He noted that $5,000.00 already earmarked in the budget 
for the Bike Park will be used along with money earmarked for subcontracts. 
 
Ashley asked if the bike park is serving needs given there is a great facility in El Jebel along with the myriad 
mountain bike trails in the vicinity of Carbondale.  She wondered if it was obsolete. 
 
Eric pointed out that it still gets good use, especially from younger/less experienced riders and the pump track.  He 
noted that the progression of difficulty from beginner to intermediate/advanced is still there and it would be a 
disservice to local riders to eliminate it. 
 
Kathy agreed that it was a great asset, and the TOC needs to keep it.  She supports the cost of ongoing 
maintenance rather than spending money on the RV Park. 
 
Tracy also agreed that it was important to maintain the bike park.  She reminded the commission members that they 
had previously discussed finding funding donors in return for signage opportunities at the park.  She noted that there 
is a high maintenance cost with the park, in general. 
 
Eric added that the other long-range asset that needs regular maintenance are the Red Hill trails.  He explained that 
the prevailing topography and type of dirt found on Red Hill presents long-term maintenance challenges.  He noted 
that he is developing a Request for Proposals for maintenance, a design for a secondary bike trail exit, and 
recommendations for how to fix the Beeline as a Black Diamond exit.  He also noted that while some of the money 
will come from the maintenance endowment created during the Save Red Hill campaign, the remainder will come 
from the 2022 Parks & Recreation budget. 
 
Tracy noted that Ruthie’s Run on Red Hill has been hammered.  She was glad to hear that there is a maintenance 
endowment. 
 
Eric added that the Red Hill Trail System benefits from volunteer maintenance—specifically, RFOV and Corporate 
adoption of trails--in addition to the endowment.   
 
Hollis asked about the pickleball court/skate park lighting project at North Face Park.  She noted that that project is 
listed for 2025 but wondered if the Pickleball Association pays off what they currently owe for the court completion if 
they might want to embark on the lighting project earlier than that. 
 
John questioned how much of a priority the lighting project was and thought a pavilion might be a higher-priority 
amenity. 
 
Tracy asked how fundraising for the pool might affect the timing of other projects. 
 
Eric replied that the question is how much money the TOC needs to raise to afford the bond for the pool and noted 
that there might be competition among several projects for funding. 
 
Ashley suggested that bathroom renovations at each park be given their own byline in the Capital Improvement 
Plan.  She asked if the Bonnie Fischer playground was off the table to which Eric replied in the affirmative. 
 
Becky observed that she had been in the bathrooms at Gianinetti Park recently and they were much improved. 
 
John requested that the $25,000.00 earmarked for the Thompson House and History Park improvements be moved 
up one or two years.  He noted that once the Thompson Park Townhome project is completed, the History Park will 
see increased use and with it the potential for more damage.  He would like to see road and parking signs clarified. 
 
Rose added that a crosswalk is needed across Highway 133, as well. 
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Kathleen asked in the context of pool fundraising, how the capital outlay of $500,000 is earmarked—if it syncs up 
with the Recreation Sales tax and General Fund; and, if it does, how do you get extra money for projects? 
 
Eric noted that grant funding is more speculative and can’t be guaranteed. 
 
Tracy pointed out that there are still wedding/event opportunities at the Thompson House and would like to see that 
put on the agenda in the next few months to explore in greater detail. 
 
Hollis added that she would make a note to keep in touch with the Thompson Park Homeowner’s Association. 
 
Luis suggested that the parking signage at the Thompson House be completed as soon as possible. 
 
AQUATICS FACILITY MASTER PLAN—NEXT STEPS: RECREATION SALES AND USE TAX REVIEW 
Eric noted that a BOT work session is scheduled for July 20th to provide information on next steps and get 
feedback on funding options.  Eric referred to several packet attachments that describe the potential funding 
options for the new aquatics facility and noted that the Recreation Center bond will be paid in full on December 1, 
2024.  He also pointed out that he included details on the Recreation Sales Tax and Use Fund, specifically how it 
is set up, earmarks, balance of revenue, and the fee structure.  Referring to the orange column, he pointed out 
that it gives a good look at last year’s revenue and how hard the Recreation Department was hit by Covid.   Eric 
also noted that personnel, operations, and maintenance (which includes $200,00.00 in debt service) comprises 
73% of the annual budget, leaving 27% earmarked for all planned capital projects. 
 
Eric referred to the Aquatics Facility Planner for 2021-2023 that was also included in the packet.  There are six 
phases outlined, with Phase 1 including a Request for Proposals to engage a bonding company that will include a 
possible ballot initiative for 2024—given the magnitude of the project, additional public process is required; the 
TOC Manager and TOC Finance Director will write the RFP language.  The ballot initiative will ask community 
members to approve the maximum cost of the bond, which is balanced by what the Town budget can afford; once 
these numbers are known, that will dictate how much fundraising will be required to cover the gap between the 
two.  Phase 5 will be the RFP for final design and engineering, and Phase 6 will be construction.  Construction is 
anticipated to begin in late summer, continue through the winter and spring with an anticipated pool opening in 
early summer—that strategy will allow to pool to be open for both, albeit shorter, summer seasons. 
 
Questions/Comments: 
Kathleen emphatically supports forward momentum on the project.  She pointed out that the public will quickly 
forget about the recent public process and the project needs to stay at the top of people’s minds. 
 
Tracy asked for confirmation about the process for Phase 2. 
 
Eric affirmed that the Bond Company would be enlisted through the RFP process and would be designed to give 
them direction. 
 
Luis added that the Bond Company is essentially a subcontractor and would provide an assessment of how likely 
a bond initiative was to pass. 
 
Hollis asked for clarification that the bond initiative would be for the full bond amount, but the actual amount of the 
bond would be what the Town could pay back, to which Eric replied in the affirmative. 
 
Becky followed up by asking if all agree to go forward with the process, construction on the pool might begin 
before the bond on the Recreation Center is paid off.  She noted that the Master Plan has been out for six months, 
and construction costs are rising.  She also asked if the consultants don’t think the bond will pass, would the 
project continue to move forward? 
 
Eric affirmed that this is part of the process and that is why a consultant is hired to assess what the TOC can 
afford.  He added that they are still in the information-gathering phase and the consultants will flesh out 
fundraising options and whether construction on the pool would need to wait until the Recreation Center bond is 
paid off.  He acknowledged that there might be a gap between what they can afford and what can be bonded. 
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Kathleen noted that the Bond consultant is very detailed and what Eric is saying is that any decision requires input 
from the finance people.  She further noted that to be on the municipal ballot, it will need to be in April 2022 or 
April 2024. 
 
Ashley was complimentary of the packet attachment, and she would like to see that same format moving forward. 
Rose also agreed with Kathleen. 
 
Hollis conducted a straw poll, and all commission members agreed to move forward with the next step. 
 
Eric pointed out that the packet also contains information on the GOCO Community Impact grant, and he is 
planning on submitting concept items for the next deadline. 

 
P & R COMMISSION 2021 WORKING MASTER CALENDAR 
 
Eric noted that the Master Calendar for July includes the Parks Tour budget, Chair and Vice-Chair nominations, 
and the Commission will begin to accept nominations for upcoming vacancies.  The deadline for member 
applications or reappointments is Wednesday, August 4th, and interviews will take place at the Commission 
meeting scheduled for August 11th.  Hollis added that there are three terms ending including John Williams, Tracy 
Wilson, and Becky Moller. 
 
NOMINATIONS FOR OFFICERS 2022 
Hollis expressed interest in continuing as Chair for one more year to see through the completion of several 
initiatives she has started.  Rose also expressed an interest in remaining as Vice-Chair for another year. 
 
Ashley nominated Hollis and Rose for the positions of Parks & Recreation Chair and Vice-Chair, respectively.  
Rose seconded Ashley’s nomination for Hollis, but there was no vote to complete the process. 

 
REPORT & UPDATES: STAFF AND COMMISSION MEMBERS 
Eric Brendlinger, Parks & Recreation Department Director:  

• The Parks & Recreation Department is returning to pre-Covid activities with Special Events, a suite of 
programming at the Recreation Center, a variety of aquatics activities, and the rodeo 

• The mobile stage has been used for several special events 
• Manual weed eradication is taking place at the Nature Park solar array (thistle), Riverfront Park (absinthe 

wormwood), Nuche Park and the Bike Park.  The Parks Department has been utilizing temporary workers, 
as well as Stepping Stones at Nuche Park and the Summer Advantage Program at the Bike Park. 

• The 30/60/90-day Project Summary has been updated and Eric urged the commissioners to review the 
spreadhseet 

o The Gateway RV Park internet project is nearing completion.  Eric plans to begin the benchmarking 
process to justify raising camping fees 

Jessi Rochel, Recreation Center & Recreation Programs Manager:  
• The Recreation Center is returning to memberships and eliminating the reservation requirement.  Masks are 

optional, but there are capacity limits.  Facility rentals are not being accepted at this time 
• Senior Field trips are being sponsored; there was one trip to Paonia and another trip to Twin Lakes Boat 

Tour 
• The Recreation Center is sponsoring a youth art class with Carbondale Arts—it will be a Mountain Fair 

theme 
• There are two remaining youth hikes 
• The Blood Drive continues monthly 
• Adult CoEd softball is starting 
• The Farmers Market has been very busy 
• Our Town, One Table is scheduled for Sunday, August 15th 
• Potato Days is scheduled for Saturday, October 2nd—planning is in full swing 
• Five Points Film Festival is scheduled for October, as well, so OktoberFest is cancelled 
• The O2 Festival has been cancelled 
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Tracy Wilson, Parks & Recreation Commission Member: 
• Have been able to take advantage of swimming lessons this year.  The pool looks great and appreciates the 

entrance move from the bathhouse to the back gate—kudos to Margaret for all her hard work. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
The July 14, 2021, regular meeting adjourned at 8:50 pm. The next regularly scheduled meeting is scheduled for 
August 11, 2021, at 7:00 pm. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
Kae McDonald 

 

ATTACHMENT Nb145 of 158



MINUTES 

CARBONDALE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

Thursday July 15, 2021 

Commissioners Present:     Staff Present: 
Michael Durant, Chair     Janet Buck, Planning Director 
Nick Miscione     John Leybourne, Planner 
Jay Engstrom, Vice-Chair     Mary Sikes, Planning Assistant 
Kim Magee (1st Alternate) 
Jeff Davlyn   
Jarrett Mork (2nd Alternate) 
Nicholas DiFrank  

Commissioners Absent: 
Marina Skiles  
Erica Stahl Golden  

Other Persons Present Virtually 
Ryan Lee, architect/Forum Phi 
Damon Roth, 520 Mesa Verde Avenue 
Keith Walzak/Cushing Terrell 
Ted Kamp/Leland Consulting Group 
Nora Bland/Cushing Terrell 
Dave Dixon/Cushing Terrell 

The meeting was called to order at 7:01 p.m. by Michael Durant 

June 24, 2021 Minutes: 
Jeff made a motion to approve the June 24, 2021 minutes. Jay seconded the motion, and 
they were approved unanimously, with Michael and Nick abstaining. 

Public Comment – Persons Present Not on the Agenda 
There were no persons present to speak on a non-agenda item. 

CONTINUED VIRTUAL HEARING – Major Plat Amendment 
Location: 520 Mesa Verde 
Applicant: Ryan Lee, Forum Phi 

There were six letters entered into the record that were sent to the Commission. 

John stated that at the June 24th Planning and Zoning Commission Hearing, the 
Commission reviewed the application for a preliminary plat to subdivide an existing platted 
lot in Colorado Meadows Subdivision. He said that the Commission heard from Staff, the 
applicant and opened the public comments portion of the hearing, receiving public 
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comments, then closed the public comments portion of the meeting. He said that the 
Commission may, if they so wish, reopen the public comment portion of the meeting.    
 
John stated that after lengthy discussion, the Commission made a motion to direct Staff 
to draft conditions of approval and to continue the hearing to the July 15th meeting. John 
said that the motion passed with three yes votes and one no vote.  
 
John said below you will find the Preliminary Plat approval criteria, findings for approval 
and conditions of approval as requested.   

 
John stated that you will find the Staff Recommendation for denial submitted for the June 
24th meeting staff report below. 
 
Commission Questions and Discussion 
 
Michael asked for clarification of the conditions. 
 
Ryan stated that they did not have issues with the conditions of approval that have been 
proposed. He said that they want to be sensitive of the neighbors, based on comments 
from the last meeting. He said that their lot split is not a precedent of this neighborhood. 
He showed a diagram of the fifty-four lots, in red, which none of them can be split 
because they do not meet the minimum lot area of 6000 square feet per lot. He said 
additionally the purple lots all have steep slopes that are on the dog park side, with 
development on the backside being near impossible. He said that the three green lots 
on his diagram meet the criteria for a lot split and the one at 520 Mesa Verde has 
existing access to the rear garage. He said that he would like to make a point that was 
discussed at the last meeting, which was an access easement, as outlined in the 
conditions of approval. He said that the access that currently serves the existing garage 
structure that we are proposing to replace is going to remain intact and that the utilities 
that are going to the garage structure will be re-utilized for the new structure in the rear.  
 
Commission Discussion 
 
Further discussion ensued regarding the access and utility easement. 
 
Jeff asked the applicant to respond to Staff’s three findings of denial. 
 
Ryan said that the consistency of the lots in the current subdivision average 6000 – 9000 
square feet. He said that making two separate lots in residential low density would make 
perfect sense to him. He said that it is not out of context for the neighborhood itself, 
looking at the map and the diagrams that they put together.  
 
Ryan said that as far as the Comprehensive Plan it is something that is up for debate and 
that it is going to be continuing to change. He said that in their previous presentation that 
we tried to address the need for additional housing/infill housing, which is something that 
the Comprehensive Plan is very adamant about and that ADU’s were supported. He said 
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that their opinion of the Comprehensive Plan and how we have met it has met the goals 
of that design intent document.  
 
Damon said that their intent with the new property in back is to provide a home for a 
family. He said that if we were to do a detached ADU we would be limited to five hundred 
square feet. He said that it is a creative way that the P&Z and BOT’s can provide more 
housing, within our community for people that live here and our friends. He said that it 
might not be all conforming to all person’s mindsets, but we have an opportunity with a 
very large lot that we just don’t use. He said that Ryan and he went through a lot of the 
objections from neighbors and that it seems that the biggest issue is parking. He said that 
we are going to have four spots in the back and that we could add a few more spots for 
the front house but we would lose some nice trees. He said that we are not adding an 
additional curb cut and we are providing housing without doing that. He said that he has 
one direct neighbor that is objecting, and all the others are supporting it.  
 
Damon said that there had been concerns that if they do the lot split that we are going to 
do ADU’s in each lot split, that will turn two structures into four. He said that one condition 
could be that there is no ADU on either lot and that we are willing to support.  
 
Jay said that a point that he thinks is important is that the proposed house would use the 
same water and curb stop with the same sewer connection. He said that they are running 
through the middle of the front property and would be in the easement. He said that the 
Public Works Department for the Town of Carbondale would need to review. He said that 
if there was a leak or a break who would be responsible. He said that this would need to 
be addressed if this plan was to move forward.  
 
John said that the applicant would have to do a new tap for both the sewer and water in 
the easement and it can not run off the existing structure.  
 
Ryan said that if the easement is supported that we can then proceed with contacting 
departments and consults to get everything coordinated. 
 
The Commission did not re-open the comment portion of the public hearing.  
 
Commissioner Comments 

• Access issue is a big concern with the lot split. 

• Flag lot or back lots are common and as long as plats and agreements are in place 
in the deeds it would be doable. 

• The Comp Plan encourages infill and density. 

Further discussion ensued regarding continuing the public hearing to let the applicant 
prepare the easement agreements and plat. 

Ryan stated that it is understood that they are moving forward at risk with an easement 
that is going to be recorded on a lot that hasn’t been split yet.  
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John said that the easement is not recorded yet and that you would be bringing forward 
a plat showing what you want to do with the lot and showing access to it. He said that 
there is no approval on the easement until the Board of Trustees approve the final plat.  

Ryan said that it is understood that we are putting together a plat that needs to be ready 
for an approval and ready for a stamp.  

Further discussion ensued regarding the path forward and that an easement does not 
guarantee approval. 

Further discussion ensued regarding Staff’s three findings for denial. 

Further discussion ensued regarding the applicant’s willingness to disallow ADU’s on 
either lot if their lot was split, which would need to be a plat note. 

Motion 

Jeff made a motion to deny the preliminary plat. Nick seconded the motion, and it was a 
tie, the motion failed. 

Yes: Jay, Jeff, Nick 

No: Michael, Nicholas, Kim 

Motion For Continuance to September 30, 2021  
 
Jeff made a motion to continue this application to September 30, 2021 to give the 
applicant a chance to respond to the conditions for approval. Nick seconded the motion 
and it was approved unanimously. 
 
Yes: Jay, Kim, Nicholas, Nick, Jeff, Michael 
No: None 
 
Jarrett Mork logged in for the Cushing Terrell portion of the meeting. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Update – Consultant Team Cushing Terrell (CT) Meeting #2 
 
The consultant team discussed Market Economics, Housing, Downtown, Downtown 
North: 
 
Community Engagement Update 
 

• Focus Group Sessions - Keith 
➢ Met with E-Board, June 28 
➢ Met with Cleer (Clean Energy Economy for the Region), July 14 
➢ Made Affordable Housing its own focus group 

 

• Engagement Events - Nora 
➢ First Fridays, July 2 
➢ Third Street Center, Latinx Community/Outreach by Community Leaders, 

August 16 
➢ Potential Open House, not currently in the budget or scope, August 17 
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➢ Kathleen/PR Studio (Project Resource Studio) at Farmer’s Market – 
Information and post cards. 

➢ Kaleidoscope Website/Kathleen setup with a logo and survey – Chart 
Carbondale/Comp Plan Update – Website can be translated into Spanish, 
instructions at the top of the page. (168 responses so far) The survey 
closes August 6. 

 
PSC Mtg. #1 Outcomes 
  

• Vision + Goals Input - Keith 
➢ Recommendation 1 – Vision Draft; 

‘The Town of Carbondale is a proud steward of our natural environment, is 
a place of cultural and social diversity who celebrates its small-town 
character and offers a sustainable and self-sufficient town government 
that provides equitable and quality services to all community members.’ 

➢ Recommendation 2 – Consider removing the four Areas of Alignment and 
fold each element into the Goals and Objectives discussion. 

➢ Recommendation 3 – Clarify terms, goals, objectives, policies, strategies 
etc. 

➢ Recommendation 4 – Reorganizing the eight Goal/Objective Statements. 
 
Demographics/Market Economics/Housing – Ted Kamp/Leland 
 

• Key Observation 
➢ Forecast growth/carrying capacity – predicting growth, influences, three 

main shapes of growth trendlines; 
1 – linear – We build about 20 housing units each year. 
2 – exponential – Our population grows by about 1.5% each year. 
3 – logistic (or constrained exponential) – We used to grow around 2% per 
year, but we’re running out of land. 

➢ What are the current growth trends, four decades of Carbondale’s growth, 
which are debatable; 

o Roughly linear, the town added 123 residents per year on average 
since 1980. 

o Roughly exponential, at least at first, averaging 4.9% growth 
between 1980 and 2000. 

o Predicting Growth 
▪ Pros: makes intuitive sense, fits the data, acknowledges finite 

resources. 
▪ Cons: Acknowledges finite resources, adds complications, 

carrying capacity can be increased. 
o Two Population Growth Scenarios 

▪ Share of county growth method (high) -12.8% over the whole 
40-year period, 12.3% since 2010. 

❖ DOLA projects that Garfield County will grow with a slight 
exponential curve through 2030, then nearly linear from 
2030 to 2050. 
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❖ We’ll assume a constant 12.3% Carbondale share of 
countywide population growth (matching the latest 
decade of historical trend) 

▪ Capacity-Limited, logistic (low), growth slows as the town 
approaches build-out. 

❖ This scenario assumes that the town has capacity for 
approximately 9,800 residents today. 

❖ With a population just over 7,000, the town is assumed to 
be within 30% of its supportable capacity. 

❖ The model also lets the total capacity limit to grow very 
slightly over time (allowing for technological advances 
and shifting attitudes towards allowable density), 
reaching 10,200 by 2040. 

▪ Components of change – To better understand the drivers of 
growth; 

❖ Net migration – refers to the total of new residents 
coming in from other areas minus the total who leave, in 
a given period. 

❖ Natural increase – measures growth from births minus 
deaths, usually annually. 

➢ Has the Town been able to achieve housing diversity 
▪ Housing Unit Demand – The number of housing units required 

per resident is a function of household sizes and vacancy rates. 
❖ Vacancy rates, in turn, are driven by household demand 

relative to supply plus non-resident demand (second 
homes, seasonal/occasional use) 

❖ Population per housing unit of towns in the region was 
charted. 

❖ Actively developing residential projects in Carbondale 
include a substantial portion of affordable units, 
signaling a commitment to residents over second-home 
and seasonal users. 

❖ Building Permit Activity – The current pipeline of under 
construction and planned/proposed residential units far 
exceeds historical precedent for the town, which has 
averaged just over 21 units per year in building permits 
since 2012. 

 277 Total Units Under Construction 
 199 Units (Excl. Assisted Living) 
 105 Units Proposed 

❖ Almost all residential activity now underway falls under 
the general description of “missing middle housing”. 
Lying between suburban low-density single-family 
detached and urban high-density mid-rise. Variety of 
product formats and unit mixes, with many affordable 
units. 
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❖ Shifting population age – Median ages are rising steadily 
for the state and region. A shift with implications for 
housing demand. Pitkin County is an exception to the 
general trend, with median age peaking in recent years 
and declining through 2030. The rise in senior coinciding 
with decline in kids (0-19) is most striking. The growth is 
20-somethings is somewhat counter to the national 
trend, which is more reflective of the aging of Millennials 
into their 30’s. 

❖ Housing Affordability – Mountain communities often face 
a perfect storm of affordability challenges, as quality-of-
like advantages and natural limits on infrastructure 
expansion combine to drive prices out of reach for most. 
   

➢ How have new job trends, remote work economy, impacted the 
community 

o The northern Roaring Fork Valley and western Eagle County have 
historically served as bedroom communities serving visitor hubs to 
the south and east. 

o Carbondale has been maturing and is not just a bedroom 
community for Aspen, as it was in the past. It is becoming more 
self-sufficient. 

o Women and Hispanic/Latinx work workers, both residing and 
working in Carbondale, continue to outpace other groups in overall 
job growth. 

o Commercial real estate in Carbondale is dominated by retail and 
hospitality (lodging) space. 

 

• Vision + Goals Input 
 

Downtown/Downtown North/Residential Focus Areas - Dave 
 

• Land Uses + Zoning 
➢ Housing Units in all three areas above total 633, about 32% of total 

housing. 

• Character + Form 
➢ Downtown – Existing 

o Mix of pedestrian storefronts, civic buildings, office, urban housing. 
o About 204 housing units on 21 acres. 

➢ Vision for Future Land Use 
o “Heart of the Community” 
o Downtown commercial and institutional uses with opportunities for 

residential upstairs 
o Preserve historic buildings 
o Allow variety in new buildings 
o Shared parking 
o Walkable form 
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• Trends + Questions 
➢ Downtown hasn’t seen recent development 
➢ How and why should growth be re-focused to Downtown? Historic 

Commercial Core Zoning: is it serving its intended purpose? 
o Many have tried to bring a project to fruition 

➢ Are historic preservation mechanisms effective/adequate? 
➢ How much growth capacity can be handled in Downtown? 

o About 3.7 acres of vacant land 
o @ 20 units/acre = 73 units 
o @ 40 units/acre = 147 units 

 
➢ Downtown North – Existing 

o Light industrial 
o Equipment storage 
o “Double-T” concrete buildings  
o Modular/mobile equipment and trailers 
o 40 tenants, + - 200 employees 
o Transportation 

➢ Vision for Future Land Use 
o 1) May remain a light industrial center for decades to come, or; 
o 2) Ideal location for mixed-use redevelopment complementary to 

downtown. 
▪ Extend the downtown 
▪ Pedestrian oriented 
▪ Limited to three stories 

o Or a combination of 1 and 2      

• Trends + Questions 
➢ Developer is ready, waiting to see community’s vision in process 
➢ Primed for housing? What kind…. 
➢ Extension of downtown or new neighborhood? 
➢ Improve bike/ped, vehicle connections to downtown 
➢ Access to open space 
➢ New senior housing 
➢ How much housing growth capacity can be handled in Downtown North? 

o About 13-15 acres 
o @ 12 units/acre = 170 units 
o @ 24 units/acre = 340 units 

➢ What’s the nonresidential vision in Downtown North? 
o Manufacturing? Amenities? Maker-spaces? 
o Job generating activities 

▪ Industrial? Services? Locally-generated jobs? Hospitality? 
o Most likely a combination 

 
➢ Residential Focus Areas/High-Density Zone Districts – Existing 

o About 425 housing units on 40 acres (10.6 units/acre) 
o Dense multifamily 
o Mix of housing types/affordability 
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o Mature neighborhoods 
o Older housing, including single family 
o Transition between commercial areas and less-dense 

neighborhoods, open space 
o Incomplete sidewalk/accessibility network 

➢ Vision for Future Land Use 
o To provide high-density neighborhoods comprised of a well-

planned mix of single-family and multi-family dwellings…to 
provide a high-quality living environment 

o Keep existing apartments 
o Maintain housing unit and price mix 
o Allows 35’ buildings with 5’ setbacks 
o Some commercial uses by CUP 

• Trends + Questions 
➢ Area of transition 
➢ Will these areas develop to existing allowable standards? 
➢ Are those standards acceptable? 
➢ Opportunities exist to ensure compatible design. 
➢ How much growth capacity can be handled in Residential HD? 

o Overall about 35 acres in R/HD districts 
o @ 4 units/acre = 215 units 
o @ 24 units/acre = 855 units 

 
Overall Key Takeaways 
 

• Based on projections, there’s capacity for new growth that meets community 
vision, scale and character (e.g., growing up and not out) Let’s discuss tools to 
guide that capacity. 

• Downtown – Look at the tools to bring good projects back in downtown. 

• Downtown North – Opportunity to guide growth to meet community needs for 
housing/services. 

• Residential Focus Areas – Look at tools to ensure compatible design on 
transitional areas. 

 
Discussion Next Steps - Keith 
 

• Project Schedule + Key Milestones 
➢ Small Group Stakeholder Sessions -  Ongoing 
➢ Community Online Survey – July 2- Aug 6 
➢ Project Steering Committee #3 – August 12 7:00 – 9:00 p.m. 

o Mobility + Access 
o Aging in the Community 
o Climate Action Plan (CAP) 

 
 
Keith said one item is the existing summary report that we will try to get that out the 
second or third week of August.  
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Commissioner Comments 
 
Jarrett thought the Aspen price for an average house needs to go up. He said that 
regarding a traffic study that there are quite of few little parking lots around town and is 
this a factor that we need to consider at this level.  
 
Michael said that these are vacant lots and that he wasn’t sure if the property owner 
gets a tax advantage or not or possibly a lease. He said that Staff may know.  
 
Keith said that we will be talking about mobility, access and parking at the next meeting 
in August.  
 
Jarrett said that it was a great introduction on how dense our town could get. 
 
Michael said that his approach is very simplistic. He said that we have property owners, 
and they have property rights, and they are deciding not to exercise their property 
rights. He said that the very first thing we need to do is ask them why. He said that we 
had applications in the downtown and that they didn’t move forward. He said that he 
bets that Briston Peterson knows the highest and best use of Downtown North, or he 
wouldn’t have bought it. He said that he didn’t think we need a lot of community 
outreach for this because we have property owners. He said that we have two very 
large sites north of Capitol from the Third Street Center that could be developed that are 
currently slum lord shacks. He said why isn’t that being developed. He said that we 
have two lots on Sopris Avenue between Eighth and Snowmass that are vacant that are 
multi-family.  He said why haven’t those small infills been developed. He said the only 
one that knows the answer is the property owner.  
 
Dave said that we are looking under the hood. He said that one of the study groups will 
be a workshop with those that are the actors at play with some of the Downtown zoning 
to ask more questions.  
 
Janet said that a lot of the lots in the downtown are still under one ownership. She said 
that some have been sold. She said she does have several on a list for focus groups 
and that she let them know about tonight’s meeting as well. She said that there are 
architects and planners that are participants.  
 
Janet said that she has talked to the owner on Capitol a number of times and that he 
has some creative ideas, which she usually has to say no. She said that she put him on 
the list, and she would like to bring him in.  
 
Keith said that Nikki wants to know if we have data on multi-generational housing units.  
 
Ted answered that it depends on what the exact question is. He said that Carbondale is 
so small that it’s hard to slice and dice census data down to that level. He said we could 
probably figure it out for the County but that’s not what we want to know. He said that 
some owners think their land is worth more and that they are willing to hold out because 
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the are a second or third generation owner. He said that some may have a little cash 
cow coming from their property. He said that there isn’t always an easy answer.   
 
Jarrett said that he has several friends that live out of their vans in this community, 
which is their choice. He asked if this was considered in any demographics.  
 
Ted said that there are things flying under the radar, with people not reporting what their 
true jobs are or people in vans. He said that you have to except some uncertainty 
unless someone makes it a project to count all the homeless population. He said that it 
isn’t a standard piece of data that we can get.  
 
Keith said that we have focus groups that we talked about at the beginning and that if 
your friends would like to participate and give their opinions, we would love to talk to 
them.  
 
Jay said that it was mentioned to look at tools to bring projects into the Downtown area 
and wondered what those tools were. He said that he would like to see those lots 
getting developed but that he wouldn’t want to compromise in making it more affordable 
to build on. He said that we still want to see nice quality buildings.  
 
Keith said that each one of those property owners probably has a different story. He 
said that they could be just waiting and that they are not ready to pull the trigger. He 
said that it could be zoning regulations or lack of incentives. He said why is the big 
square block sitting when it is a tremendous opportunity. He said that if it is important to 
the town to prioritize redevelopment that we want to start with the Comp Plan. He said 
that the Comp Plan wants to identify that as a high, high priority.  
 
Michael said the property owner at Fourth and Main leases it to the Town as a park and 
that the property owner is perfectly happy with that.  
 
Keith suggested doing a property owner driven workshop to get people thinking about 
ideas and possibilities.  
 
Nicholas said that he didn’t think it was a lack of ideas in our community and that we 
have a very creative community with an amazing amount of active residents with a 
bright culture that is more balanced than most, ethnically speaking. He said perhaps we 
have too many architects and planners that we don’t know what to do with. He said that 
it is a combination of metrics, with pricing, codes, zoning, new constraints, or the idea of 
how we bring a product that checks these boxes, while creating a product that can be 
built in these locations under current land prices.  
 
Staff Update 
 
Janet said that the Board did it’s first hybrid meeting this week. She said some Board 
members were in person, with our new configuration in one big room. She said 
equipment has been set up with TV’s so people can still Zoom in. 
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John said that the tables have all been turned and the wall has been taken down so that 
members of the public are now sitting over where room 2 is. He said that there is sound 
amplification from the microphones that actually project into that room. He said that 
when we go to the hybrid type hearing turn off your mic if you have side comments, he 
said they are very sensitive. He said that it is still going to be broadcast on YouTube 
and on Zoom. He said that we will still have people Zooming in on the TV and that we 
will still have members of the public in the room if they would like to speak. He said that 
it has worked well for two meetings so far. He asked if the Commission would like to 
entertain going to that type of hearing in the future and if you are comfortable with it.  
 
Nick said that with HPC that some members have issues not being able to get on Zoom.  
 
John said that it is good to go.  
 
Michael said everyone said yes.  
 
Mary asked the Commission about the next meeting, July 29. 
 
Michael said that if there isn’t anything on the agenda then there is no reason to meet.  
 
Janet said that she will verify that but that she doesn’t see anything. 
 
Janet asked CT is there was a way to consolidate all the data to post it on our Chart 
Carbondale website so people can look at it. She said that she would try to get it to the 
Commission.  
 
Commissioner Comments 
There were no comments. 
 
Motion to Adjourn 
A motion was made by Jay to adjourn, and the meeting was adjourned at 10:01 p.m.   
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