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MINUTES 
BIKE, PEDESTRIAN, AND TRAILS COMMISSION 

January 4, 2021 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
Matt Gworek called the virtual meeting to order at 6:00 pm on January 4, 2021. 
 
ROLL CALL 
The following members were present for roll call:  
 

BPTC Members:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

Town Staff Present: Kevin Schorzman, Staff Liaison 
Ben Bohmfalk, Board of Trustees Liaison 
Kae McDonald, Boards and Commissions Clerk 

  

CONSENT AGENDA 
Motion Passed:  Meg moved to approve the Bike, Pedestrian, and Trail 
Commission meeting minutes from December 7, 2020.  Niki seconded the motion, 
and it was unanimously approved.  
 
PERSONS PRESENT NOT ON THE AGENDA 
There were no persons present not on the agenda. 
 
MEMBER RENEWAL APPLICATIONS: MEG PLUMB AND NIKI DELSON 
Meg Plumb and Niki Delson have submitted applications for renewing their 
membership on the Bike, Pedestrian and Trails Commission. 
 
Motion Passed: Laurie moved to recommend to the Board of Trustees the 
approval of renewing Meg Plumb and Niki Delson as full members of the Bike, 
Pedestrian, and Trail Commission.  Michael seconded the motion, and it was 
unanimously approved.  
 
ROARING FORK OUTDOOR VOLUNTEERS UPDATE 
Jacob Baker presented the Roaring Fork Outdoor Volunteer 2020 Review and 2021 
Preview.  He noted that even with Covid limiting many activities, RFOV logged more 
participation in 2020 than anticipated.  There were two main reasons for this level of 
activity: 1) Community members were looking for ways to reconnect; and 2) The 
nature of the work (swinging a pick-ax, for example) provides a built-in social-
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distancing dimension.  In the Carbondale area, 546 hours were logged on projects 
including trail building and maintenance on Red Hill and Prince Creek/The Crown 
Trail network, Thomas Lakes and Hay Park Trails, Avalanche Creek Trail, the 
Carbondale Nature Park and the Carbondale Artway.   In 2020, RFOV sponsored 
146 field days and partnered with 60 different groups and agencies. 
 
RFOV anticipates 2021 activities to represent continuity with respect to trail work, 
habitat restoration and education, but there will also be changes with an increased 
focus in Pitkin County, the greater Marble area, and taking the lead for restoration 
efforts within the Grizzly Creek burn area.  The organization will also increase their 
focus on creating accessible trails.  In the Carbondale area, RFOV will be leading 
the effort to build a new trail (County Road 112 to Red Hill) on the Sutey Ranch 
property along with continuing trail maintenance efforts. 
 
In terms of the Bike, Pedestrian and Trails Commission involvement, Jacob asked 
for possible suggestions for RFOV’s Accessible Trails Initiative along with feedback 
on how local trails are being used (both quantitative and qualitative data).  He also 
encouraged the commission members to remember that for RFOV, outdoors is 
defined as anywhere that is not inside and would welcome suggestions on how to 
make Carbondale a more resilient community.  After good success in Glenwood 
Springs, he would like to partner with Carbondale groups to assist in community and 
stewardship education.  Jacob added that he has been working closely with Eric 
Brendlinger, Director of the Parks and Recreation Department, and Eric would be a 
good conduit for any comments or suggestions. 
 
REVIEW PROPOSED DESIGNS FOR 8TH STREET 
Matt opened the discussion by stating that the goal for the meeting was to narrow 
the four choices down to two.  He asked the commission members to rank each of 
the four options in terms of addressing the needs of the bike and pedestrian 
communities and how well the option follows the guidelines set forth for multi-
modal communities first and then secondly consider how each option addresses 
other issues such as parking and speeding.  Given the community’s comments 
about retaining on-street parking, Matt felt like it was important to keep Option A 
along with the most preferred of Options B, C, or D. 
 
Meg asked Chloe if the identified vegetation sections are all entirely within the 
right-of-way, or they extend onto private property.  Chloe responded that the 
illustrated 56-foot right-of-way is the average along 8th Street and that the 
vegetation shown is perceived private space even if it is within the right-of-way.  
She also pointed out that the vegetation strip is not consistent along the corridor.  
Meg asked if it was possible to be consistent in how the east and west sides are 
treated. 
 
Matt asked if the improvements are curb to curb.  Chloe responded that for Option 
A, the curb-to-curb parameters are unchanged, so any widening would extend 
beyond the current corridor.  She added that for Options B, C, and D, any street 
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changes would remain within the existing curb-to-curb corridor, but any widening of 
the sidewalks would intrude upon currently perceived private space. 
Laurie noted that in Option D the bike lanes are narrow, and she wondered if it 
would be possible to add sharrows.  Chloe responded that bikes can legally take 
the driving lane and adding sharrows would only add confusion for both drivers and 
cyclists.  Chloe added that with the two-way option, side-by-side riding could take 
place. 
 
Ben asked why the commission was asked to review four new options.  Kevin 
responded that, based on the public comments, it was clear that the community did 
not prefer any of the previous options.  He went on to point out that based on 
guidance from the commission, Chloe tweaked the previous concepts to present 
for review at this meeting.  Chloe added that Concept A most closely approximates 
the repeated themes from the public outreach, and Options B, C, and D present the 
requested configurations with parking removed.  Both Options A and B are 
carryovers from the original design options created for the public outreach, while 
Options C and D present elevated sidewalks/bike lanes with parking eliminated on 
one side of the street. 
 
Matt pointed out that in Option D the bike lane was shifted to the outside and asked 
what changed to make that safer.  He also asked if there was any way to increase 
the buffer to three feet.  Chloe responded that having a bike lane elevated to the 
same level as the sidewalk would mitigate many of the bike/car conflicts.  She 
agreed that the buffer could be widened to three feet but noted that that would 
utilize the entire right-of-way and fuel potential challenges from property owners.  
Matt followed up by asking if the extra width could be taken from the drive lane.  
Chloe affirmed that it could but cautioned that doing so might impede snow 
removal. 
 
Adam asked if it was possible to alternate on-street parking along the corridor—
doing so might be helpful for snow removal purposes.  Chloe agreed that that was 
a possibility and that by doing so it would create a chicane effect.  However, she 
cautioned that an educational component would need to be added to the process. 
 
Meg stated that she supported narrowing the drive lane to 10 ½ feet and that that 
width be consistent across all the options because it may help reduce vehicular 
speeds.  She asked that if the elevated bike lane will be at the same height as the 
sidewalk and, if so, how will it be differentiated from the sidewalk.  She added that 
Option D was a good example of pedestrians and cyclists being given more space 
and more flexibility in the use of that space. 
 
Niki commented that she had walked the bike path near the Marketplace and noted 
the number of intersections that cyclists and pedestrians must navigate.  She then 
walked 8th Street and counted 16 driveways or intersections on one side of the 
street.  She wondered if promoting walking and cycling might be counterproductive, 
given the high level of fatalities at such crossings. 
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Matt asked if that might be an issue of sight lines.  Chloe responded that there is a 
difference between intersections and driveways and well-separated bike lanes do 
work well in concert with good sight lines.  Matt followed up by asking if Option A 
that combines on-street parking with sharrows might exacerbate problems.  Chloe 
pointed out that when a cyclist is riding in the sharrows it is essentially in the middle 
of a traffic lane and should be well away from driveways. 
 
Ian asked how the design options with elevated bike lanes account for cyclists 
turning left.  His concern was how cyclist would get off the elevated path, take the 
road, and then turn left.  Chloe replied that where and how a cyclist got off the 
elevated path would depend upon whether the intersection was signed or not.  She 
went on to say that because details such as turn pockets are more complicated to 
design, those features would be worked out in the engineered drawings. 
 
Michael agreed with Niki on Option D and pointed out that he feels safer riding in 
the traffic lane or sharrows with that many crossings. 
 
Niki appreciated the 12-foot wide sidewalks illustrated in Option B.  She felt like 
that space provided enough room for a family group moving together.  Chloe 
pointed out that Concept B illustrated the original wide sidewalk concept that 
included parking on both sides.  She added that Concept B would give mixed travel 
groups adequate space with parking limited to one side of the street. 
 
Meg pointed out that Carbondale does not have designated bike lanes on any 
other streets.  She thought it would maintain consistency and be safer if sharrows 
were used instead.  She added that she would like to see the four-foot vegetation 
buffer consistently represented on both sides of the street.  She suggested that if 
the drive lane is narrowed to 10 ½ feet, the sidewalks on both sides of the street 
could be wider than average. 
 
Matt was concerned that some people are not comfortable using sharrows and the 
wider sidewalks might make the multiple uses confusing. 
 
Laurie thought that a 12-foot sidewalk was excessive but suggested splitting the 
difference, so the sidewalks are equal widths on both sides of the street. 
Michael added that Option B was his favorite design. 
 
Matt pointed out that the difference between Option B and Option D is how the 
space is apportioned. 
 
Adam conceded that very different cyclists would use each type of facility.  He 
thought that Option D provided optional space and balanced the needs of cyclists 
turning left.  Chloe explained that Option D was merely Option B but with facilities 
split equally on both sides of the street and the bike lane would be distinguished by 
different surface.  She added that if Option B is preferred, the sidewalk would be a 
mixed use and sharrows would be added for those comfortable riding in the drive 
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lane.  Adam countered that he would prefer that paint was used to distinguish the 
bike lane—differing materials tend to “lock” in use. 
 
Meg identified this as the crucial question—should the designated bike lane be 
elevated?  It was her opinion that the wide sidewalk should be mixed use utilizing 
the same materials across the facility with sharrows in the drive lane and an equal 
treatment of space across the width of the right-of-way. 
 
Laurie wondered why the bike lanes and sharrows are exclusively used across the 
design options.  Chloe answered that that would be providing two facilities for the 
same purpose and she didn’t recommend including both in a single design. 
 
Matt questioned the need for equal sidewalks and reiterated the safety issue in 
getting on and off an elevated facility to turn.  He pointed out that bike lanes are 
used safely in many places and the commission is not breaking new ground on this 
topic. 
 
Meg suggested a hybrid of Design Options B and D that splits the right-of-way 
equally beginning with a four-foot vegetation buffer on the outer edge, a 9 ½-foot 
sidewalk on both sides, two 10 ½-foot drive lanes, and an eight-foot parking lane 
on one side; the sidewalks would be one type of material and sharrows would be 
installed in both drive lanes. 
 
Niki asked if parking is removed on one side of the street and sharrows are 
installed in the drive lane, will there be an opportunity for calming islands to slow 
vehicular speed?  Chloe replied that there will be the ability to install traffic calming 
measures, if needed. 
 
Matt asked Chloe to utilize the hybrid design suggested by Meg and layer in some 
traffic calming measures for consideration. 
 
Niki brought up the point that the data collected on parking needs to be published 
before parking is removed. 
 
Kevin recommended not identifying specific calming measures at this point to 
eliminate possible points of contention but promoted leaving the design flexible 
enough to add needed elements later. 
 
Matt countered that he would like to have a sense of what can be done in case this 
issue needs to be revisited. 
 
Ben pointed out that it seemed like what was being proposed was Option A with 
wider sidewalks achieved by removing parking.  He thought it would be difficult to 
keep people from riding bikes on the sidewalk. 
 
Matt suggested adding a topic to February’s agenda that considered benefits to the 
bike/pedestrian community when eliminating parking.  He asked if there was 



6 
 

additional information needed besides the Cleveland Place parking counts and the 
informal parking counts conducted by members of the commission. 
 
Meg would like to see data that summarized the existing parking spaces against 
what is proposed to be eliminated to fully contrast Option A and the proposed 
Hybrid Option.  She suggested presenting them to the public as the final options 
without continued discussion. 
 
Matt agreed with Meg and asked Chloe if it is possible to juxtapose the number of 
parking spaces that would be eliminated on the east versus the west sides with 
suggestions on possible ways to retain as many spaces as possible. 
 
Michael distilled the issue as utilizing the entire width of the right-of-way—which 
might impact property owners perceived private space—versus eliminating parking.  
He thought that the commission needs to decide which is safer and that a 
justification for which is better is not necessary. 
 
Chloe pointed out that expanding the sidewalks into the green space will have 
added impacts to trees, utilities, and private space.  Eliminating parking spaces will 
lessen those impacts—which also received a lot of comments in the public 
outreach. 
 
Niki added that there is a bigger issue of cars, parking, and development and that 
plays into the notion of “their” parking versus the town providing parking.  She 
thought it came down to the community’s vision for Carbondale. 
 
Matt asked Chloe if she would have time to flesh out additional information for 
comparison by the February 1st meeting.  Chloe said she could pull some numbers 
together for comparison.  Matt followed up by asking if the Hybrid Option would 
provide more opportunities for traffic calming.  Chloe responded that if parking is 
maintained on both sides, the sight line remains wider when the parking isn’t being 
utilized. 
 
Kevin pointed out that Chloe’s timeline for pulling together the requested changes 
will determine when public input can be solicited.  He emphasized that there should 
be a concerted effort to involve the community—especially those most affected.  
Once the public input has been received, the commission should then make a 
choice and recommend it to the Board of Trustees. 
 
Ben asked if it was possible to have cost estimates available for each design.   
 
Kevin responded that it was unrealistic to have that information ready for the 
February meeting.  He suggested choosing one to address at the February 
meeting and the other at the March meeting.  Chloe added that it might be best to 
try to solicit public input for the February meeting and review cost estimates at the 
March meeting. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
The January 4, 20210, regular meeting adjourned at 7:50 p.m.  The next regular 
meeting is scheduled for February 1, 2021, at 6:00 pm.  
 
Respectfully submitted,  
Kae McDonald 


