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MINUTES 

CARBONDALE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

Thursday November 16, 2017 

 

Commissioners Present:                       Staff Present: 
Michael Durant, Chair   Janet Buck, Planning Director 
Marina Skiles                                           John Leybourne, Planner  
Ken Harrington                                         Mary Sikes, Planning Assistant    
Jay Engstrom, 1st Alternate  
Jennifer Gee DiCuollo 
Nick Miscione, 2nd Alternate                                                                       
  
Commissioners Absent: 
Yuani Ruiz, Chair Pro Tem 
Jeff Davlyn 
Gavin Brooke 
 
Other Persons Present 
Terry Classen, 650 Lariat Lane, Glenwood Springs 
Frank McSwain, 64096 Crystal Bridge Drive 
Eric Fisher, 3 Pine Ridge Road, Basalt 
Ed Queenan, 1752 County Road 109 
 
The meeting was called to order at 7:04 p.m. by Michael Durant. 
 
October 12, 2017 Minutes: 
 
Ken made a motion to approve the October 12, 2017 minutes. Jay seconded the 
motion, and they were approved unanimously with Jen abstaining. 
 
Other Persons Present 
There was no public comment. 
 
Marina arrived at 7:07 p.m. and Nick arrived at 7:08 p.m. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING – Rezoning, Special Use Permit, Major Site Plan Review 
Applicant: Pacifica Senior Living RE Fund LLC  
Location: 295 Rio Grande Avenue 
 
BACKGROUND 
 

John said that this is an application for Rezoning, Major Site Plan Review and Special 
Use Permit for a 78-unit assisted living and memory care facility. He stated that the 
Planning Commission is required to hold a public hearing and make a recommendation 
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on the Rezoning and Major Site Plan review and to either approve or deny Special Use 
Permit. He said that the Commission may also continue the public hearing.   
 
John outlined the following: 
 

REZONING 
 

The current zone district for these properties is Residential Medium Density (R/MD) and   
PUD mini storage (Nieslanik Mini PUD).  The proposed zone district is Residential/High 
Density (R/HD).   
 
In order to approve a rezoning, the Town would need to find that the rezoning will 
promote public health, safety and welfare; is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan; is 
consistent with the purpose section of the UDC and the proposed zone district; does not 
have adverse impacts on the natural environment and adjacent or nearby properties; 
and that facilities are available to serve the development.   
 

Comprehensive Plan 
 

Note that the R/MD parcel is split by the two designations Downtown North and the 
developed neighborhoods.  The Nieslanik PUD is entirely within the Developed 
Neighborhoods designation.   
 
Chapter 4 of the Comprehensive Plan describes both of these designations and is 
included in the staff report:   
 
Staff Recommendation – Comprehensive Plan  
 
One of the criteria which must be met in order to approve the rezoning is as follows: 
 

“The amendment is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and the purposes 
stated in this Unified Development Code.”   

 
The “Developed Neighborhoods” designation calls for continuation of the uses allowed 
under the applicable zoning district.  This would not fit with the proposed use. 
 
Staff’s position is that the Comprehensive Plan would need to be amended in order to 
approve the rezoning.  The application did not address the rezoning criteria or include a 
request to amend the Comprehensive Plan.   
 
It seems appropriate to amend the Comprehensive Plan and Future Land Use Map so 
that both parcels are entirely within “Downtown North.”  This change would more 
precisely reflect the proposed use.  A public hearing would be required to amend the 
Comprehensive Plan.   
    
Overall, Staff is supportive of the rezoning.  The proposed development would provide a 
high-density project near the downtown and commercial areas as suggested in the 
purpose section of the R/HD zone district.  Also, the rezoning would convert the 
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Nieslanik Mini-PUD to a zone district established in the UDC which is in line with the 
goals of PUD policy.  However, as noted, the rezoning would not be in compliance with 
the Comprehensive Plan.   
 

MAJOR SITE PLAN REVIEW 
 
Zoning District Parameters 
 

The following development standards have been met: 
 
The development would meet the minimum lot area per dwelling unit required in the 
R/HD zone district as well as setbacks and building height standards and lighting plan. 
 

Section 5.8.3 Parking 
 

Table 5.8-1 requires the following: 1 per 400 SF GFA, and 1 additional space, reserved 
for pickup and delivery of adults, per 800 SF GFA.   
 
Two-hundred forty-seven (247) parking spaces are required and 61 have been 
provided.   
 
The application did not include a request for a variance from the parking requirements 
nor did it propose a different parking formula.  The applicant said that the use would not 
require the amount of parking required in the UDC because the residents would not 
drive.  In addition, there is no area for overflow parking.  
 
Staff said that the applicant could submit a parking demand study; however, time would 
be needed for Staff to review the proposed study.  In addition, a variance from the 
parking requirements would need to be noticed 
 

Site and Building Design  
 

Section 5.6 Residential Site and Building Design 
Section 5.6.5. Multifamily Building Design Standards 
 
Section 5.6.3. requires that all development with ten or more units comply with the 
common open space requirements in Section 5.3 Open Space.  It is not entirely clear 
how the application complies with this section, specifically 5.3.3.D, as a large portion of 
the proposed open space area is unusable slope located on the northern side of the 
parcels.    
 
In Section 5.6.5., Private outdoor space is indicated for building B with patios located on 
the ground floor and balconies on the second floor.    Private outdoor space is not in 
conformance for ground floor units. But is in conformance for the second floor units. 
  
No private outdoor space is indicated for building A,  
  
Bulk storage has been indicated as being provided in the basement of Building B.   
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5.7.3 B Transitions Between Different Land Use Areas 
 
The application has not demonstrated conformance with transitions between different 
land uses.   
 
Section 5.11 Community Housing Inclusionary Requirements 
 
Staff has reached out to the Garfield County Housing Authority to see if other assisted 
living facilities have had to mitigate for affordable housing but have not yet received a 
response.  Staff will also ask the Town Attorney for an opinion.   
 

Traffic 
 
Another concern that that there will need to be street improvements along 2nd Street to 
accommodate the increased traffic a cost estimate was developed in 2015 for those 
improvements.   
 
The Town had a cost estimate done by SGM in 2015 which showed two options for 
street improvements and a range of costs.  The application does not include a proposal 
on how the street improvements would be accomplished.   
 
RFTA has submitted comments that are attached.  The applicant also applied for an 
access license to utilize the Rio Grande trail for access to the site.  RFTA has informed 
Staff that the license has not been finalized at this time.  
 
 

RECOMMENDATION  
 

Staff is supportive of the overall proposal and the rezoning.  The project could provide 
valuable housing and services for seniors.   
 
However, during the review of the application it was discovered that the application was 
not in compliance with the UDC.  In addition, there are engineering issues which need 
to be addressed.  Staff met with the applicant and discussed how to proceed with the 
project.   
 
One of the options that was discussed was to bring the application to the Planning 
Commission and have the Commission provide input on the rezoning and 
Comprehensive Plan amendment.  The public hearing would then be continued to allow 
time for the applicant to request a parking variance and provide time to allow for noticing 
for the Comprehensive Plan amendment and also for a request for a parking variance.   
Staff does not recommend this option. 
 
Another option is to deny the application and ask the applicant to submit an application 
that is in compliance with the UDC.   After some thought, Staff feels that this would be 
the most appropriate path.  However, Staff would like to use this opportunity to solicit 
input from the Planning Commission on the Comprehensive Plan amendment, the 
requested rezoning to R/HD and the proposed development.   



11/16/2017 
 

5 | P a g e  

 

Two letters were handed out at the meeting one from Mark and Anna Maria Whalen and one 
from GJ Enterprises LLC. 
 
Ken asked what is the neighboring property and do they own it, referencing open 
space? 
 
John answered that a portion of the open space is in the County and they do not own it. 
He explained further the land swap that was completed with the Nieslanik’s and how the 
open space was calculated. He said that a portion would not be usable as it is on a very 
steep slope. 
 
Ken asked for clarification of the UDC requiring the open space to be useable. 
 
John answered yes it does need to be usuable for the common open space. 
 
Janet noted that the common open space is only required to be fifteen percent. 
 
Ken asked if they comply with the site area landscaping. 
 
John answered no they do not. 
 
Ken clarified that they are required to have 67,000 sq.ft. and they only have 55,000 sq. 
ft.? 
 
John stated correct. 
 
Marina asked when the P&Z approved the land swap were there any stipulations or 
restrictions on that property. 
 
John answered that the only stipulation was that an easement for the ditch be placed on 
that parcel, which is down below at the base of the property. 
 
Jay asked if we would consider the hillside unusable if it is being considered as a future 
access. 
 
John stated that the applicant had been considering this for access but that it was cost 
prohibitive. 
 
Michael asked if the new Glenwood Springs senior living facility had been contacted to 
talk about their geographical constraints near the river. 
 
John said that we are planning on contacting them. 
 
Jay said that he had concerns with access to the property as well as agreements with 
RFTA. 
 
John said that the applicant has been working with RFTA for a long time. 
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The applicant, Terry, said that he is excited to be here. He said that he has worked with 
Staff for two years. He said that there has been some confusion with Staff, he said that 
we are aware that we had to file a variance for the parking and a complete plan. He 
apologized for not having a full application. Terry said that they have been working 
closely with Janet and John to resolve some of the issues of engineering and open 
space with the application, which he said were all achievable. 
 
Terry said that the Glenwood Springs Assisted Living project opened last week and that 
his team got it entitled and then sold it to the current group. He said his role was as a 
consultant up to the end. He said that he would touch on the parking requirements and 
inclusionary housing for that project later. 
 
Terry said that we have completed several projects with two under construction 
currently and others in the planning stage that are fully entitled. He said that they work 
with a third party company, the Highland Group, which is a Colorado based company 
that is involved with the designs of the projects. He said that the demand for the 
Carbondale project will draw from up valley.  
 
Terry said that his team is all locally based, he outlined the various entities involved. 
 
Terry said that their goal was to come before the P&Z to get full approvals tonight but if 
that is not possible then we would like to focus on the rezoning. He said that it is a very 
unique site to provide a quality assisted living facility for Carbondale. He said 
Carbondale has its own urban setting within a rural area of the county. He said that this 
facility would have access to all of the amenities that Carbondale has to offer and that 
the Glenwood Springs project lacks the same conveniences. He said that in Carbondale 
everything is within walking distance to create synergy between the town and the 
facility.  
 
Terry said that regarding the Comprehensive Plan that this site is across from the 
Downtown core and that their three properties currently have complicated designations. 
He said that the zoning issues should be easy ones to get our arms around. He said 
that we originally went in as R/MD but that with the 78 units that it warrants R/HD. Terry 
continued by saying that at no stretch of the imagination that this is a high density 
project. He said that this is a two building project each with 15,000 square feet on 
almost four acres so he said to call it high density is a misnomer but that is the zoning 
we are being required to come in under.  
 
Terry asked if anyone had any questions. 
 
Terry asked if anyone has a relative who is in assisted living right now.  
 
He said that everyone is facing this issue and that some are calling it the senior 
tsunami, which will be happening for the next thirty to forty years. He said virtually every 
community is undersupplied for accommodating the seniors. He said that prior to the 
new facility in Glenwood Springs that people had to go to Grand Junction or Denver.  
Nick asked how many beds per room and are they all single? 
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Terry answered yes. 
 
Nick said that it looks like some are larger beds that could accommodate more people. 
 
Terry said that there are some larger units in Building B. 
 
Nick asked if they were intended for more than one person. 
 
Terry answered possibly a couple.  
 
Terry explained that assisted living applies to people with mild to moderate health 
problems. He said that it provides residents the comforts of home in a social setting and 
community that they may not have in their own home as well as opportunities to stay 
active. He continued to explain assisted living guidelines and definitions. He also noted 
that not all residents are necessarily seniors. Terry said that the average age of a 
resident is typically an 87 year old female. He said that 54% are over the age of 84 and 
75% female. He said that this is a business rather than group housing in order to 
provide staffing and nursing support. Terry said that it is not skilled nursing.  
 
Terry said that the memory care area would have a secure outdoor area.  
 
Terry outlined the proposed layouts of the buildings and the numbers of units in each 
building. He said that there would be a senior pet facility for dogs and cats.  
 
He showed the existing conditions of the site on the screen. He said that this was put to 
together with SGM two years ago and that they had gotten pricing as well. He said that 
they can work with the Town if Second Street is in need of improvements and that we 
can make it happen.  
 
Terry said that we built the roundabout in front of the facility in Glenwood Springs that 
the city paid for. 
 
Terry said that there are very minimal traffic or parking impacts as per their studies. He 
said very few residents drive. He said that their traffic count at peak a.m. times was a 
count of 21 and p.m. times a total count of 30. He said that the current counts are 
probably similar with the storage units and existing uses.  
 
Terry said that there would be garages alongside the Whalen property in order to 
minimize impact for them. He said that there would be a greenhouse for the residents to 
use. He continued to outline the proposed site of the facility. 
 
Terry said that there is an easement agreement with the Nieslanik’s for their cattle 
drives so they can continue to use this area even after this facility is constructed. He 
said that we will create a community event and BBQ around the cattle every year. He 
said that we have engineered a path to the dog path from the facility, which is 
incorporated into our open space plan.  
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Terry referenced a CDC study of senior living residents that still drive, which he said is 
roughly four percent.  
 
Terry showed parking numbers of other facilities from Glenwood Springs to Fruita and 
Eagle.  
 
Terry pointed out that the open space analysis has been revised from what was in the 
packet.  
 
Terry said in closing that this is a desperately needed project in the midvalley. He said 
that according to their study all but twenty percent will be local residents. He said that 
this would free up a tremendous amount of local inventory here in the valley. Terry said 
that this is a community enhancing project that can be symbiotic with the whole area. 
He said that we like to bring the community into these projects as well as using CMC’s 
nursing program for internships. He said that this was the only location in Carbondale 
offering an urban and outdoor setting with close proximity to town with the lowest 
impacts for parking and traffic.  
 
Terry said that this facility is an important need in order to keep our seniors here and 
age gracefully instead of being forced to go somewhere else.  
 
Michael asked how many full time employees would there be? 
 
Terry answered 18-20 at peak times during the day. 
 
Jay asked if the number of parking spaces includes the garages. 
 
Terry explained that each unit in Building B could have a garage. He said to look at the 
parking study and that the parking spaces aren’t used.  
 
Ken asked what the breakdown of garage and non-garage spaces was. 
 
Eric, the architect, replied 30 garages and 31 non-garage exterior parking spaces.  
 
Terry said that the spaces will not get used and that there will be other transportation 
options such as a shuttle or a car. He said that there would be 3-4 holidays or events 
per year that overflow parking would be needed. He said that we would secure parking 
and shuttle people in for those events, which eliminates a giant parking lot that would 
just sit empty.  
 
Ken asked Staff what was the basis for the  parking requirement for group living in the 
UDC? 
 
Janet explained that the footnote for Clarion said that they looked at best practices used 
throughout the industry.  
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Terry clarified that assisted living is not categorized with skilled nursing like Heritage 
Park. He said that assisted living should not be included in group housing as it is a 
business, which is why he said that is why we were not needing a zoning variance.  
 
Marina asked why you don’t need a variance. 
 
Terry answered that we were not clear that assisted living was included as part of the 
group living, which would have required 261 parking spaces. He said that we based our 
parking count on the necessary number of spaces.  
 
Marina asked Terry what zone district do you think you should be in. 
 
Terry answered that we are asking for R/HD with a variance on the parking it seems.  
 
Nick asked if the RFTA issue could be explained. 
 
Terry said that they have been working with RFTA to nauseam. He said that there is an 
agreement that is ready to be signed but it is contingent on this application moving 
forward. He said that access to this property is in the RFTA right-of-way.  
 
Nick asked if RFTA had intentions of using the right-of-way. 
 
Terry explained that if RFTA ever used light rail that this project would be isolated so we 
would use the property out to Fourth Street for access. 
 
Nick asked where was the closest bus stop to this facility is. 
 
It was agreed the circulator bus at CMC was the closest location.  
 
Terry said that a shuttle would be provided and that there was mass transit. 
 
Ken asked if we deny this application would you come back with a revised application. 
 
Terry said he would be coming back. 
 
After further discussion Michael said let’s open the public hearing. 
 
Ed Queenen, 1752 County Road 109, Glenwood Springs, said that he is a financial 
advisor in assisted living facilities and that he has several clients here that are elderly 
women. He said that he was on the board of the largest assisted living facility in Rhode 
Island and that parking has never been an issue. He said that it was a 72 bed facility 
with twenty parking spaces. He said that he has several clients that are wanting to move 
from Aspen. He said that he has twenty years of experience with assisted living but he 
is not an expert. 
Ray Speaker, 345 Colorado Avenue said that he moved here from Greeley five years 
ago. He said that his mom was in an assisted living and since then they have opened 
five others. He said that this is a great project and let’s make some things happen.  
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Frank McSwain, 4096 Crystal Bridge Drive said that he has lived in the valley for 
eighteen years. He said that he took care of his parents twenty or thirty years ago in a 
facility similar to this one and what a benefit it really was.  He said that he has known 
Terry for the last few years and that he is a realtor. He said that there are not a lot of 
options in this valley and we don’t want to leave this valley.  
 
Motion to close the Public Hearing 
A motion was made by Ken to close the Public Hearing. Marina seconded the motion 
and it was approved unanimously. 
 
Michael stated that we are being asked to do three things, rezoning, special use permit, 
and a major site plan review. He said that any one of these things could take up an 
entire public hearing. He said that the Commission feels that this is a great project. He 
said that procedurally that Staff’s recommendation would be the best thing towards 
moving forward. He said that it doesn’t mean no but that it means no for right now. 
Michael said that we would like to figure out the steps to keep this ball moving forward.  
 
Janet added that the Commission should weigh in on the Comprehensive Plan 
amendment and rezoning.  
 
Michael suggested that the Commission weigh in on the Comprehensive Plan 
amendment and on the rezoning to R/HD. He said that if we could tackle those two 
things that everything else would be manageable.  
 
Michael explained procedure further and said that this recommendation of denial seems 
harsh but that this would be the best option in moving forward.  
 
Terry asked why we can’t just have a continuance. 
 
Janet explained that the Town historically has previously redesigned projects during the 
land use process and that it didn’t work very well. She gave the example of Crystal 
Village that had thirty-two public hearings. She explained that with the new code that 
denying it rather than continuing it would be the best avenue. She said that there would 
be deadlines for noticing the Comp Plan amendment as well as the parking plan to be 
looked at by the Town engineer. Janet said that there were many moving parts. She 
said that Second Street needs to be addressed, which is a problem area. She said 
therefore that is why the recommendation is for denial.  
 
Marina commented that this is multifaceted application and that this is beyond a few 
public hearings.  
Janet stated that the parking would be a big hurtle with regards to a variance.  
 
Michael said that there are six criteria to grant the variance and that it is a pretty high 
bar. He said that we take variances very seriously.  
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Ken suggested looking at other communities and other assisted living facilities and to 
amend the UDC. 
 
Michael said that finding there was a hardship would be difficult. 
 
Jay, Ken, Jen, Marina said that they agree on amending the Comprehensive Plan and 
rezoning to R/HD. Marina applauded the applicant’s efforts. Nick said he agreed as well 
with the parking being a condition.  
 
Janet said that Staff would need to do their research to see what other communities are 
doing and contact Clarion to get their thoughts and then put together a zone text 
amendment for the UDC. She said that this would have to be pulled out of the overall 
UDC amendments that we are currently drafting so it didn’t slow things down. She said 
that it would also have to go before the Board.  
 
Janet said that the first steps procedurally would be to amend the Comp Plan and the 
UDC prior to moving forward with a revised application. She recommended that when 
the applicant revise their application that they request that the Comp Plan be amended 
to the Downtown North, which would probably work best. She said that we would notice 
the Comp Plan Amendment, Special Use Permit and the Major Site Plan Review. She 
said Staff would do the UDC amendment, which could be done at the same meeting.  
 
Further discussion ensued as to the future public hearing, which could be divided into 
three separate public hearings in one meeting for the UDC amendment, the special use 
permit and major site plan review and the Comp Plan amendment. It was also 
determined that a date could not be set at this time.  
 
Terry said that there would be some ditch timing needed when the ditch is off. He said 
that they need to add two manholes and new piping. He said that we would be in favor 
of setting a deadline.  
 
Motion 
 
Marina made a motion to deny the Rezoning, Major Site Plan and Special Use Permit 
and to ask that the applicant if they so wish to resubmit an application that is in 
conformance with Chapter 17 of the Carbondale Municipal Code. Nick seconded the 
motion and it was denied unanimously. 
 
Direction to Staff 
 

 Research other communities to see what other assisted living parking 
requirements are. 

 Initiate a zone text amendment. 

 Amend Comp Plan to Downtown North in late January/February 2018 
Direction to Applicant 
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 Dial in the engineering for Second Street, work on their site plan and special use 
permit.  
 

Janet said that the utilities in the RFTA corridor would need to be reconfigured as well 
because they are not laid out in straight lines and that the Town would be left to 
maintain them.  

 
John clarified that the applicant has received comments already from the engineer, the 
building official, public works etc. so they are aware of how to move forward as well as 
the Staff report.  
 
Terry said that an easement with the Whalen’s would be a needed component. 
 
Further discussion ensued regarding deadlines and date setting. Janet stated that the 
applicant’s deadline for their revised application will be December 15, 2017. She said 
that we can meet with the applicant outside of this forum as well and look at alternative 
compliance in the UDC.  

 
County Referral – New land use designation in Comp Plan (Residential Village) 
Change land use designation on a 41 acre site (kitty corner from Catherine Store 
across Hwy 82 
 
Janet stated that Planning Staff received a referral from Garfield County.  She said that 
the application is two-fold: 

1. Request for a Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment to create a new land use 
designation within the Comprehensive Plan of 2030.  The new designation would 
be called “Residential Village” that may be applied to properties throughout the 
County.   

2. Request to change the designation of the 41.64 acre properties currently 
identified as Residential Medium Density (6 to <10 acres/du) to the new 
Residential Village designation.   

Janet explained that Staff received the referral on November 7, 2017 so there was no 
time to review this extensively prior to the packet deadline. She said that comments are 
due to the County by November 27, 2017.  She stated that both items will be considered 
by the Garfield County Planning Commission on December 13, 2017.   

Janet said that this referral appeared significant enough to warrant some discussion by 
the Planning Commission.   She said attached are excerpts from the land use 
application.   

Points of Discussion 

 Draft a letter for Michael to sign. 

 Is it another Willits? 

 Schools and bus traffic on the 100 Road will be impacted. 

 The Commission opposed, density is extreme. 

 Review Cattle Creek comments. 
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Staff Update 
 
Janet said that the Board approved the Stein Lofts and that kudos were given to the 
P&Z. She said that Terry Kirk was in favor as well. 
 
Janet said that City Market’s earnest money has gone hard, in the amount of 250K. She 
said that it is moving forward and that the closing date is scheduled for the end of 
February 2018. 
 
Janet said that the additional conditions for Laughing Dog were approved by the Board. 
 
Janet said that there was a new group taking over Thompson Park and the design 
would be improved. 
 
Commissioner Comments 
 
The Commission had no comments. 
 
Motion 
 
A motion was made by Jen to adjourn. Marina seconded the motion and the meeting 
was adjourned at 9:05 p.m. 

 


