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MINUTES 

CARBONDALE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
Thursday July 27, 2017 

 
Commissioners Present:                       Staff Present: 
Michael Durant, Chair   Janet Buck, Planning Director 
Ken Harrington    Mary Sikes, Planning Assistant 
Jay Engstrom, 1st Alternate 
Nick Miscione, 2nd Alternate 
                                                                            
Commissioners Absent: 
Yuani Ruiz, Chair Pro Tem 
Jennifer Gee DiCuollo  
Gavin Brooke 
Jeff Davlyn 
Marina Skiles 
 
Other Persons Present 
Ian Oeser, 850 Garfield Avenue 
Holly Richardson, 617 Sopris Avenue 
Jeff Ellis, 316 W. Main Street, New Castle 
 
The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Michael Durant. 
 
July 13, 2017 Minutes: 
 
Ken made a motion to approve the July 13, 2017 minutes. Jay seconded the motion, 
and they were approved unanimously.  
 
Other Persons Present 
 
Ian Oeser, 850 Garfield Avenue, said that he has been a contractor in town for over two 
years and that he would like the UDC to promote smart growth for ADU’s as well as 
cottages which provide the following; 
 
 Value to the property. 
 Add housing for families, young and old. 
 Makes a connection between owners and renters. 

 
Ian said that ADU’s are difficult to get approved and that he would like to see the Town 
support this approach to smart growth by the following: 
 
 Allow quad units in R/MD with revision to square footage requirements.  
 Code adjustments for minimum parking. 
 Take inventory to incentivize or provide fee waivers where housing is needed. 



7/27/2017 
 

2 | P a g e  
 

Ian provided a handout which will be entered into the record. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING – Minor Site Plan Review, Variance & Special Use Permit for 
ADU - Applicant: Dan Richardson, 617 Sopris Avenue 
 
Janet stated that the proposed unit is fully in compliance with the ADU standards with 
the exception of the size of the ADU.   
 
Janet explained that the UDC only allows an ADU to be ten percent of the lot size.  She 
said that in this case, the lot size is 5,500 sq. ft. so the allowed size of the ADU is 550 
sq. ft.  She continued by saying that the applicant is requesting a 644 sq. ft. ADU.  Janet 
stated that she cannot support the variance request. She said that it does not appear to 
meet the variance criteria as there does not appear to be an exceptional site condition.  
Janet stated that the purpose of the maximum size requirement is to ensure that ADUs 
remain small and unobtrusive in the OTR zone district.  She said that if the Commission 
is inclined to approve the Site Plan Review and deny the size variance, that she has 
included as a condition that the size be reduced.     
 
Janet stated that the proposal is in compliance with all other zoning parameters with the 
exception of maximum pervious surface.   
 
Janet said that the UDC requires 58% pervious surface or 3,190 sq. ft.  She stated that 
only 42% of the site can be impervious, or 2,310 sq. ft.   She explained that the table on 
the site plan shows there would be a total of 2,254 sq. ft. of impervious surface.   
 
Janet stated that she was concerned with pervious surface calculations.  She said that 
she checked with the applicant after the Staff report was written. She commented that 
as it turns out, the parking was included in the pervious area.  Janet remarked that this 
can only be allowed if a pervious paving system is used.  She said that the applicant 
has been made aware of that.  She stated that a new condition would need to be added 
that “at the time of building permit, the applicant shall submit specifications on a 
pervious paving system to the Town for review and approval prior to issuance of a 
building permit.”   
 
Janet continued by saying that the proposal meets the development standards such as 
bulk storage, private outdoor space, parking and landscaping.   
 
Janet stated that she would recommend that the Commission approve a Minor Site Plan 
Review and Special Use Permit for an Accessory Dwelling Unit with the findings and 
conditions in the Staff Report with a new condition regarding the parking surface.   
 
Janet concluded by saying that she also recommends that the Commission deny the 
request for a variance to exceed the allowed maximum unit size based on the findings 
in the Staff Report.    
 
Jay asked if the square footage total included the deck, shed and porch. 
 



7/27/2017 
 

3 | P a g e  
 

Janet explained that she was unsure of that. 
 
Holly Richardson, 617 Sopris Avenue, introduced herself and her architect Jeff Ellis. 
She thanked Ian for his presentation and said that she wants to build an ADU in the 
back of their home that is ADA for family with health issues. She said that the ADU 
would have wider doorways and a larger bathroom. Holly explained that if the ADU was 
smaller than 644 square feet that it wouldn’t be possible to have a bathroom this size. 
She stated that she wants what is best for Carbondale and that their neighbors were all 
open to the project and very supportive. She concluded by saying that she appreciates 
this community. 
 
Jeff Ellis, 316 W. Main Street, New Castle, began by saying that we did not come with 
Ian. He explained that the design of the ADU is realistic at 644 square feet but that it 
would be a hardship for a wheelchair to create a space for livability with a smaller 
design. Jeff said that the UDC was user friendly. He stated that the ADU would be 
facing the alley, which is dense with vegetation, and that it would not be obtrusive.  
 
The remainder of this public hearing had interruptions from the fire alarm.  
 
Nick asked what the porch material was. 
 
Jeff replied that it was deck material. 
 
Nick asked what the porch exited to and if it would be a universal design. 
 
Jeff answered grass but that in the future a 12-18 foot ramp could be built when 
needed. 
 
Ken asked if the pervious parking system could support a wheelchair. He also asked 
about the sizes of doors and the height of the counters as well as all of the ADA 
requirements. 
 
Jeff said that the ADA design was loosely met. He said that the door widths were 2’10”, 
32” clear of trim. Jeff added that there were 5 foot circle turn-arounds. 
 
Ken asked what the cabinet height was. 
 
Jeff stated that they had not determined the cabinet height yet. 
 
Ken stated that in order to grant a variance that there needs to be exceptional 
conditions. He said that we could use the first criteria if the unit were ADA. He said that 
the fifth and sixth criteria would also be met. 
 
Jeff explained that the reason that the ADA is loosely met is because of the size. He 
said that if there was 800 sq. ft. we could comply with ADA requirements. 
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Ken asked if he went as far as he could with the ADA design and suggested that a 
studio design might work. 
 
Jay said that most of his questions were about the accessibility. He said that he did not 
think that a larger space was necessary for ADA. 
 
Michael said that he was sympathetic but that 644 sq. ft. is too much. He said that he 
would like to see the hardship demonstrated and tighten the ADA need. Michael agreed 
with Ken regarding the findings needed for a variance. 
 
Holly asked if a revised drawing to see what could fit it into a 550 sq.ft. space would be 
helpful. 
 
Michael said that we want to see quantitative data and the need for a larger space 
because of a wheelchair. He asked to see what the space would look like if it has 
standard doors vs. what is being requested and if that could be an overlay.  
 
Public Hearing 
 
Ian Osier, 850 Garfield Avenue, stated that as a builder that he has done retrofits for 
ADA projects. He said that it would be a bonus if ADA was built into our infrastructure 
and for ADU’s that could be used for the aging generation or people who get sick. 
 
Ken made a motion to close the public hearing.  
 
Nick asked the applicant if they are trying to do universal access. 
 
Ken withdrew the motion to close the public hearing. 
 
Ken stated that we do not have it in our code for increased size due to accessibility. He 
said that you need to comply with the six conditions to grant a variance. He suggested 
revising the application to have proof of meeting the six criteria.  
 
Michael stated that the site plan review seems ok and that he would recommend 
continuing the public hearing. He added that the allowance of gravel has been abused 
in the past and that it is not considered pervious surface.  
 
Nick said that gravel is not accessible so it is not supporting the ADA argument.  
 
Michael said that a variance might be a bridge too far. He stated that the applicant 
needs to explain accessibility in order to justify a variance. 
 
Motion 
 
Ken made a motion to continue the public hearing to August 24, 2017. Jay seconded 
the motion and it was approved unanimously. 
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UDC Discussion – Zoning Parameters 
 
The following points were discussed; 
 Minimum lot area 

a. Modeling to show what is possible. 
b. Check other communities and their parameters. 
c. Use Third Street and Capitol Avenue as an example to see what is 

possible. (Mary commented that during the UDC process that this property 
was part of discussion and possibilities were discussed) 

d. Lot area controls density. 
e. Needs to be tested. 
f. Check with Clarion and the APA. 

 40% pervious in R/MD and R/HD – Does this drive three story buildings? 
a. This was commented on by the Roaring Fork School District during their 

application. 
 3.7.2 – Maximum impervious lot coverage table for residential districts, page 119. 

a. Percentages doable with pervious materials. 
b. No compelling reason to change it. 

 Building Height in HCC – 5.7.7 Supplemental Standards 
a. From 35 ft. to a maximum of 42 ft., which is alternative compliance, 5.1.3. 

The Commission had no issues with the HCC 
 R/HD – 35 feet building height, transitional area between zone districts, 3.7.5 

            Add alternative compliance for 35 ft. height, to look closer at design. 
                a. Second and third story setback. 
                b.Consideration of solar patterns or day lighting. 
 OTR – Accessory Buildings – 7000 sq.ft. Lot area - 21 ft. height.  

a. Might be an error, Staff to check redline for height. 
b. Clarification the height might be to accomodate a garage with an ADU. 
c. Stipulate that we do not want two story ADU’s. 

 
Staff Update 
 
Janet said that two Commissioners’ terms are expiring at the end of August, Ken and 
Marina. She said that they have reapplied, which will be on the agenda for the next 
meeting. 
 
Commissioner Comments 
 
The Commission had no comments. 
 
Motion 
 
A motion was made by Ken to adjourn. Jay seconded the motion and the meeting was 
adjourned at 8:48 p.m. 
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