
Town of Carbondale 
511 Colorado Avenue 

Carbondale, CO 81623 
 

 
 AGENDA 

PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION 
THURSDAY, October 12, 2017 

7:00 P.M. TOWN HALL 
 
 

                                                        
1. CALL TO ORDER 

 
2. ROLL CALL 

 
3. 7:00p.m. – 7:05 p.m. 

Minutes of the September 14, 2017 meeting………….……………………………...Attachment A 
 

4. 7:05 p.m. – 7:10 p.m. 
Public Comment – Persons present not on the agenda 

 
5. 7:10 p.m. – 8:20 p.m. 

UDC Discussion…………………………...……………………………….……...…Attachment B 
 

6. 8:20 p.m. – 8:25 p.m.   
Staff Update 
 

7. 8:25 p.m. – 8:30 p.m.    
Commissioner Comments 
 

8. 8:30 p.m. –  ADJOURN 
 
 
 
 

      * Please note all times are approx. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Upcoming P & Z Meetings: 
11-16-17 – Sopris Lodge 
11-16-17 – OTR Map Amendment 
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MINUTES 

CARBONDALE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
Thursday September 14, 2017 

 
Commissioners Present:                       Staff Present: 
Yuani Ruiz, Chair Pro Tem   Janet Buck, Planning Director 
Ken Harrington                        Mary Sikes, Planning Assistant 
Marina Skiles     
Nick Miscione, 2nd Alternate 
Jennifer Gee DiCuollo 
                                                                           
Commissioners Absent: 
Jeff Davlyn 
Jay Engstrom, 1st Alternate 
Michael Durant, Chair 
Gavin Brooke 
 
Other Persons Present 
Jake Boyles, 1197 Main Street 
Raul Gawrys, Architect 
Catherine Markle, Landscape Architect 
 
The meeting was called to order at 7:01 p.m. by Yuani Ruiz. 
  
August 24, 2017 Minutes: 
 
Ken made a motion to approve the August 24, 2017 minutes. Marina seconded the 
motion, and they were approved unanimously with Jen and Yuani abstaining. 
 
Yes: Nick, Ken, Marina 
Abstain: Jen and Yuani 
 
Other Persons Present 
There was no public comment. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING – Major Site Plan Review - Applicant: Stein Properties  
Location: 1201 Colorado Avenue 
 
Janet said that this is an application for a Major Site Plan Review to allow a mixed-use 
development.  She stated that you are required to hold a public hearing and make a 
recommendation to the Board to approve the application or deny it.  She said that the 
Commission may also continue the public hearing.   
 
Janet explained that the property is located at the northeast corner of Highway 133 and 
Main Street and it is 34,215 sq. ft. and is zoned Mixed-Use.   
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Janet stated that one mixed-use building is proposed on the property.   She said that 
the portion of the building along the highway includes 2,100 sq. ft. of commercial on the 
lower floor with residential apartments on the second and third floor.  She continued by 
saying that behind that is the portion of the building which is entirely residential.  Janet 
stated that there would be 18 residential units in all.   
 
Janet said that the building and site plan meet the zoning district parameters.  She 
stated that there are a few things that we need to discuss related to setbacks and the 
landscape buffer. 
 
Janet said that the front yard setback in this zone district is 0 ft.  She stated that it also 
includes a maximum 10 ft. setback.  She said that the side and rear yard setbacks are 0 
ft.   
 
Janet stated that in her Staff report, she called out Main Street as the front yard.  She 
said that since then, she met with the architect on the issue.  She said that we 
discussed the fact that there is a 10 ft. utility easement, transformers and a bus stop 
along Main, making it hard to move the building closer.   
 
Janet stated that because of that, it would be better if Colorado Avenue was considered 
the front yard.  She said that some portions of the building could be moved closer and it 
also has the driveway serving the development.   
 
Janet explained that another issue we discussed is the required 10 ft. wide landscape 
buffer along the highway.  She stated that the code states buildings and parking may 
not be located in this buffer area.  She said that some of the upper decks and posts 
encroach into this area.  Janet stated that however, the landscape buffer is provided.   
She stated that the architect has developed some cross sections to help the 
Commission review this item.   
 
Janet said that the common open space and landscaping sections of the code have 
been met.  She stated that there are a few items where a child’s play area needs to be 
provided as well as additional street trees.  She said that these have been made 
conditions of approval.   
 
Janet stated that the site plan shows a 9 ft. wide bicycle/pedestrian trail on the east side 
of the property between Main and Colorado.  She said that this will be a good corridor 
so people getting off at the bus stop can go north. She noted that it is important that this 
pathway be well lit.   
 
Janet said that there is a proposed 10 ft. wide trail along Colorado Avenue, an existing 
10 ft. wide trail along 133, and an existing 5 ft. wide sidewalk along Main Street.    
 
Janet continued by saying that as you could see from the Staff report, a number of code 
sections apply to the site and building design in this application.   
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Janet stated that she covered these in the Staff report. She said that she won’t walk 
through them because of the length but she said that the site and building design 
demonstrate compliance with the standards.   
 
Janet said that as far as parking, the code requires 34 parking spaces.  She stated that 
the applicant is proposing 18 on-site spaces and 17 on-street parking spaces on 
Colorado Avenue for a total of 35 spaces.   
 
Janet stated that parking was discussed with the applicant early in the process.  She 
said that it was agreed that having the bike path in front of the parking rather than 
behind it seemed like a safer alternative.  She explained that the parking would remain 
as public parking. She said that the Bike and Ped Commission reviewed this site plan 
and agreed with that assessment.   
 
Janet stated that a few other things from the Bike and Ped Commission were round the 
turning radius of the trail on the highway and Colorado.  She also said that they would 
like to see the trail blended onto Colorado Avenue on the east side of the property.  She 
stated that they would like to see enough bike parking, particularly in the plaza area.   
 
Janet said that four deed restricted residential units would be provided.  She said that 
this would comply with the Town’s affordable housing code. 
 
Marina asked how playground equipment would be designed and for what age group. 
 
Janet stated that the developer would need to provide the playground equipment. 
 
Further discussion ensued on the wording of the condition for the playground 
equipment. As the code didn’t address type, it was agreed to leave it flexible for the 
developer.  
 
Jen asked if the ten foot strip along Highway 133 has been provided. She asked for 
clarification of the difference between the setback and the intent of the landscape buffer.  
 
Janet explained that it was a landscape buffer and not a setback. 
 
Marina asked what the definition of a buffer was. She also gave clarification of the 
architect’s design referencing the parapet and that it should remain as is. 
 
Ken said that the side yard is a zero setback but then there is a ten foot buffer.  
 
The applicant’s representative, Raul Gawrys, the architect, gave his presentation. He 
gave the history of this property and said that it had been rezoned from from PCC to 
MU. He said that the retail space was reduced to 2100 sq. ft. He explained the bike and 
pedestrian trails on the perimeter of the property. He said that safety was a concern so 
the trail on the north was put in front of the parallel parking. Raul said that there would 
be safety lighting as well. He said that by moving the RFTA bus stop the bulk storage 
and assigned garages could be extended and that there would be additional space for a 
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bike storage area, to be shared with the community, which would be covered. He also 
pointed to the location of the enclosed garbage dumpster off of Colorado Avenue. 
 
The landscape architect, Catherine Markle, continued with the presentation and 
explained her landscape design. She pointed out the location of a seating wall, a 
fountain and a mural, which could be created with the help of the Arts Council. She also 
had many creative suggestions for the placement of additional seating as well as 
screening of the transformers on Main Street. She said that the landscaping would step 
up to the building.  
 
Ken asked what the elevation difference was on the corner near the roundabout to the 
floor of the building. 
 
Raul answered two feet. 
 
Nick asked how far the deck was from the walkway. 
 
Raul said he would show it on the Power Point.  
 
Yuani said that the design did a good job addressing the streets. He said that on the 
Main Street side there was a good break in the elevations. He stated that on the 
Colorado Avenue side, it looks like a large wall that doesn’t address the street as a front 
facade. 
 
Raul said that the windows could be set in or encased to give some depth or a covered 
entryway could be added.  
 
Marina gave some architectural suggestions. She asked about the stairway that was 
enclosed in glass. 
 
Raul said it was to see vertical circulation from the outside. 
 
Ken asked about the handicap parking location. 
 
Raul stated that Sopris Engineering will finalize the location of the handicap parking. 
 
Jake Boyles, 1197 Main Street, asked about the elevation on the sidewalk, east of the 
garages. He suggested that the bus stop walls be transparent because bizarre things 
happen in the current one that he can see from his business. 
 
Catherine explained the elevation on the sidewalk, east of the garages and the trail that 
is proposed, which will run from the south side of property to the north side. 
 
Raul said that RFTA will likely be agreeable to moving the bus stop structure that is 
currently on Main Street. 
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Motion to close the Public Hearing 
 
A motion was made by Ken to close the Public Hearing. Jen seconded the motion and it 
was approved unanimously. 
 
Nick asked if the overhead wires at Main and Highway 133 would be undergrounded. 
 
Raul said that they had already been put underground. 
 
Nick said he was looking at Google Earth and it must not be current. 
 
Ken asked if the landscape buffer encroachment by the upper decks would require a 
variance. 
 
Nick asked if there were any other examples on Highway 133 of residential and 
commercial developments. 
 
Ken said that this is the first project close to the highway. 
 
Yuani said that this project meets the intent of the Mixed-Use district. 
 
Janet read the definition of streetscape from the UDC 5.4.3B, page 183 to assist with 
determing the intent of the landscape buffer . 
 
Jen said that it was a good project for the Town. She said that it would be a loss to lose 
it over the ten foot landscape buffer requirement. 
 
Yuani agreed with the finding by Janet to use the 85% interpretation from the 
streetscape language to assist with determing the intent of landscape buffer. 
 
Ken suggested adding a bike trail condition to reduce the ninety degree turn at Colorado 
Avenue and Highway 133. 
 
Yuani suggested keeping an easement even with aligning the route back to Colorado 
Avenue. He said that we need to plan for the future. 
 
Raul said that Crystal River Spa’s parking lot was in the right-of-way so it would 
interfere with a future sidewalk. 
 
 
Further discussion ensued about the bike and pedestrian path. 
 
Raul asked to remove the shower in the commercial space. 
 
Janet stated that it is code to have a shower in the commercial space. 
Catherine asked what age group would be appropriate for the playground. 
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Marina said that the playground should be discussed further but that the developer 
should provide the equipment. She said that space should be reserved for the 
playground.  
 
Janet said that it would need to be ADA safe and that there would not be an HOA to 
oversee the design as it is a rental development.  
 
Marina said that direction is needed with regards to the playground design.  
 
Marina and Nick both liked the idea of a fountain and they referenced the Aspen 
fountain across from the Wheeler.  
 
Catherine said that a fountain pad was not the intention but rather more of a water 
feature. 
 
Jen said that she would like to see benches and trees as well as provide a lawn area, 
which could be used for activities such as volleyball or badminton.  
 
Motion 
 
Ken made a motion to approve the Major Site Plan Review, including the conditional 
use for multi-family buildings on the ground floor, with the 17 findings in the Staff report 
plus the addition of the condition to make appropriate changes to bike path from a 
ninety degree turn on Colorado Avenue and Highway 133 and to add an additional 
finding regarding 85% allowance in the UDC section 5.4.3.B.3.b for the 10 foot 
landscape buffer along Highway 133. Nick seconded the motion and it was approved 
unanimously. 
 
No: none 
Yes: Yuani, Jen, Nick, Marina, Ken 
 
Staff Update 
 
Janet said that marijuana regulations with regards to signs was being discussed by the 
Board.  
 
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 9:03 p.m. 
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TOWN OF CARBONDALE 
511 COLORADO AVENUE 
CARBONDALE, CO  81623 

 
 

   Planning Commission Agenda Memorandum 
 

Meeting Date:  10-12-17 
 
The first part of this memo (Items 1-22) has not changed since the 7-13-17, 7-27-17 and 
8-10-17 P&Z meetings with the exception of adding P&Z comments.  P&Z stopped on 
Item #13 of this memo at the 8-10-17 meeting. A new section was added at the end 
which reflects a request from the Board to look at daycares as well as a conflict Staff 
found in the UDC regarding ADUs in the R/MD zone district.  This is labeled “New Items 
added 8-10-2017”.   
 
Staff’s initial comments are in italics.   
 
P&Z responses and/or comments are in red.  Some items which had already been 
discussed were re-visited at the 8-10-17 meeting.  New comments from that meeting 
are in green.   
 
TITLE:     Unified Development Code (UDC) Amendments 
 
SUBMITTING DEPARTMENT:   Planning Department 
 
ATTACHMENTS:   None 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Staff prepared a memo for the June 15, 2017 Planning Commission meeting which 
described the process on amendments to the UDC.   Staff is currently soliciting 
comments from Town Staff, Boards and Commission as well as those who have used 
the UDC in the past year.   
 
The June 15th memo also included a list of potential amendments compiled by Staff and 
the Planning Commission.  It listed comments made by the Board made when the UDC 
was approved in March of 2016 as well.   
 
Staff has divided the list of potential amendments into different categories, depending 
on the location of the item in the UDC, i.e., development standards, process, etc.  Staff 
then noted the location of that particular item in the UDC.   
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The next step would be to discuss each item with the Planning Commission to 
determine whether an amendment is warranted, and if so, how Staff would proceed.  It 
should be noted that some of the items are technical in nature, i.e., adding plat 
certificates.  These won’t require a lot of discussion by the Commission but they need to 
be tracked for future public hearings.  There are other smaller things which will need to 
be amended, i.e., incorrect cross references, typographic errors, etc.  Staff plans to read 
through the UDC at some point in this process to be sure we catch all of those 
problems.   
 
Staff has added comments in italics under some of the items to provide some 
background or thoughts to the Commission.   
 
Table of Allowed Uses 
 

1. Review Land Use Table  
(Page 132, Table 4.2-1) 

 
I suggest we work through this at a Planning Commission meeting line by line.   
 
P&Z Comments:   
Add Dwelling, duplex as a conditional use to MU 
Flag nursing homes and circle back.   
Non-bulk storage of Liquefied Petroleum – Take out of MU 
Automotive fuel sales – take out of MU 
Agreed mini-storage is appropriate in C/T and CRW 
Aquatics facility should be added to park definition.   
 
P&Z did not have an issue with mini-storage in CRW or CT.  There are use 
standards require a certain level of design. 

 
2. Why does R/HD zone district require conditional use for multifamily? 

(Page 132, Table 4.2-1) 
 
P&Z Comments:  O.K. as shown.   

 
Zoning Parameters 
 

3. Re-visit minimum lot area per dwelling unit in R/HD  
(Page 95, Table 3.2-9) 
(Same regulation for CT on Page 99, Table 3.3-1 and for MU on Page 107, Table 
3.3-7) 

 
This was discussed during the adoption of the UDC.  The Planning Commission 
decided to retain this standard as it does control the density.  Staff concurs with 
this decision.   
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P&Z said they would like to see the following: 
 
- Modeling (R/HD lot on 3rd and Capitol) 
- Advice from Clarion 
- Modeling done by Clarion during the development of the UDC (attached) 
- Ask staff to query other communities to see if we are out of step 

 
4. 40% pervious surface requirements in R/MD and R/HD – drives 3 stories  

(Page 119, Table 3.7-2) 
 

This comment was given to us by the RFSD team during the development of the 
school district housing.  Staff will ask that group if more detail and explanation is 
available.   
 
P&Z agreed that the 40% is intended to keep green space and that it is a good 
coverage percentage.  It was noted that the Town did not have a storm water 
system and it helps with runoff and drainage.  It may create problems in the 
future if the required pervious surface were reduced.   
 
Ø Review Table 3.7-2 as it relates to pervious/impervious various lot sizes.   
Ø Add to modeling exercise.   
Ø Smaller lots under 8,719 sq. ft. should have less pervious requirements.   
Ø Is 40% in addition to common open space, landscape requirements, etc.?  

Check definitions. 
Ø Revisit pervious surface requirements in R/MD and R/HD.   
Ø Possible modeling test cases:  191 Sopris and Lot A, Crystal Village PUD 

 
5. Allowed building height in HCC zone district – 35 ft. and 42 ft.   

(Page 105, Table 3.-5 allows 35 ft. and Page 214, Section 5.7.7.C.b allows 42 ft.) 
 

This was flagged as a concern during the UDC adoption process.  The old code 
only allowed a 35 ft. building height.  In the mid-2000’s, an incentive section was 
added to the HCC which allowed the 42 ft. height.  There were reservations 
about this building height at that time.  Some of the concepts of the incentive 
section of the HCC zone district were retained at the time of the adoption of the 
UDC but much of it was discarded.  One of the items which was retained was the 
42 ft. height allowance.  It is only allowed through the alternative compliance 
process in Section 5.1.3.  There are certain criteria which have to be met, 
specifically, that it meets the intent of the standard to a better degree than the 
required standard (35 ft.).  Staff has had reservations about this building height 
but the fact that it is not a given is reassuring.  In addition, the transition section 
in 3.7.5. does provide some protection to neighboring residential areas.   

 
P&Z noted that Table 3.3-5 showed the allowed height at 35 ft.  There is a note 
that Section 5.7.7.C.1.b. allows a property owner to request 42 ft. under the 
alternative compliance process in Section 5.1.3.  The increase is not available 
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within 20 ft. of the right-of-way.  There is criteria in the alternative compliance 
section. The Commission felt comfortable with the UDC is currently written.   

 
6. Allowed building height in R/HD zone district - 35 ft.   

(Page 95, Table 3-2.9) 
 

Staff put this on the list.  It would be worth a visit to Cooper Place.  While it is 
appropriate there, what about other R/HD zone districts, including the one east of 
2nd Street?  However, there are transitional standards now in the UDC to help 
alleviate this and create a buffer.   
 
The Commission brought up a suggestion that we develop something similar to 
what we have in the HCC with the 42 ft. height and alternative compliance.  It 
was noted that there is a new section in the UDC (3.7.5.) which addresses 
compatibility with new development and adjacent zoning district boundaries.   

 
7. Allowed building height in OTR – 21 ft. for accessory building 

(Page 98, Table 3.2-3) 
 

Staff put this in because, if memory serves correctly, it was intended to be a 
lower height.  This needs some research and input from P&Z.   

 
The Commission directed Staff to research past redlines.  Staff reviewed the P&Z 
comments and UDC redlines from when the code was being developed.  The 
current heights in the UDC for accessory buildings accurately reflect P&Z’s 
direction.  This research helped jog the memory which had caused concern:   
Clarion had initially proposed a 22 ft. height allowance for all accessory buildings 
regardless of lot size.  We flagged that and put the allowed heights back to where 
they had originally been when the OTR zone district was adopted.   

 
Development Standards 
 

8. Refine building design standards in OTR zone district. Consider massing 
guidelines from previous “infill guideline” regulations (attached). 
(Page 205, Section 5.6.6)   

 
The Town adopted Infill Guidelines in 2000 for developments in residential zone 
districts.  Some of the guidelines addressed building mass.  For example, they 
state larger projects should be divided into a series of smaller masses consistent 
with other structures in the neighborhood.  It also discusses architectural 
elements and materials, i.e., use of porches, prominent doors, dormers and 
rooflines.  The Commission may want to consider incorporating some of these 
when fine-tuning the OTR building standards.  These infill standards are 
attached.   
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Fine tune Infill guidelines and include in Section 5.6.6. for OTR with the following 
additions: 

 
Ø Regulate against pure boxes with a soft touch. 
Ø Add sentence:  Design guidelines in OTR are intended to allow 

architectural freedom but not to allow a box as it will be denied. 
 

9. Require common open space for residential developments.   
(Page 178, Table 5.3-1) 

 
This only requires common open space (private) for developments in institutional, 
commercial, mixed use and PUDs.  Staff agrees that it should be required for 
multifamily developments.   
 
Ø Dovetails with 40% pervious in R/MD and R/HD.  Re-visit definitions.   
Ø Open to requiring for multifamily.  What would threshold be?   
Ø Look at Cooper Place as test case.   

 
10. Add in mobile home park development standards section – left out of the UDC. 

 
It had been the intention during the development of the UDC to incorporate Title 
16- Mobile Home Parks from the former Municipal Code into the UDC; however, 
it was not done.  Title 16 is attached.  This code section regulates mobile home 
parks and includes definitions, construction, design standards, criteria for existing 
mobile home parks, nonconforming uses and variances.  This will require 
amendments in multiple parts of the UDC, i.e., definitions, use standards, 
development standards, etc.   

 
It appears that the existing language was last amended in 1996.  It is worth going 
through to see if it needs to be updated.   

 
Ø Integrate into UDC along with design standards.  
Ø Use Durango and Montrose regulations as template. 
Ø Mobile home regulations should not exclude tiny homes.   
Ø Carve out definitions for with and without wheels. 
Ø IRC – regular zone districts ok. 
Ø HUD homes go into mobile home parks.  There are HUD compliant tiny 

homes. 
 

11. Clarify parking requirements in the HCC zone district. 
(Page 217 – Section 5.7.7.H.)  

 
This should be in Section 5.8 Off-Street Parking.   
 
Ø Agreed with interpretation that lodging needs to provide parking, all other 

non-residential uses are exempt.   
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Ø Move section to off-street parking section.   
 

12. Difficulties with applicants using solar access section.   
(Page 270 Section 5.12) 

 
The feedback is that this is hard to understand.   

 
 Revise diagram to 27 degrees December 21 at 12:00 p.m. 
 

13. Section 5.6.2.B (Page 199) Standards and Guidelines should be moved to 
Section 1.7 Interpretation and Conflicting Provisions (Page 2).   

 
This came from Ken Harrington.  Staff agrees that it is a good point.   
 
Agreed that section should be moved at 1.7 applies throughout code.   

 
Process 
 

14. Add Plat Certificates, i.e., signature blocks for Board, P&Z, and staff, etc.   
(Page 57, Section 2.6.5.C.1) 

 
Technical revisions.   

 
15. Clarify plat amendment criteria for lot line adjustments.    

(Page 64, Section 2.6.7B.2) 
 

Technical revisions.   
 

16. Variance criteria - community or public benefit rather than hardship.    
(Page 69, Section 2.7.1.C.3.a and b) 

 
The Town Attorney provided feedback on this and has reservations based on 
State statute; however, this should be discussed in more depth if desired by the 
Planning Commission.   

 
17. Are there impediments for affordable housing in the UDC?   

 
Staff’s thoughts are that affordable housing cannot be provided strictly through 
zoning.  However, a number of changes were done during the development of 
the UDC to promote affordable housing.  These include:   

 
o Added new live/work use.   

 
o Eliminated minimum size of dwelling units to allow micro-units.   
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o Reduced parking requirements for residential units, particularly smaller 
dwelling units.  Eliminated the guest parking requirement.   

 
o Reduced setbacks in the OTR, R/MD, and R/HD zone districts, i.e., 5 ft. 

front yard setback in the R/HD zone district.  
 

o Requirement that residential developments provide a variety of housing 
types, such as a combination of duplex, stacked tri-plex/quad-plex, 
live/work, townhomes, apartments and single family units in a range of 
sizes.   

 
o Streamlined and clarified the land use process. 

 
o Created New Mixed Use Zone District (no ratio between commercial vs. 

residential)   
 

o Added new uses:  Adult Day Care, Assisted Living Facility and Nursing 
Home. 

 
o Allowed ADUs as conditional uses in the R/MD and R/HD zone districts 

instead of Special Review. 
 

o Created an Administrative and Minor Site Plan Review process where 
Staff or the Planning Commission are the approving authority for smaller 
residential developments depending on the number of units.  (Larger 
residential units still are considered by the Board.)  Under the previous 
code, developments of five units or more were required to go to the 
Planning Commission and then the Board.  The new regulation is intended 
to streamline the planning process.   

 
PUDs 
 

18. Incentives to convert PUDs. 
(Page 116 in Section 3.6 and Page 22 in Section 2.4.3) 

 
19. Clarify criteria for amending PUDs.  

(Should use Section 2.4.2.C.3.b in General Rezonings on page 21 rather than 
Section 2.4.3.C.3 on page 26 in Rezonings to PUD) 

 
Technical review.   

 
20. Adding PUD language from PUD policy.  

(Should be in 2.4.2 General Rezonings on Page 18)    
 

This section would require that if a PUD is being amended, the Town may add 
conditions to require that development be compatible with new policies or 
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regulations implemented since the original PUD approval.  Town Attorney 
provided language at the June 15, 2017 P&Z meeting.   

 
Other 
 

21. Fee in lieu of parking in the HCC zone district 
(Page 217, Section 5.7.7.H.3.) 

 
There was an existing standard in the old code that requires parking for all non-
residential uses.  The fee in lieu of was $30,000.  Clarion said that was the 
highest they had seen and they didn’t see a methodology behind the fee.  It was 
taken out.  Clarion cited a recent national study by planning professor Donald 
Shoup who noted that “some cities set the fees on a case-by-case basis, but 
most set uniform fees for all development.  Cities use a wide variety of methods 
to set their –in-lieu fees, which range from $2,000 to $27,520 per parking space 
not provided.”  Clarion said that the $30,000 fee was a major disincentive to 
development in the HCC.  It was discussed at the time that a new fee should be 
established which would then be put in Appendix A.  Appendix A is a list of all 
Town fees which is reviewed annually.  A fee in lieu-of-parking has not 
established.  

 
Amendments which require feedback from other entities:   
 

22. Street Trees  
(Page 183, Section 5.4.3.B) 
 
Tree Board has indicated that 1 tree per 100 sq. ft. is too many trees.   

 
Board of Trustees List 
 
Ø Temporary, alternative or experimental dwelling units (sheds), teepees 
Ø Live/work temporary housing (art studio, offices) 
Ø Marijuana 
Ø Lighting (done) 
Ø Noise 
Ø Height (HCC and OTR)* 
Ø BOA – do we need?   
Ø Minimum lot size* 
Ø Tree – fee in lieu 
Ø Ag zone district – 5 or 10 acres 

 
*Covered in P&Z List 
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NEW ITEMS ADDED 8-10-2017 
 

23. The Board asked that the Commission review the following as it relates to 
daycare: 

 
a) Evaluate the UDC and zoning requirements for day care to make sure there are 

not any unreasonable restrictions and the appropriate review processes are 
designated. 

 
b) Consider adding child care as a special use permit back to the industrial zone. 

 
c) Review the parking requirements for day care. 

 
d) Make sure the UDC revision includes the youth center definition. 

 
24. ADUs in R/MD – There is a conflict between UDC Table 3.2-7 (minimum lot area 

is 3,000 sq. ft) and Table 3.7.1. (minimum lot area with ADU is 3,000 sq. ft.)  If a 
single family house is in the R/MD, is it allowed to have an ADU?  Staff has 
historically required 3,000 sq. ft. of lot area per dwelling unit.   Section 3.7 of the 
UDC notes if there is a discrepancy, the master tables in this section govern.  
Staff believes that Table 3.2-7 is the master table.  Staff will discuss this with the 
Town Attorney.   

 
FISCAL IMPACTS 
 
As noted previously, Planning Staff received a short amount of training from Clarion on 
how to amend the text.  Clarion used a very advanced level of Word.  Hyperlinks are 
used in the UDC and that adds to the complexity of making revisions to the text.  
Planning Staff has agreed that in order to maintain the integrity of the UDC, that the 
Town should contract with Clarion or some other entity familiar with advanced Word to 
finalize any changes to the UDC.  The costs would be dependent on the extent of 
revisions.   
 
RECOMMENDATION  
 
Staff would recommend that these items be taken one at a time, much like what was 
done during the development of the UDC.   
 
The Commission should also discuss how to handle the list from the Board of Trustees.   
 
Staff still plans to read through the entire UDC and may add additional items.  Also, we 
will most likely get some feedback from Town Staff, and Boards and Commissions.  
However, Staff doesn’t anticipate a large amount of recommended amendments.   
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It may be worthwhile, once we get a good list of amendments and suggested changes, 
that we have a work session with the Board to make sure we are going in the right 
direction.   
 
 
 
Prepared By: Janet Buck, Planning Director 
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