
Town of Carbondale 
511 Colorado Avenue 

Carbondale, CO 81623 
 

 
 AGENDA 

PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION 
THURSDAY, August 10, 2017 

7:00 P.M. TOWN HALL 
 
 

                                                        
1. CALL TO ORDER 

 
2. ROLL CALL 

 
3. 7:00 p.m. – 7:05 p.m. 

Minutes of the July 28, 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. – 8:10 p.m. 
Continued UDC Discussion…...……..………...………………………….………….Attachment B 

 
6. 8:10 p.m. – 8:15 p.m. 

P&Z Recommendation for P&Z Appointments ……....…………...……………...…Attachment C 
 

7. 8:15 p.m. – 8:20 p.m.   
Staff Update 
 

8. 8:20 p.m. – 8:25 p.m.    
Commissioner Comments 
 

9. 8:30 p.m. –  ADJOURN 
 

 
      * Please note all times are approx. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Upcoming P & Z Meetings: 
8-24-17 – Cont’d Public Hearing – 617 Sopris Avenue 
                 Main Street Marketplace – Rezoning 
9-14-17 – Stein Lofts – Major Site Plan Review 
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MINUTES 

CARBONDALE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
Thursday July 28, 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; 
 
Ø Value to the property. 
Ø Add housing for families, young and old. 
Ø 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: 
 
Ø Allow quad units in R/MD with revision to square footage requirements.  
Ø Code adjustments for minimum parking. 
Ø Take inventory to incentivize or provide fee waivers where housing is needed. 
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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. 
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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; 
Ø 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. 

Ø 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. 
Ø 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. 

Ø 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 
Ø 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. 
Ø 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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TOWN OF CARBONDALE 
511 COLORADO AVENUE 
CARBONDALE, CO  81623 

 
 

   Planning Commission Agenda Memorandum 
 

Meeting Date:  8-10-17 
 
The first part of this memo (Items 1-22) has not changed since the 7-13-17 and 7-27-17 
P&Z meetings.  P&Z stopped on Item #7 of this memo. 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.   
 
 
TITLE:     Unified Development Code (UDC) Amendments 
 
SUBMITTING DEPARTMENT:   Planning Department 
 
ATTACHMENTS:    Letter from Ian Osier dated 8-4-2017 
   Excerpt of Infill Guidelines 
   Title 16 – Mobile Home Parks 

Clarion Modeling – R/HD Zone district – see this link: 
 

https://www.dropbox.com/s/4vcl3fvfz1bjbf0/CarbondaleLandUseGFX.zip?dl=0  
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
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.   
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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.   
 
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.   

 
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.   

 
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 
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) 
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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.   

 
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.   
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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.   

 
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.   
 

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

 
The feedback is that this is hard to understand.   

 
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.   
 
Process 
 

14. Add Plat Certificates, i.e., signature blocks for Board, P&Z, 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.   
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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.   

 
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) 
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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 
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 
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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 
 
 
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.   
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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.   
 
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 
       
 



Ian	  Oeser	  
IODesignBuild@gmail.com	  720-‐785-‐0374	  
850	  Garfield,	  Carbondale	  CO	  81428	  
	  
To	  the	  Planning	  and	  Zoning	  Commission:	  
	  
My	  name	  is	  Ian	  Oeser,	  I’m	  a	  builder	  intent	  on	  improving	  the	  built	  
environment,	  and	  have	  been	  working	  primarily	  in	  Carbondale	  for	  2	  
and	  a	  half	  years.	  	  My	  clients	  have	  entirely	  been	  Carbondale	  
homeowners	  who:	  

• have	  grown	  out	  of	  their	  20’s	  and	  would	  like	  to	  stop	  having	  
roommates,	  but	  do	  not	  want	  nor	  can	  afford	  an	  entire	  home	  to	  
themselves,	  	  and	  so	  want	  to	  add	  on	  an	  ADU	  for	  themselves	  
while	  renting	  the	  main	  house	  to	  others	  who	  cannot	  yet	  afford	  
to	  buy,	  	  

• have	  a	  family	  that	  has	  outgrown	  their	  existing	  small	  home,	  
but	  can	  not	  afford	  to	  move	  to	  larger	  spaces,	  so	  would	  like	  to	  
add	  flexible	  space	  to	  their	  current	  home,	  

• have	  rental	  property	  in	  Carbondale	  that	  the	  owner	  would	  like	  
to	  improve	  and	  add	  units	  or	  ADU	  to,	  in	  order	  to	  create	  more	  
affordable	  housing	  in	  our	  community,	  

• have	  family	  that	  is	  aging	  (or	  aging	  themselves),	  and	  would	  
like	  to	  be	  able	  to	  move	  their	  parents	  (or	  children)	  to	  
Carbondale	  to	  have	  them	  near	  to	  support,	  but	  cannot	  find	  an	  
affordable	  nearby	  residence,	  so	  wish	  to	  build	  an	  ADU	  on	  their	  
own	  property.	  	  

	  
There’s	  a	  common	  theme	  here:	  	  a	  need	  for	  more	  residential	  
mobility	  and	  flexibility	  for	  folks	  who	  already	  live	  here.	  	  	  
	  
It’s	  a	  real	  and	  worthwhile	  challenge	  to	  improve	  existing	  buildings	  
to	  accommodate	  changing	  ways	  of	  living,	  and	  growth	  of	  a	  
community.	  	  We	  as	  builders	  and	  owners	  need	  support	  of	  the	  town	  
to	  be	  able	  to	  find	  creative	  approaches	  to	  do	  so.	  	  I	  would	  like	  to	  see	  
the	  town	  continue	  to	  develop	  the	  UDC	  to	  promote	  smart	  growth.	  	  



One	  of	  the	  key	  ways	  I	  see	  of	  doing	  this	  is	  both	  allowing	  and	  
incentivizing	  development	  of	  Cottage	  Homes,	  or	  ADU’s.	  	  	  	  

• ADU’s	  provide	  opportunity	  for	  home	  owners	  to	  add	  value	  to	  
their	  homes	  while	  providing	  additional	  housing	  to	  the	  
community,	  and	  for	  their	  families,	  and	  for	  aging	  in	  place.	  	  	  

• ADU’s	  help	  provide	  housing	  for	  the	  young	  and	  the	  old.	  	  	  
• ADU’s	  help	  maintain	  a	  connection	  between	  owners	  and	  
renters,	  so	  that	  densification	  becomes	  an	  asset	  rather	  than	  a	  
liability	  for	  the	  community,	  and	  without	  dramatically	  
changing	  the	  character	  of	  the	  neighborhood.	  	  	  

	  
But	  ADU	  additions	  are	  difficult	  to	  get	  approved.	  	  I	  would	  like	  to	  see	  
the	  town	  support	  this	  approach	  to	  smart	  growth	  through:	  

• Continued Support & Education 
• Taking Inventory—identify areas that lack affordable, flexible 

housing options and consider those as pilot areas for ADU 
incentive areas and zoning changes to allow for more ADUs. 

• Making Policy and Code Adjustments—Waiving burdensome 
development and zoning regulations such as minimum parking 
requirements, maximum occupancy, and square footage 
requirements. Streamlining the review process.   

• Incentivizing—Offering density bonuses and fee waivers for 
ADU development.   

There are numerous examples of other towns making policy changes 
and providing incentives for ADU development.  I would like to see 
Carbondale embrace more change to the UDC that will encourage 
rather than block such sensible growth. 
 
For 9 months, I have been working with a local owner of a duplex to 
redevelop it into a property that will provide more housing for the 
town.  We have run Janet and John L. in circles, trying a good number 
method of doing so, including converting to multifamily, adding 
ADU’s, and even simple additions, but find code roadblocks at every 
effort.  We are frustrated and ready to give up.  If we do, Carbondale 
will miss out on the opportunity for two more affordable housing units.   



I don’t expect anything I say will to be able to affect this current 
project, but would like the board to consider a few key items that could 
have made it possible for us to do a smarter, rather than dumbed down, 
addition to the town: 
 
• Increase the minimum lot footage per unit, especially in R/MD & 
R/HD  (Residential Medium/High Density districts), and throughout 
Commercial and Mixed Use districts. 
• Allow ADU’s in units that are attached to others, such as town 
homes and duplexes 
• Allow quadplex’s in Residential Medium Density, or reduce 
Conditional restrictions (Table 4.2-1) 
• Consider the discrepancy between UDC Table 3.2-7 “Lot area, 
min: 3000 s.f.” and UDC Table 3.7-1 “Lot area, min with ADU: 3000 
s.f.”, and adopt the language in 3.7-1 as ruling, so that ADU’s can be 
allowed on a 3000+ s.f. lot.  I would also like to see this propagate 
throughout the UDC. 
• Consider how the UDC can better support communal living (Co-
Housing), by allowing owners to apply for and receive a variance in the 
“4 unrelated residents” rule, when they meet parking and impervious 
coverage requirements. 
• Offer a bonus (100) square footage allowance for ADU’s that 
provide universal access, so that doors and pathways can accommodate 
future wheel chair bound residents, without having to cut into livable 
space.   
• Offer a bonus (from 500 s.f. or 10% of lot, to 800 s.f. or 15% of 
lot) square footage allowance for ADU’s that meet low energy use 
standards (net zero, or 25% improvement over code required 
minimum).     
• Offer a bonus (from 500 s.f. or 10% of lot, to 800 s.f. or 15% of 
lot) square footage allowance for ADU’s that are owner occupied for 3-
5 years.     
 
Thank you for your careful consideration on these points as you move 
forward to revise the Carbondale UDC. 
-Ian Oeser 



(From: http://mrsc.org/Home/Explore-Topics/Planning/Specific-Planning-Subjects,-Plan-
Elements/Affordable-Housing-Ordinances-Flexible-Provisions.aspx ) 

Innovative Housing Demonstration Programs 
Several communities have established innovative housing demonstration 
projects or pilot projects to test how well cottage housing and other innovative 
housing types would address local housing needs and fit into the community. A 
demonstration program provides a trial period and opportunity to work out bugs 
in a program before fully committing to it. It can also help gain acceptance for a 
new housing program when a pilot project is success.  

Examples of Innovative Housing Programs 

• Bellingham Municipal Code Ch. 20.27 — Calls for the use of alternative 
development standards and processes that are not currently allowed 
under existing land use regulation to promote affordable housing 
projects.  

• Kirkland Zoning Code Ch. 113 — Offers standards for cottage, carriage, 
and 2- or 3-unit homes. The city used a competitive processes and 
specific criteria to assess and compare the proposed projects before 
selection  

• Redmond Zoning Code Sec. 21.08.360 — Establishes a Residential 
Innovative (RIN) zone while Sec. 21.08.070 establishes a specific, single-
family, urban RIN, both of which promote affordable housing via the 
city’s Innovative Housing Program   

Innovative Housing Resources 

• Kirkland's Innovative Housing Demonstration Program; An Evaluation 
Strategy (2006) — This report, prepared by Janet Hyde-Wright, includes 
an evaluation of Kirkland’s demonstration projects and 
discussion/lessons learned from cottage housing and other innovative 
housing programs in other communities such as Shoreline. 

• Puget Sound Regional Council: Housing Innovations Program (2017) —
 This excellent housing toolkit profiles 49 tools, incentives, and strategies 
to promote affordable housing and smart growth, and also provides 
examples. The toolkit has five focus areas: urban centers, transit-oriented 
development, innovative single family techniques, expensive markets, 
and education and outreach. Also see PRSC's External Housing 
Resources links 

 

  



Efficient Use of Housing 
Many of our homes were built in an era of larger families and may provide more 
space than is really needed by today's average household (Washington's 2010 
average household size was 2.51 persons per household). More efficient use of 
housing stock tends to promote smaller homes in denser neighborhoods.   

There are many approaches a jurisdiction can use to promote more efficient use 
of housing including zoning in support of accessory dwelling units and small-lot 
development or the provision of fee waivers or tax exemptions that encourage 
developers to build more affordable housing units.  

Accessory Dwelling Units 

Many cities and counties in Washington allow or encourage the development of 
accessory dwelling units (ADUs), which are small, self-contained residential 
units located on the same lot as an existing, single-family home. While the high 
cost of constructing a detached ADU may preclude it from being considered 
“affordable housing,” allowing for a separate ADU within an existing residence 
will likely result in a new, affordable housing unit. For more information, see our 
page on Accessory Dwelling Units. 

Examples of Codes Regulating ADU's 

• Redmond Community Development Guide Sec. 20C.30.80 — The code 
apparently is no longer in effect but offers an example of a provision for 
more efficient use of a larger home by allowing a limited number of rental 
rooms (without independent kitchen facilities) 

• Olympia Municipal Code Sec. 18.04.060 — Permits ADU’s in all 
residential districts, subject to certain requirements and limitations 

• Bellingham Municipal Code Sec. 20.28.100 — Permits ADU’s only in 
certain residential zones 

Small-lot Development 

A number of communities have established some small lot zones with reduced 
minimum lots size requirements, which tend to reduce the cost of land 
associated with each residence and allow developments with more units per 
acre. Other local codes provide for attached housing, corner lot 
duplexes, cottage or clustered housing, or other more flexible arrangements that 
may prevent potential units from being lost due to constraints, such as a creek, 
or may allow a small increase in units without giving up a sense of open space. 

 



Examples of Codes Regulating Small-Lot Development 

• Everett Zoning Code Sec. 7.010 — Creates development standards for 
small-lot, single-family dwellings and duplexes 

• Kirkland Municipal Code Sec. 22.28.042 — Allows for small-lot, single-
family dwellings in specific zones 

• Redmond Zoning Code Sec. 21.08.170 — Creates minimum required 
density and minimum average lot size 

• Seattle Municipal Code Ch. 23.43 — Creates a residential small lot 
district 

Examples of Small-Lot Development 

• Portland, OR Zoning Code Ch. 33.405 — Creates an alternative design 
density overlay zone and Sec. 33.110.240 creates alternative 
development options, including duplexes on corner lots and zero lot-line 
development to bump up density or increase flexibility 

• Los Angeles CA Small Lot Ordinance — This was selected for a HUD 
Best practices case study 

• San Mateo, CA Shared Housing Program — In this program, cities and 
the county work closely with a private nonprofit to match home seekers 
with homeowners willing to board. Also includes a service exchange 
option for services in lieu of rent. 

Waivers of Fees or Standards 

A number of communities have adopted exemptions, fee waivers, or fee 
reductions of charges normally assessed to residential development. Examples 
include impact fee exemptions (as authorized by RCW 82.02.060(2), discounted 
building or planning fees, or reduced sewer and water connections fees. Other 
communities offer exemptions or reductions from certain development 
requirements, such as required parking spaces, or allow modification of 
dimensional requirements, such as setbacks and building height. Such 
modifications may make additional units possible or may provide flexibility that 
reduces construction costs. 

Examples of Codes Allowing Fees to Be Waived 

• Ephrata Municipal Code Sec. 13.04.112(g) — Allows for water connection 
fee waiver while Sec. 13.08.050(f) allows for sewer connection fee waiver 

• Everett Municipal Code Sec. 16.72.070 — Offers waiver of planning fees 
• King County Code Sec. 21A.43.080 — Provides impact fee 

exemption/reduction for low- or moderate-income housing. 



• Kirkland Zoning Code Sec. 112.20(4) — Includes dimensional standards 
modification as well as reduced fees for road and/or park impact, and 
reduced fees for eligible planning, building, plumbing, mechanical, and 
electrical permits 

• Lakewood Municipal Code Sec. 18A.50.760 — Reduces fees for land use 
and building permits 

• Port Townsend Municipal Code Sec. 13.03.110 — Offers system-
development charge deferrals 

• Puyallup Municipal Code Sec. 17.04.080(2) — Offers waiver of building 
permit fees  

Multifamily Tax Exemption 

Under RCW 84.14, Washington cities with a population of 15,000 or more may 
establish a tax exemption program to stimulate the construction of new, 
rehabilitated, or converted multifamily housing within designated areas, 
including affordable housing. (Additional cities as defined by RCW 84.14.010(3) 
may also be eligible.) 

When a project is approved under a multifamily tax exemption program, the 
value of eligible housing improvements is exempted from property taxes, 
typically for 8 or 12 years. Land, existing improvements, and nonresidential 
improvements are nonexempt. Only multiple-unit projects with 4 or more units 
are eligible for either the 8- or 12-year exemption, and only property owners who 
commit to renting or selling at least 20% of these units to low- and moderate-
income households are eligible for the 12-year exemption. 

If property use changes in a manner inconsistent with program requirements 
before the 8- or 12-year exemption ends, back taxes are recovered based on 
the difference between actual taxes paid and those that would have been paid 
without the tax exemption. 

Examples of Codes Regulating Multifamily Tax Exemptions 

• Bellingham Municipal Code Ch. 17.82.030 — Provides 12-year tax 
exemptions for targeted residential areas 

• Moses Lake Municipal Code Ch. 18.23 — Provides 8- and 12-year tax 
exemptions for targeted residential areas in the urban center 

• Spokane Municipal Code Ch. 8.15 — Offers 8- and 12-year exemptions 
for 9 targeted areas. Program set to expire in Dec. 2017 

• Tacoma Municipal Code Ch. 6A.110 — Offers 8- and 12-year exemptions 
for targeted residential areas 

• Wenatchee Municipal Code Ch. 5.88 — Offers 12-year tax exemptions 
for residentially deficient urban centers 

 



New Variations on Affordable Housing 
Microhousing 

Microhousing (also called apodments) typically features small sleeping rooms 
(usually under 300 square feet) with private bathrooms and units grouped 
together in arrangements of up to 8, with a shared kitchen or common area. 
These units are generally less expensive than standard studio or 1-bedroom 
apartments. This type of housing is targeted at young, single professionals in 
their 20s and 30s.  

Several jurisdictions in Washington State have experimented with some form of 
microhousing. The City of Seattle attempted to implement a microhousing 
program but, more recently, appears to have effectively regulated away any 
opportunity to build microhousing in favor of larger, small-efficiency dwelling 
units (SEDUs).  Everett ordinance No. 4310-14 allowed for a microhousing pilot 
project on Trinity Lutheran College property.  News reports indicate 
that Kirkland and Redmond have made provisions for microhousing as well. The 
update to the King County Comprehensive Plan (page 11, development code 
#3) recommends the use of microhousing in specific urban residential areas and 
commercial industrial zones and Shoreline Municipal Code Ch. 20.20 defines 
microhousing but at this time there is no zone designated to accept it. 

Green, Low-income Housing 

With the recent emphasis on green construction and sustainable communities, 
developers and local governments are grappling with the challenge of providing 
affordable housing that incorporates green design principles. Here are a few 
resources on this topic. 

• Planning: Green Goes Mainstream in Low-Income Housing (2013) — 
Focuses on the increasing adoption of green measures by low-income 
housing in the U.S. and discusses how the Low Income Housing Tax 
Credit (LIHTC) program has been a catalyst for the greening of affordable 
housing in the country. Concerns regarding the LIHTC are highlighted, 
including the high costs per dwelling unit 

• Washington State Housing Trust Fund: Evergreen Sustainable 
Development Standard — A green building performance standard 
required of all affordable housing projects receiving capital funds  

 

 



Recommended Resources 
• Association of Washington Cities and MRSC: Homelessness and 

Housing Toolkit for Cities (2017) — Provides 18 real-world examples of 
tools and actions Washington cities have used in responding to the 
issues of homelessness and affordable housing   

• Bay Area Economics: Affordable Housing Best Practices and Funding 
Study (2010) — Recommends affordable housing policies and funding 
sources in light of prevailing best practices in 18 economically 
competitive regions across the nation, including Seattle. Portland, San 
Francisco, and San Jose 

• National Housing Conference: Building Support for Affordable Housing: 
Perspectives from the Field (2015) — Offers expert advice to help 
developers and advocates address one of the biggest hurdles to 
affordable housing project: the community engagement process 

• Washington Department of Commerce: Working to make safe, 
affordable housing accessible to all — Provides state-based 
tools/programs ranging from capital funding for housing projects to 
homeless prevention programs 

• Urban Land Institute 
o Preserving Multifamily Workforce and Affordable Housing (2015) —

 Profiles 16 innovative private sector financing solutions for preserving 
workforce and affordable rental housing in U.S. cities 

o Ten Principles for Developing Affordable Housing (2010) — Helps policy 
makers and community leaders understand the principles behind the 
production of affordable housing 

o The cost of affordable housing: Does it pencil out? — This online tool 
looks at the critical role government subsidies play in bridging the gap 
between housing development costs and projected rental income in 
creating and operating affordable housing 

• The Design Advisor: The Affordable Housing Design Advisor — Helps 
the developers, sponsors, and users of affordable housing understand 
what constitutes quality design, why it is worth striving for, and how to 
achieve it in their own projects. Of particular note are the "20 Steps to 
Design Quality," which provide clear direction on where design 
considerations fit into the process of affordable housing delivery 

• The Enterprise Resource Center — Offers materials on affordable 
housing finance best practices such as low-income tax credits or 
the New Markets Tax Credit program. See particularly some of the 
Development Financing section publications such as Financing 
Mechanisms for Affordable Housing. 
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Planning & Zoning Commission Memorandum 

 
 

Meeting Date:  August 10, 2017 
 

TITLE: Appointment for Planning and Zoning Commission 

SUBMITTING DEPARTMENT:   Planning Department 

ATTACHMENTS: Applications for: Marina Skiles and Ken Harrington 

BACKGROUND 
 
There  will be  two  vacancies   for  regular  voting  members  on the  Planning  & Zoning  
Commission as the terms for Ken Harrington and Marina Skiles end on August 31. 2017. 
Staff has received applications for reappointment from both Marina Skiles and Ken 
Harrington. 
 
 
 
At the last meeting the Commission discussed these appointments. They said that they were 
happy that the two Commissioners had reapplied and told Staff not to advertise for more 
candidates. The Commission should form a recommendation to the Board of Trustees. 

 
 
 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the following motion be approved: Move to recommend to the 
Board of Trustees that Marina Skiles and Ken Harrington be reappointed to be regular 
voting members of the Planning and Zoning Commission. 

 
 
 
 

Prepared By: Mary Sikes 
Building & Planning Assistant 
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