
Town of Carbondale 
511 Colorado Avenue 

Carbondale, CO 81623 
 
 

AGENDA 
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION 

THURSDAY, August 16, 2018 
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 26, 2018 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. – 7:30 p.m. 
P&Z Interview with Nicholas DiFrank  …….…..………………………………….. Attachment B 

 
6. 7:30 p.m. – 7:35 p.m.   

Staff Update 
              

7. 7:35 p.m. – 7:40 p.m.    
Commissioner Comments 
 

8. 7:40 p.m. –  ADJOURN 
 
       * Please note all times are approx. 
         
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Upcoming P & Z Meetings: 
August 30, 2018 – TBD 
September 13, 2018 - TBD 
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MINUTES 

CARBONDALE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
Thursday July 26, 2018 

 
Commissioners Present:                       Staff Present: 
Michael Durant, Chair                              Janet Buck, Planning Director 
Yuani Ruiz, Chair Pro Tem                       Mary Sikes, Planning Assistant 
Nick Miscione, 2nd Alternate 
Ken Harrington 
                                                                                          
Commissioners Absent: 
Jay Engstrom, 1st Alternate 
Jennifer Gee DiCuollo                              
Jeff Davlyn 
Marina Skiles                                                               
                                                                                        
Other Persons Present 
Mark Chain, 811 Garfield Avenue 
Angela Loughry, 515 Crystal Circle 
 
The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Michael Durant.   
 
July 12, 2018 Minutes: 
Ken made a motion to approve the July 12, 2018 minutes with the change of those 
attended to include Mark Chain. Yuani seconded the motion and they were approved 
unanimously.  
 
Public Comment – Persons Present Not on the Agenda 
Mark Chain outlined his memo of UDC thoughts and issues. 
 
Motion – Special Use Permit – Sopris Labs LLC 
Yuani made a motion to approve the Special Use Permit for Sopris Labs LLC. Ken 
seconded the motion and it was approved unanimously. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING – Childcare Zone Text Amendment 
 
Janet explained the proposed changes to the code in the Land Use Table, 4.2-1 of the 
Unified Development Code (UDC) that are in the packet. She said that this had been 
discussed with the P&Z and the Board and that the zone text would add daycare with 
seven or more children as a special review in the CRW and the Industrial Zone Districts. 
She continued by explaining the use specific standard, which creates standards for  
Child care facilities. Janet stated that the first one is specific to the Industrial Zone 
District for buffering of the play area through the use of fencing and landscape screen 
be required. She said that the childcare would be required to notify clients in writing of 
the nature of the Industrial Zone District. Janet stated that the drop off would have to be 
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located on site. She added that the Commission might want to think about the drop off 
requirement for all zone districts.  
 
Janet stated that the other change was regarding parking and that Staff looked at what 
other communities did. She said that the requirement would be one parking space per 
employee and one per classroom.  
 
Janet said that one of the challenges in the Industrial Zone District was the distancing 
from marijuana facilities. She stated that she knew that the Commission wanted to 
preserve the Industrial Zone District for industrial uses. She explained that the 
distancing requirements are in the licensing section of the Municipal Code, which reads 
that for all marijuana facilities require a five hundred foot distance.  
 
Janet stated that what she is recommending in her Staff report is that the Commission 
make a recommendation to the Board that the licensing section of the code be 
amended to remove this distance between daycare and medical facilities, only in the 
Industrial Zone District. She said that it would go hand in hand to the recommendation 
of the UDC.  
 
Ken commented that making the requirement for a drop off for childcare on site in all 
zone districts would make the one on Main Street non-conforming. He added that he 
didn’t think it might be needed in other districts where there wasn’t as much traffic as in 
the Industrial Zone District.  
 
Yuani said that he agreed with Ken and he made a reference to Sopris Montessori, 
which has their drop off partially on the public ROW. He said that this could be an issue 
for them as well.  
 
Michael stated that he too was concerned.  
 
Angela Loughry, 515 Crystal Circle stated that she is here to encourage the P&Z to 
adopt these amendments to the UDC. She said that the point of what has been written 
will be helpful to encouraging childcare facilities and helping them find a place to be. 
She stated that she appreciated the drop off issue because we do have some existing 
non-conforming in residential areas. She said that she could speak to one daycare in 
the Industrial Zone District and that they have no issue with noticing to their clients 
regarding the uses around the current location.  
 
Angela stated that the new parking standards is a wash with the existing standard and 
that when you do the math that it ends up being about the same amount of parking give 
or take. She said that she strongly supports increasing the zone districts where daycare 
is allowed.  
 
Motion to close the Public Comments 
 
A motion was made by Yuani to close the Public comments. Ken seconded the motion 
and it was approved unanimously. 
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Ken questioned what the purpose of one per classroom in addition to one per employee 
would be. 
  
Janet explained that Staff collected this information from other communities. She said 
that she thought that is was taking into account the possibility of parents or visitors.  
 
Yuani stated that his opinion has not changed much and that this is probably not the 
proper use for industrial zoning. He said that we are being asked to make 
recommendations to the Town Trustees and that because there are only four members, 
the vote could be two and two and we could be deadlocked. He said that we could 
bump this up as it sits right here or recommend that no changes be made but that if they 
want to make changes that we have a number of recommendations that they should 
consider. He said that this is the question that should be discussed.  
 
Ken said that he agreed that childcare should not be in Industrial Zones. He stated that 
the safety concerns could be managed with the Special Use Permit. He said that there 
is a limited amount of industrial land and that the more you allow non-industrial uses 
that industrial uses will get crowded out. He said that industrial uses provide jobs and 
economic benefits to the community. He said that there are other non-industrial uses 
that have been allowed in the industrial areas so one could argue how would child care 
hamper other uses in the Industrial Zone Districts.  
 
Nick commented that the other uses like restaurant or bars are not in the same category 
as child care.  
 
Ken stated that a viable alternative would be an overlay zone district, which would make 
conditions to prevent having a child care on every property. He said that it would be 
more complex and that it could have rules to say that it has to be on the outside edge, 
would be allowed.  
 
Michael said that he agrees with Yuani and that he would like to get Staff’s suggestion 
for other alternatives. He said that he remains confident that this Commission, or the 
greater Commission, is still opposed to child care in the Industrial Zone District and that 
it just doesn’t make sense. He said that this all started out with a single Trustee trying to 
accommodate a single advocate for a single piece of land. He said that we went to the 
Trustees to make our case. Michael said he told the Mayor that if you want this to 
happen then you can make it happen because you are the deciding Board but that the 
P&Z does not support this. Michael stated that the Mayor thanked him for the advice 
and that this is Staff’s attempt at resolving what this Commission still believes is a really 
dumb idea for a single parcel. He said that this is the first step in our UDC becoming the 
spaghetti code that the UDC replaced.  
 
Michael said that the question is do we recommend this to the Trustees wholeheartedly 
or do we come up with some other alternative that says that we still think that this is a 
dumb idea but that this is Staff’s best attempt at providing you with what you asked for.  
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Yuani stated that he wants the record to reflect that the P&Z members that are not here 
have supported the idea and that it is not some unanimous thing, he said that there is 
support for the idea. He said that there is a general thought from the Commission that 
the Industrial Zone District may not be the best place for child care facilities. He said 
that we are dealing with the land use and that, from our lens, we have some concerns 
regarding our purview of what we deal with.  
 
Nick read the following; 
 
Section 2.4.1.C.3.b. states amendments to the UDC may be approved if the Town finds 
that all of the following approval criteria have been met: 
 

1. The proposed amendment will promote the public health, safety, and general 
welfare; 

 
Nick stated that the zone text amendment has to meet all of the criteria. It does not 
meet this one. 
 

2. The proposed amendment is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and the 
stated purposes of this Unified Development Code; and 
  

Nick stated that the zone text amendment is not consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

 
3. The proposed amendment is necessary or desirable because of changing 

conditions, new planning concepts, or other social or economic conditions. 
 
Nick stated that number three might qualify because it is necessary because of 
changing conditions or social or economic conditions.  
 
Ken stated that we have three choices: recommend not approving it, send it on without 
a recommendation, or approve it. He said that he was leaning towards sending it on 
without a recommendation with an outline of concerns.  
 
Yuani stated that if we are asked to give a recommendation then don’t we need to do so 
either way. 
 
Janet read the following from the code; 
 
“Following a public hearing the Planning Commission shall listen to all of the evidence 
and shall vote to recommend approval, approval with modifications or denial of the text 
amendment or continue the public hearing.”  
 
Janet said then Staff forwards the Commission’s recommendations to the Board and 
then the Board considers the recommendations of the P&Z.  
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Janet said that technically you may recommend denial of the idea of child care in the 
Industrial Zone District and continue by saying, however if the Board’s inclined to 
approve it, then these amendments are what the Board should consider looking at.  
 
Further discussion ensued about the process. 
 
Nick stated that he wants to recommend denial, because there are too many conditions 
that this amendment would have a deleterious effect on the community at large. He said 
he also doesn’t see how it positively impacts the Comprehensive Plan. He said that 
changing conditions is the only thing he could consider but that he doesn’t see 
conditions changing to that level and if they were changing to that level that he doesn’t 
know if the Comp Plan would support those changing conditions.  
 
Ken said it sounds like there isn’t anyone here recommending approval.  
 
Michael agreed.  
 
Yuani said that he would like to discuss denial findings, and that Nick has a good 
finding. He said we need the wording for the UDC amendment recommendations that 
are in the packet and how we send those up.  
 
Ken asked what the Board would receive in the packet if the Commission recommends 
denial.  
 
Janet stated that whatever the P&Z directs me to include in the packet. She said that 
she would suggest the minutes, what you recommend a denial of, so that they would 
see the redlines and the Staff report. She said that she would try to keep the whole 
packet intact.  
 
Ken stated therefore you have outlined the changes that should be made. 
 
Janet said yes.  
 
Yuani said that he thinks we all agree on the amendments that we need to make.  
 
Nick suggested that for the first point that the wording could be that the following criteria 
have not been met. He read criteria 1 and 2 again.  
 
Yuani said that he agrees regarding those two criteria.  
 
Further discussion ensued on the wording of the motion.  
 
Michael said that he was looking at Mixed Use (MU). He said that one of the things that 
the Mayor asked us to do is to look at districts where we would want child care. He said 
that, according to the use table, in the MU Zone District, both fewer than seven children 
and more than seven children are special uses. He said that he isn’t sure how this fits 
into this public hearing.  
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Janet said that you can look at it as it was noticed very broadly.  
 
Ken said one of the things we haven’t talked about is in Commercial/Retail/Warehouse 
(CRW) zone district, which he wouldn’t have a problem with.  
 
Michael stated that there could be a recommendation to the Board that we loosen things 
up in CRW and MU as a conditional use. 
 
Ken stated that if it were seven or more children that it is special use across the board. 
He said that he would be ok with seven or less children being a conditional use across 
the board.  
 
Michael said that in CRW it is not allowed for fewer than seven children and it is a 
special use for seven or more children. He said that he would be in favor of converting it 
to a conditional use for fewer than seven children in all commercial and MU districts 
across the board.  
 
Janet brought up the Public Facility Zoning. 
 
Ken said that the smaller one is not permitted in PF but a larger one is.  
 
Yuani asked if we are in agreement that in PF that it should be allowed for more than 
seven children but not less than seven.  
 
Michael said yes that in Public Facilities fewer than seven children is not permitted and 
that seven or more requires a special use.  
 
Janet explained that the parking recommendation would be one space per employee 
and one per classroom.  
 
Michael said that we have four components; 
 

· Recommend approval of adding child care in all commercial districts including 
Public Facility for fewer than seven children as a conditional use and greater than 
seven as a special use. 

· Recommend denial of adding child care in the Industrial Zone District based on 
two of the three findings that have not been met. 

· Recommend approval to the changes to the parking regulations as defined in the 
Staff report.  

· Should the Board elect to add child care in the Industrial Zone District, that 
consideration should be given to Staff’s recommendation of adding use-specific 
standards.  

 
Motion 
Yuani made the motion to recommend the four components outlined. Nick seconded the 
motion and it was passed unanimously.  
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Yes: Michael, Yuani, Ken, Nick 
No: none 
 
P&Z Interviews 
 
Michael explained that we have two long-standing Commissioners that are leaving us. 
He said that it has always been the practice that the alternates move up to full voting 
members. He said that Jay and Nick have served us well as alternates.  
 
Motion 
 
Ken made a motion to recommend Jay and Nick as regular voting members of the 
Planning Commission. Yuani seconded the motion, the motion passed unanimously 
with Nick abstaining.  
 
The Commission then interviewed Robert Comey, Jade Wimberley and Tristan Francis. 
 
The Commission postponed making a recommendation tonight. They wanted to invite 
Nicholas DiFrank, who could not make it tonight, to interview at the August 16, 2018 
meeting.  
 
Staff Update 
 
Janet said that she had included the Quarterly Adminstrative Report for the Planning 
Department in the packet.  
 
Janet stated that the contract with Clarion has been signed for the modeling and that 
she will be meeting with them next week to decide properties which will be modeled.  
 
Janet noted that the teacher housing open house is on August 1 @ 4:00. She said that 
she went in the units and they are incredible.  
 
Commissioner Comments 
No comments. 

 
Motion 
A motion was made by Ken to adjourn. Nick seconded the motion and the meeting was 
adjourned at 9:07 p.m. 

 



TOWN OF CARBONDALE 
511 COLORADO AVENUE 
CARBONDALE, CO  81623 

 
   

Planning & Zoning Commission Memorandum 

Meeting Date:  8-16-18 
 
TITLE:    Appointment for Planning and Zoning Commission 
 
SUBMITTING DEPARTMENT:   Planning Department 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  Applications:     Jay Engstrom 
                                                        Nick Miscione  
                                                        Jade Wimberley 
     Robert Comey 

Tristan Xavier Francis 
Nicholas DiFrank 

      
 
BACKGROUND 
 
There are three vacancies for regular seats on the Planning & Zoning Commission:  
Jay Engstrom and Nick Miscione, who are currently the first and second alternates 
respectively have submitted an application to be elevated to the regular seats.   
In addition, applications have been submitted from Jade Wimberley, Robert Comey, 
Tristan Xavier Francis and Nicholas DiFrank for an appointment to the Commission. 
  
It should be noted that Yuani Ruiz and Jennifer Gee DiCuollo, whose terms expire on 
8/31/18, have had the two out of town seats as allowed by the code. This would enable 
two members to live out of town in the future.   
 
At the July 26, 2018 meeting, the Commission made a motion to elevate Jay and Nick 
to the regular seats.  The motion passed unanimously.  The Commission then 
interviewed Jade Wimberley, Robert Comey and Tristan Xavier Francis.  Nicholas 
DiFrank was unable to attend the meeting due to an unexpected family matter.  The 
Commission agreed to delay the final recommendation to the Board in order for 
Nicholas to be interviewed at the August 16, 2018 meeting.  Nicholas will be at the 
meeting.   
 
After the interview, the Commission should form a final recommendation to the Board of 
Trustees. The Board will consider appointments at its August 28, 2018 meeting. 
 
 

 



RECOMMENDATION  
 
Staff recommends that the following motion be approved:  Move to recommend that 
three additional members be chosen, one as a regular member and two as 
alternates.  (Motion was already made at the July 26, 2018 meeting to elevate Nick and 
Jay as regular members.) 
 
Prepared By: Janet Buck, Planning Director 
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Growth Matters

Workforce Board 
Rural Resort

Eagle, Garfield, Lake, Pitkin, Summit



Transitions to Watch
• Workforce is the balance between people and jobs

• Disparity – growth, income, jobs, education.

• Migration – attracting and retaining the right fit.

• Aging – labor force, income, housing, jobs

• Changes to industries – booms, downturns, 
automation, retail, manufacturing, construction.

• Increasing racial and ethnic diversity.

• Slowing income growth – spending, industries, taxes

• Population growth (but slowing) – planning for the 
people (and everything that comes with them)



Big Picture – 2016-2017 Pop Change
• US – 325.7 million, + 2.3 million or .7%

• Colorado - 5,607,154

• Ranked 9th fastest 1.4% - ID, NV, UT, WA, FL 

• 8th in total growth 77,049 – TX, FL, CA, WA, NC, 
GA, AZ 

• Growth of 578,000 since 2010 and Ave. Annual 
Growth rate of 1.5%





Recent Population Trends

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Ch. 2010-
17

Ann. Ave. 
Pct Ch

Eagle County 52,102   51,892   52,189   52,685  53,143  53,664  54,364 54,772  2,670      0.72%
Garfield 56,098   55,964   56,694   56,888  57,120  57,691  58,906 59,118  3,020      0.75%
Lake County 7,282     7,281      7,195     7,214    7,272    7,399    7,534   7,705    423          0.81%
Pitkin County 17,156   17,146   17,259   17,425  17,664  17,862  17,894 17,890  734          0.60%
Summit County 28,068   27,988   28,229   28,655  29,186  29,852  30,332 30,585  2,517      1.23%
Colorado 578,000 1.4%



‐1,000

‐500

0

500

1,000

1,500

2,000

2,500

3,000

3,500

4,000
19

90
19

91
19

92
19

93
19

94
19

95
19

96
19

97
19

98
19

99
20

00
20

01
20

02
20

03
20

04
20

05
20

06
20

07
20

08
20

09
20

10
20

11
20

12
20

13
20

14
20

15
20

16
20

17

Eagle County Components of Population Change

Natural Increase Net Migration



‐1,000

‐500

0

500

1,000

1,500

2,000

2,500

19
90

19
91

19
92

19
93

19
94

19
95

19
96

19
97

19
98

19
99

20
00

20
01

20
02

20
03

20
04

20
05

20
06

20
07

20
08

20
09

20
10

20
11

20
12

20
13

20
14

20
15

20
16

20
17

Garfield County Components of Population Change

Natural Increase NetMigration



‐400

‐200

0

200

400

600

800

1000
19

90

19
91

19
92

19
93

19
94

19
95

19
96

19
97

19
98

19
99

20
00

20
01

20
02

20
03

20
04

20
05

20
06

20
07

20
08

20
09

20
10

20
11

20
12

20
13

20
14

20
15

20
16

20
17

Lake County Components of Population Change

Natural Increase Net Migration



‐400

‐200

0

200

400

600

800

1,000
19

90

19
91

19
92

19
93

19
94

19
95

19
96

19
97

19
98

19
99

20
00

20
01

20
02

20
03

20
04

20
05

20
06

20
07

20
08

20
09

20
10

20
11

20
12

20
13

20
14

20
15

20
16

20
17

Pitkin County Components of Population Change

Natural Increase Net Migration



‐1000

‐500

0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

3000

3500
19

90

19
91

19
92

19
93

19
94

19
95

19
96

19
97

19
98

19
99

20
00

20
01

20
02

20
03

20
04

20
05

20
06

20
07

20
08

20
09

20
10

20
11

20
12

20
13

20
14

20
15

20
16

20
17

Summit County Components of Population Change

Natural Increase Net Migration







‐40,000

‐20,000

0

20,000

40,000

60,000

80,000

100,000

1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040

Colorado New Jobs and Net Migration

New Jobs

Net Migration

Source: State Demography Office

JOBS ARE PEOPLE



JOBS ARE PEOPLE
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Total Employment Pre‐Recession to 2017

Total Change 
2008‐17

Pct.(%) Change  
2008‐17

Statewide 381,314 13.0%

Eagle 743 1.8%

Garfield ‐2,721 ‐7.4%

Lake  251 8.8%

Pitkin ‐976 ‐4.4%

Summit 2,566 10.6%
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Rural Workforce Area 2017 Employment w/ 
Proprietor Share

Industry Total Jobs
Wage & 
Salary Jobs Proprietors Share Proprietors

Agriculture 1,229 569 660 54%
Mining 1,621 1,531 90 6%
Utilities 431 404 27 6%
Construction 11,739 8,656 3,083 26%
Manufacturing 1,425 1,193 232 16%
Wholesale trade 1,760 1,432 328 19%
Retail Trade 12,464 11,290 1,174 9%
Transportation & warehousing 2,563 1,892 671 26%
Information 1,020 762 258 25%
Finance activities 2,139 1,580 559 26%
Real estate 9,474 4,959 4,515 48%
Professional and Tech. services 7,298 3,979 3,319 45%
Management of companies 347 347 0 0%
Admin and waste 7,106 5,397 1,709 24%
Private Education 2,286 1,745 541 24%
Health Services 7,890 6,833 1,057 13%
Arts, Entertainment & Rec 9,716 8,285 1,431 15%
Accommodation and food 23,013 22,524 489 2%
Other services 7,542 5,245 2,297 30%
Federal Government 587 587 0 0%
State Government 941 941 0 0%
Local Government 13,209 13,209 0 0%
Total 126,234 103,794 22,440 18%



Proprietors as Share of Total Employment 

2017 2016

Lake  19.6% 20.1%

Garfield  19.1% 19.1%

Pitkin  17.6% 17.7%

Eagle  17.6% 17.8%

Summit  16.3% 16.8%

Statewide 15.5% 15.4%

Denver‐Boulder MSA 14.6% 14.4%
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2017 Unemployment Rates

Colorado Dept of Labor and Employment

Area
Labor 
Force Employed Unemployed

Unemp. 
Rate

Eagle County 35,052 34,240 812 2.3%

Garfield County 31,778 30,863 915 2.9%

Lake County 4,731 4,629 102 2.2%

Pitkin County 11,032 10,691 341 3.1%

Summit County 22,008 21,598 410 1.9%

Colorado 2,992,307 2,907,468 84,839 2.8%



Unemployment Changes from 2007

Colorado Dept of Labor and Employment

Area
Labor 
Force Employed Unemployed Unemp Rt

Eagle County 4,123 4,187 ‐64 ‐0.5%
Garfield County ‐3,167 ‐3,225 58 0.4%
Lake County 703 745 ‐42 ‐1.4%
Pitkin County ‐239 ‐276 37 0.4%
Summit County 4,879 4,935 ‐56 ‐0.8%
Colorado 327,630 342,250 ‐14,620 ‐0.9%

Area Labor Force Employed Unemployed

Eagle County 13% 14% ‐7%
Garfield County ‐9% ‐9% 7%
Lake County 17% 19% ‐29%
Pitkin County ‐2% ‐3% 12%
Summit County 28% 30% ‐12%
Colorado 12% 13% ‐15%



What Impacts Labor Force 
Participation Rates

• Age

• Trends

• Why would someone enter or leave the 
labor force?



Commuting Patterns

Source:    https://onthemap.ces.census.gov/ 

Eagle Pitkin

Garfield



Summit Lake



Why?
Preferences
Housing
Income
Service Demands
Labor Force

AGE







We are Aging Fast
• Currently very few people over the age 65.  
◦ 6th lowest share of all states in US (13%) in 2015

◦ 3rd fastest growing in the 65+

• Baby Boomers
◦ Born 1946 – 1964  

◦ 1,360,000 Boomers in Colorado (25% of pop. in 2015)

• 2015 – 2030 Colorado’s population 65+ will grow 
719,000 to 1,270,000 (77%) (primarily from aging)

• Transition age distribution from “young” to more 
US average between 2015 and 2030.

State Demography Office, Census Bureau



Aging Issues
• Numbers
• Economic Driver  - wealthier …. depends 
◦ Impact on occupational mix

• Labor Force
• Housing – Universal Design, sidewalks
◦ All price levels and need levels, fewer movers.

• Income – Downward Pressure
• Health / Disabilities
• Transportation
• Public Finance – Downward Pressure
• Aging Plans



Slower growth

Migration increases

Continued aging
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Labor Force
• Aging – one reason labor market so tight
• Boomers are 37% of the labor force (2010)
◦ Staying longer in workforce – want and need to
◦ Participation rates for ages 65+ increasing.
◦ Approx. 1,000,000 workers aging out the next 20 years.

• Increase demands
◦ Replacement and demands created by retiree needs
◦ Largest increase in leavers between 2020-2025

• Participation falling at the younger end.
• Demands will vary by industry –
◦ Education, Health, Utilities, Mining, Govt.

• Increase in demand for caregivers – leaving 
labor force to care for family/friends.











Ethnicity/Race increasing





Census Bureau
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Educational Attainment Gap
• Colorado has 2nd/3rd highest educational 

attainment gap in nation between White – non 
Hispanic and Hispanic – 30 points
- 1. Washington D.C.- 51
- 2. California – 31
- 3. Colorado – 30
- 4. Hawaii - 28
- 5. Massachusetts – 28

- 16 - Arizona – 23
- 17 - Utah – 22
- 18 - Washington – 21

• Influenced by being one of the highest attainments 
in US by White-non Hispanics (46%) but Colorado is 
24th in attainment by Hispanics (16%)

ACS 2016 Population 25+ with bachelor’s degree or higher.



Population by Race

Source: ACS 2016 5-yr Estimate

Population by Race/Ethnicity

Name
Percent 
Hispanic

Percent White, 
Non‐Hispanic

Percent Other 
Minority

Pitkin 9.80% 86.09% 4.11%
Garfield 27.93% 68.84% 3.22%
Eagle 29.73% 67.18% 3.08%
Summit 14.15% 81.42% 4.43%
Lake 34.51% 62.84% 2.65%
2016 5 Yr. ACS



Other Labor Force Factors



Cost-Burdened Renters and 
Owners

Area
Owner 
Number

Owner 
Share

Renter 
Number

Renter 
Share

Owners pay 
>35% of 
income

Renters 
pay >35% 
of income

Eagle County 12007 68.2% 5606 31.8% 28.7% 34.6%
Garfield County 13695 65.9% 7076 34.1% 32.5% 38.6%
Lake County 1737 55.7% 1384 44.3% 16.7% 35.9%
Pitkin County 4774 62.8% 2827 37.2% 26.4% 33.6%
Summit County 6532 67.2% 3182 32.8% 32.5% 43.4%
Colorado 1320617 64.4% 730999 35.6% 21.5% 41.3%





Median Home Value, ACS 2012-16

- 282,500
- 19th highest 
value
- 8th largest 
increase from 
2007-11 of 
$37,900



Housing Affordability

Geographical 
Area

Median 
Home 
Price 
2007

Median 
Home 
Price 
2016

HH Inc 
2007

HH Inc 
2016

home 
price to 
income 
ratio 2007

home 
price to 
income 
ratio 2016 chg

Denver 272,505 292,700 53,179 56,258 5.1 5.2 0.08
Summit 520,828 496100 76,036 70,192 6.8 7.1 0.22
Lake 192,120 184,200 45,391 46,928 4.2 3.9 -0.31
Garfield 384,799 299,700 71,573 61,300 5.4 4.9 -0.49
Pitkin 743,736 552,900 76,402 69,789 9.7 7.9 -1.81
Eagle 593,600 438,500 79,394 78,763 7.5 5.6 -1.91
American Community Survey 5 Yr. 2007 and 2016



Educational	Attainment	for	Populatino	25	Years	and	Over
US Census Bureau Table: S1501
2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

High	school	graduate	
(includes	
equivalency)

Percent	High	
School	Plus

Percent	
bachelor's	
degree	or	

Percent Percent Percent
Colorado 21.70% 91.00% 38.70%
Eagle County 17.90% 88.80% 45.00%
Garfield County 28.70% 86.90% 29.10%
Lake County 33.60% 92.80% 30.90%
Pitkin County 13.80% 95.40% 60.40%
Summit County 17.00% 94.70% 49.90%

Geographic	Area



More Growth but Slowing









Counties July, 2015 July, 2020 July, 2030 July, 2040 July, 2050 Ch. 2015-30 Ch. 2030-40 Ch 2040-50

Ann. Ave 
Pct Ch. 
2015-50

     Garfield 57,779 64,119 77,404 91,836 105,711 19,625 13,285 13,875 1.7%
     Eagle 53,320 57,571 69,748 83,001 94,459 16,428 12,177 11,457 1.6%
     Pitkin 17,845 18,562 20,218 21,854 23,209 2,373 1,655 1,355 0.8%
     Summit 29,928 32,760 39,540 45,859 51,828 9,612 6,779 5,969 1.6%
     Lake 7,502 7,777 8,536 9,361 9,868 1,034 759 507 0.8%

Forecasts



Job Forecast by Economic Driver

Job Growth 2015-2025 Garfield Eagle Pitkin Summit Lake
TRADITIONAL INDUSTRIAL BASIC JOBS 622          311          70            55            70      
REGIONAL & NATIONAL SERVICES 1,136      732          103          238          86      
TOURISM 250          1,630      184          472          53      
COMMUTING JOBS 46            (71)           (13)           (28)           20      
RETIREE GENERATED JOBS 2,551      1,332      659          704          141    
PUBLIC ASST. GENERATED JOBS 67            79            11            70            4        
INVESTMENT INCOME & WEALTH 13            201          (117)        182          (9)       
TOTAL DIRECT BASIC JOBS 4,685      4,214      897          1,693      365    
RESIDENT SV. JOBS 1,664      3,346      425          1,424      (11)     
TOTAL JOBS 6,349      7,560      1,322      3,117      353    



EAGLE FORECASTING WORKSHEET

2015 2020 2030 2040 Ch. 2015-40
Ann Ave. Pct 
Ch 2015-40

TRADITIONAL INDUSTRIAL BASIC JOBS 2,038 2,146 2,520 2,817 779 1.3%
REGIONAL & NATIONAL SERVICES 3,113 3,479 4,090 4,543 1,430 1.5%
TOURISM 16,237 17,097 18,413 19,634 3,397 0.8%
RETIREE GENERATED JOBS 1,892 2,593 3,851 5,200 3,308 4.1%
PUBLIC ASST. GENERATED JOBS 510 545 648 764 254 1.6%
INVESTMENT INCOME & WEALTH 2,781 2,875 3,369 4,290 1,509 1.7%
NON-BASIC RESIDENT SV. JOBS 13,022 15,085 18,360 23,224 10,202 2.3%
TOTAL JOBS 39,783 43,991 51,234 60,060 20,277 1.7%

CIVILIAN JOBS HELD (SUPPLY) 38,512 40,013 48,917 60,670 22,158 1.8%
COMMUTING (+ = IN) 2,256 2,229 3,184 5,998 3,742 4.0%
JOBS HELD BY RESIDENTS 36,256 37,784 45,734 54,672 18,416 1.7%
Plus:Jobs Multiply Held 5,257 5,403 6,581 8,254 2,997 1.8%
Multiple Job Holding Rate 16.4% 16.2% 16.2% 17.1% 0 0.2%
Employed Persons (Residents) 30,998 32,381 39,153 46,418 15,419 1.6%
Unemployment Rate 3.2% 3.0% 3.4% 3.6% 0 0.5%
Unemployed Persons 1,009 1,015 1,397 1,712 703 2.1%
LABOR FORCE (RESIDENTS) 32,008 33,396 40,550 48,130 16,123 1.6%
Labor Force Participation Rate 78.1% 75.5% 75.0% 75.4% 0 -0.1%
Civilian Noninst. Population 16+ 41,004 44,214 54,099 63,810 22,806 1.8%
Civilian NI Pop 16+ / Total Pop 76.9% 76.8% 77.6% 76.9% 0 0.0%
Total Population 53,320 57,571 69,748 83,001 29,681 1.8%

Source:  State Demography Office



Risks (plus or minus)
• National Growth – National Policies – Intl’ 

immigration

• Water

• Housing – supply, price, type, location

• Infrastructure/Transportation

• State Budget/Policy

• Aging – labor force, prepared labor force

• Industry changes – downturn, bust, recession, 
competitiveness.

• Natural disasters - nationally



Summary
• Labor Force relates Jobs to the Population

• All connected – jobs, population, housing, infrastructure.
• Migration – how do we continue to attract and retain the 

best worker for the right job.
• Aging – fastest growing age group, labor force, jobs, 

income, housing, public finance
• Labor force – strategies to increase labor force 

participation.
• Growing diversity at youngest ages.
• Growing but slowing.

• Plan for risks - in industries, climate, labor, water, 
downturns



Thank you

State Demography Office

Department of Local Affairs

Elizabeth Garner

Elizabeth.garner@state.co.us

303-864-7750

Demography.dola.colorado.gov
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