
Town of Carbondale 
511 Colorado Avenue 

Carbondale, CO 81623 
 
 

AGENDA 
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION 

THURSDAY, JANUARY 10, 2019 
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 December 6, 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. – 7:15 p.m. 
REVISED Resolution 1, Series of 2019, approving an ADU at 275 S. 4th Street…...Attachment B 
 

6. 7:15 p.m. – 7:20 p.m. 
Resolution 2, Series of 2019, approving an ADU at 17 Maroon Place………………Attachment C 
 

7. 7:20 p.m. – 7:45 p.m. 
PUBLIC HEARING –Minor Site Plan Review, Special Use Permit and Variances...Attachment D 

             Applicant: Jerod & Sharon Samuelson 
             Location: 159 Sopris Avenue 
 

8. 7:45 p.m. – 7:55 p.m. 
PUBLIC HEARING – Medical Marijuana Cultivation– Special Use Permit……..…Attachment E 
Applicant: P&C Express 
Location: 615 Buggy Circle 
 

9. 7:55 p.m. – 8:05 p.m. 
PUBLIC HEARING – Medical Marijuana Cultivation – Special Use Permit…….…Attachment F 
Applicant: Durango Alternatives 
Location: 615 Buggy Circle 

 
10. 8:05 p.m. – 8:20 p.m. 

UDC Modeling Redlines Follow-up Discussion………...…………...……….…...…Attachment G 
 

11. 8:20 p.m. – 8:30 p.m. 
Election of Chair/Vice-Chair 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



12. 8:30 p.m. – 8:40 p.m.   
Staff Update  

 
13. 8:40 p.m. – 8:45 p.m.    

Commissioner Comments 
 

14. 8:45 p.m. –  ADJOURN 
 

 * Please note all times are approx. 
 
 
Upcoming P & Z Meetings: 
January 24, 2019 – 296 S. 3rd Street – Minor Site Plan Review/Variances 
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MINUTES 

CARBONDALE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
Thursday December 6, 2018 

 
Commissioners Present:                       Staff Present: 
Michael Durant, Chair                              Janet Buck, Planning Director 
Ken Harrington, Vice-Chair                      John Leybourne, Planner 
Nick Miscione                                           Mary Sikes, Planning Assistant 
Jade Wimberley 
Jay Engstrom                                             
Tristan Francis (2nd Alternate) 
                                                                                                       
Commissioners Absent: 
Marina Skiles 
Jeff Davlyn 
Nicholas DiFrank (1st Alternate)  
 
Other Persons Present 
Terrie Drake, 5 Maroon Drive 
Melissa Sumera, 38 Maroon Drive 
Tom Clark, 77 Maroon Place 
Andrew Wisnoski, 642 Surrey Road 
Ramsey Fulton, 417 Main Street 
Bob Schultz, 354 Fawn Drive 
Dave Ritchie, 311 Main Street #101 
Mark Chain, 811 Garfield Avenue 
 
The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Michael Durant.  
 
November 15, 2018 Minutes: 
Jay made a motion to approve the November 15, 2018 minutes. Tristan seconded the 
motion and they were approved unanimously with Ken abstaining.  
 
Public Comment – Persons Present Not on the Agenda 
There were no persons present to speak on a non-agenda item.  
 
Resolution 7, Series of 2018, approving Amended Site Plan for 1st Bank on Lot 5B,  
Carbondale Marketplace 
Ken made a motion to approve Resolution 7, Series of 2018. Nick seconded the motion 
and it was approved unanimously.  
 
Public Hearing – Minor Site Plan Review – 17 Maroon Place- Jordan Architecture  
 
John presented the staff report noting the following items: 
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Ø The applicant is proposing to renovate the space above the garage for the 
accessory dwelling unit. 

Ø The renovation will only require internal changes to the structure with no external 
changes to the existing home, which is currently being remodeled with an 
approved building permit. 

Ø The covenants recorded for this phase of the Sopris Meadows Subdivision 
states: “No building shall be erected, altered, placed or permitted to remain on 
any lot other than a one detached family dwelling not to exceed twenty-six (26) 
feet in height…” 

Ø Historically, Town Staff has discouraged property owners in this neighborhood 
from pursuing approvals for ADU’s because Staff didn’t want to go against the 
covenants. 

Ø Covenants are private agreements between the property owners and the Town 
does not enforce covenants. 

Ø Some covenants allow Town Staff to enforce certain items, Sopris Meadows did 
not include this clause.  

Ø The covenants mention detached family dwelling, the intent is unclear.  
Ø The proposed ADU is an attached dwelling unit contained within the existing 

single-family dwelling. 
Ø The ADU may be up to a maximum of 850 square feet, the proposed ADU is 595 

square feet. 
Ø The allowed maximum impervious surface has been met at 29.93%. 
Ø Two parking spaces have been provided in the garage and three additional 

spaces in front of the garage. 
 

Ken asked if there was an HOA in this neighborhood. 
 
John stated that there was not an active one. 
 
Jade asked for address clarification, is it Maroon Drive or Maroon Place. 
 
John stated that it was Maroon Place. 
 
Jay asked if the garage square footage was in the square footage total. 
 
John said that it was. 
 
Michael asked if the expansion to the house was an expansion by right. 
 
John stated correct. 
 
Brad Jordan from Jordan Architecture introduced himself. He said that the plan was 
drawn to accommodate a remodel and addition to the site. He said that they are going 
through the legal process, unlike their neighbors.  
 
Brad stated that it has been permitted and is under construction. He said that there is 
nothing new except for a separation of the unit with a separate entrance. 
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Jay asked if it were being constructed right now. 
 
Brad stated that it is under construction as a single family residence, he said that with 
the way it was designed it can be separated to make a legal ADU. He said that they are 
here before the Commission because they did not want to do it illegally.  
 
Jay asked if permission were not granted for this ADU would the building look exactly 
the same from the outside. 
 
Brad said yes that everything has been “as-built”.  
 
Ken asked when the covenant was placed on this property. 
 
Numerous responses from the public responded with the 70’s or 80’s.  
 
Brad said that the HOA is defunct and that they have not met their obligation to enforce 
covenants.  
 
Michael asked if there was an assessment for common areas. 
 
Brad stated not to his knowledge. 
 
Michael commented that he does not see a kitchen in the drawing for the ADU. 
 
Brad said that it was called out as a kitchenette, he said that when the plans were 
originally submitted it was to use the space as a recreation room.  
 
Michael opened the public hearing. 
 
Terrie Drake, 5 Maroon Drive stated that she has the house next door, which they rent 
out. She said that she was in favor of the application, since the house, as it was 
previously, did not improve the neighborhood. She said that she appreciates that they 
are going through legal channels and that they have been good to work with. Terrie said 
that they have come to talk to us and asked about the fence line. She said that they 
have also been making sure that our concerns have been heard. She said that both she 
and her husband are in favor of this ADU, particularly because off-street parking has 
been addressed.  
 
Melissa Sumera, 38 Maroon Drive said that she has not fully understood part of the 
petition. She said that there was a letter that accompanied the public hearing notice that 
referenced the need for additional parking. She said that she had looked at the plans at 
the building department to try to understand what was being requested. She stated that 
there was already a new driveway into a new garage that was part of the work that has 
already occurred. Melissa said that she is not in favor of additional impervious surface 
to their lot because it has already been consumed by the foundation of the additional 
structure. She said that she agrees with her neighbor that it is a more attractive 
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residence than what was there before. Melissa said that the wording in the letter from 
the applicant was worded unclearly.  
 
Janet responded by saying that she agrees about the letter and that only four parking 
spaces are required, for which they are providing five parking spaces.  
 
Melissa read from the letter that she received: Additional off-street parking is being 
proposed to alleviate any issues with any of the on-street parking conditions. She that 
there are five parking spaces with the current situation, which is the confusing part of 
the letter.  
 
Michael clarified that all of the parking requirements of the Town have been met.  
 
Brad said that originally there was no garage or driveway on this property and that they 
are providing five parking spaces off-street with what is currently existing. He said that 
they are not adding anymore parking spaces for the ADU and that the five were 
approved with the building permit as is. He said that the five parking spaces would 
serve the main residence and the ADU.  
 
Michael said that the impervious surfaces are at 29.93% according to John’s report.  
 
Michael asked what the maximum allowable was.  
 
John answered 45%. 
 
Michael stated that they are way under what is allowed by right with the zoning.  
 
Melissa stated that she did hear back from Planning Staff that they had gone back out 
to measure after she had talked with them. She said that it is a deceiving lot 
arrangement and that it looks quite a bit fuller than 30%. 
 
Tom Clark, 77 Maroon Place, said that there are many things that are really confusing 
with the ADU process. He said that historically ADU’s were not allowed in this area and 
that more recently there have been a lot of ADU’s added. He commented that he did not 
know what 37 Maroon Place was as far as an ADU or not. He said 42 Maroon Drive too. 
He said that he doesn’t really know what an ADU means and that it seems to him that 
there could be a different owner than the house. Tom said that the owner of the house 
has never lived there and probably never will live there. He said all of this is a flip the 
house for profit proposition. He said that he is concerned because the owner will never 
have any connection to the neighborhood and the things that go on in the 
neighborhood. He said that 37 Maroon Place became an apartment complex because 
the owner built a garage and added on a new garage with a unit above and that it split 
into two residences. He said that the cars became a problem and that these changes 
are making it a high density neighborhood and not a single family neighborhood like we 
thought it was zoned. Tom said that the building permit was issued a year ago and that 
suddenly there is an ADU addition when they have known for a year. He said that 
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suddenly this process of whether an ADU is allowed comes up as well as enforcement 
of the covenants. 
 
Michael stated that your comments are important and that we want to hear them. He 
said that we have adopted a new Unified Development Code that defines what an ADU 
is as well as where ADU’s are allowed, with the criteria of getting an ADU approved. He 
said that Staff reviews whether all of those criteria have been met and that is why we 
are here tonight. He said that everything is defined in the UDC. 
 
Tom asked when the current UDC was drawn up. 
 
Michael stated that it was adopted almost two and half years ago. 
 
Brad explained that a legal separation is a building term for a one hour fire separation 
between units. He said that it is not separating the ownership.  
 
Tom thanked Brad for the explanation.  
 
Motion to close the Public Comments 
 
A motion was made by Ken to close the public comments. Jay seconded the motion and 
it was approved unanimously. 
 
Jay commented that with ADU’s that the parking is being addressed and that on-site 
parking is required, which has been met with this application. 
 
Ken said that in regards to the covenants being put in place many years ago and that 
there is not a current HOA so we then revert to the underlying zoning. He said that this 
is a conditional use but it is a permitted use and they are going through the proper 
process so he does not have any objections. 
 
Michael asked Janet if the HOA were to reform what recourse would they have to 
enforce their covenants in the future. 
 
Janet said that if they do want to form an HOA that they should contact an attorney and 
read their covenants. She said that covenants are a private agreement between 
property owners and the Town does not enforce them. She said that when they go to 
sell, if an ADU has not been permitted, they will be held accountable.  
 
John agreed and said that there are other owners in town currently going through the 
process of getting units permitted that are under contract to sell.   
 
Nick asked if the subdivision had any common areas. 
 
Janet stated that there is not anything commonly owned and that there are no HOA 
dues because it is an old subdivision. 
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Mark Chain said that there hasn’t been an HOA since 1983 by his recollection.  
 
Motion 
 
Ken made a motion to approve the minor site plan review for an ADU located at 17 
Maroon Place with the four conditions in the Staff memo. Nick seconded the motion and 
it was approved unanimously.  
 
UDC Amendments – Clarion Scenario Modeling and Analysis 
 
 Janet noted the following was in the scope of Clarion’s project; 
 
Ø Develop baseline models for three properties within the R/HD Zone District to 

show site development that complies with the UDC as it relates to minimum lot 
area per dwelling unit, impervious/pervious coverage requirements, and other 
elements.    

 
Ø Assess overlapping site development standards overall, i.e., pervious/impervious 

coverage, common open space, landscaping, public park dedication, etc.  
 
Ø Provide recommendations to improve the UDC.    

 
Clarion gave a PowerPoint presentation:  
 
Carbondale UDC: Analysis of Scenarios within the R/HD District; 
 
Why are we doing this project? 
 

• Address concerns about potentially overlapping development standards in the 
Unified Development Code (landscaping, open space, impervious coverage) 

• Demonstrate build out scenarios in the absence of a lot-area-per-dwelling-unit 
requirement in the R/HD district 
 

Project background 
 

• Identify sites for analysis 
– Three sites 
– In the R/HD district 
– Varied lot sizes 

• Develop site calculation worksheet 
• Model and analyze each site with multi-family development scenarios 
• Provide recommendations for UDC amendments 

 
Site Selection 
 

1. 2nd Street & Euclid Avenue 
2. 8th Street & Main Court 
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3. 3rd Street & Capitol Avenue 
2nd Street and Euclid Avenue 
 
Current: 

• Two single-family attached buildings 
• 17,490 sq. ft. combined 

 
8th Street and Main Court 
 
Current: 

• Single-family home 
• 9,700 sq. ft. lot 

 
3rd Street and Capitol Avenue 
 
Current: 

• One vacant lot; one triplex 
• 20,000 sq. ft. combined 

 
Site calculation worksheet 
 

1. Establish key assumptions 
2. Test assumptions against UDC 
3. Run scenarios for each site 

 

 
 
The tests… 
 

• Impervious coverage – Will the scenario require more impervious coverage 
than allowed under the UDC (60 percent)? 

• Space used by development – Is the lot large enough to accommodate the 
scenario based on the UDC requirements? 

• Lot area per dwelling unit – Is the lot large enough to accommodate the 
scenario based solely on the lot-area-per-dwelling-unit requirement of the R/HD? 
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2nd Street and Euclid Avenue 
 
Proposed scenario: 
 
 

 
8th Street and Main Court 
 
Proposed scenario: 

 
 
3rd Street and Capitol Avenue 
 
Proposed scenario: 
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UDC recommendations, by topic 
 
Minimum lot area per dwelling unit 
 

 
 
Recommendations: 

• Replace scalable lot-area-per-dwelling-unit requirement with standard 3,000 sq. 
ft. minimum lot size for the R/HD district. 

• Allow multifamily by right in the R/HD district. 
• Reintroduce minimum lot-area-per-dwelling-unit requirement of 3,000 sq. ft. in 

the R/MD district. 
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Impervious lot coverage (3.7.2) 
 

 
 
Recommendations: 

• Consider eliminating minimum landscaped area of 40 percent in the R/HD 
(redundant). 

• Consider additional specificity related to alternative paving systems (e.g., 
when allowed, under what criteria, and how much of an area). 
 

Open space 
 

· 5.3.2.B (public dedication) 
 

 
 

 
• 5.3.3.B (private set-asides) 
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Recommendations: 
 

• Public open space: expand the applicability to require dedication or fee-in-lieu 
for 10 or more dwelling units for preliminary plat, final plat, or condo plat (not just 
preliminary). 

• Private common open space: revise applicability to clarify only required with 
multifamily, mixed-use, or PUDs when public dedication is not required (e.g., no 
“double dipping”). 

 
Site area landscaping (5.4.3.A) 
 

 
 

• Relocate multifamily parking lot landscaping standards from building design section to 
landscaping section. 

• Consider eliminating minimum landscaped area percentage. 
• Consider specifying how much non-live materials are permitted within landscaped areas 

(e.g., 50 percent). 
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Pedestrian circulation (5.5.3) 
 

 
 

• Clarify that entrance requirements apply to multifamily and commercial. 
• Clarify that walkways from dwelling unit entrances to private outdoor space shall 

be minimum three feet in width, not five feet (based on private outdoor space 
standards in building design, Sec. 5.6.5.B.2.a). 

• Clarify that building code may require wider walkways. 
 

Off-street parking requirements (5.8) 
 

• Revised with adoption of UDC in 2016 

 
 
Private outdoor space (5.6.5.B) 
 

 
• First-floor units: 80 sq. ft. or 10 percent of gross floor area  
• Upper-story units: 60 sq. ft. or 5 percent of gross floor area 
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Points of discussion with Clarion, Architects/Planners at the meeting and 
Commission 
 

· Differences between R/MD and R/HD. 
· Isn’t R/HD where we want density? 
· Lot area requirements for townhomes or lot splits, setbacks and lot size may vary 

if approved during the subdivision process. UDC might need additional 
explanation. 

· Mix of unit sizes – incentives, UDC wording says shall be a range of sizes.  
· Mark Chain commented that R/MD 3000 square feet of lot area per dwelling unit 

differentiates it from high density.  
· Ramsey Fulton suggested encouraging alley accesses at the back or side of 

building, may offer impervious credit possibility? He also said that he wouldn’t 
want to see 200 sq. ft. units with hot plates in R/HD. He added that 3000 sq. ft. of 
lot area in R/MD discourages townhomes in lots over 12,000 sq. ft. because the 
math doesn’t work. 

· Bob Schultz said to go through the exercise of possibilities. He said that these 
were three great lots that were picked out and that he worked it out to see what 
the cost would be using his table. Bob added that if there were an application 
with fourteen efficiencies would that be what we wanted to see in R/HD? He said 
that 3000 square feet of lot area per unit in R/MD is a great idea for an owner 
that has bought into this zone district and knows what is possible on an adjacent 
property. He said that he thinks there will be concerns when there are 
applications for three story buildings in the older residential areas that are in 
R/HD.  

· Andy Wisnoski said that Poss Architecture is involved with the Main Street 
Marketplace and that they’ve had a little experience with the UDC recently. He 
said that he supports all the comments from Bob and that simplicity with the code 
is preferred. He said that he is also a resident of Carbondale so he is coming 
from that perspective as well.  

· R/MD needs to clarify townhome development. 
· Sidewalk calculations should not be allowed to be counted toward private 

outdoor space. 
· Setback in R/HD is five feet for front yard, with the possibility of a thirty-five foot 

building. Is this too close to the ROW? There are transitional standards in the 
UDC. 

· Should height building step backs be added? 
· Either/or with heights and setbacks? 

 
Tareq from Clarion thanked the Commission and he said that they will be available in 
the future for any further questions. He said that they love the Western Slope and 
Carbondale. 
 
Michael thanked everyone for their participation. 
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Pitkin County Referral – Well Storage 
 
The Commission indicated that they were unable to comment because there wasn’t 
enough information in the application.  
 
The Commission asked if it would be possible to delay the public hearing in order for the 
County and/or Rocky Mountain Natural Gas (RMNG) to provide the information to allow 
review. They said it seems the Board of Trustees should weigh in.  
 
The Commission expressed concern about the construction traffic which will be entering 
and exiting the Carbondale Marketplace development site onto West Main Street next 
summer. They asked that RMNG also work with that property owner to eliminate or 
reduce conflicts. They also agreed that RMNG should contact the police department 
prior to truck traffic going through Town.  
 
Staff Update 
 
There was no Staff update. 
 
Commissioner Comments 
 
Michael said that this was the last meeting of the year and he thanked everyone for their 
hard work. 
 
Motion to Adjourn 
 
A motion was made by Ken to adjourn. Tristan seconded the motion and the meeting 
was adjourned at 9:17 p.m. 

 



 
CORRECTION 

RESOLUTION NO. 1 
SERIES OF 2019 

 
A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION OF THE TOWN 
OF CARBONDALE, COLORADO, APPROVING A MINOR SITE PLAN REVIEW AND 

SPECIAL USE PERMIT FOR PROPERTY LOCATED IN THE TOWN OF 
CARBONDALE, COLORADO  

 
(This resolution supersedes Resolution 6, Series of 2018 of the Planning and 
Zoning Commission of the Town of Carbondale recorded at the Garfield County 
Clerk and Recorder at reception Number 914136 on November 14, 2018.)    

 
WHEREAS, Peter Davidoff, (“Applicant”) requested approval of a Special Use 

Permit and Minor Site Plan Review to allow an Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) 599 sq. 
ft. in size to be located at 275 South 4th Street Carbondale Colorado. 
 
 WHEREAS, the Planning and Zoning Commission of the Town of Carbondale 
reviewed this application during a Public Hearing on September 27, 2018 and approved 
said application on the terms and conditions set forth below; 
 
 WHEREAS, after said public hearing, the applicant submitted a revised plan to 
relocate the stairs to the south side of the structure between the main house and 
garage. Staff reviewed the plans and determined that the proposal did not represent a 
substantial change to the plans approved by the Planning Commission at the 
September 27, 2018 meeting.  Staff also feels that the relocation of the stairs complies 
with the purpose section of the Old Town Residential District.          
  
 NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PLANNING AND ZONING 
COMMISSION OF THE TOWN OF CARBONDALE, COLORADO, that the Special Use 
Permit and Minor Site Plan Review are hereby approved, subject to the following 
conditions and findings: 
 
Conditions of Approval 
 
1.  All development shall comply with the Site Plans and Building Elevations 

as approved. 
 
2.  Water rights for the ADU shall be due at the time of building permit. 
 
3.  The applicant shall be responsible for all building permit fees, tap fees and other       

associated fees at the time of building permit. 
 
4.  All other representations of the Applicant in written submittals to the Town or in 

public hearings concerning this project shall also be binding as conditions of 
approval. 
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5.  The Applicant shall also pay and reimburse the Town for all other applicable 
      professional and Staff fees pursuant to the Carbondale Municipal Code. 
 
 
 Findings for Approval  
 
Special Use Permit for ADU 

 
1.  The proposal meets the purposes of the zone district in the OTR zone district, 

specifically care has been taken to meet all criteria, regulations and 
dimensional requirements.  

 
2.  The special use shall comply with all applicable fire, building, occupancy and 

other municipal code provisions as a building permit will be required for the 
ADU and garage; 

 
3.  The special use shall not have a significant traffic impact the neighborhood. 

 
4.  The special use shall not otherwise have an adverse effect upon the character 

of surrounding uses. 
 

5.  The impacts of the proposed use on adjacent properties and the surrounding 
neighborhood or such impacts have been minimized in a satisfactory 
manner. 

 
6.  The use shall not create a nuisance and such impacts shall be borne by the 

property owners of the property on which the proposed use is located rather 
than by adjacent properties or the neighborhood. 

 
7.  Access to the site is adequate for the proposed use, considering the width 

of adjacent streets and alleys, and safety. 
 

8.  The project is in scale with the existing neighborhood or will be considered to 
be in the scale with the neighborhood as it develops in the immediate future as 
all uses will be accommodated within the existing volume of the structures. 

 
9.  The project maximizes the use of the site's desirable 

characteristics  

Site Plan Review 
 

1.  The site plan is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan as it provides smaller 
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ADU units near the downtown and preserves and enhances a historic structure; 
 
 

2.  The site plan is consistent with any previously approved subdivision plat, 
planned unit development, or any other precedent plan or land-use approval as 
applicable; 

 
 

3.  The site plan complies with all practical development and design standards 
set forth in this code. 

 

 
4.  Traffic generated by the proposed development will be adequately served 

by existing streets within Carbondale, 
 

 
 
 

INTRODUCED, READ, AND PASSED THIS ____ day of __________, 2019. 
 
 
      PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION OF  
      TOWN OF CARBONDALE 
  
  
 
     By: _____________________________________ 
      Michael Durant 

Chair  
 



 
RESOLUTION NO. 2 

SERIES OF 2019 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION OF THE TOWN 
OF CARBONDALE, COLORADO, APPROVING A MINOR SITE PLAN REVIEW AND 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR PROPERTY LOCATED IN THE TOWN OF 
CARBONDALE, COLORADO  

 
 WHEREAS, David Jones and D Richmond Jones, (“Applicants”) requested 
approval of a Conditional Use Permit and Minor Site Plan Review to allow an Accessory 
Dwelling Unit (ADU) 595 sq. ft. in size to be located at 17 Maroon Place Carbondale 
Colorado. 
 
 WHEREAS, the Planning and Zoning Commission of the Town of Carbondale 
reviewed this application during a Public Hearing on December 6, 2018 and approved 
said application on the terms and conditions set forth below; 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PLANNING AND ZONING 
COMMISSION OF THE TOWN OF CARBONDALE, COLORADO, that the Special Use 
Permit and Minor Site Plan Review are hereby approved, subject to the following 
conditions and findings: 
 
Conditions of Approval 
 
1.  All development shall comply with the Site Plans and Building Elevations 

as approved. 
 
2.  Water rights for the ADU shall be due at the time of building permit. 
 
3.  The applicant shall be responsible for all building permit fees, tap fees and other       

associated fees at the time of building permit. 
 
4.  All other representations of the Applicant in written submittals to the Town or in 

public hearings concerning this project shall also be binding as conditions of 
approval. 

 
5.  The Applicant shall also pay and reimburse the Town for all other applicable 
      professional and Staff fees pursuant to the Carbondale Municipal Code. 
 
  Findings for Approval  
 
Conditional Use Permit for ADU 
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1.  The proposal meets the purposes of the zone district in the Residential Low-
Density zone district, specifically care has been taken to meet all criteria, 
regulations and dimensional requirements.  

 
2.  The conditional use shall comply with all applicable fire, building, occupancy 

and other municipal code provisions as a building permit will be required for the 
ADU and garage; 

 
3.  The conditional use shall not have a significant traffic impact the neighborhood. 

 
4.  The conditional use shall not otherwise have an adverse effect upon the 

character of surrounding uses. 
 

5.  The impacts of the proposed use on adjacent properties and the surrounding 
neighborhood or such impacts have been minimized in a satisfactory 
manner. 

6.  The use shall not create a nuisance and such impacts shall be borne by the 
property owners of the property on which the proposed use is located rather 
than by adjacent properties or the neighborhood. 

 
7.  Access to the site is adequate for the proposed use, considering the width 

of adjacent streets and alleys, and safety. 
 

8.  The project is in scale with the existing neighborhood or will be considered to 
be in the scale with the neighborhood as it develops in the immediate future as 
all uses will be accommodated within the existing volume of the structure. 

 
9.  The project maximizes the use of the site's desirable characteristics. 

Site Plan Review 
 

1.  The site plan is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan as it provides smaller 
ADU units near the downtown and preserves and enhances a historic structure; 

 
 

2.  The site plan is consistent with any previously approved subdivision plat, 
planned unit development, or any other precedent plan or land-use approval as 
applicable; 

 
 

3.  The site plan complies with all practical development and design standards 
set forth in this code. 
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4.  Traffic generated by the proposed development will be adequately served 
by existing streets within Carbondale, 

 
 
 
 

INTRODUCED, READ, AND PASSED THIS ____ day of __________, 2019. 
 
 
      PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION OF  
      TOWN OF CARBONDALE 
  
  
 
     By: _____________________________________ 
      Michael Durant 

Chair  
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TOWN OF CARBONDALE 
511 COLORADO AVENUE 
CARBONDALE, CO  81623 

 
  Planning Commission Agenda Memorandum 

 

Meeting Date:  1-10-2019   
 
TITLE:     159 Sopris Avenue - Minor Site Plan Review, Special Use Permit  

and Front and Side Yard Setback Variances 
 
SUBMITTING DEPARTMENT:   Planning Department 
 
ATTACHMENTS:    Referral Comment 

Land Use Application 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
This is a public hearing to consider a Special Use Permit and a Minor Site Plan Review 
to renovate the abandoned CMU structure and convert it into an additional detached 
single family residential dwelling at 159 Sopris Avenue.  The request will require a 
variance from the minimum front yard setback of 5 ft. to allow a 0 ft. setback and a 
variance from the minimum side yard setback of 5 ft. to allow a 0 ft. setback.  The 
variances are required to maintain and improve the existing structure.  
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The lot is an 8,250 sq. ft. parcel.  It has an existing single family house on the parcel 
which is currently occupied.  This residential unit is a three bedroom, 2100 sq. ft. 
residence which was built in 1978.   
 
The abandoned CMU structure was the original 1946 residence which was damaged in 
a fire in the early 1970’s.  It was never restored and has remained as is since that time.  
The applicants would like to convert the abandoned CMU structure into a two bedroom 
800 sq. ft. single family residence.   
 
This would result in two detached single family dwelling units on one lot.   
 
Zoning 
 
The property is located in the Residential High Density (R/HD) zone district.  Detached 
Single Family Dwellings are permitted uses in this zone district.  However, UDC Section 
4.3.2.D. includes a use-specific standard which requires a special use permit for two or 
more single family dwellings on one parcel.   The special use permit criteria are in UDC 
Section 2.5.2.C.3.b.ii.  
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The minimum lot area is 3,000 sq. ft. in the R/HD zone district.  This has been met with 
the 8,250 sq. ft. parcel.   
 
The lot area per dwelling unit has been met as follows: 
 
One three-bedroom   1,850 sq. ft. of lot area required 
One two-bedroom   1,650 sq. ft. of lot area required 
 
Total required  3,500 sq. ft. of lot area required 
 
Total provided  8,250 sq. ft. provided 
 
Setbacks for Renovated Single Family Dwelling 
 
Setback  Required Proposed 
 
Front   5 ft.   0.6 ft. 
Side (east)  5 ft.   0 ft. and .2 ft. 
Side (west)  5 ft.   41 ft. 
Rear   5 ft.  32.5 ft.   
 
Building Height 
 
The allowed building height is 35 ft.  The proposed height of the renovated structure is 
12.5 ft.   
 
Maximum Impervious Lot Coverage 
 
The maximum allowed impervious surface is 4,950 sq. ft.  The applicants propose to 
provide 4,467 sq. ft.  The UDC requires 3,300 sq. ft. of pervious surface and 4,467.50 
sq. ft. is proposed.   
 
Parking 
 
The code requires 2.5 parking spaces for the existing single family residence and 1.5 
spaces for the renovated single family for a total of four parking spaces.  Five off-street 
parking spaces are proposed off of the alley.  The size of the parking spaces are 
generous and more than meet the minimum parking space dimensions of 8-1/2 ft. x 11 
ft.   
 
Private Outdoor Space 
 
The site plan shows private outdoor space for each residential unit.  The existing single 
family residence is required to have 210 sq. ft.  The plan shows 119 sq. ft. on the south 
side of the house.  This can easily be increased since there is plentiful room.  The new 
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single family is required to have 80 sq. ft.  There is 80 sq. ft. shown on the north side of 
residence.   
 
Variances 
 
Approval of a variance from the minimum 5 ft. front yard setback to allow a 0.6 ft. 
setback and a variance from the minimum 5 ft. side yard setback to allow a 0 ft. setback 
is required to allow this project to proceed.  Initially, Staff debated whether variances 
would be required since the walls of the structure were constructed prior to adoption of 
a zoning code in the Town.  However, it determined that the addition of a new roof 
structure would increase the non-conformity within the setbacks, establishing the need 
for variances.   
 
The structure extends 0.2 ft. onto the property to the east.  This is an issue between the 
two property owners, however, care should be taken to minimize any further 
encroachment onto the neighboring property.  The roof structure should be the 
minimum necessary to facilitate drainage and protect the structure from the elements.  
In addition, drainage should be retained on the applicants’ property.  This has been 
made a condition of approval.   
 
On the south side, the wall is 0.6 ft. from the Town’s right-of-way.  In this case, the roof 
structure should not extend into the right-of-way and drainage should be retained on the 
site.  This has also been made a condition of approval.   
 
The existing single family residence meets the setback requirements.   
 
In order to approve a variance, the Commission would need to make the following 
findings:   
 

1. The structure to be built or altered is a residential dwelling unit or an accessory 
structure to the residential unit; 

 
2. The lot must be located in the Old Town site or Weaver's Addition; 

 
3. The applicant may not have caused the situation or hardship by his/her own 

actions. An exception may be granted if the owner/applicant built or placed the 
structure, or split the lot prior to subdivision or zoning regulations being instituted 
in the Town; 

 
4. The new construction, alteration or addition could not be reasonably placed in 

another location; 
 

5. The new construction, alteration or addition is designed in a reasonable fashion 
and results in the variance requested being the minimum amount required in 
order to achieve the purpose of the variance request; 
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6. The variance requested does not harm the public or injure the value of adjacent 
properties; and 

 
7. The granting of a variance will be consistent with the spirit and purpose of the 

Code. 
 
FISCAL ANAYLSIS 
 
There would no fiscal impacts on the Town if this application is approved.   
 
RECOMMENDATION  
 
Staff recommends that the following motion be approved:  Move to approve the Minor 
Site Plan Review, Special Use Permit, Front and Side Yard Variances with the 
following findings and conditions:   
 
Conditions 
 

1. All development shall comply with the Site Plans and Building Elevations 
submitted with the application. 
 

2. The roof system on the south side of the new single family dwelling shall not 
extend into the Town’s right-of-way.  All drainage shall be retained on-site. 
 

3. The roof system on the east side of the structure shall be the minimum 
necessary to facilitate drainage and protect the structure from the elements.   All 
drainage shall be retained on-site.     

 
4. Fees in lieu of water rights for the new single family dwelling may be due at the 

time of building permit.   
 

5. The applicant shall be responsible for all building permit fees, tap fees and other 
associated fees at the time of building permit.   

 
6. All other representations of the Applicant in written submittals to the Town or in 

public hearings concerning this project shall also be binding as conditions of 
approval. 

 
7. The Applicant shall pay and reimburse the Town for all other applicable 

professional and Staff fees pursuant to the Carbondale Municipal Code. 
 
Findings 

Special Use Permit for Two Single Family Dwellings on One Parcel  

1. The proposal meets the purposes of the zone district in the R/HD zone district, 
specifically care has been taken to meet all criteria, regulations and dimensional 
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requirements that could possibly be met with the exception of the front and side 
yard setback for the new single family dwelling.  The new single family dwelling 
will be contained within the existing walls of the CMU walls which were 
constructed in 1946, prior to the adoption of a zoning code in the Town.  

2. The special use shall comply with all applicable fire, building, occupancy and 
other municipal code provisions as a building permit will be required for the new 
single family residence; 

3. The special use shall not have a significant traffic impact within the 
neighborhood.   

4. The special use shall not otherwise have an adverse effect upon the character of 
surrounding uses; and in fact will enhance the character by renovating and 
improving an abandoned structure.   

5. The impacts of the proposed use on adjacent properties and the surrounding 
neighborhood or such impacts have been minimized in a satisfactory manner. 

6. The use shall not create a nuisance and such impacts shall be borne by the 
property owners of the property on which the proposed use is located rather than 
by adjacent properties or the neighborhood. 

7. Access to the site is adequate for the proposed use, considering the width of 
adjacent streets and alleys, and safety. 

8. The project is in scale with the existing neighborhood or as no new structures are 
being built. 

9. The project maximizes the use of the site's desirable characteristics, specifically 
the existing mass and scale of structures on the property and retaining the yard 
area.   

Front and Side Yard Setback Variances 
 

1. The structure to be altered is a residential dwelling unit; 

2. The lot is located in the Old Town site; 

3. The applicants did not cause the situation or hardship by their own actions as the 
CMU building was constructed in 1946, prior to establishment of zoning 
regulations in the Town.   

4. The new construction or alteration could not be reasonably placed in another 
location as it already exists in its current location; 
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5. The new construction is designed in a reasonable fashion and results in the 
variance requested being the minimum amount required in order to achieve the 
purpose of the variance request; 

6. The variance requested does not harm the public or injure the value of adjacent 
properties; 

7. The granting of a variance will be consistent with the spirit and purpose of the 
Code 

Site Plan Review  
 

1. The site plan is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan as it provides a smaller 
residential unit near the downtown; 

 
2. The site plan is consistent with the previously approved subdivision plat;  
 
3. The site plan complies with all practical development and design standards set 

forth in this code with the exception of the front and side yard setbacks due to the 
pre-existing location of the CMU walls;    

 
4. Traffic generated by the proposed development will be adequately served by 

existing streets within Carbondale,   

 
Prepared By:   Janet Buck, Planning Director 
 
 

           
   



TOWN OF CARBONDALE 
 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
REVIEWING AGENCY FORM 

 
PLANNING ITEM #:   LU18-35-36 
 
DATE SENT:   12-14-18  
 
COMMENTS DUE:   12-28-18 
 
TO:    
 
To assist the Town in its review of this project, your review and written comments are 
requested.  Please notify the Planning Department if you will not be able to respond by 
the date listed above.  Questions regarding this project should be directed to the 
Planning Department, 963-2733. 
 
  
APPLICANT:      Jerod and Sharon Samuelson        
 
OWNERS:          same       ________________ 
 
LOCATION:       159 Sopris Avenue       _____                       
 
ZONE:        Residential/High Density  ________________________________ 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:   Site plan Review to convert existing structures into an 
additional single family dwelling. Variances from the five foot front and side yard 
setbacks of five feet are required.  _____________________________________ 
 
PLANNING STAFF CONTACT:   Janet Buck      _____ 
 
The following are conditions or comments I would offer regarding this item: (Attach 
separate sheet if necessary) 
 
1. The existing access for the building is acceptable. 

 
2. The existing water system is capable of providing the required fire flow for the 

building. 
   

Date: December  26, 2018 
 
Bill Gavette 
Deputy Chief 
Carbondale & Rural Fire Protection District 
970-963-2491 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
       
 



 
 
Please return comments to both:          jbuck@carbondaleco.net  
              msikes@carbondaleco.net     
          
                                                                Planning Department 
               Town of Carbondale  
      511 Colorado Avenue 
      Carbondale, CO  81623 



KURTZ & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
5012 County Road 154 
Glenwood Springs, CO 8160 I 

To: Whom it May Concern 

STRUCTURAL CONSULTANTS 
Phone (970) 945 6305 

MEMORANDUM 

Date: May 26, 2017 

Re: Existing Concrete Block Structure at 159 Sopris Avenue, 
Carbondale, CO. 

On May 04, 2017, I performed a structural inspection of the noted residence. 
The primary purpose of this inspection was to observe the exterior wall construction and 
foundation systems of the existing structure. 

The existing structure is a single story concrete block or concrete masonry unit 
(CMU) structure with a ground level, concrete slab on grade floor. The structure 
measures, in plan, 24' -0" north-to-south by 33 ' -0" east-to-west. The perimeter exterior 
walls are 8" thick by 8 '-4" high CMU walls. The roof and roof framing have been 
removed. 

The concrete slab on grade floor is in reasonably good condition and is level within 
construction tolerances. The perimeter foundation has not suffered from any significant 
differential foundation movement. 

The existing CMU walls have suffered from exposure and lack of maintenance. 
They are, however, structurally sound in that they are repairable and reusable. The 
structure is not a hazard. As a precaution, I recommend that the CMU walls be 
temporarily braced. 

It is my professional opinion that the structure can be successfully repaired and 
rehabilitated so as to serve as a functional residential living space. 



Pre-Application Meeting Date ____ _ 
Town of Carbondale 
511 Colorado Ave 
Carbondale, CO 81623 

(970)963-2733 
Fees. _ ____ Date Pd, ___ _ 

Land Use Application 

PART 1 -APPLICANT INFORMATION -

Applicant Name: Jev-CPJ O.V'cr{ ~~OY® ~WI~: C(76 --379-0R/7 
Applicant Address: 4()6~ Co.u v\iy ~d /oO J U ~Cl ( (__ 

E-mail: _pod~1if 1~ , Y\ e...·-f-
Owner Name: __ ~_Cl_vYI_Z._--=----,--------- Phone: Sg vn-e_ 

A-..;-e , c()ty-~a._ I< Address: l sq Sof>-; ~~ 
E-mail: SCUvY~ L 

Location of Property: provide street address and either 1} subdivision lot and block; or 2} metes and bounds: 

u+s. i& 17 + 1'6 e \ocL L( "lown o\ Cev.-b~q I€ /SC( Sop''l~ Ave 
I I I f' . .... ~e 

PART 2- PROJECT DESCRIPTION \...;(,\. 

SizeofParcel: ~ ;;)5{)<g.<&SltDwell~ngUnits:~~o¢~comm: M //J 
Type of Application(s}: '(Y\) 11\Q..C S\ ·fz_ ~\q11\ ~\l\1' 1,) 

Existing Zoning: }2. } tfb Proposed Zoning: 'i<_ J H-b 
I I 

PART 3- SIGNATURES 

I declare that I have read the excerpt from the Town of Carbondale Municipal Code Article 8 Land Use 
Fees. I acknowledge that it is my responsibility to reimburse the Town for all fees incurred as a result of 
this application. 

I declare that the above information is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 

/o /3r/je 
Applicant Signature Date r I 

STATE OF COLORADO 

COUNTY OF GARFIELD 

) 
) ss. 
) 

The above and foregoing document was acknowledged before me this - -"'S'-1 ___ day of 

(}JtrZJ&r£- 2o.LY . by , \ AlDM::::-e~=AARL~?=r-..J::::__,S.d!.:ll'eu.u:~~-----
Witness my hand and officiaJ 
My commission expires: sf 1 S} 2-l 

Notary Public ~~...J ';'/'.1\ •· l!.) ,, l oJ J .,. ...... : • 3 
f\·1·~· c.:.· ··:'",i ..:c.,-. r_~·_.ij"··_, ,: .rl:.'; ~021 



Garfield County Assessor Data Site 
Jim Yellico, 109 8th Street, Suite 207, Glenwood Springs, CO, 81601 

(P) 970.945.9134 1 (F) 970.945.3953 1 (E) jyellico@garfield-county.com 

Account Information 

Account: R340018 

Parcel: 239334404006 

Owner Name: SAMUELSON, JEROD & SHARON 

Owner Address: 4208 COUNTY ROAD 100, CARBONDALE, CO, 81623 

Property Address: 159 SOPRIS AVE, CARBONDALE 

Legal: Section: 34 Township : 7 Range : 88 Subdivision: ORIGINAL TWNSTE CARBONDALE Block: 4 Lot: 16 THRU:- Lot: 18 

Tax Area: 058 

Subdivision: ORIGINAL TWNSTE CARBONDALE 

Sales Information 

Date Deed Type Doc Number Grantor 

06/05/2017 PRO 893284 BAIR, LAURA ELIZABETH-AKA 

Taxable Values History 

Year 

2018 

2017 

2016 

Land Actual 

185,000 

185,000 

170,000 

Imp Actual 

301,360 

301,360 

302,970 

Total Actual 

486 ,360 

486,360 

472,970 

Grantee 

SAMUELSON, JEROD 

Land Assessed 

13,320 

13,320 

13,530 

Imp Assessed 

21,700 

21,700 

24,120 

Amount 

425,000 

Total Assessed 

35,020 

35,020 

37,650 



Property Images 

Garfield County Assessor Data Site 
Jim Yellico, 109 8th Street, Suite 207 , Glenwood Springs, CO, 81601 

(P) 970.945.91341 (F) 970.945.39531 (E) jyellico@garfield-county.com 



Property Details 

Model 

LAND 0 

RESI 0 

XFOB 0 

XFOB 1 

Garfield County Assessor Data Site 
Jim Yellico, 109 8th Street, Suite 207, Glenwood Springs, CO, 81601 

(P) 970.945.91341 (F) 970 .945.3953 I (E) jyellico@garfield-county.com 

Attribute Name 

ABSTRACT _CODE 

AREA_ACRES 

AREA_SQFT 

NEIGHBORHOOD 

BUILDING_ TYPE 

ABSTRACT _CODE 

UNITS 

ACT_ YEAR_BL T 

HEATEDAREA 

FINBSMTAREA 

BASEMENT AREA 

BATHS 

BEDROOMS 

ARCH_STYLE 

NEIGHBORHOOD 

AREA_ UNITS 

ROOMS 

FRAME 

AIRCOND 

HEATING_FUEL 

HEATING_ TYPE 

ROOF_COVER 

ROOF _STRUCTUR 

STORIES 

ABSTRACT_ CODE 

BUILDING_NO 

ACT_ YEAR_BL T 

NEIGHBORHOOD 

XFOB_CODE 

AREA_UNITS 

ABSTRACT_ CODE 

BUILDING_NO 

ACT_ YEAR_BLT 

XFOB_CODE 

Attribute Value 

SINGLE FAM.RES.-LAND 

0 

8250 

SOPRIS MEADOWS 

SFR 

SINGLE FAM.RES-IMPROVEMTS 

1978 

2128 

1064 

1064 

2.5 

3 

Bl LEVEL 

SOPRIS MEADOWS 

8 

WOOD FRAME 

NONE 

GAS 

HOT WATER 

COMP SHNGL 

GABLE 

SINGLE FAM.RES-IMPROVEMTS 

1 

1978 

SOPRIS MEADOWS 

BALCONY 25-100 SF 

0 

SINGLE FAM.RES-IMPROVEMTS 

1 

2003 

SHED AVG QUALITY 



Town of Carbondale 

Variance 

Checklist 

(970) 963-2733 

Project Name: 

Date: 

Staff Member: 

Section 2.3 of the UDC requires a pre-application meeting with 

planning staff prior to submittal of a land use application. 

Per Section 2.3.2.B of the UDC, the Planning Director shall 

determine the form and number of application materials required. 

Required Attachments 

o Filing Fee of $300 and Land Use Application (separate attachment) 

o A site plan showing the footprint and proposed use of all buildings, parking configuration 

and other details necessary to demonstrate that the proposed use and site conforms 

with all other requirements of the zone district and variance requirements. 

o A written statement indicating how the variance will meet the criteria in section 

2.7.1.c.3.a or 2.7.1.c.3.b, whichever is applicable. 

o Additional information requested at the pre-application meetings: 

6-22-16 

Planning/Forms 2016 



Date: 

Town of Carbondale 

Minor Site Plan Review 

Checklist 

(970) 963-2733 

Staff Member: 

Section 2.3 of the UDC requires a pre-application meeting with 
planning staff prior to submittal of a land use application. 

Per Section 2.3.2.8 of the UDC, the Planning Director shall 
determine the form and number of application materials required. 

Required Attachments 

o Filing Fee of $600 and Land Use Application (separate attachment) 

o The applicant shall submit to the Director all of the information required in the 

application packet, along with any information identified in the pre-application 

meeting and all required information stated elsewhere in this Code for a 

minor site plan review. At minimum, the application shall include the 

following: 

a. A site plan on a dimensioned plat of the property clearly indicating the 

following information: 

i. The site location, dimensions and topography. Topography shall be at 

two-foot contours for properties with less than ten percent slope and five 

foot contours for properties with greater than ten percent slope; 

ii. The immediately adjoining properties and an indication of the land uses 

existing on adjoining properties; 

iii. The location on the site of all existing and proposed buildings and 

structures; 

v. The location of all parking areas (vehicle and bicycle), driveways, and 

sidewalks; 

v. The location of all proposed landscaping and fencing or walls. Elevations 

of fences and walls shall be provided if proposed; 

vi. The location of existing and/or proposed drainage facilities; 

Page 1 of 2 

6-23-2016 

Planning/Forms 2016 

?3 



vii. The location of streets, alleys, trails; 

viii. The location of all solid waste containers; 

ix. The location of all snow storage areas; and 

X. The location and size of existing and proposed utilities, existing and 

proposed easements and an indication of any changes in these utilities 

which will be necessitated by the proposed project. 

b. A table of site data calculations indicating: 

i. Total number of dwelling units and number of each type of unit (studio, 

one bedroom, etc.); 

ii. Floor area of each dwelling unit; 

iii. Lot size and dimensions; 

iv. Setbacks to be maintained; 

v. Total area of all impervious surfaces, including area covered by primary 

buildings and accessory buildings, area covered by parking areas and 

garages, driveways, decks, sidewalks and other impervious surfaces; 

vi. The amount of private outdoor open space and the amount of bulk 

storage space; 

vii. Total landscaped area; 

viii. Total number of parking spaces (vehicle and bicycle) provided; 

c. Conceptual building elevations with notes indicating type of construction, 

exterior finishes, location of entry doors, decks, and other external structures; 

d. Sample material boards with proposed fa~ade treatments, roofing materials, 

and other relevant building treatments; and 

e. A final grading plan which shows both present and proposed drainage. The 

drainage plan should be submitted by a licensed engineer if appropriate. 

o Additional information requested at the pre-application meeting: 

Page 2 of 2 

Minor Site Plan Review 

6-23-2016 

Planning/Forms 2016 



12/3/2018 

TO: Whom it May Concern Town of Carbondale 

Re: Variance for 159 Sopris Ave, Carbondale CO 

The proposed single family dwelling unit is located in the Old Town site. 

The original owner built the structure prior to zoning and subdivision 

regulations instituted by the town in . The reconstruction of this 

unit is placed ideally with regards to the other single family dwelling 

and proposed parking requirements. The construction shall use the 

existing CMU and return this unit to it's original glory, thus increasing 

the value of adjacent properties and the view of the neighborhood. By 

granting this variance, it is with good intent and shall bring it up to 

Code. 

Jerod and Sharon Samuelson 



Site data Calculations: Proposed Required I 

Dwelling Units 1-3 BR wood frame I 1-2 BR CMU 

Lot Size: 8,250 sq ft. 75' X 100" 

Setbacks: CMU encroachment-grandfathered or varience 

Impervious Surface Area 3782.50 sq ft 4,950 sq ft Maximum 

Private Outdoor Open Space 280 sq ft-3 BR I 80 sq ft -2 BR 200 sq ft-3 BRI 80 sq ft -2 BR 

Landscape Area No Change 

Parking Spaces 3 for 3 BR I 2 for 2 BR- 5 total 2.5-3 BR I 1.5-2 BR 
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12/3/2018 

To: Whom it May Concern Town of Carbondale 

Re: 159 Sopris Ave, Carbondale, CO 

The original 1946 residence on this property was damaged in a fire in 

the early 70's. A new two story wood framed structure of 

approximately 2,100 sq ft was built for the family. The original CMU 

structure was abandoned. 

The proposed project is to renovate the existing CMU structure and use 

it as an additional single family dwelling unit on the property. Asbestos 

abatement has been performed and the structure was inspected by a 

structural engineer to determine soundness. 

Proposed off street parking is located in the alley behind the two story 

structure. 

Sincerely, 

Jerod and Sharon Samuelson 



TOWN OF CARBONDALE 
511 COLORADO AVENUE 
CARBONDALE, CO  81623 

 
Planning and Zoning Commission  

Memorandum 
 

Item No:  8 
 
Attachment:   E  

Meeting Date:  1-10-2019 
 
TITLE:    P&C Express Medical Cultivation 
 
SUBMITTING DEPARTMENT:   Planning 
 
ATTACHMENTS:   Application 
            P&Z Memo dated 4-12-2018 
                                Notice of violation, dated 4-5-2018 
     
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Rocky Mountain High DBA P&C Express and Durango Alternative have submitted two 
license applications (one for each operation) to add an additional two medical marijuana 
cultivation licenses to the 615 Buggy Circle location.  These applications would be in 
addition to the one retail cultivation on site and one medical cultivation at the same 
address. The applicants have stated that no additional plants would be added to the 
facility as the existing operations would reduce the amount of plants to accommodate 
the two new operations.  
  
This application was originally submitted on February 9, 2018 and was scheduled for a 
noticed public hearing on April 12, 2018.  In the time leading up to the public hearing 
Town Staff were conducting an investigation into odor complaints along Buggy Circle.  
During the investigation it was determined that the source of the odor was the cultivation 
operation located at 615 Buggy Circle.    
 
Staff issued a Notice of Violation (attached) to the manager of the operation and also 
requested that the noticed public hearing be continued at the April 12, 2018 P&Z 
meeting.  The hearing was continued to May 10, 2018 P&Z meeting.  The May 10, 2018 
meeting was canceled due to lack of a quorum.  At that time, the applicant requested 
that the hearing be postponed so that they may remedy the situation.  
 

 



The applicant took steps to control the odor by chinking the exterior of the building and 
also working on establishing more negative pressure inside the building to eliminate the 
odor.   Upon a reinspection, Staff determined that the steps taken were adequate.  Staff 
and the applicant then re-noticed the application for the meeting this evening. 
      
DISCUSSION 
 
A Medical marijuana cultivation facility is allowed through a Special Use Permit in the 
Commercial/Industrial zone district in the Roaring Fork Planned Unit Development. 
Cultivation facilities are prohibited within 500 feet of any school or day care facility and 
within 500 feet of any alcohol and drug treatment facility.   Staff have determined that 
the proposed facility is not within the 500-foot limit for schools, daycare or treatment 
facilities.  
 
PARKING: 
 
As the facility is proposed to continue to be operated as a cultivation operation as well 
as the attached retail and medical dispensary’s, with no increase in employees. there is 
no foreseeable increase or impact on parking on the lot nor the surrounding 
neighborhood.  The facility is broken down by the uses within the building for the 
parking requirements; 
 
Medical dispensary = 1 parking spot (1 per 200 SR GFA) 
Retail Sales            =   1 parking spot (1 per 200 SR GFA) 
 
Cultivation operations = 12 parking spots (1 per 750 SQ feet) 
 
The existing parking on site has a total of 16 spaces in a stacked configuration with 14 
required. 
 
(It should also be noted that the retail sales and two of the cultivation operations predate 
the UDC and the UDC standards would not apply, but the UDC standards were used in 
the above calculations by way of reference.)   
 
TRAFFIC IMPACTS: 
 
As there is no additional licensed dispensary or retail store on site there is no 
foreseeable traffic impacts.   
 
SPECIAL USE PERMIT: 
 
A Special Use must meet the following Special Use Permit criteria:   
 

a. An approved special use shall meet the purposes of the zone district in which it 
will be located and all of the criteria and regulations specified for such use in that 
zone district, including but not limited to height, setbacks and lot coverage; 



 
b. An approved special use shall comply with all applicable fire, building, occupancy 

and other municipal code provisions adopted by the Town of Carbondale for the 
protection of public health, safety and welfare; 

 
c. An approved special use shall not have an adverse impact on the traffic in a 

neighborhood; 
 

d. An approved special use shall not otherwise have an adverse effect upon the 
character of surrounding uses. 

 
e. There are no impacts of the proposed use on adjacent properties and the 

surrounding neighborhood or such impacts have been minimized in a satisfactory 
manner. 

 
f. The impacts of the use, including but not limited to its design and operation, 

parking and loading, traffic, noise, access to air and light, impacts on privacy of 
adjacent uses, and others, shall not create a nuisance and such impacts shall be 
borne by the owners and residents of the property on which the proposed use is 
located rather than by adjacent properties or the neighborhood. 

 
g. Access to the site shall be adequate for the proposed use, considering the width 

of adjacent streets and alleys, and safety. 
 

h. The project is in scale with the existing neighborhood or will be considered to be 
in the scale with the neighborhood as it develops in the immediate future. 

 
i. The project maximizes the use of the site’s desirable, natural characteristics. 

 
j. Where applicable, the use will provide well-located, clean, safe and pleasant 

additional dwelling units in an existing neighborhood. 
 
The Town may impose conditions it feels necessary to ensure that a proposed special 
use meets the purposes in the zoning code and to protect the public health, safety and 
general welfare of the Town and surrounding neighborhood.  The Town has broad 
authority to deny a special use if it determines a proposed use is incompatible with the 
neighborhood.   
 
RECOMMENDED FINDINGS: 
 

a. The proposed use meets the purposes of the Commercial/Industrial (PUD) zone 
district. 

 
b. The cultivation operation shall be required to comply with all applicable fire, 

building, occupancy and other municipal code provisions adopted by the Town of 
Carbondale for the protection of public health, safety and welfare. 



 
c. The proposed use does not have an adverse impact on the traffic and parking in 

the neighborhood. 
 

d. The cultivation operation does not have an adverse effect upon the character of 
surrounding uses. 

 
e. With the conditions of approval, the impacts of the proposed use on adjacent 

properties and the surrounding neighborhood have been minimized in a 
satisfactory manner. 

 
f. The impacts of the cultivation operation, including but not limited to its operation, 

parking, traffic, noise, access to air and light, impacts on privacy of adjacent 
uses, and others, will not create a nuisance and such impacts would be borne by 
the owners and residents of the property on which the proposed use is located 
rather than by adjacent properties or the neighborhood. 

 
g. The project is in scale with the existing neighborhood. 

 
h. The project maximizes the use of the site's desirable, natural characteristics. 

 
RECOMMENDATION:  
 
Staff recommends that the following motion be approved:  Move to recommend 
approval of a Special Use Permit for the operation of a Medical Cultivation 
Operation to be located at 615 Buggy Circle, Carbondale, Colorado, with the 
following conditions: 
 

1. The Special Use Permit shall be limited to a Medical cultivation operation.   
 

2. All parking shall be limited to the employees of the operation and shall not impact 
the other units in the building. 

 
3. That the operation shall significantly control or mitigate any odor, waste water 

and hazardous material impacts to the Town and surrounding uses.    
 

4. The Applicant shall comply at all times with State Regulations governing the 
operation of a Medical cultivation. 

 
5. The Applicant shall comply at all times with any Town regulations relating to the 

operation and licensing of the Medical cultivation. 
 

6. The Applicant shall comply with all applicable fire and building code provisions 
for the protection of the health and safety of adjacent properties, units and the 
general public.   

 



7. That the Owner is to provide Material Data Safety Sheets (MSDS) to the Town 
for all chemicals on site to be forwarded to the Fire Marshall and the Town Utility 
Director for review.    

 
8. That the applicant shall apply for and receive all required building permits as 

determined by the Building Official before any cultivation may commence.  
 

9. All representations of the Applicant made before the Town during public hearings 
shall be considered a condition of approval. 

 
 
 
Prepared By: John Leybourne 
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April 5, 2018 
 
 
Kelsey McQuillen 
Rocky Mountain High 
615 Buggy Circle 
Carbondale, CO 81623 
 
Re: Notice of Violation, Special Use Permit for the Operation of a Marijuana cultivation facility. 
 
Att.  Police Reports 
 
Delivered by Hand and by E-mail 
 
Dear Kelsey McQuillen,                
 
The Town has received several complaints regarding odor emanating from the Marijuana 
Cultivation operation located at 615 Buggy Circle.  
   
That is a violation of Municipal Code Section 4.3.4.S.3, “No person, tenant, occupant, or 
property owner shall permit the emission of marijuana odor from any source to result in 
detectable odors that leave the premises upon which they originated and interfere with the 
reasonable and comfortable use and enjoyment of another’s property. Whether or not a marijuana 
odor emission interferes with the reasonable and comfortable use and enjoyment of a property 
shall be measured against the objective standard of a reasonable person of normal sensitivity.” 
 
The Approved Special Use Permit recorded at Reception Number 857855 also requires that the 
operation “shall significantly control or mitigate any odor, waste water and hazardous material 
impact to the Town and surrounding properties”.    
 
You have 20 days from the date of this letter to bring the property into compliance and or 
present a mitigation plan to be reviewed by staff.  
 
Town staff have also advised you that the two active Special Use Permits to add two additional 
Cultivation operations to the above location will not be reviewed by the Planning and Zoning 
Commission until the current Special Use permit is brought into compliance.  
 
Attached to this letter you will find the two police reports outlining the Town’s investigation of 
the odors. 
 



Phone: (970) 963-2733  Fax: (970) 963-9140 

If the mitigation of the odors has not satisfactorily occurred, then the Town may revoke the 
Special Use Permit.   The revocation of the Permit, if it occurs may be appealed to the Board of 
Trustees.  
 
If you should have questions, please feel free to contact me or my office.  
 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
John Leybourne 
Planner 
Town of Carbondale 
(970)-510-1212 
jleybourne@carbondaleco.net 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







TOWN OF CARBONDALE 
511 COLORADO AVENUE 
CARBONDALE, CO  81623 

 
Planning and Zoning Commission  

Memorandum 
 

Item No:  9 
 
Attachment:   F  

Meeting Date:  1-10-2019 
 
TITLE:    Durango Alternative Medical Cultivation 
 
SUBMITTING DEPARTMENT:   Planning 
 
ATTACHMENTS:   Application 
            P&Z Memo dated 4-12-2018 
                                Notice of violation, dated 4-5-2018 
     
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Rocky Mountain High DBA P&C Express and Durango Alternative have submitted two 
license applications (one for each operation) to add an additional two medical marijuana 
cultivation licenses to the 615 Buggy Circle location.  These applications would be in 
addition to the one retail cultivation on site and one medical cultivation at the same 
address. The applicants have stated that no additional plants would be added to the 
facility as the existing operations would reduce the amount of plants to accommodate 
the two new operations.  
  
This application was originally submitted on February 9, 2018 and was scheduled for a 
noticed public hearing on April 12, 2018.  In the time leading up to the public hearing 
Town Staff were conducting an investigation into odor complaints along Buggy Circle.  
During the investigation it was determined that the source of the odor was the cultivation 
operation located at 615 Buggy Circle.    
 
Staff issued a Notice of Violation (attached) to the manager of the operation and also 
requested that the noticed public hearing be continued at the April 12, 2018 P&Z 
meeting.  The hearing was continued to May 10, 2018 P&Z meeting.  The May 10, 2018 
meeting was canceled due to lack of a quorum.  At that time, the applicant requested 
that the hearing be postponed so that they may remedy the situation.  
 

 



The applicant took steps to control the odor by chinking the exterior of the building and 
also working on establishing more negative pressure inside the building to eliminate the 
odor.   Upon a reinspection, Staff determined that the steps taken were adequate.  Staff 
and the applicant then re-noticed the application for the meeting this evening. 
      
DISCUSSION 
 
A Medical marijuana cultivation facility is allowed through a Special Use Permit in the 
Commercial/Industrial zone district in the Roaring Fork Planned Unit Development. 
Cultivation facilities are prohibited within 500 feet of any school or day care facility and 
within 500 feet of any alcohol and drug treatment facility.   Staff have determined that 
the proposed facility is not within the 500-foot limit for schools, daycare or treatment 
facilities.  
 
PARKING: 
 
As the facility is proposed to continue to be operated as a cultivation operation as well 
as the attached retail and medical dispensary’s, with no increase in employees. there is 
no foreseeable increase or impact on parking on the lot nor the surrounding 
neighborhood.  The facility is broken down by the uses within the building for the 
parking requirements; 
 
Medical dispensary = 1 parking spot (1 per 200 SR GFA) 
Retail Sales            =   1 parking spot (1 per 200 SR GFA) 
 
Cultivation operations = 12 parking spots (1 per 750 SQ feet) 
 
The existing parking on site has a total of 16 spaces in a stacked configuration with 14 
required. 
 
(It should also be noted that the retail sales and two of the cultivation operations predate 
the UDC and the UDC standards would not apply, but the UDC standards were used in 
the above calculations by way of reference.)   
 
TRAFFIC IMPACTS: 
 
As there is no additional licensed dispensary or retail store on site there is no 
foreseeable traffic impacts.   
 
SPECIAL USE PERMIT: 
 
A Special Use must meet the following Special Use Permit criteria:   
 

a. An approved special use shall meet the purposes of the zone district in which it 
will be located and all of the criteria and regulations specified for such use in that 
zone district, including but not limited to height, setbacks and lot coverage; 



 
b. An approved special use shall comply with all applicable fire, building, occupancy 

and other municipal code provisions adopted by the Town of Carbondale for the 
protection of public health, safety and welfare; 

 
c. An approved special use shall not have an adverse impact on the traffic in a 

neighborhood; 
 

d. An approved special use shall not otherwise have an adverse effect upon the 
character of surrounding uses. 

 
e. There are no impacts of the proposed use on adjacent properties and the 

surrounding neighborhood or such impacts have been minimized in a satisfactory 
manner. 

 
f. The impacts of the use, including but not limited to its design and operation, 

parking and loading, traffic, noise, access to air and light, impacts on privacy of 
adjacent uses, and others, shall not create a nuisance and such impacts shall be 
borne by the owners and residents of the property on which the proposed use is 
located rather than by adjacent properties or the neighborhood. 

 
g. Access to the site shall be adequate for the proposed use, considering the width 

of adjacent streets and alleys, and safety. 
 

h. The project is in scale with the existing neighborhood or will be considered to be 
in the scale with the neighborhood as it develops in the immediate future. 

 
i. The project maximizes the use of the site’s desirable, natural characteristics. 

 
j. Where applicable, the use will provide well-located, clean, safe and pleasant 

additional dwelling units in an existing neighborhood. 
 
The Town may impose conditions it feels necessary to ensure that a proposed special 
use meets the purposes in the zoning code and to protect the public health, safety and 
general welfare of the Town and surrounding neighborhood.  The Town has broad 
authority to deny a special use if it determines a proposed use is incompatible with the 
neighborhood.   
 
RECOMMENDED FINDINGS: 
 

a. The proposed use meets the purposes of the Commercial/Industrial (PUD) zone 
district. 

 
b. The cultivation operation shall be required to comply with all applicable fire, 

building, occupancy and other municipal code provisions adopted by the Town of 
Carbondale for the protection of public health, safety and welfare. 



 
c. The proposed use does not have an adverse impact on the traffic and parking in 

the neighborhood. 
 

d. The cultivation operation does not have an adverse effect upon the character of 
surrounding uses. 

 
e. With the conditions of approval, the impacts of the proposed use on adjacent 

properties and the surrounding neighborhood have been minimized in a 
satisfactory manner. 

 
f. The impacts of the cultivation operation, including but not limited to its operation, 

parking, traffic, noise, access to air and light, impacts on privacy of adjacent 
uses, and others, will not create a nuisance and such impacts would be borne by 
the owners and residents of the property on which the proposed use is located 
rather than by adjacent properties or the neighborhood. 

 
g. The project is in scale with the existing neighborhood. 

 
h. The project maximizes the use of the site's desirable, natural characteristics. 

 
RECOMMENDATION:  
 
Staff recommends that the following motion be approved:  Move to recommend 
approval of a Special Use Permit for the operation of a Medical Cultivation 
Operation to be located at 615 Buggy Circle, Carbondale, Colorado, with the 
following conditions: 
 

1. The Special Use Permit shall be limited to a Medical cultivation operation.   
 

2. All parking shall be limited to the employees of the operation and shall not impact 
the other units in the building. 

 
3. That the operation shall significantly control or mitigate any odor, waste water 

and hazardous material impacts to the Town and surrounding uses.    
 

4. The Applicant shall comply at all times with State Regulations governing the 
operation of a Medical cultivation. 

 
5. The Applicant shall comply at all times with any Town regulations relating to the 

operation and licensing of the Medical cultivation. 
 

6. The Applicant shall comply with all applicable fire and building code provisions 
for the protection of the health and safety of adjacent properties, units and the 
general public.   

 



7. That the Owner is to provide Material Data Safety Sheets (MSDS) to the Town 
for all chemicals on site to be forwarded to the Fire Marshall and the Town Utility 
Director for review.    

 
8. That the applicant shall apply for and receive all required building permits as 

determined by the Building Official before any cultivation may commence.  
 

9. All representations of the Applicant made before the Town during public hearings 
shall be considered a condition of approval. 

 
 
 
Prepared By: John Leybourne 
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April 5, 2018 
 
 
Kelsey McQuillen 
Rocky Mountain High 
615 Buggy Circle 
Carbondale, CO 81623 
 
Re: Notice of Violation, Special Use Permit for the Operation of a Marijuana cultivation facility. 
 
Att.  Police Reports 
 
Delivered by Hand and by E-mail 
 
Dear Kelsey McQuillen,                
 
The Town has received several complaints regarding odor emanating from the Marijuana 
Cultivation operation located at 615 Buggy Circle.  
   
That is a violation of Municipal Code Section 4.3.4.S.3, “No person, tenant, occupant, or 
property owner shall permit the emission of marijuana odor from any source to result in 
detectable odors that leave the premises upon which they originated and interfere with the 
reasonable and comfortable use and enjoyment of another’s property. Whether or not a marijuana 
odor emission interferes with the reasonable and comfortable use and enjoyment of a property 
shall be measured against the objective standard of a reasonable person of normal sensitivity.” 
 
The Approved Special Use Permit recorded at Reception Number 857855 also requires that the 
operation “shall significantly control or mitigate any odor, waste water and hazardous material 
impact to the Town and surrounding properties”.    
 
You have 20 days from the date of this letter to bring the property into compliance and or 
present a mitigation plan to be reviewed by staff.  
 
Town staff have also advised you that the two active Special Use Permits to add two additional 
Cultivation operations to the above location will not be reviewed by the Planning and Zoning 
Commission until the current Special Use permit is brought into compliance.  
 
Attached to this letter you will find the two police reports outlining the Town’s investigation of 
the odors. 
 



Phone: (970) 963-2733  Fax: (970) 963-9140 

If the mitigation of the odors has not satisfactorily occurred, then the Town may revoke the 
Special Use Permit.   The revocation of the Permit, if it occurs may be appealed to the Board of 
Trustees.  
 
If you should have questions, please feel free to contact me or my office.  
 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
John Leybourne 
Planner 
Town of Carbondale 
(970)-510-1212 
jleybourne@carbondaleco.net 
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   Planning Commission Agenda Memorandum 
 

 
Meeting Date:  1-10-2019 

 
 
TITLE:     UDC Amendments 

Clarion Scenario Modeling and Analysis – Next Steps 
 
SUBMITTING DEPARTMENT:   Planning Department 
 
ATTACHMENTS:    Memo from Clarion dated November 28, 2018 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Clarion had been asked to review the various open space elements in the UDC to see 
how they work together and whether they overlap.  Clarion was also asked to develop 
models in the R/HD zone district to help inform potential UDC revisions.  On December 
6, 2018, Clarion presented their analysis via GoTo Meeting to the Planning 
Commission.  The Clarion memo from that meeting is attached.  The first page of the 
memo is a summary of their recommendations.   
 
At that meeting, the Commission heard the presentation and accepted public 
comments.  It was determined that further discussion on the recommended code 
changes would take place at the next meeting.   
 
Staff would like to understand which recommendations the Commission would like to 
accept.  Overall, Staff is comfortable with accepting Clarion’s recommendations with the 
exception of the reduction of the sidewalk widths to three feet but would like to hear 
what the Commission thinks.   
 
Staff would then redline the UDC to reflect the amendments.  We would like to add the 
Clarion redlines to the UDC that includes the redlines the Planning Commission has 
already reviewed.  Let us know if that will be acceptable.   
 
I would note that Commissioner Harrington had pointed out that there have been 
several amendments to the UDC, i.e., addition of drive through banks, changes to 
parking requirements for senior housing, etc. which were adopted but have never been 
added to the UDC document.    I will add those amendments as redlines to the UDC but 
will accept those particular changes.   
 

 



 
FISCAL IMPACTS 
 
The recommendations to improve the UDC do not appear to present any fiscal impacts 
on the Town.     
 
RECOMMENDATION  
 
The Planning Commission should discuss the recommended Clarion amendments and 
direct Staff to begin to redline the UDC to reflect the amendments.  We should then 
discuss the next steps in the process.   In order to adopt the UDC amendments, there 
would need to be a public hearing before the Planning Commission.  There could be 
multiple public hearings in order to hear any public comment and then potentially 
incorporate those comments into the amendments.  The Planning Commission would 
then make a recommendation to the Board of Trustees.  The Board would be the 
approving authority.   
 
I would note that there are funds in the Planning budget for year 2019 to ensure the final 
design of the formatting matches the UDC, i.e., hyperlinks, headers, footers, titles, index 
and page numbering.    
 
Prepared By: Janet Buck, Planning Director 
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Clarion Associates 
303.830.2890 

621 17th Street, Suite 2250 
Denver, CO 80293 

www.clarionassociates.com 

MEMORANDUM 
 

TO: Janet Buck, Town of Carbondale 
FROM: Matt Goebel, Tareq Wafaie, and Eric Wencel, Clarion Associates 
DATE:  November 30, 2018 
RE: UDC Modeling and Analysis of Standards 
  

Introduction and Summary of Recommendations 

In August 2018, the Town hired Clarion Associates to model development scenarios in the 
Residential/High-Density (R/HD) district, to analyze their performance under the Unified Development 
Code (UDC), and to make recommendations on potential amendments to the UDC to accommodate 
such development within the R/HD. The recommendations can be summarized as follows, with greater 
detail provided later in this memo: 

Minimum lot area 
per dwelling unit 

 Replace the scalable lot area per dwelling unit requirement with a standard lot area 
requirement in the R/HD district of 3,000 sq. ft. 

 Allow multifamily by right in the R/HD district. 

 For the R/MD district, include a lot area per dwelling unit requirement of 3,000 sq. ft. 

Impervious coverage  Minimum landscaping percentage requirement could be removed, since it is 
redundant with the required pervious percentage. 

 Consider future updates to clarify eligible areas for alternative paving materials, and 
under what criteria the Director would review such materials. 

Open space  Public open space: Expand the applicability provision to require a dedication of public 
open space or a fee-in-lieu for applications with 10 or more residential dwelling units 
that require not just a preliminary plat, but also final plat or condominiumization plat.  

 Private common open space: Clarify that residential units only trigger the 
requirement as part of mixed-use, multi-family, or PUDs, and only when public 
dedication is not required.  

 For the general residential development standards (Section 5.6.3.A): Clarify that this 
provision only applies when public open space dedication is not required.  

 Clarify in Section 5.3 that the Town’s policy is not to “double-dip,” or require both 
dedicated public open space and common open space set-asides.  

Site area landscaping  Relocate the standards for multifamily parking lot landscaping design to the parking 
lot landscaping section. 

 Consider expanding the definition of “landscaping” to clarify non-live materials, and 
the percentage of such materials allowed. 

Pedestrian 
circulation 

 Clarify the pedestrian walkway width requirements for consistency (three feet, unless 
otherwise required by the Town’s building code). 

 Clarify that the internal pedestrian connections also apply to multifamily – not just 
commercial. 
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Analysis and Modeling Development Scenarios 

To perform the analysis, Clarion developed a site calculator sheet (excel spreadsheet) that establishes 
baseline parameters for development of multifamily dwelling units in the R/HD, and then created 3-D 
models of three multifamily development scenarios to demonstrate the build-out potential under the 
current UDC requirements. 

Site Calculator Sheet 
The site calculator sheet was developed to answer the fundamental question – Does the proposed 
development meet the UDC requirements? The site calculator tests the feasibility of proposed 
development sites in the R/HD district, based on regulations in the UDC and assumptions taken from 
industry standards and development in and around Carbondale.  

Key Assumptions 
The calculator sheet also provides base numbers and assumptions, including the figures used to 
estimate the size of different types of units, parking stall requirements based on the unit types, and the 
amount of private outdoor space required.  

 Dwelling unit sizes were established based on Category 1 and 2 housing from the Town of 
Carbondale Community Housing Guidelines, 2018 as follows: 

Dwelling unit type Size (sq. ft.) 

Efficiency 415  
One bedroom 580  
Two bedroom 750  
Three bedroom 1,000  

 Gross floor area of buildings includes the dwelling unit space (livable space), plus an additional 
22 percent to account for wall thickness, common areas, and bulk storage. 

 Parking spaces required were based on the UDC requirements ranging from 1.25 spaces per 
unit for efficiency units to 2.5 spaces per unit for three-bedroom units. The parking lot area was 
assumed to be 325 square feet per parking space, which includes the space itself and drive aisles 
and circulation. 

 Internal pedestrian circulation (sidewalks) were assumed to be 10 percent of the sum of the 
total building footprint and parking areas. 

 The private outdoor space per ground floor unit was assumed to be 80 square feet for efficiency 
and one-bedroom units; 90 square feet for two-bedroom units, and 120 square feet for three-
bedroom units. 

Each of these assumptions are static standards that informed the site calculator sheet tests. 

Tests 
Three different tests were conducted:  

1. Impervious Coverage: Will the proposed development require more impervious surface 
coverage (building footprints, parking areas, and internal pedestrian walkways) than is allowed 
in the R/HD district (maximum 60 percent)? 

2. Space Used by Proposed Development: Is the site (lot) physically large enough to accommodate 
the proposed development, based on the various UDC requirements? 

3. Required Lot Area for Dwelling Units: Based on the current per-dwelling-unit lot area 
requirement in the R/HD district, is there enough lot area for the proposed development? 
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Development Scenarios  
Clarion worked with staff to select the following three sites in the R/HD district. For each site, Clarion 
used the site calculator sheet to determine potential multifamily scenarios possible under the UDC. 
Then, the team developed graphics depicting the overall bulk, mass, and scale for each scenario. Each 
scenario passed the three “tests” mentioned above; however, these are not the only possible build-out 
scenarios. Different mixes of dwelling unit types could also meet the three tests.  

1. Second Street and Euclid Avenue. The current condition includes two single-family attached 
structures. The proposed development includes a three-story, all efficiency unit multifamily 
building with required parking to demonstrate the maximum build-out of this property. 

By the numbers: 

Lot size 17,490 sq. ft. 

Dwelling units 14 efficiency  

Livable space 5,810 sq. ft. 

Parking area 5,687 sq. ft. 

Impervious coverage 50.6 percent 

Total area used by 
proposed development 

16,620 sq. ft. 

 

 

2. 8th Street and Main Court. This site is the smallest of the three test sites. It is situated on a 
transition block between the Main Street area and surrounding neighborhoods, and currently 
contains a small single-family detached home. The proposed scenario is a three-story row home 
development with four, three-bedroom dwelling units, demonstrating maximum build-out with 
larger units. 

By the numbers: 

Lot size 9,700 sq. ft. 

Dwelling units 4 three-bedroom  

Livable space 4,000 sq. ft. 

Parking area 3,250 sq. ft. 

Impervious coverage 55.3 percent 

Total area used by 
proposed development 

9,629 sq. ft. 
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3. 3rd Street and Capitol Avenue. Despite being the largest test site, the current condition contains 
a vacant lot and a single-story triplex. The proposed development simulates a mixture of unit 
types in multiple buildings similar to the teacher housing development across 3rd Street. This 
consists of an apartment building with an equal mix of one- and two-bedroom apartments, and 
a second building with three, three-bedroom apartments. 

By the numbers: 

Lot size 20,000 sq. ft. 

Dwelling units 4 one-bedroom 
4 two-bedroom 
3 three-bedroom  

Livable space 8,320 sq. ft. 

Parking area 6,662 sq. ft. 

Impervious coverage 55.3 percent 

Total area used by 
proposed development 

19,845 sq. ft. 
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UDC Recommendations and Considerations 

Based on the modeling and analysis, Clarion identified some areas within the UDC where standards may 
overlap or need clarification. The remainder of this memorandum summarizes those potential issues 
and recommends UDC modifications to address them. 

Minimum Lot Area per Dwelling Unit (Section 3.2.6.B; Table 3.2-9) 
UDC requirement 
“Lot area per dwelling unit” is the amount of lot area required for multifamily dwellings based on the 
number and size of each unit within the development. 

The current UDC prescribes minimum lot-area-per-dwelling-unit requirements in the R/HD, C/T, and MU 
zoning districts. The minimum lot area requirements range from 1,050 square feet of lot area required 
for each efficiency unit to 2,050 square feet of lot area required for each four-bedroom unit.  

Discussion 
For the modeling exercise, we assumed various mixes of unit types. In the scenarios developed, the 
required lot area for dwelling units could be met even when the other two tests were exceeded 
(maximum impervious coverage and the minimum lot area used for the development). In fact, using the 
site calculator worksheets, we were unable to produce a scenario by which a development would not 
comply with the minimum lot area per dwelling unit, but would comply with impervious coverage 
requirements and the total site area used by the proposed development (including building footprint, 
parking area, required common open space, impervious areas, and internal pedestrian circulation).  

The R/HD district is intended for greater densities than other residential zoning districts. In large part, 
we found that other dimensional parameters and development standards control the density in the 
R/HD district more effectively than the minimum lot area per dwelling unit. Additionally, the current 
UDC requires a conditional use permit for multifamily dwellings in the R/HD. Allowing multifamily by 
right in the R/HD could help the Town achieve desired densities in that district. 

In the R/MD district, where density is intended to be further limited than the R/HD district, the 
minimum lot area should be 3,000 square feet per dwelling unit, as it was prior to adoption of the UDC. 
Reverting back to a per-dwelling-unit approach in the R/MD district will provide additional assurance for 
density controls to better transition between lower- and higher-density districts. 

Recommendations 
We do not think a scalable lot-area-per-dwelling-unit standard for multifamily dwellings in the R/HD 
zoning district is necessary. The minimum lot width and lot depth requirements are adequate in limiting 
the intensity. We recommend the following revisions to the UDC: 

 Replace the scalable minimum lot-area-per-dwelling-unit requirement with a standard minimum 
lot area requirement of 3,000 square feet in the R/HD Table 3.2-9, regardless of the type of 
development or size of dwelling units. (See proposed revisions below.) 
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Table 3.2-9: 

R/HD District Dimensional Standards  
Lot Standards 
 Lot area, single-family dwelling, minimum 3,000 sf 

 Lot area, multifamily dwellings, minimum per unit: [1] Based on # of units 

 Efficiency 1,050 sf 

 1 bedroom 1,450 sf 

 2 bedroom 1,650 sf 

 3 bedroom 1,850 sf 

 4 bedroom 2,050 sf 

 Lot depth, minimum 50 feet [2] 

 Lot width, minimum 25 feet 

 Impervious lot coverage, maximum See Table 3.7-2 

Setbacks, Minimum 

A Front  5 feet 

B Side  5 feet 

 Side, street 4 feet 

CC Rear  5 feet 

D Rear, adjacent to alley 5 feet 

Building Standards 

EE Height, principal dwelling unit, maximum 35 feet  

FF Height, accessory buildings, maximum 25 feet 

Notes:  
[1] Minimum lot area for multifamily dwellings is calculated by summing the minimum per-unit 
square footage specified in this table; however, in all cases the minimum lot area shall be no 
smaller than 3,000 sf. For example, the minimum lot area for a three unit multifamily development 
with two bedroom units would be 4,950 (1,650 x 3 units = 4,950 sf). 
[2] Lot width, depth and side yard setbacks may vary if approved through subdivision process in 
order to allow townhomes to be subdivided. Zero lot line may be established at time of subdivision. 

 

 Multifamily dwelling units should be permitted by right in the R/HD district (instead of requiring 
a conditional use permit). 

 In the R/MD district, include a minimum lot area per dwelling unit requirement of 3,000 square 
feet in Table 3.2-7. (See proposed revisions below.) 

Table 3.2-7:  

R/MD District Dimensional Standards  
Lot Standards 
 Lot area, minimum  3,000 sf 

 Lot area, per dwelling unit, minimum 3,000 sf 

 Lot depth, minimum 50 feet [1] 

 Lot width, minimum  25 feet 

 Impervious lot coverage, maximum  See Table 3.7-2 

Setbacks, Minimum 

A Front  10 feet 

B Side  5 feet 

 Side, street 7.5 feet 

C Rear  5 feet 

D Rear, adjacent to alley  5 feet 

Building Standards 

E Height, principal dwelling unit, maximum 27 feet 

F Height, accessory buildings, maximum  22 feet 

Notes:  
[1] Lot width, depth and side yard setbacks may vary if approved through subdivision process in 
order to allow townhomes to be subdivided. Zero lot line may be established at time of subdivision. 
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Impervious Lot Coverage (Section 3.7.2; Table 3.7-2) 
UDC requirement 
Impervious lot coverage is the portion of a lot or parcel covered by buildings, parking areas, carports, 
driveways, accessory structures, covered porches, sidewalks, cantilevered portions of building, and 
other areas covered by water-impervious surfaces. 

The current UDC establishes a maximum impervious lot coverage requirement for all zoning districts. 
However, the calculation of maximum impervious lot coverage requirement is more complex in the 
lower-density residential districts (OTR, R/LD) since percentages are based on the “net lot area.” For the 
R/MD and R/HD districts, the maximum impervious lot coverage is 60 percent.  

Discussion 
The maximum percentages were carried forward into the UDC from the prior code. Our understanding is 
that the intent of those original standards was to control the massing of structures on a lot and to 
further limit impervious coverage to improve water quality and manage stormwater runoff. The finer 
grained impervious coverage maximums in some districts were intended to govern a higher standard for 
lots that are typically smaller in size (“the smaller the lot – the more pervious required”). 

Using the site calculator worksheet, most development scenarios would fail the other two tests (space 
used by the proposed development and required lot area per dwelling unit) before exceeding the 60 
percent maximum impervious coverage. We also understand that developers often have the ability to 
use alternative porous materials (pursuant to Sec. 3.8.5.D) that would not be counted toward overall 
impervious lot coverage limits.  

Recommendations  
We recommend the following revisions to the UDC: 

 Retain the current 60 percent maximum impervious coverage for the R/HD district. (No change.) 

 The minimum landscaped area in the R/HD is 40 percent. With the maximum impervious lot 
coverage at 60 percent, and the required pervious surface area at 40 percent, the minimum 
landscaping percentage is redundant and could be eliminated.   

 Future updates could include more specific criteria under which the Director may approve 
alternative paving systems (e.g., if manufacturer specifications indicate that the materials will 
withstand climatic conditions). Also, consider specifying how much of an area would be eligible 
to use alternative materials – for example, up to 40 percent of a parking area, or 100 percent of 
walkways.  

Common Open Space (Sections 5.3.2 and 5.6.3.A) 
UDC requirement 
The UDC identifies two different types of open space, which are distinguished by whether they are 
publicly dedicated and also by the types of development for which they are required.  

 Public open space (5.3.2) is “land dedicated or reserved for the use by the public, including but 
not limited to parks, greenbelts, recreation areas, and natural areas.” Per Section 5.3.2.B, 
dedicated public open space is required for any residential subdivision containing 10 or more 
dwelling units and that is subject to preliminary plat approval. 

 In contrast, private common open space (5.3.3) is “land and/or water within or related to a 
residential development that is designed and intended for the common use or enjoyment of the 
residents, occupants, and owners of the development.” Common open space is required for any 
development containing an institutional or commercial use, or a mix of uses. It applies to 
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residential development only as part of mixed-use projects or PUDs. It is not required to be 
publicly dedicated, but rather “set aside” for users of the specific project.  

Additionally, Section 5.6.3 sets forth development quality standards for all residential development. 
Subsection A is titled “Common Open Space” and requires any development containing 10 or more 
dwelling units to comply with the standards in Section 5.3, Open Space. That standard does not 
specifically mention whether or not the application is subject to a preliminary plat approval.  

Discussion 
Upon reflection and having considered this issue through the lens of the testing scenarios, we believe 
that the current applicability of the open space provisions is ambiguous and requires clarification. 

First, the UDC should clarify whether a residential development that does not require a preliminary plat 
must dedicate public open space. Section 5.3.2.B states that public open space dedication applies to 
“any development that contains 10 or more residential dwelling units and is subject to preliminary plat 
approval...” (emphasis added). Thus, a proposed development for 12 multifamily dwelling units on a 
single existing lot (or on a lot consolidation) would not require a preliminary plat. Therefore, it could be 
interpreted that the common open space provision 5.6.3.A, which refers back to Section 5.3, would not 
apply. After discussions with staff, we understand that the Town’s intent is to require public open space 
dedication for any project with 10 or more units that requires a preliminary plat, final plat, or 
condominiumization plat. 

Next, the UDC should clarify the applicability of the private common open space standards. Section 
5.3.3.B states that private common open space is required for “any development containing an 
institutional or commercial use, or any mix of commercial, institutional, and/or residential uses.” Table 
5.3-1 lists common open space as required for “institutional uses, commercial uses and mixed-use 
development, and PUD.” Both sections should be reconciled, and also should clarify that common open 
space may be required for residential development that is not subject to subdivision. Section 5.6.3.A 
was intended to apply common open space requirements to straight multifamily development that did 
not include a “mix” of uses. This standard was intended to apply to multifamily, regardless of whether or 
not a mix of uses was provided – but this intent is not clear in the current text. 

Finally, our understanding is that the Town does not require “double dipping,” or mandating both a 
dedication of public open space and a set-aside of private common open space for the same project. 
This is the Town’s current policy, but it is not explicit anywhere in the UDC text. 

Recommendations  
We recommend the following revisions to the UDC: 

 For public open space: Expand the applicability provision (Section 5.3.2.B) to require a 
dedication of public open space or a fee-in-lieu for any application involving 10 or more 
residential dwelling units that require a preliminary plat, final plat, or condominiumization plat 
(not just a preliminary plat). This triggers public open space requirements based on the impacts 
of development (the number of units) rather than the type of procedure required (preliminary 
plat).  

 For private common open space: Revise the applicability provision to clarify that residential 
units only trigger the requirement as part of mixed-use or multi-family projects or PUDs, and 
only when public dedication is not required. Reconcile Section 5.3.3.B and Table 5.3-1 for 
consistency. 
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 For the general residential development standards (Section 5.6.3.A): Clarify that this provision 
only applies when  public open space dedication is not required. The general reference to 
Section 5.3 should be changed to the more specific 5.3.3, Private Common Open Space.  

 Clarify in Section 5.3 that the Town’s policy is not to “double-dip,” or require both dedicated 
public open space and common open space set-asides.  

Site Area Landscaping (Section 5.4.3.A) 
UDC requirement 
Landscaped area is the minimum area of a site which must be improved with vegetative materials 
expressed as a percent of total lot area. In commercial, industrial, and multifamily uses, the area of 
landscaping required within parking areas is not included in the minimum landscape area calculation. 

Section 5.4 establishes the minimum requirements for landscaping. The standards apply to 
nonresidential uses and to multifamily residential projects containing three or more dwelling units. In 
the R/MD and R/HD districts, a minimum of 40 percent of the net site area is required to be landscaped.  

Discussion 
The minimum percentage of 40 percent may be unnecessary. First, section 5.4.3.A.2 states that “any 
part of the site not used for buildings, parking, driveways, sidewalks, etc. shall be landscaped.” That 
standard can adequately provide the minimum landscaping area provided all other code requirements 
are met. Additionally, the 60 percent maximum impervious lot coverage requirement ensures that the 
site will provide at least 40 percent pervious area, which according to 5.4.3.A.2 would have to be 
landscaped. 

In the supplemental standards/guidelines for multifamily development, there is also a requirement for 
landscaping buffers between parking areas and side and rear lot lines. (See Section 5.6.5.C.7.d.) That 
requirement is not mentioned in Section 5.4.3.C, Parking Lot Landscaping. 

Recommendations  
We recommend the following changes be made to the UDC: 

 Consider moving the standards for multifamily parking lot landscaping design from 5.6.5.C.7.d to 
a separate multifamily subsection within Section 5.4.3.C, Parking Lot Landscaping. 

 Consider removing the minimum site area landscaping percentages, since the other site controls 
will result in the appropriate remaining pervious area (which has to be landscaped according to 
5.4.3.A.2). 

 Revise the definition of “site area, net” to add “, such as streets, alleys, easements, and public 
open space” to the end of the definition.  

 Consider expanding the definition of “landscaping” to include rock, bark, mulch and other 
similar materials. With such amendment to the definition, the Town should also update the 
landscaping provisions in Section 5.4.4, General Requirements for all Landscaping, to limit the 
use of non-live materials to 50 percent.  

Pedestrian Circulation (Section 5.5.3) 
UDC requirement 
Pedestrian circulation is the required sidewalks, trails, and pedestrian connections through, around, and 
between development sites. 

Section 5.5.3 establishes minimum requirements for pedestrian circulation, including perimeter 
sidewalk requirements, on-site pedestrian connections, and consideration of permeable pavement, and 
design of trails. 



Memo – UDC Modeling and Analysis of Standards, p.10 

Discussion 
As mentioned in our last memo to staff, we revised the site calculator spreadsheets and added a new 
“internal pedestrian circulation” line to the impervious surface calculation to account for additional 
impervious areas (assumed 10 percent for modeling purposes).  

The requirements for on-site pedestrian connections are somewhat unclear for multifamily 
developments. Section 5.5.3.B. states that:  

“all commercial, industrial, and multifamily development shall provide a network of on-site 
pedestrian walkways with a minimum width of five feet to and between the following areas: 

a. Entrances to each commercial building on the site, including pad site buildings.” 

Although that standard refers to multifamily in the introductory statement, it only applies to commercial 
building entrances as written. 

There is also an inconsistency among the width of on-site pedestrian circulation and walkway standards. 
Section 5.5.3.B.1 states that on-site pedestrian walkways shall be a minimum of five feet in width. The 
private outdoor space Section 5.6.5.B.2.a states that walkways from the dwelling unit entrance to the 
private outdoor areas shall be assumed to be three feet in width. Our understanding (from the Building 
Official) is that the building code may require a wider walkway depending on building occupancy. 

Recommendations  
We recommend the following changes be made to the UDC: 

 Clarify in Section 5.5.3.B.1 that walkways from a dwelling unit entrance to a private outdoor 
space shall be a minimum of three feet in width, and not five feet. 

 Revise Section 5.5.3.B.1.a. to “Entrances to each multifamily and/or commercial building on the 
site, including pad site buildings.” 

 Clarify in Section 5.6.5.B.2.a that the required walkway width is three feet, “unless otherwise 
required by the Town’s building code.” 

Off-Street Parking Requirements (Section 5.8) 
UDC requirement 
Off-street parking includes areas designated for the parking (and travel aisles) or temporary storage of 
motor vehicles located outside of a dedicated street right-of-way. 

The current UDC requires a minimum number of off-street parking spaces based on the type of use (See 
Table 5.8-1). For multifamily dwellings (the subject of this exercise), the parking spaces required vary 
depending on the size of the dwelling units as follows: 

Efficiency unit: 1.25 
One-bedroom: 1.5 
Two-bedroom: 1.5 (units 800 sf or less); 1.75 (units over 800 sf) 
Three-bedroom: 1.75 (units 900 sf or less); 2.5 (units over 900 sf) 

Additionally, parking lot design standards specify the location of parking on a site, the design of 
individual stalls, and the distance from intersections (and sight triangles). 

Discussion 
It can be challenging to achieve the perfect balance between “too much” parking and “too little” 
parking. We think the current parking standards are appropriate for Carbondale. The parking 
requirements for multifamily were already reduced by the recent adoption of the UDC, and therefore 
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should remain intact. Without enough parking, adjacent properties and/or neighborhoods can 
experience a higher volume in on-street parking challenges and traffic.  

Recommendations 
No changes necessary.  

Private Outdoor Space (Section 5.6.5.B) 
UDC requirement 
Private outdoor space is the usable floor area of any patio, porch, or deck or enclosed yard attached to 
and accessible directly from a particular dwelling unit and that is for the exclusive private use by the 
residents of that particular dwelling unit. 

The UDC requires a minimum amount of private outdoor space (Sec. 5.6.5.B) for multifamily 
developments and includes standards for the design of such spaces. For first-floor units, the minimum 
size of private outdoor space is 80 square feet or 10 percent of the gross floor area of the unit, 
whichever is larger. For units on upper stories, the minimum private open space provided is 60 square 
feet or five percent of the livable floor area of the unit, whichever is larger.  

Discussion 
Based on our modeling assumptions, the minimum required for first-floor units will be 80 square feet for 
efficiency and one-bedroom units, since 10 percent of those units would be less than 80 square feet (the 
modeling assumes 415 square feet for efficiency units and 500 square feet for one-bedroom units). For 
upper-story units, the minimum required will always be 60 square feet and not five percent, since five 
percent of all unit sizes in this model would be less than 60 square feet. 

Additionally, a provision in the impervious lot coverage requirement states that “decks and patios up to 
10 percent of floor area in residential districts shall be excluded” from the impervious lot coverage. That 
means that none of the required first-floor private open space (10 percent) would count as impervious 
lot coverage. We think these standards are serving their intended purpose, and should not be amended 
at this time. 

Recommendations  
No changes necessary. 

Next Steps  

Clarion will discuss the analysis and modeling with the Planning Commission at a meeting on December 
6th via GoTo Meeting. 
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