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MINUTES 
CARBONDALE HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

November 5, 2020 

CALL TO ORDER 
Nick Miscione called the virtual November 5, 2020 meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. 

 
ROLL CALL 
The following members were present for roll call:  
 

Members:  
 

Nick Miscione, Chairperson 
Jess Pederson, Member 
John Williams, Member 
Carol Klein, Member 
Kim Magee, Member 
Eric Doud, Member 
 

Town Staff Present: 
 

 

John Leybourne, Staff Liaison  
Kae McDonald, Boards & Commissions Clerk 
 
 

CONSENT AGENDA 
Motion Passed: Carol Klein moved to approve Carbondale Historic Preservation Commission (CPHC) 
meeting minutes from September 3, 2020 with one correction: Distinguish between Eric Doud and Eric 
Sechrist in the discussion surrounding proposed language changes to the Unified Development Code 
(UDC) and Municipal Code. John Williams seconded the motion, and it was unanimously approved.  
 
PERSONS PRESENT NOT ON THE AGENDA    
There was no one present, not on the agenda, who wished to address the board.  
 
NEW MEMBER APPLICATION: ERIC SECHRIST    
Eric introduced himself to the commission members—he is an architect and had previously been a 
member of the Aspen Historic Preservation Commission and since moving to Carbondale several years 
would like to get involved in the community.  He became aware of the opportunity to serve on the 
Carbondale Historic Preservation Commission through a conversation with John Williams, and since he is 
interested in historic preservation and has also worked on historic preservation projects, he thought this 
would be an ideal opportunity. 
 
Jess asked if Eric S. has formed a general opinion about Carbondale’s historic architecture in the time he 
has lived in the community.  Eric S. replied that he hadn’t but is fascinated by historic preservation.  He 
mentioned that he took a historic preservation class in graduate school and lived in one of the historic 
homes profiled in that class. 
 
Carol asked Eric S. if he was involved in any other activities or memberships.  Eric S. replied that work 
and family have kept him busy, but he wants to take the time to get involved now. 
 
Kim asked Eric S. to elaborate on his involvement with the Aspen Historic Preservation Commission.  Eric 
indicated that he served as the 1st Alternate and primarily reviewed residential-scale projects.  The 
commission also previewed commercial core development proposals and provided comments.  He was 
only able to serve for four months before moving outside the municipal boundaries.  He was impressed 
with the level of influence the commission had—perhaps almost too much—but also thought it served the 
Aspen community well.  Kim agreed that it can be a struggle to balance how much influence a 
commission wields and when to use it.  She pointed out that that is what the current subcommittee for the 
Carbondale Historic Preservation Commission is trying to navigate in proposing language changes to the 
UDC. 
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Eric S. followed up by pointing to an experience in which the Aspen HPC and the City of Aspen arborist 
had distinct viewpoints whether some trees should be removed on a historic property.  Both entities 
engaged in needed dialogue to find common ground, but it required some tough conversations to achieve 
an understanding about how departments and boards can work together. 
 
Eric D. commented that it is a critical time for the Carbondale HPC because the commission is engaging 
in a review of the UDC in order to gain more leverage.  It is hoped that the proposed changes will be an 
important tool to help save the remaining historic buildings in Carbondale. 
 
Nick agreed with Eric D. and pointed out that the volume of development proposed for Carbondale makes 
it a critical time for action.  He did point out that the community must reach a tipping point at which time 
there is support for greater authority on the part of the Carbondale HPC, but he also isn’t sure the 
community thinks the historic aspects of the town need “saving.”  Nick thinks that the general ambience of 
Carbondale can be described as “humble history.” 
 
Nick asked Eric S. which historic preservation project was his favorite.  Eric S. replied that the City of 
Aspen relocated a house to Park Avenue in the 1960s and the house was being moved again with the 
City of Aspen’s approval.  The house was originally a premier Victorian home on Main Street and while 
the house had lost a lot over time it still retained a distinctive character.  The client proposing the move 
wanted to preserve the historic essence and Eric S. was impressed by how revealing the “good bones” of 
a building can be.  Nick commented that it was good to have experience with a strong historic 
preservation commission that can challenge life safety issues.  Eric S. replied that he found every project 
to be unique and that at every Aspen HPC meeting the commissioners worried about precedent.  His 
opinion was that each case was unique and it is difficult to follow precedent—otherwise it would be 
memorialized in the codes. 
 
John Williams asked Eric S. if he would be available for the next subcommittee meeting on Monday.  Eric 
S. replied in the affirmative and indicated his flexibility for the meeting’s time. 
 
John Leybourne reminded the commissioners that the next Board of Trustees meeting was November 
24th and that that would be the first opportunity for the BOT to approve Eric S. as a member of the 
Carbondale HPC. He also commented that Carbondale Town departments and staff generally have good 
working relationships with the advisory boards. 
 
Motion Passed: John Williams moved to recommend the approval of Eric Sechrist as a member of the 
Carbondale Historic Preservation Commission (CPHC) to the Board of Trustees. Jess Pederson 
seconded the motion, and it was unanimously approved.  
 
UPDATE FROM SUBCOMMITTEE ON PROPOSED LANGUAGE CHANGES TO THE UNIFIED 
DEVELOPMENT CODE (UDC) AND MUNICIPAL CODE 
Nick reminded the commission members that their task was to familiarize themselves with Chapter 16 of 
the Municipal Code and applicable provisions in the UDC.  He asked how the subcommittee’s progress 
was going on proposed language changes to both documents. 
 
John Leybourne took some time to explain to Eric S. that the Carbondale HPC is different from Aspen 
HPC because the preservation of historic homes is entirely based on owner consent--all proposed 
building development in the Historic Commercial Core (HCC) goes through a courtesy review by the 
Carbondale HPC, after which the owners can either take the proffered advice or not.  Because historic 
buildings are being torn down and there is a real risk of losing the historic character, the current 
subcommittee is examining whether the design review process for the Old Town Residential District 
(OTR) should be expanded. 
 
John Williams indicated that he previously sent Eric S. both Chapters 16 and 17 of the Municipal Code, 
as well as the UDC and the historic preservation commission guidelines.  He added that the 
subcommittee is also contemplating the differences between Structures of Merit (SOM) and a 
Landmarked Structure and the degree of status of each designation. 
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Eric D. added that the challenge lies in the language of the two code documents, as well as the fact that 
the guidelines for both commercial and residential buildings is underdeveloped.  They hope to get a draft 
completed soon, so the discussions can focus on specifics rather than generalities. 
 
John Leybourne clarified that the only design standards currently adopted are for the HCC and that along 
with SOM surveys, reviewing proposed development in the HCC is the only purview the commission has.  
The SOM surveys to date have provided a good cross-section of historic buildings in Carbondale.  John 
L. also clarified that the process of landmarking is defined in Chapter 16 and not the UDC.  He suggested 
that the subcommittee work towards mirroring the language in both codes so that designated buildings 
would meet the requirements of a HPC review.  He also pointed out that members of the Carbondale 
HPC possess good knowledge on both the HCC and OTR and encouraged them to apply that knowledge 
to examine the disconnect between the two codes.  He also encouraged the subcommittee to add more 
architectural style in the UDC for modern buildings located next to historic ones. 
 
Kim added that the language changes between the code documents is significant.  She would prefer to 
not only simplify the language but provide consistent definitions and terminology across both code 
documents.  She pointed out that although the requirements to landmark a structure and the Secretary of 
the Interior standards for eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places are defined in the code 
documents, what constitutes a Structure of Merit is not defined in either the UDC or Chapter 16.  She 
further explained that she couldn’t find a definition for a Structure of Merit in either state or national 
historic preservation documentation. 
 
John Leybourne suggested that a “Structure of Merit” may need to be defined as a CLG.  John further 
explained that the SOM surveys follow a process whereby the consultant compiles a list of appropriate 
buildings from the pool of available buildings, thereby assigning those structure merit. 
 
Nick wondered if the designation “Structure of Merit” is based on the criteria of eligibility or how much 
historic integrity the building retains.  Based on his interpretation of the SOM reports, for many buildings 
the importance was more about the people—the story behind the structure—that the building itself. 
 
John Leybourne agreed but would also like to see a Carbondale-specific definition for a “Structure of 
Merit” so the HPC-driven review would have more teeth.  He added that Planning staff doesn’t have a 
defined set of standards or incentives to educate property owners and it would also be helpful to develop 
an incentives program that the BOT could use to prompt property owners to retain historic buildings. 
Eric D. asked if there was a town-wide map that identified each SOM and, if so, if that map could be an 
appendix to Chapter 16. 
 
Nick added that one incentive is that grants are available to homeowners and non-profits to preserve a 
building’s historic features. 
 
John suggested that tax credits are also available.  But he also pointed out that many building owners in 
Carbondale don’t want to be told what to do with their building.  He repeated his request that the 
subcommittee develop a set of standards and provide a list of incentives to present to the BOT so that it 
can be memorialized in the code. 
 
Eric D. asked if the SOM survey consultants identified which buildings were eligible for inclusion on the 
State or National Register. 
 
John Leybourne emphasized that the SOM criteria were different than those listed under the Secretary of 
Interior Standards and it is unlikely that many of the SOM buildings would qualify for eligibility. 
 
Nick asked that for the next meeting, he would like to see the subcommittee present amendable language 
to Chapter 16 and the UDC that broadens the scope of the Historic Preservation Commission.  He would 
then like to present it to the Planning and Zoning Commission for their approval. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
The November 5, 2020 regular meeting adjourned at 8:10 p.m. The next regular meeting is scheduled for 
December 3, 2020 at 6:30 pm. 
 
 


