
MINUTES 
CARBONDALE HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

August 6, 2020 

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

 
ROLL CALL 
The following members were present for roll call:  
 

Members:  
 

Nick Miscione, Chairperson 
Eric Doud, Member 
John Williams, Member 
Kim Magee, Member 
 

Town Staff Present: 
 

Guests: 

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

CONSENT AGENDA 
Motion Passed: John Williams moved to approve Carbondale Historic Preservation Commission 
(CPHC) meeting minutes from June 4, 2020. Eric Doud 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.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING: 234 MAIN STREET DEMOLITION PERMIT REVIEW OF A NON-LANDMARKED 
STRUCTURE IN THE HCC ZONE DISTRICT 
 
Staff Report:  John Leybourne opened the public hearing by reviewing the 234 Main Street Demolition 
Permit Review Memorandum and Section 16-3-100 Landmark Requirements as included in the meeting 
packet.  In conjunction with Planning staff member John Leybourne, Nick Miscione, Chair of the CHPC, 
and Eric Doud, CHPC Member, the demolition application was reviewed against the Architectural 
Inventory Form 5GF.3775 recorded during the 2005 Structures of Merit Survey Project by Reid Architects, 
Inc., and found to meet the eligibility requirements for designation as an individual landmark.  This finding 
triggered a pause in the issuance of the permit for up to 60 days from the date that the completed 
application was accepted by the Building Department and the permit referred to the CHPC for a public 
hearing.  A copy of this determination along with the reasons why the building may be eligible for 
designation shall be provided to the property owner within 14 days of the determination. 
 
The purpose of the public hearing scheduled for this evening’s CHPC meeting is to determine if the 
CHPC finds the building to have historical significance and with the Owner’s consent, be eligible for 
individual landmarking based upon the following criteria: 
 
     (1) The eligibility of the building for designation as an individual landmark consistent with 
           the purposes and standards in this Chapter; 
     (2) The reasonable condition of the building; and 
     (3) The reasonable projected cost of restoration or repair. 
 
The outcome of this evening’s meeting will result in one of two recommendations: 
 

(1) If the CHPC finds that the structure in question has historic significance per the criteria 
            and is eligible to be Landmarked per the Landmark Requirements as outlined above with 



            the Owner consent, then Staff would recommend that the CHPC make a motion to have 
             Staff work with the owner to preserve and landmark the structure. 
 

(2)  If the CHPC finds that structure does not meet the requirements or criteria, then staff 
             would recommend the Demolition permit be issued after a photographic inventory of the 
             structure as provided by Section 16-4-140(h). 
 
Questions for Staff: 
John Williams:  If the building at 234 Main Street is designated an individual landmark with the Property 
Owner’s consent, does that require preservation of the entire building, or just the original portion which 
currently consists of the front and two side walls? 
 
John Leybourne:  Preservation/restoration would include the original portion of the building. 
 
John Williams:  If the back wall of that original building is missing, how can it be restored?  Can it be 
landmarked without the back wall? 
 
John Leybourne:  The absence of that fourth wall is something to take into consideration when reviewing 
the criteria for individual landmarking.  If the Owner is interested in restoring the building, they could 
explore various options for putting that wall back. 
 
John Williams:  Does landmarking require preservation of the interior, as well? 
 
John Leybourne:  Landmark status only requires preservation/restoration of the exterior walls. 
 
Applicant Presentation:  Rock Leonard, the General Contractor for the project, represented the 
Applicant during the Public Hearing.  Although the property owner’s original intent was to preserve the 
original front part of the building, he referred to a letter included in the meeting packet that outlined issues 
with the building in its current condition: 
 

 1. There appears to be no foundation. It has been my experience working on or removing these 
older frame structures on Main Street that wood floor joist were laid directly on the ground or set on two or 
three courses of brick. There is no way to confirm this without tearing up the floor as there is no access. 

2. The floor in the building is 6” too high to have legal ADA access from the sidewalk. Lowering 
the floor is not practical as it would have to be rebuilt to structural code. This would require dismantling 
the structure as the walls are sitting on the floor joist. A new foundation would also have to added. 

3. The front door is only 2’-8” wide. This would have to be enlarged to 3’ wide to meet ADA code. 
That means the front wall would need to be structurally modified. The two windows in the front wall are 
not original and it is not known if they were reframed structurally correct. 

4. The roof framing would not be structurally adequate if it was to be insulated properly. The 
remainder of the old building would have to be brought up to the Carbondale commercial green building 
code. 

5. Given the smell in the building I assume it’s full of mold. That would require mediation. 
 
Rock also referred to the telegraph building in Basalt that is still standing as a model of what the building 
at 234 Main Street may have looked like in its original state.  He pointed out that the building in Basalt 
had no windows, and that it is possible the windows at 234 Main Street may not have been added until 
much later in that building’s history.  The property owner would like to keep the historic feeling of the 
façade, but the preserving the building in its current state presents an engineering and financial 
challenge. 
 
Questions for the Applicant: 
Eric:  Was happy to hear that the owner liked the building.  He wanted to emphasize the importance of 
the building within Carbondale’s downtown and that it has architectural and social importance within that 
framework.  He also pointed out that all new construction must meet current code, especially concerning 
ADA compliance.  He also asked for clarification on where the new addition would overlap with the 



existing building on the second floor.  He felt like the proposed building plans needed additional review 
before a decision was made. 
 
Rock:  Responded to Eric’s questions, explaining that the second floor will be set back ten feet from the 
front elevation and there will be a 42” guardrail installed for safety.  The first floor’s ceiling will be raised 
from its current height of eight feet to ten feet.  He also explained that there is no original stucco or siding, 
so the exterior walls will need to be refinished.  He went on to say that given the current height of the 
floor, there isn’t enough room for the run that meets the ADA requirements and keep the door and 
windows where they are currently located.  The currently proposed building footprint will be 18’ wide, 
which will leave 3 ½’ on either side of the building.  The second floor could be used as office space or as 
a residential unit. 
 
Lauren: Also responded to Eric by saying that she loved the building, but under the current circumstances 
it just isn’t possible to restore the building for her intended purpose. 
 
John Williams:  Also underlined the historic value to the Town.  The building is on the 1912 Sanborn map, 
and may have been a social hub for early residents.  In reviewing the criteria, it was his opinion that the 
building was eligible to be landmarked.  He questioned Rock’s presumption that the exterior of the 234 
Main building and the building in Basalt were similar and noted that he would like to see the original front 
three walls preserved.  This is a one-of-a-kind building in Carbondale and if it is demolished it is gone 
forever. 
 
Kim:  Agreed with John Williams.  She mentioned that the historical society developing a history park and 
asked if the original portion of the building could be moved. 
 
Rock:  Doubted that the client would pay for the move.  He pointed out that the building needs a 
foundation and in the process of moving it, the building would need to be rebuilt. 
 
Nick:  Asked if they knew when the windows were installed. 
 
Rock:  The windows could have been installed more than 50 years ago.  He pointed out that the window 
framing is much newer than the door framing. 
 
Public Comments:  Jess Pederson, a neighboring landowner, submitted a letter to John Leybourne that 
was forwarded to members of the CHPC. 
 
Motion Passed: John Williams moved to close the Public Hearing on the 234 Main Street Demolition 
Permit. Eric Doud seconded the motion, and it was unanimously approved.  
 
Commission Deliberation: 
Nick reiterated earlier Commission member comments that the building at 234 Main Street retains 
integrity of location and components of the building retain original design features and during the 2006 
Structures of Merit survey was found to be significant in the growth of Carbondale during the early 1900s.  
Based upon these criteria, Nick felt the building was eligible for Landmarking per the current Landmark 
requirements.  However, he wondered if it was reasonable, in terms of cost, to ask the Applicants to 
restore/repair the building. 
 
Eric pointed out that the consideration of cost shouldn’t be part of the discussion because it is not in the 
enabling legislation. 
 
John Williams thought that it was totally reasonable to ask the Applicant to retain the original three walls 
and not overshadow the historic components in the proposed building design. 
 
Kim also referred to the 2006 Structure of Merit Survey and again pointed out that that survey found the 
building to be important in the early growth of downtown Carbondale.  She also wondered how to balance 



the historic elements of the building with the current ADA requirements, but preferred to see the building 
remain as it is. 
 
Motion Passed: Nick Miscione moves that 234 Main Street has historic significance per the criteria listed 
in Section 16-3-100 Landmark Requirements and is eligible for Landmarking with the Owner’s consent.  
Further, if the Owner consents the Carbondale Historic Preservation Commission directs TOC Staff to 
work with the Owner to complete the Landmarking process.  John Williams seconded the motion, and it 
was unanimously approved. 
 
When asked by John Leybourne, Lauren **** (Property Owner), did not give her consent to pursue 
Landmarking of the building at 234 Main Street. 
 
Nick ended the Commission deliberation by pointing out that the CHPC unanimously decided that the 
building at 234 Main Street was eligible for Landmarking and asked the property owner to take steps to 
preserve the building.  The property owner has chosen to pursue the demolition permit against the advice 
of the CHPC. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING WRAP-UP    
Kim mentioned that she has been working through the various Structure of Merit surveys and really wants 
to get to work to get existing historic buildings landmarked. 
 
Eric was frustrated that the enabling legislation allows for buildings to be demolished without the 180-day 
waiting period.  He would really like to see a longer waiting period before a demolition permit is 
authorized. 
 
Nick pointed out that the CHPC doesn’t currently have the legislative authority to make binding decisions.  
He urged the Commission members to canvas the community for support so they can stop buildings from 
being torn down. 
 
John Leybourne reminded the Commission that under the current process, a property owner’s consent is  
required.  He also reminded the Commission that every property owner was contacted after each 
Structure of Merit survey and, to date, he has not received an inquiry about Landmarking a building.  He 
also pointed out that when the CHPC was established, there was pushback from the community to keep 
owner’s consent a vital part of the process. 
 
Eric thought that attitudes in the community were changing.  He feels like there is a plus side to 
maintaining a historic façade. 
 
Nick also thought that the current process is shortsighted and would like to include the OTR as part of the 
review process.  He would like to revisit the language in the UDC and Chapter 16 and present it to both 
the Planning & Zoning Commission and the BOT. 
 
Jess agreed Nick and Eric and would like to see modifications to the UDC and Chapter 16. 
 
John Leybourne agreed with the Commission members but cautioned them that changes to the UDC and 
Chapter 16 could be a long process.  He let the Commission members know that Planning & Zoning 
reviews changes to the UDC before it is brought to the BOT, while the BOT reviews changes to Chapter 
16. 
 
Kim voiced a willingness to help work on language changes to the two documents. 
 
John Leybourne agreed to send out a Word version of Chapter 16 and the UDC; every section must be 
redlined before it can be presented to Planning & Zoning and the BOT.  He also pointed out that the final 
design for 234 Main Street will come back to the CHPC for a courtesy review, and the current design 
plans are to mimic the historic elements of the old building.  He will let Commission members know when 
the building permit is submitted.  



 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
The August 6, 2020 regular meeting adjourned at 8:10 p.m. The next regular meeting is scheduled for 
September 3, 2020 at 6:30 pm. 
 
 


