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MINUTES 
CARBONDALE HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

June 3, 2021 

CALL TO ORDER 
Nick Miscione called the virtual June 3, 2021, meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. 

 
ROLL CALL 
The following members were present for roll call:  
 

Members:  
 

Nick Miscione, Chair 
Eric Sechrist, Member 
John Williams, Member 
Kim Magee, Member 
Jess Pederson, Member 
Melissa Jones, Member 
 

Town Staff Present: 
 

 

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

CONSENT AGENDA 
Motion Passed: John Williams moved to approve Carbondale Historic Preservation Commission 
(CPHC) meeting minutes from May 3, 2021, with one typographical correction.  Kim Magee seconded 
the motion, and it was unanimously approved.  
 
PERSONS PRESENT NOT ON THE AGENDA    
There was no one present, not on the agenda. 
 
NEW ALTERNATE MEMBER APPLICATION: HEATHER MACDONALD    
Heather briefly introduced herself.  She received her Masters’ Degree in Architecture and Urban Design 
from the University of Colorado/Denver and currently works for Stan Clauson Associates.  Her graduate 
project was documenting historic churches in El Paso County.  She has experience working on historic 
preservation projects and assisted in updating the Lafayette, Colorado, Historic Preservation documents.  
She has gone through the walking tours posted on the webpage and read the article by Eric Doud in the 
Sopris Sun. 
 
John Williams asked Heather how long she has lived in Carbondale.  Heather replied that she has lived 
here since June of 2018. 
 
Eric Sechrist asked Heather to share her perspective on historic preservation and explained that the 
Carbondale HPC is considering ways to limit the destruction of historic buildings within the TOC. 
 
Heather responded that living on 8th Street through the proposed improvement impressed her with how 
hard it was to get people involved unless they really like or dislike a project.  She also noted that the 
pandemic has significantly limited communication.  She cited several examples of historic buildings being 
repurposed in El Paso County and noted how important that was. 
 
Kim asked Heather what interested her in the HPC.  Heather responded that she saw the ad for Boards 
and Commissions vacancies and thought it would be a good step to the Planning and Zoning 
Commission. 
 
Melissa asked what Heather’s perspective on landmarking historic buildings.  Heather noted that it was 
an important aspect of historic preservation and would like to see more property owners pursue National 
Register status. 
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Jess asked Heather what she saw as Carbondale’s history to preserve.  Heather replied that she is still 
learning about Carbondale’s history. 
 
Nick asked Heather if she had experience with Transferable Development Rights (TDR’s) that are 
currently commanding a high price in Aspen.  He commented that that might be a good incentive for 
historic preservation efforts in Carbondale. 
 
Heather responded that she hasn’t worked on the TDR’s yet, but was willing to explore that topic. 
 
Jess pointed out that if it puts limitations on prospective houses, property owners might not be interested.  
He thought incentives on various landscaping options might be more appropriate. 
 
John Leybourne noted that TDR’s were brought up when the UDC was being considered and no one was 
interested.  He also pointed out the TDR’s can be detrimental to infill development. 
 
Melissa also volunteered to research TDR’s through the title company. 
 
Motion Passed: Eric Sechrist moved to approve the recommendation of Heather MacDonald to the 
Board of Trustees for approval as an alternate member of the Carbondale Historic Preservation 
Commission.  Kim Magee seconded the motion, and it was unanimously approved.  
 
LANDMARKING APPLICATION VERBIAGE 
Eric Sechrist noted that the subcommittee had had a lengthy conversation concerning the current 
Landmarking definition and whether the definition would change—and if the definition changes, how 
would that affect property owners of Landmarked buildings.  He also explained that the subcommittee had 
also discussed various levels of Landmarking; for example, “Landmarking Light” versus full-scale 
Landmarking that would include deed restrictions. 
 
John Williams added that with different levels of landmarking, property owners can pick and choose the 
scale of protection.  He added that the TOC can develop its own definition of what a landmark is. 
 
John Leybourne read the Landmark definition as presented in Chapter 16-3-10: 

“ Pursuant to the procedures set forth in this Article, the Board of Trustees may designate as a 
landmark an individual structure or other feature or an integrated group of structures and features 
on a single lot or site having a specific historical or architectural value, as well as designate a 
landmark site for each landmark.” 

He added that the procedures for landmarking follow the definition.  He liked the idea of different 
landmarking levels. 
 
John Williams pointed out that the HPC is dealing with the past history of town residents that are resistant 
to restrictions. 
 
Melissa noted that many properties in the TOC don’t quite fulfill the criteria for the current landmarking 
status and “Landmarking Light” would be similar to Structures of Merit--it would be a designation that 
could be included in the public record for resale information but wouldn’t restrict what can be done under 
the current landmarking designation.  She added that a midlevel landmarking status might be a more 
subtle designation with a small placard installed on or near the building. 
 
Jess pointed out the SOM have different levels and could correspond with how the property could be 
landmarked.  As an example, he suggested that the most important buildings in town like the Dinkel 
Building could receive the highest level of landmarking while buildings such as 234 Main could receive a 
lesser level.  He also added that incentives should be an important aspect of the designation. 
 
Eric Sechrist thought that there must be some pride in owning a historic building and thought that not 
demolishing a building was a low bar as far as restrictions were concerned.  He wondered how best to set 
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the bar so that it is easy for those people who care about the building, but restrictive enough to limit 
demolition for those property that are owned as developable assets. 
 
Nick suggested that a range already exists—“Landmarking Light” equates to the SOM designation, a 
second tier would be applying for TOC Landmark status,  the third tier would be applying for State 
Register designation, and the fourth tier would be applying for National Register status.  He suggested 
that rather than trying to redefine the process, reinforcement might be the easier path forward.  He didn’t 
think it was necessary to throw everything out and make things more complicated in order to focus solely 
on Landmarking.  He went on to note that he didn’t disagree that the system is flawed but preferred to 
focus on incentives so more property owners were interested in landmarking their buildings. Nick agreed 
with Jess that incentives are important so that property owners have something valuable that might 
provide a better financial outcome.  He added that TDR’s might be a very important incentive to consider. 
 
Kim agreed with Nick but noted that the subcommittee was most concerned about making sure the 
landmark definition stays the same and doesn’t change to the detriment of property owners. 
 
Nick pointed out that TDR’s are a contractual agreement and are part of the deed.  He reiterated that it 
doesn’t need to be complicated—it really all comes down to money. 
 
Eric Sechrist agreed, but thought the definition was vague and didn’t stipulate that property owners 
couldn’t tear down a building.  He would like to tighten up the language. 
 
John Leybourne noted that demolition requires a permit and there is a process to work through before a 
building can be torn down.  He added that the TOC did not adopt the maintenance code, but that Section 
16.4.80 lists the data necessary to request a landmark alteration certificate.  He pointed out that the 
criterion for demolition is a high bar to meet. 
 
Nick reiterated his opinion that incentives such as TDR’s should be the focus of conversation. 
 
Kim asked if the commission members agree that incentives are good, what are the next steps?  She 
noted that the State provides some grants but wondered how the HPC could work on the other parts. 
 
Eric Sechrist agreed, but stated he would like to explore variances. 
 
John Leybourne pointed out that based on the UDC, variances require proving a hardship.  He didn’t see 
how someone could purchase a property to develop in a certain way, receive landmark status and then 
claim a hardship.  He thought there might be legal issues through that scenario. 
 
Nick agreed with John Leybourne that owning a historic building should not be considered a hardship. 
 
Eric Sechrist pointed out that the conversation was revolving around a variance versus TDR’s.  He 
thought it would be good to explore both options as negotiation tactics. 
 
Nick replied that allowing variances such as an accessory dwelling unit (ADU) might erode key features of 
a historic landmark.  He noted that there can be stipulations placed on a TDR. 
 
John Leybourne added that the BOT designates the landmark, and it typically doesn’t include the lot, so 
an ADU might be allowed in the back. 
 
Eric Sechrist agreed that TDR’s are a good option, but he wondered how they can be made to work within 
the current framework. 
 
Nick reiterated that the procedures are in place—all that is lacking are incentives. 
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John Leybourne pointed out the example of 711 Main Street as the type of negotiation that can take 
place—the approval for the planned unit development (PUD) was contingent upon the building remaining 
historic in appearance.   He added that Chapter 16.3.110 lists the economic incentives currently available. 
 
Nick replied that Chapter 16.3.110 sets up the framework, but it hasn’t fully been adopted into practice. 
 
John Leybourne noted that past commissions focused on State-sponsored incentives.  He added that 
while the incentives are broad, helping property owners would be a good start. 
 
Nick pointed out that while State Historic Fund grants may be geared toward both nonprofits and 
individuals, the individual generally has fewer grant choices but more flexibility and although nonprofits 
have more grant possibilities, they generally have less flexibility. 
 
John Leybourne added that for maintenance grants, the grant recipient must do the work first and get 
reimbursed. 
 
Nick suggested continuing this topic of conversation at the next meeting, with Heather gathering 
information on TDR’s, Melissa gathering information on deeds, and reaching out to AVLT representative 
to attend. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
The June 3, 2021, regular meeting adjourned at 8:00 p.m. The next regular meeting is scheduled for July 
1, 2021 at 6:30 pm. 
 
 
 


