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MINUTES 
CARBONDALE HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

August 5, 2021 

CALL TO ORDER 
Nick Miscione called the in-person/virtual August 5, 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 
Eric Doud, Member 
Melissa Jones, Member 
 

Town Staff Present: Kae McDonald, Boards & Commissions Clerk 

CONSENT AGENDA 
Motion Passed: Eric Sechrist moved to approve Carbondale Historic Preservation Commission (CPHC) 
meeting minutes from June 3, 2021.  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, to address the CHPC. 
 
CHAPTER 16 REFRESHER    
Nick noted that although John Leybourne was unable to attend tonight’s meeting, the TOC Staff thought it 
was important to review certain passages of Chapter 16.  After the commission members had reviewed 
the packet memo, Nick asked for comments on the established purpose and/or Powers and Duties of the 
Carbondale Historic Preservation Commission. 
 
Eric Doud noted that in reading through the Powers and Duties section, it seems that the HPC is doing 
exactly what it should be doing—preserving the historic character of the town.  He voiced frustration with 
the pushback from staff that may not be reflective of the community and added that for the Chapter 16 
revisions, the commission members need to come up with revised language that is appropriate and 
acceptable that everyone can agree on.  He suggested that it should be presented to the community for 
their perspective, as well--it should be a working piece of legislation that can be included in the UDC. 
 
Eric Sechrist agreed with Eric Doud and didn’t think commission members had done anything to overstep.  
He would like to know what the threshold is and noted that the number one action item listed for the 
CHPC is “the protection, preservation and perpetuity of the Town’s historic and cultural heritage…”  He 
added that the Comprehensive Plan Update survey does ask about historic preservation. He pointed out 
that there are increasing economic and financial benefits to historic preservation and would like to 
continue to work on incentivizing it. 
 
John Williams responded that it would be helpful for staff to itemize those areas they perceive we are 
overstepping and discuss them at an upcoming meeting. 
 
Nick indicated that the value of the memo is for the commission members to read and understand the 
commission guidelines. 
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REVIEW OF GOALS 
Nick noted that a summary of the CHPC 2020 goals is listed on the last page of the packet.  He pointed 
out that the first goal is to increase public awareness and corresponds to Eric Doud’s earlier comments.  
He also noted that good progress has been made on this goal with the Sopris Sun article and additions to 
the CHPC webpage and asked if there was anything coming up to augment these items. 
 
Eric Doud pointed out that the plaque program and funding for a consultant discussed during previous 
meetings seems stalled.  He noted that the plaque program is the most visible action the CHPC could be 
doing, and that it is an integral part of the walking tour.  He emphasized his desire for this program to be a 
priority. 
 
Kim noted that Action Item #8 is providing economic incentives to property owners, and the plaque 
program would be part of that.  She added that she had a conversation with Janet about what was 
needed for a funding request, and she thought they needed more specifics. 
 
Eric Doud pointed out that that had been discussed and voted on at a previous meeting and he would like 
to see the funding request move forward. 
 
John Williams reminded the commission members that he had a quote of $75.00 for a print-ready page 
that would be printed on a material like the plaques already installed on downtown buildings.  He added 
that the program is stalled because they don’t know where they are going—and without knowing where 
they are going, there isn’t any way to estimate installation costs.  He suggested that the Commission 
could use the updated Structures of Merit list to approach property owners, as well as the Dinkel Building 
owners. 
 
Nick pointed out that property owner permission is required but added that he didn’t think commission 
members needed permission from staff to pursue that. 
 
Jess noted that if the property owner participates in the cost, that would be an acknowledgement of their 
approval and they can then participate in where it is posted and what is written. 
 
Nick thought it would be a two-step process: 1) Get permission from the property owner, and 2) seek their 
assistance in location and verbiage. 
 
Kim added that in Santa Fe, they use a 6” by 8” bronze plaque with a shield imprinted with “Recognized 
as a building worthy of preservation.”  She thought some property owners might prefer the smaller sign.  
She wondered if the landmarking process needed to be considered, or whether the Commission should 
just focus on the plaques. 
 
Nick pointed out that the two action items were separate endeavors.  He thought the plaques were a 
much simpler alternative that might be more readily accepted. 
 
Melissa suggested offering the smaller plaques to residential property owners and larger plaques to 
commercial properties or give them a choice. 
 
John Williams responded that he would prefer to give them the option. 
 
Eric Doud suggested writing a letter and sending it to all the owners of Structures of Merit and then only 
focus on those that an express an interest in the plaques. 
 
Kim agreed that that was a good approach but cautioned that they needed to be careful with the verbiage. 
 
Jess suggested speaking with Linda Griswold—she had spearheaded a similar campaign a few years 
ago. 
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Kim responded that she has already spoken with Linda, and she doesn’t remember much about the 
project. 
 
Eric Sechrist wondered how to approach the property owner about sharing costs. 
 
John Williams suggested a 50/50 split for the plaque and cost of installation.  He suggested another 
option would be for the Town to supply the plaque and allow the property owner to pay for the installation. 
 
Nick preferred the second option. 
 
Eric Doud cautioned that the location should be uniform. 
 
John Williams suggested that it could be specified in the letter—it needs to be in front of the house and 
readable from the sidewalk and possibly installed on a 4” by 4” post. 
 
Jess suggested that for commercial buildings, the location options could be the front or side of the 
building and for residential buildings, the location could be on a post near the mailbox with the plaque 
placed on the diagonal for readability. 
 
Nick added that if the TOC pays for the plaques, they could be placed in the TOC right-of-way.  Nick 
noted that this could be an immediate goal for 2021 and asked how much funding should be requested 
from the BOT. 
 
Eric Doud remined the commission members that the CHPC had already approved the funding request 
for a consultant to rewrite Chapter 16 and had also approved $1,000.00 to co-share the cost of the 
plaques.  He asked for volunteers to write the letter and present a draft at the next meeting. 
 
John Williams suggested having a task group write the letter and solicit input from the rest of the CHPC 
so it would be ready to present for approval at the next meeting. 
 
Kim reminded the commission members that the next meeting is with Cushing Terrell—the consultants 
preparing the Comprehensive Plan Update and she cautioned about having too many additional items on 
the agenda. 
 
Nick reminded the task force of the importance of staying focused.  He noted that Eric Doud, Eric 
Sechrist, Melissa, and Kim volunteered to participate on the task force. 
 
DISCUSSION ITEMS FOR THE SEPTEMBER 2ND MEETING CONCERNING THE COMPREHENSIVE 
PLAN UPDATE 
Nick pointed out that the Comprehensive Plan update is important and asked the commission members 
to come prepared for the next meeting.  He added that the commission members should considered long-
range goals for the next ten years.  He gave the example of preserving the pedestrian-scale of the 
Historic Commercial Core versus the “windshield” development that is now occurring along Highway 133.  
He also noted that infill is a hot topic and asked the commission members if that is something they would 
be interested in promoting. 
 
Eric Sechrist replied that if the Historic Commercial Core is discussed, it might also be important to bring 
up folding Old Town Residential into the HCC. 
 
Nick reminded the commission members that the HCC is the CHPC’s purview and OTR is not. 
 
Eric Doud responded that the CHPC should have as a goal the expansion of the HCC and preserving 
important buildings.  He emphasized that they need to take steps to strengthen preservation or risk losing 
the local cultural heritage. 
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Jess countered that it might be overstepping on the CHPC’s part in wishing what developers might do 
with their property. 
 
Eric Doud responded that he does want to work in concert with developers and noted that it is part of the 
CHPC mission to inform the development community. 
 
Nick pointed out that developers are not “developing” in the HCC because there isn’t any way for them to 
make money.  He added that there are ways to make it easier for developers such as changing the 
percentage of residential and mixed use but didn’t think that was within the CHPC’s purview. 
 
Jess suggested that the scale of buildings and adequate sidewalks might help reinforce the feeling 
visitors get they are in the HCC.  He thought it might be important to identify what those components 
might be. 
 
Nick agreed that they need to figure out the “special sauce” that activates the historic core.  He 
emphasized the importance of finding a way to get people out of their cars and walking down Main Street.  
He added that the next meeting was the commission members opportunity to voice their long-term visions 
and potentially change the UDC.  He suggested reviewing the current Comprehensive Plan and think 
about it in terms of long-term goals and “big picture” concepts.  He also cautioned against focusing on 
solution-oriented problems. 
 
Kim asked if the other commission members would be interested in exchanging ideas before the meeting. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
The August 5, 2021, regular meeting adjourned at 7:50 p.m. The next regular meeting is scheduled for 
September 2, 2021 at 6:30 pm. 
 
 
 


