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Criteria Report  
Criteria Committee 
18 June 2009 
 
I.       Criteria Committee Members 
 
Michael Behrendt, Penney Evans Carruth, Marsha Cook, Yasmine dePagter, 
Michael Hoffman, Junee Kirk, Lisa Markalunas, Ann Mullins, Joe Myers, 
Suzannah Reid, Gilbert Sanchez, Bill Wiener & Jack Wilke 
 
II. Introduction 
 
The Criteria committee was formed in August 2008 and met 30 times.  The 
purpose was to review the City of Aspen’s process for designating local 
landmarks and historic districts, and to suggest improvements.  Early on, the 
group acknowledged that most Victorian era resources in town have been 
protected, and no reconsideration of their value was needed.  The focus was to 
be places that had gained importance due to their association with Aspen’s 20th 
century history. 
 
From that perspective, the committee began investing time in building their 
expertise by brushing up on Aspen history, particularly the post-WWII era.  Over 
the course of the Criteria committee’s meetings, they were provided with many 
resources including articles and materials on the designation systems used in 
other communities, case law, feedback from “outside experts,” etc. 
 
Criteria was informed that the City began identifying noteworthy modern 
architecture decades ago, with efforts increasing particularly since 2000.  The 
committee built many of its discussions around the work that had already been 
done, but also talked about other types of resources that could be important, now 
or in the near future.  The approach was to honor the research completed by staff 
and HPC to date, without feeling obligated to perpetuate “business as usual” if 
there are better ideas.  The group decided to undertake an evaluation of Chalet, 
Rustic, Modern, Wrightian, Modern Chalet and Miscellaneous properties (other 
styles, landscapes, sculpture, etc.). Those properties listed on Ordinance #48, 
Series 2007, were generally given the most emphasis, however other 
nominations were made by committee members.  One aspect of Ordinance #48 
that the group felt is not valid is the exclusion of multi-family properties.  The 
committee recommends that the ownership structure should have no bearing on 
historical significance.  (vote 7 yes, 1 no, 2 abstained) The committee also 
recommends that all properties within the Aspen city limits be eligible for 
consideration. 
 



While the discussion of postwar era properties as landmarks has generated 
controversy, City staff has emphasized their view that an effective preservation 
program should consider the full range of resources, which represent the 
community’s history.  There are 2,319 parcels of land in the City of Aspen.   
279, or 12 % of these parcels are landmark designated.  Of the 279 landmarks, 
257 are properties containing buildings from Aspen’s first 13 years of history.  
Only 22 buildings from Aspen’s last 113 years of history are currently 
landmarked.   The Criteria committee has agreed that the full history of Aspen is 
a story worth telling.  To refine their scope of work, the committee was provided 
with a list of topics and comments pertinent to designation criteria that had been 
generated through a public “brainstorming exercise” in June 2008. 
 
III.      Criteria Committee Goals 
 
Criteria should be “Understandable, Predictable and Defendable” 
 
Tasks included but were not be limited to: 
1. Identify post-WWII events that are significant to Aspen’s development and 

history. 
2. Determine what elements of the built environment are representative of 

Aspen’s post-WWII history and, therefore, worthy of preservation. 
3. Establish criteria for the designation of important resources that best 

convey Aspen’s post-WWII history. 
4. Evaluate and test post-WWII historic resources based on the new criteria 
 
The designation of properties to an official list that is known as the Aspen 
Inventory of Historic Landmark Site and Structures, which is maintained by the 
City, is intended to provide a systematic public process to determine what 
buildings, areas and features of the historic built environment are of value to the 
community.  Designation should provide a means of deciding and 
communicating, in advance of specific issues or conflicts, what properties are in 
the public interest to protect. 
 
IV.     Executive Summary 
 
Criteria are intended to establish the requirements for historic designation of a 
building, site, structure or object. They identify what resources are important to 
preserve to tell Aspen’s story to our residents and visitors now and in the future.  
This report outlines our committee’s efforts to create meaningful and appropriate 
criteria for the historic designation of resources that best convey our community’s 
post-WWII history. 
 



By consensus, the group reviewed potential historic resources by architectural 
style.  This traditional approach has proven to be useful and effective by 
preservationist since the inception of preservation laws in the US.  It was 
determined that the essential significance of the styles considered is that they 
reflect historical trends and developments in the physical and cultural evolution of 
post-WWII Aspen.  The aesthetic and architectural features of the styles are 
secondary to their historical qualities and merit.  
 
At times the group got bogged down in trying to determine what must be saved 
as a historic resource, vs. what might be beneficially saved to avoid the potential 
for larger new development in its place.  Many feel that the scale of buildings 
within certain neighborhoods contributes to historic character.  Others feel that 
the scale of town has gone through a few transformations.  In the late 1800’s, as 
the town became more successful, some fairly monumental buildings, such as 
the Wheeler, the Jerome and the Elks Building, were constructed.  During the 
early 20th century lack of a strong economy led to the demise or removal of some 
buildings, creating negative gaps, or attractive open space, depending on your 
point of view, in the streetscape.  A significant amount of time was also spent 
discussing the impact of mass and scale on Aspen’s historic character, thus 
conveying a concern about the current Land Use Codes. Some believe that it is 
the scale of the structures that should be preserved rather than the styles.   While 
acknowledging the importance of mass and scale on overall community 
character, the majority of the committee determined that an evaluation of the 
Land Use Codes that legislate mass and scale was beyond the purview of the 
group at this time and that Historic Preservation should not be used to address 
Growth Management concerns. 
 
In December 2007, The Aspen City Council adopted Ordinance 48 . 
 
Ordinance 48, Series 2007, Section 5. Policy Task Force: 
 
“A Historic Preservation Policy Task Force shall be established in order to 
provide guidance on additional changes to the City of Aspen Historic 
Preservation Program.  Membership of the Task Force shall be appointed by City 
Council.  Duties of the Task Force shall be determined by City Council, but shall 
include a review of the following as a minimum: 

• The criteria upon which designation applications are judged, 
including whether additional or different criteria should apply when 
the property owner objects to the designation and for 20th century 
properties. 

• Changes to the Integrity Scoring System used to evaluate properties, 
including to the process by which the Scoring System is adopted. 

• Existing and additional benefits for owners of historic properties. 
• Strategic policy level review of the historic preservation program 

objectives and benefits and congruence with community goals as outlined 
in the Aspen Area Community Plan. 



The City shall not proceed with property designations without owner consent until 
Policy Task Force has made their recommendations and the City Council has 
considered proposed code changes.” 
 
The committee has considered all potential historic resources in the City of 
Aspen without regard to the limitations included in Ordinance 48.  For instance, 
restrictions on the form of ownership (single family residents, duplexes and multi-
family/condominiums) and the location of a property within Aspen’s city limits 
were not determinants in the group’s evaluation.  History was. 
 
Aspen’s History is a story worth preserving.  Aspen’s character contributes to the 
quality of life for all that are fortunate enough to visit or live here.  Determining 
what represents Aspen’s history and contributes to it is what makes this an 
interesting and challenging assignment.   
 
Everyone agrees that the mining era, represented by the Victorians, is of value to 
the community.  Post World War II buildings have been the focus of our 
committee.  The committee determined that we will not review/address properties 
that have already been designated. 
 
With some noted exceptions, the support for the preservation of Post-WWII 
resources varies based on styles. Chalets receive the most support, followed by 
Rustics (log homes), Modern, Wrightian, Rustics (Pan Abodes) and lastly Modern 
Chalets.  
 
The committee recommends the preservation of these styles because they are a 
physical record that represent the development of Aspen, as we know it today.  
The best examples should be a high priority.  The preservation of less worthy 
examples should also be encouraged to better complete the tapestry of Aspen’s 
history.  Criteria, Integrity Scoring, Context Papers and a Designation Process to 
accomplish this goal are proposed for the Task Force’s consideration.  
 
V.   Philosophy 
 
There are many ways that the community can relate to its history, from the 
stories repeated by those who have lived here for many years, to film and 
photographs, museum artifacts, etc.  Historic Preservation deals with buildings, 
areas and features of the built environment.  The City of Aspen has had a 
preservation program for over 37 years, including criteria for landmark 
designation.  The criteria have been modified several times, as is being 
discussed now.  This is necessary and healthy for the historic preservation 
process because the “definition” of what is important and should be preserved 
must be acceptable to the public.  How residents feel about a particular building 
type or period changes over time, sometimes because they become more aware 
of their architectural heritage, or individual contributions to our history become 
more relevant.  Periods of significance are ambulatory, meaning that they keep 
moving forward in time.  The group’s task has a high level of importance to the 
future of the community and stewardship of our history. 



 
The Criteria committee endorsed the idea that historic preservation must be 
“Understandable, Predictable and Defendable” to be successful.  Criteria must 
have a rational basis, must be reasonably related to a public purpose, and must 
be neutral in application (i.e. treats everyone who is similarly situated alike.) 
Seven out of the approximately 100 postwar era properties that might be of some 
value (including multi-family and environs of downtown) are owned by the City of 
Aspen.  The group felt that the city should model behavior and designate their 
own buildings first.  In terms of privately owned properties, Criteria members 
believe it is important to “even out the playing field” in the case of any involuntary 
designations.  There was discussion of a neutral liaison, or possible hiring of a 
third party expert to represent the property owner at the City’s expense. 
 
It was clear through the course of the committee’s work that there was a desire to 
“set the bar high” for postwar designations.  Concepts such as “exemplary,” 
“extraordinary,” and “best” are not currently a part of the designation criteria.  If 
they were, a substantial number of our existing landmarked Victorians would not 
comply, since they are modest, or near copies of each other (i.e. not unique.)  It 
is important to embrace the fact that we have the history we have.  Our postwar 
building stock does include remarkable buildings but it also includes much more 
simple buildings that are a reflection of local culture, values, environment, 
economy, tourism and other forces that have shaped the community.  
Nonetheless, public support for preservation of buildings from this time period is 
arguably weaker and support must still be built. 
 
The committee went through the exercise of comparing postwar properties to 
each other in an effort to identify the qualities that they would go to bat to 
preserve.  The purpose of this conversation was not to create a list but to help 
the group understand what type of “higher standards” may be required in order to 
protect the most important structures.  There were interesting discoveries during 
this process.  For instance, the group was surprised to discover that there are 
relatively few examples of some building styles left in town.  Staff identified 17 
Chalets for the group to discuss, only four of which are currently designated.  In 
the case of chalets, the group preliminarily concluded that the ones that are 
designated already are not enough to tell the story.  On the other hand, relative 
to Pan Abodes it was suggested by some that we preserve only one or two of the 
best and let the others go. 
 



To move forward, there should be additional historic resource survey work 
undertaken to accurately determine how many representative examples exist.  
Debbie Abele, a consultant who spoke to the committee, stated that an 
appropriate goal is to aim to preserve enough examples of a given style to be 
proportional to the population. 
 
A great deal of focus in this effort was placed on the extent to which certain 
architectural styles found in Aspen reflect history.  Not everything is about 
building style.  There are other types of historic significance that can lead to 
designation.  Association with important events or people must not be 
overlooked. In fact, relatively few of the resources that are currently designated, 
or which have been suggested for consideration, do in fact derive their 
importance from these associations without also having some relevance in the 
area of design.  For example, although many noteworthy individuals have lived, 
visited, performed, or presented in Aspen, there has not been a movement to 
designate the places they inhabited solely for that reason. 
 
One topic that came up in this area related to “small lodges,” which refers to an 
intimate scale of tourist accommodations that defined a vacation in Aspen in the 
50’s and 60’s; less so as condominiums and larger hotels developed.  There was 
a discussion that perhaps all remaining examples should be preserved for this 
cultural association, even if they were not architectural gems.  Committee 
member Michael Behrendt, a longtime lodge owner, did a study, which indicated 
that there is a still a healthy population of small lodges in Aspen and that while 
many of the buildings are no longer used as lodges, they have morphed into 
affordable housing, free market condominiums, retail spaces, etc.  Even though 
their use may have changed, the physical building exists today.  There are a 
number of zoning regulations (Lodge Preservation Overlay, Commercial Core & 
Lodging Design Standards) that discourage demolition of the remaining inventory 
and require approvals to proceed with construction, so arguably nothing else is 
needed.  On the other hand, others believe that most of the buildings are not 
protected from minor architectural alterations that may impact historical 
significance.  The committee determined that “small lodges” should be reviewed 
at a later date.  See recommendations Section VII.F.11 and the included Small 
Lodge Report prepared by Michael Behrendt. 
 
The challenge of the Criteria committee is to attempt to define which properties 
illustrate Aspen’s history in a meaningful way that should be protected.  A great 
deal of effort and discussion has gone into trying to create a filter for things that 
we really need to preserve.  Some properties are more important than others, 
and more clearly convey Aspen history.  Many buildings derive their importance 
from the specific architect who designed them, however it is acknowledged that 
not all work by an architect is significant or successful.  The committee debated 
how to pinpoint properties that need to be preserved and we as a community 
cannot live without.  It was suggested that this question is more difficult with the 
20th century resources than with the Victorians, which are so much more 
cohesive in terms of character defining architectural elements. 
 



At times there were philosophical discussions about the risk of keeping the future 
from being better than the past by preserving everything.  Even if all the postwar 
properties being discussed were designated, it would represent less that 15% of 
the parcels in town.  Some committee members stated that preservation does not 
prohibit change, it just adds more control where it is important. 
 
VI.     Work Product to Date 
 
The National Register Bulletin – Guidelines for Evaluating and Nominating 
Properties that have Achieved Significance Within the Past Fifty Years states: 
 
“The first step in evaluating properties of recent significance is to establish and 
describe the historical context applicable to the resource” 
 
We began by looking at Aspen’s history.  We learned from guest speakers, 
were provided materials for reading, and had presentations on architectural and 
cultural influences by Amy Guthrie and Sara Adams.  Timelines were developed 
and used to illustrate how architectural trends overlap Aspen’s history.  (Include 
attachment) 
 
The committee voted 11 yes, 1 no that the architectural and cultural influences 
that were significant in Aspen in the 40’s, 50’s and 60’s and how they translated 
into buildings of the period is a story worth telling. 
 
Individual post war styles were reviewed. Prior to voting on the importance of 
each style, a group of photographs of potential resources was reviewed as the 
“body of work”.  When a “body of work” is referred to it means that we reviewed 
multiple photographs, in a meeting, that have characteristics of a particular style.  
It does not mean that all of the structures included in the group of photographs, 
are considered by the committee, to be significant or an example of a style, nor 
does it mean that there are no other structures that should be included.  The 
over-all character, of the pictures, is the “body of work” – it is representative and 
not intended to be comprehensive nor inclusive. 
 
The question asked of the committee for each was:   “Are chalets (or log homes, 
pan abodes, Wrightian, modern, modern chalets) worth preserving, does this 
body of work represent Aspen’s history?  Are there some things within this body 
of work worth preserving?  Is there a connection between chalets and the history 
of Aspen? 
 
A yes, no or abstain vote was taken for each style.  
 
The desire to prioritize the preservation of the best was consistent with each 
style.  Some styles receive a greater percentage of support of the members than 
others.  There was discussion about creating a hierarchy among styles and 
within each style. 
 



Existing Criteria, including Integrity Scoring was reviewed and discussed.  In 
order to achieve our desire to prioritize the preservation of the very best, the 
suggestion to create a tiered system that allows the best to rise to the top and 
promotes the preservation of less significant resources gained support.   Integrity 
Scoring should be established that supports the desire to recognize the varied 
quality and significance to our community’s historic resources. 
 
During the process we identified styles and trends that while this task force 
elected not to explore at this time, we recommend that they be reviewed either by 
staff and/or a future task force.  A list is included under recommendations.   
 
The committee recommends the addition of the Wienerstube to any list of 
potential historic resources. (7 yes votes, 3 abstained) 
 
A review of 114 potential resources was conducted to test the ability of new 
criteria to create a hierarchy of important historic properties and to identify the 
best examples worthy of preservation.  We refer to this as a Ranking Exercise. 
 
Nine members of the committee participated in a ranking exercise to evaluate 
potential historic resources. They included properties on Ordinance 30 and 48, 
properties that were considered but not included in Ordinance 30 and 48, and 
properties previously determined by staff not to be significant.  Some of the 
examples have been demolished. 
 
While the committee reviewed the properties with a filter of knowledge built over 
the last year’s meetings, this exercise was not based on research of the 
individual building or integrity scoring.  It represents a “windshield” survey of the 
properties considered.   
 
The rules for evaluating the properties were: 

• Everyone voted on each building 
• One vote, per person, per building 
• Four Color Dots representing the following categories of the proposed 

tiered system of significance: 
1. Green – “Best”  
2. Yellow – “Better”  
3. Red – “Good”  
4. Black – “Not Eligible”  

 



Results of the Ranking exercise included the following: 
• 13 of the 114 evaluated resources garnered majority support for the 

inclusion in the “Best” tier 
• 25 of the 114 evaluated resources garnered majority support for inclusion 

in the “Better” tier 
• 42 of the 114 evaluated resources garnered majority support for inclusion 

in the “good” tier 
• The remaining 34 evaluated resources were determined to be in the “Not 

Eligible” tier 
• Among the 13 resources ranked in the “Best” tier: 

1. 1 represents the Rustic Style 
2. 3 represent the Chalet style 
3. 5 represent the Modern style 
4. 1 represent the Wrightian style 
5. 0 represent the Modern Chalet style 
6. 3 other categories including the Red Brick Center, the downtown 

pedestrian malls and the Fuller dome at the Aspen Meadows 
 
The actual designation process for any of these properties will require a detailed 
determination of their compliance with the criteria requirements and a thorough 
assessment of each resource’s historic and physical integrity.  All of this should 
occur under the scrutiny of property owners, their designated representatives, the 
City of Aspen staff and the HPC.  However, based on the completion of the 
Ranking Exercise, the Criteria committee is hopeful that the proposed Criteria 
recommendations can succeed in identifying and preserving those elements of 
the built environment that best convey the story of Aspen’s post WWII evolution. 
 
VII.  Recommendations 
 

A.  Criteria  
 

Criteria is a principal or standard by which something may be judged or 
decided.  Criteria for Historical Designation is used to determine if something 
is important to the community historically.  It is the first test to determine if a 
potential historic resource is a candidate for designation. 
 
The committee’s membership included a land use attorney, Michael Hoffman.  
Michael provided the group with a presentation on case law as it relates to 
Criteria.  He then used group feedback to write proposed criteria.  Initially the 
proposal was written in a way that preservation of some styles of postwar 
architecture were given more importance than others, a notion which has 
been suggested during various committee discussions.  This concept 
ultimately did not receive support and was removed.  
 
Context Papers support Criteria.  The proposed recommendations require 
staff to prepare Context Papers describing the significant people, trends or 
events that were essential to the development of Aspen’s History.  
 



Another important change in Criteria was the emphasis on the need to write a 
context paper for the only postwar style under discussion that does not have 
a paper - Modern Chalet.  It is clarified in the criteria that properties cannot be 
designated without a relevant, well written context paper that has been 
adopted by City Council.  The City should not adopt new context papers more 
often than every 10 years.  This is intended to focus energy on the resources 
that are unprotected now, and to give the community confidence that the 
areas/styles of interest for a defined period of time have all been clearly 
documented and provided to the public.  This addresses the predictability 
aspect of the Committee goals. 
 
In an effort to raise the bar to permit relevant examples of post WWII properties 
to be preserved the committee has prepared suggested changes to 
Sec.26.415.030.B Criteria for Designation of the Aspen Municipal Code. 
 
 
 
The proposed Criteria are on the following page. 
 
 



Sec. 26.415.030. Designation of historic properties.   
  
The designation of properties to an official list, that is known as the Aspen Inventory of 
Historic  
Landmark Site and Structures which is maintained by the City, is intended to provide a  
systematic public process to determine what buildings, areas and features of the historic 
built  
environment are of value to the community. Designation provides a means of deciding 
and  
communicating, in advance of specific issues or conflicts, what properties are in the 
public  
interest to protect.   
  
A.  Establishment of the Aspen Inventory of Historic Landmark Site and Structures. The  
Aspen Inventory of Historic Landmark Sites and Structures has been established by City 
Council  
to formally recognize those districts, buildings, structures, sites and objects located in the 
City  
that have special significance to the United States, Colorado or Aspen history, 
architecture,  
archaeology, engineering or culture. The location of properties listed on the inventory 
shall be  
indicated on maps on file in the Community Development Department.   
  
B. Criteria for Designation.  
  
1. Purpose and Legislative Intent.   
(a) The purpose of adding an individual building, site, structure, or object or a collection  
of buildings, sites, structures or objects (collectively, “property”) to the Aspen Inventory  
of Historic Landmark Sites and Structures is to:   
(i) promote the public health, safety, and welfare by protecting, enhancing, and  
perpetuating buildings, sites, and areas of the city reminiscent of past eras, events,  
and persons important in local, state, or national history;  
(ii) provide significant examples of architectural styles of the past; and  
(iii) develop and maintain appropriate settings and environments for such  
buildings, sites, and areas to enhance property values, stabilize neighborhoods,  
promote tourist trade and interest, and foster knowledge of the city's living  
heritage.   
(b) The city council does not intend by the historic preservation program to preserve  
every old building in the city but instead to draw a reasonable balance between private  
property rights and the public interest in preserving the city's cultural, historic, and  
architectural heritage by ensuring that demolition of buildings and structures important to  
that heritage will be carefully weighed with other alternatives and that alterations to such  
buildings and structures and new construction will respect the character of each such  
setting, not by imitating surrounding structures, but by being compatible with them as  
defined in historic preservation guidelines to be developed and maintained by the  
Community Development Director.  
2.  Investigation and Study by Community Development Director.  The Community  



Development Director shall conduct or cause to be conducted such preliminary surveys, 
studies  
or investigations as he or she deems necessary or advisable to adequately inform City 
Council  
and the Historic Preservation Commission of those properties located within the City 
which may  
be eligible for designation on the Aspen Inventory of Historic Landmark Sites and 
Structures  
pursuant to Sections 3(a) and 3(b)(i), (ii) or (iii), below.  The Community Development 
Director  
shall memorialize the results of his or her surveys, studies and investigations in a series of  
historic significance context papers.  The context papers shall be initially approved by 
City  
Council and all material changes in the context papers shall require City Council review 
and  
approval.  The Historic Preservation Commission may review and suggest changes to  
previously-approved context papers at its discretion.  Context papers for new styles of  
architecture may be adopted by City Council in 2010 and every ten years thereafter.  
  
3.  Criteria. Except for property considered for designation pursuant to Section 3(b)(iv),  
below, no property may be designated to the Aspen Inventory of Historic Landmark Sites 
and  
Structures unless the property has a demonstrated quality of significance as documented 
in a  
context paper previously approved by City Council.  The significance of each property 
shall be  
evaluated according to the following criteria. When designating a historic district, the 
majority of  
the contributing resources in the district must meet the criteria described below:   
   
(a) A property or district is deemed significant for its antiquity, in that it is:   
   
i. In whole or in part more than one hundred (100) years old, and   
   
ii. It possesses an appropriate degree of integrity of location, setting, design,  
materials, workmanship and association, given its age;  
   
(b) Property which does not meet the criteria set forth in Subsection (a), immediately  
above, may be added to the Aspen Inventory of Historic Landmark Sites and Structures if  
it possesses sufficient integrity of location, setting, design, materials, workmanship, and  
association; and is related to one or more of the following:   
   
i. The property is related to an event, pattern, or trend that has made a  
significant contribution to local, state, regional or national history; or  
ii. The property is related to people whose specific contributions to local, state,  
regional or national history is deemed important and the specific contribution  
is identified and documented; or  
iii. The property represents a physical design that embodies the distinctive  



characteristics of a type, period or method of construction, or represents the  
technical or aesthetic achievements of a recognized designer, craftsman, or  
design philosophy that is deemed important; or  
iv. The property possesses such singular significance to the City, as documented  
by the opinions of persons educated or experienced in the fields of history,  
architecture, landscape architecture, archaeology or a related field, that the  
property’s potential demolition or major alteration would substantially  
diminish the character and sense of place in the city as perceived by members  

of the community. 



B.  Context Papers 
 
Context papers are written on specific topics.  When developed for a specific 
architectural style they include but are not limited to when and how the style 
emerged in Aspen, individuals that contributed to their development, events 
associated with that period of time, the physical features that are 
characteristic of the style, eligibility considerations and representative 
photographs. 
 
During the Criteria committee process, one member suggested that the 
creation of historical timelines would be a valuable tool for understanding how 
one property fits into a larger context.  Timelines for building styles under 
discussion were created to include the dates of important local and national 
events influential during the period of time when specific styles of architecture 
were being constructed. (see appendix for timelines) 
 
Criteria discussed the value of expanding designation to interiors of publicly 
accessible landmarked buildings.  Staff presented draft criteria. 
 
Context papers are required for Chalets, Rustics (Log Homes and Pan 
Abodes), Modern (including Wrightian), Modern Chalets, Interiors of Public 
Spaces, and Section.26.415.030.B.3.(b).iv Designation of Historic Properties.  
Even though most of them currently exist, they should be reviewed and/or 
created so that high standards are required.  An Example of an existing 
context paper follows the styles. 
 
1.   Chalets 

 
 This style is reminiscent of alpine architecture in Europe and was popular 

for early American ski resort towns, including Aspen.  Large balconies and 
broad, shallow roofs are identifying features.  Occasionally, mountain 
scenes were painted on the stucco.  This style was often used for lodging 
and retail structures.   

 
 Characteristics: 

• Stucco and wood siding 
• Patterned wall planes created by false half timbering 
• Scroll-cut trim along gable ends 
• Exposed and detailed structural wooded members 
• Wooden shutters, often with cutout ornament 

 
 Vote:  Chalets represent Aspen’s history and some are worth preserving 
  Yes (10) No (0) Abstain (0) 10/1/08 
  Yes (7) No (3) 6/15/09    
 





2. Rustic (log structures) 
 
 Popularized by the designs of the National Parks Service for its 

institutional buildings, these structures were designed to blend with the 
environment and were constructed of native building materials.  An 
emphasis upon simplicity, hand craftsmanship and the natural 
environment make this a popular style for vacation homes, hunting lodges, 
dude ranches and tourist facilities.  In Aspen, these appear similar to 
Pioneer Houses, but usually include larger timber elements and 
emphasize more craftsmanship in details. 

 
 Characteristics: 

• Log with stone foundations 
• Large overhanging eaves 
• Small paned windows 
• Large stone chimneys 

 
Vote:  Log Homes represent Aspen’s history and some are worth 

preserving.    
 Yes (7) No (0) Abstain (0) 10/8/08 
 Yes (7) No (3) 6/15/09 

 
3. Rustic (Log Kit Buildings – Pan Abodes) 

 
 Pan Abode is a brand name for log kit houses available beginning in 1952.  

These buildings were also manufactured by other companies as early as 
1948.  The logs were milled, tongue and groove and came pre-cut and 
notched for easy assembly.  The system was popular in Aspen for ski 
lodges and modest homes.  These often employed fixed pane windows. 

  
 Characteristics: 

• Machine shaped logs 
• Projecting second story gable ends 
• Exposed rafter tails 
• Large roof overhangs 
• Floor plans rarely conform to the topography of the site 

 
Vote:  Pan Abodes represent Aspen’s history and some are worth 

preserving.    
 Yes (6) No (0) Abstain (0) 10/15/09 
 Yes (4) No (6) 10/15/09 

 
 





4. Wrightian 
 
 The Wrightian style was developed by the architect Frank Lloyd Wright.  

Several buildings in Aspen were designed by architects who studied under 
Frank Lloyd Wright.  Examples of the Wrightian style can be found in both 
commercial and residential buildings throughout Aspen. 

 
 Characteristics: 

• Low-pitched, hip roofs 
• Roofs have wide overhanging eaves 
• Details are used to emphasize horizontal lines 

 
Vote:  Wrightian represents Aspen’s history and some are worth 

preserving.    
 Yes (4) No (2) Abstain (0) 10/22/08 
 Yes (5) No (5) 6/15/09  
 
 
 



5. Modern (International Style) 
 
 The words International Style have become synonymous with modern 

styles and post-World War II architecture that emphasized simple 
rectilinear forms that expressed internal functions.  New materials and 
construction techniques also were used.  In Aspen, some variations 
emphasized techniques and materials from elsewhere, while others 
adapted the International Style to local materials and building methods.  
Several of the International Style buildings in Aspen were designed by 
Herbert Bayer, a noted artist and designer from the Bauhaus school who 
had a significant influence on postwar architectural development in Aspen. 

 
 Characteristics: 

• Flat roofs 
• An emphasis on volume, rather than mass, most often expressed 

through an extensive use of glass set flush with wall planes 
• Asymmetrical facades 
• Cantilevered sections 
• Corner windows 
• Metal casement windows, often with small panes 
• No surface ornamentation 
• An attempt to create smooth wall surfaces 

 
Vote:  Moderns represent Aspen’s history and some are worth preserving.  

Yes (7) No (0) Abstain (0) 10/22/08 
 Yes (6) No (4) 6/15/09   
 
 
 



6. Modern Chalets 
 
 The Modern Chalet style in Aspen describes buildings constructed in the 

1950’s to early 1970’s that combined the influences of Chalet architecture 
with the modernist approach employed by trained local architects, typically 
within the offices of Fritz Benedict, Herbert Bayer, Rob Roy and their 
associates.  Orientation toward the mountain and other aspects of the 
Chalets were re-visited with much more glazing on the primary façade, 
typically carrying all the way up to the roof.  Decoration was minimal, but 
still focused on the eaves, fascias, and balconies.  To a degree, this style 
made the characteristics of modernism more sympathetic to the mountain 
environment and Aspen’s architectural context. 

 
 Characteristics: 

• Low pitched roof 
• Deep overhangs 
• Balconies 
• Simple form with more glazing  

 
Vote:  Modern Chalets represent Aspen’s history and some are worth 

preserving.   
 Yes (8) No (2) Abstain (0) 10/29/08 
 Yes (3) No (7) 6/15/09   

 
 



7. Section.26.415.030.B.3.(b).iv Designation of Historic Properties 
 
 “The property possesses such singular significance to the City, as 

documented by the opinions of persons educated or experienced in the 
fields of history, architecture, landscape architecture archaeology or a 
related field, that the property’s potential demolition or major alteration 
would substantially diminish the character and sense of place in the city as 
perceived by members of the community.” 

 
 Vote:  Yes (7) No (3) 6/15/09 
 

8. Interiors of Public Spaces 
 
 Interior refers to any element situated within the exterior walls of a 

building, which includes and is not limited to interior exposed structural 
systems and visible materials. 

 
Aspen has very few candidates for the preservation of interior spaces.  
Current local law does not allow for designation of interiors, even if they 
are voluntary. 

 
Question:  Are interiors with public access worth preserving, does this 
body of work represent Aspen’s history?  Are there some interiors worth 
preserving? 

 
 Vote:  Yes (5) No (0) Abstain (2) 12/10/08 
  Yes (5) No (5) 6/15/09 
 
 
 
The following is an example of an existing Context Paper on Chalet Style 
Buildings. 

 


