
June 24, 2017 

 

Glad to see that things are progressing along with the proposed updated Master Plan. 

 

I have a few comments/ideas: 

 

I’m glad we continue to address all the bullet points in the Plan however the continuing question is how to enforce 

them?  It was a question we all had while redrafting this Plan the last few years.   While most of the Master Plan follows 

closely the Pitkin County Building Codes and acknowledging that it is the County who should be doing Code 

enforcement, they don’t always do so.  The Caucus relies on the County to forward building applications, event 

applications, etc. but it does not address those who are remodeling and don’t get permits.  Case in point is a neighbor 

who lives below me ~ Town of Basalt.  They came in without warning, and as far as I can tell has never read or 

acknowledged our Master Plan (and in fact, they don’t care because John Ely, Pitkin County Attorney, has told them they 

can do whatever they want) and painted one of the buildings a bright, light color that does not blend; they put on a new 

metal roof that shines a glare trespassing into neighbor’s homes; they installed bright white floodlights that also 

accomplish an assault of light trespass.  Despite all of this (and having personally contacted the Pitkin County Code 

Enforcement Officer ~ who did contact TOB ~)  nothing has been accomplished and visual and light impacts continue to 

abound. 

 

Point being that the County does not always ~ in fact quite often fails ~ to have a viable working relationship with local 

caucuses.  I would suggest that someone on the Board be assigned the task of being a Pitkin County coordinator and be 

proactive in contacting a point person at the County to make sure the Caucus truly knows what issues are coming that 

could affect the valley, the neighborhoods, etc. and work with them on enforcement ideas. 

 

I also thought there could be a point about limiting the period of time for landscaping construction.  I say this because 

there is a property on Snowmass Creek Road not too far past the bridge that erected black plastic to prevent erosion last 

fall when they changed the entrance to the property… but now it is falling down, no longer doing its job,  and incredibly 

unattractive, and one day will blow into the river or alongside the road, waiting for our Trash Pickup Day. 

 

And, under Commercial and Institutional Development/Special Review items, I am not in agreement to allow wind 

turbines (unless they are the old-fashioned water pump types).  Wind turbines are huge and very unattractive, and while 

I am all for wind energy, there are places that are zoned for this purpose…. both in location and amount of wind that can 

be generated.  Thus I vote No on wind turbines even under special review. 

 

Thanks so much and keep up the good work! 

 

Martha Ferguson 

July 17, 2017 

I own the house at 1111 Capitol Creek Rd. We built the house in 2000 on forty areas and stayed under 5000 sg. Ft. I feel 

strongly that caucus stance against TDR is wrong and should leave in the point that “respects the county zoning” should 

remain. Also the plan’s position against golf courses, private clubs and gated communities seem to me to be much more 

acceptable than trailer parks, dog training facility, landscaping companies and outside storage of junk which the plan is 



willing to grandfather because it has been here. I think you need to rethink the above positions in order to keep this 

valley beautiful and improve values for everyone who lives here. Bill Lederer   

July 24, 2017 

The draft is super thorough. The nature of these two valleys becomes more important to me each year. Thanks for the 

work. 

August 8, 2017 

To the Snowmass Capitol Creek Caucus board members: 

I thought the new Caucus board agreed unanimously a couple of meetings ago to stick with a maximum house size of 

5,750 square feet  (sf) and then leave it up to the County, if they decided for one reason or another, to exceed that. 

 Now for some reason, the Caucus is deciding to allow an expansion to 8,250 sf. 

Why? A house that size is incompatible with the character of our valley. Such houses usually are second homes, not 

primary residences. They sit empty much of the year. They are often just for speculation for another second 

homeowner.  

The County has espoused a philosophy of TDR transfers only to the urban growth boundary. If we want to keep our 

community, if we want to keep our character and protect local ownership in our valley, why do we want to allow houses 

that are fit only for non-residents and speculators? No one living here year around (in what is often a harsh climate) 

wants to live in such a huge, high maintenance house. 

Just for a visual example, a house that is 8,250 sf would be comparable to a one story building 27.5 feet deep and the 

length of a football field. Cozy! 

We live on a good- sized ranch in a 3,500 sf house where we raised three children. It’s difficult to imagine why anyone 

would want much more, unless to speculate and sell. After all, at resort prices of $1,500 a square foot, an 8,250 sf home 

might sell for $12,375,000. That changes everything – especially our valley. 

Please don’t change what you endorsed before. Please maintain and protect the 5,750 square foot limit. 

John McBride 

 


