
 

Rocky Mountain Institute Innovation Center at 22830 Two 
Rivers Road, Basalt 

 

TOWN OF BASALT MEETINGS 

Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting 

Tuesday August 16, 2016 
 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 
5:45 pm Light Dinner  
 
6:00  Call to Order 
 
 

 Approval of Minutes 
 July 19, 2016 
 August 2, 2016 

  
 Consent Agenda   
 Public Hearing on the Application submitted by “The Arts Campus at Willits” 

(TACAW) for Sketch Site Plan Review for the proposed Arts Campus at 
Willits.  The proposal sets the site plan limitations at the sketch plan level for 
construction of the Arts Campus at Willits in two (2) phases.   

 Recommended Action: Continue to September 20, 2016 without discussion 
 
6:05 Public Hearing on Stott’s Mill Application the purpose of considering an 

Application submitted by MSP1 LLC for: Rezoning; Reinstatement of the 
majority of the Single-family residential portion of the Stott’s Mill PUD 
Development approved pursuant to Ordinance No. 18, Series of 2009; and 
R-4 MD Sketch Site Plan Review for the Multi-Family development portion of 
the project.  The Application includes a proposal to be annexed into the 
Town.  Overall, the proposal includes, but is not limited to: 156 residential 
dwelling units, approximately 4.5 acres of parks, and associated necessary 
infrastructure improvements. 

 Recommended Action: Staff and Applicant presentation; Public Hearing; P&Z 
discussion; If the P&Z is comfortable motion to recommend approval per 
Staff Recommendation  

 

7:20 Consideration of Amendments to the Municipal Code, Chapter 16, 
Zoning and Chapter 5, Business License and Regulation. The 
Amendments include but are not limited to: changes to allow medical 
marijuana centers and retail marijuana stores in additional zoning districts 
and changing other restrictions on locations and number of facilities. 

 Recommended Action: Staff presentation; P&Z discussion; If the P&Z is 
comfortable motion to recommend approval  
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7:40 Commissioner and Staff Updates 
 
7:50 Adjourn 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Items on the agenda are approximate and intended as a guide for the Commission.  Times are subject to 
change, as is the order of the agenda.  For deadlines and information required to schedule an item on the 
agenda, please contact Basalt Town Hall at 927-4701.   
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DRAFT 
 

 

TOWN OF BASALT 
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

PUBLIC HEARING and REGULAR MEETING 
JULY 19, 2016 

 
 
CALL TO ORDER  
At 6:02 p.m. the Planning and Zoning Commission was called to order.  Commissioners answering roll 
call were Dylan Johns, Gino Rossetti, Patrick McAllister, Eric Vozick and Alternate, Tracy Bennett.   
Staff present was Basalt Town Planner, Susan Philp; Assistant Planning Director, James Lindt; and 
Recorder, Denise Tomaskovic. 
 
APPROVAL 
Minutes of July 5, 2016 
 
M/S ROSSETTI AND BENNETT TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF JULY 5, 2016 AS READ.  THE 
MOTION CARRIED BY A VOTE OF 5-0. 
 
AGENDA ITEMS 
Public hearing on Mark and Kris Elice Application: for the purpose of considering an Application 
submitted by Mark and Kris Elice for Rezoning, Minor Subdivision and R-4 MD Sketch Plan Review to 
create three lots from the 12,285 square foot property at 150 W. Homestead Drive.  Specifically, the 
Applicant is proposing that the parcel be rezoned from the R-3 TN Zone District to the R-4 MD Zone 
District and be subdivided for development pursuant to the requirements of the R-4 MD Zone District. 
 
Lindt noted that the Commissioners had visited the site previously and then proceeded to review the 
application, referring to Staff Memo dated July 19, 2016, a posted site plan, and architectural 
interpretation of the potential site layout.   
 
Staff had posted a list of discussion items as follow: 

 consistency with neighborhood character 
 compliance with R-4 MD Zone District 
 vehicular access and parking 
 affordable housing 
 non-conforming sheds 
 construction management plan 

 
The applicants, Mark and Kris Elice, were present.  Lindt asked if they had any comments. 
 
Mark Elice said that he is not comfortable with the requirement for two parking spaces on the existing 
residential lot; he thinks it should occur on the street.  He added that he didn’t have a problem with the 
requirement to remove the sheds or portions thereof.  However, this means an artist studio probably will 
have to be eliminated.  Originally, he had proposed that the lot line split be equal but he understands 
that due to building and zoning code conflicts they will have to be different widths. 
 
Kris Elice said that the current residence on Lot A has been rented by the same tenants for five years.  
They have a beautiful garden where the parking spots are proposed to be located and it would be a 
shame to replace the gardens with parking spots.  Mark added that the front yard functions as an 
outdoor living space in the summer.  Putting the parking spots on the property will require adding about 
two feet of fill which will make the house seem like it’s in a hole. 
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Commissioner McAllister asked which parking spots were in question and the proposed location of the 
required parking.  Philp explained that per the Town code required parking cannot be located on the 
street.  Guest and commercial parking can be located on the street, but not residential parking.   
McAllister then asked where redevelopment on the Lot would occur if it ever happens.  Lindt replied 
that it would be generally in the same spot but would have to meet the R-4 MD setback. 
 
Chair Johns asked if the property line adjustment between Lots A & C creates any sort of issue with 
setbacks and overall lot square footage.  Lindt said the Lot sizes still meet the [zoning] minimum 
requirements and Mark Elice added that even with the property line adjustment, Lot C can still 
accommodate an ADU. 
 
Public Hearing 
The public hearing was opened at 6:17 p.m. 
 
There were no comments from the public so the public hearing was closed at 6:17 p.m. 
 
Commission Questions/Discussion 
Chair Johns noted that the proposed parking configuration essentially sterilizes Lot A from having 
additional parking on the street.  Lindt agreed, adding that the off-street parking requirement is 
procedural. 
 
Alternate Bennett asked if there would be any other possible location for the parking.  Lindt said there 
are provisions for parking easements on adjacent lots that are owned by the same person.  It was 
noted that they could look at the possibility.   
 
M/S VOZICK AND ROSSETTI TO APPROVE THIS AGENDA ITEM PER CONDITIONS IN STAFF 
MEMO DATED JULY 19, 2016. THE MOTION CARRIED BY A VOTE OF 5-0. 
 
Public Hearing on Stott’s Mill Application for the purpose of considering an Application submitted by 
MSP1 LLC for: Rezoning; Reinstatement of the majority of the Single-family residential portion of the 
Stott’s Mill PUD Development approved pursuant to Ordinance No. 18, Series of 2009; and R-4 MD 
Sketch Site Plan Review for the Multi-Family development portion of the project.  The Application 
includes a proposal to be annexed into the Town.  Overall, the proposal includes, but is not limited to: 
156 residential dwelling units, approximately 4.5 acres of parks, and associated necessary 
infrastructure improvements. 
 
Lindt corrected a typo on the first page of the Staff Memo dated 7/19/16, stating that it should read 
there are 96 multi-family units and 60 single-family lots being proposed.  He added that this is a 
continued public hearing on this agenda item. 
 
The applicant, Briston Peterson, was present along with land use planner Mark Chain and engineer, 
Yancy Nichol. 
 
Lindt explained the revisions to the proposal that were made in response to input received from the 
Child Care Coalition and Commissioner comments made at the previous P&Z meeting.  He referred to 
Staff Memo dated July 19, 2016 which contains the revisions and information about the traffic study, 
noting that the estimated increase in traffic would require an additional CDOT access permit. 
 
The applicant provided a proposed site plan, architectural renderings of the multi-family units as seen 
from Southside Drive.  The Town’s consulting engineers had provided several options for traffic 
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mitigation on the South Side, ranging from a very costly vehicular underpass connecting Basalt Avenue 
with Midland Avenue beneath Highway 82 to a mini-roundabout at the Cody Lane and Basalt Avenue 
intersection along with some laneage changes.  
 
A list of posted discussion items included: 

 Daycare – revised proposal/Childcare Coalition recommendation 
 Traffic 
 Southside Drive cross-section 
 Parks and open space program 
 Allison Lane and Southside Drive traffic calming 
 Density 

 
For purposes of comparison, the adjacent Southside Subdivision has 101 units on 21.5 acres (4.7 
units/acre), and the Stott’s Mill project proposal is for 156 units on 18 acres (8.5 units/acre). 
 
Referring to the posted list of discussion items, Peterson said that, in his experience, this isn’t a dense 
project; that would have 12-15 units/acre.  If you want affordability, you have to have density.  All of the 
discussion points affect the affordability of the proposed project.  He employs 16 people, including 
those with young families who can’t afford to live in Basalt due to high real estate costs.  He asked the 
Commissioners to focus on affordability and attainability, not on other issues. 
 
Chain began by addressing the daycare issue.  The applicant has suggested dedicating Lot 38 for a 
slightly smaller daycare facility than recommended by the Childcare Coalition with the option for the 
space to revert back to the developer if a daycare facility isn’t successful.  They are not in favor of 
committing the ground floor of one of the multi-family buildings as a daycare facility as recommended 
by the Childcare Coalition.  It’s been tried and hasn’t worked in Carbondale. 
 
Regarding Southside Drive, the applicant believes that there needs to be parking on one side of the 
street and it’s the Town’s right-of-way so the applicant will go along with the proposed cross-section. 
 
Chain said that what they’ve heard from people in the Southside neighborhood is that they don’t want 
any more traffic coming through there so the applicant agrees that the Allison Drive intersection could 
be removed [as proposed by Staff] to appease the South Side neighborhood. 
 
The applicant still prefers that South Park function more as a passive/flex park but they have re-
engaged the tennis center group.  The applicant still doesn’t think that South Park is the best location 
for an indoor tennis facility but they’ve counter-proposed a somewhat smaller facility with three courts 
located closer to the eastern side of the park.  They would agree to give the tennis group two years to 
raise the funds to build the indoor courts and utilities would be extended to the facility parcel. 
 
Chain said that the traffic study report was a little hard to digest in only a day or so.  He then turned 
over the traffic part of the discussion to Yancy Nichol.  Nichol said that he’s reviewed the traffic study 
and has some questions which he hasn’t had a chance to research yet.  However, he does think the 
number of cars is being over-projected.  He also thinks that the pedestrian underpass will help increase 
the level of service at the Basalt Ave./Hwy 82 intersection and relieve the congestion currently 
experienced by waiting for pedestrians to cross the highway.  Nichol said he would be surprised if the 
total build-out of Southside happens within the next 20 years.  He also questioned the projected million 
dollar cost of the mini-roundabout because he is involved with the building of a mini-roundabout for a 
similar situation in Snowmass for about $350K.  Nichol thought it only fair to know in advance how 
Peterson’s traffic mitigation fees would be committed and used.  He said that he disagreed with the 
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need for another CDOT access permit as his numbers show 16%, not 20% as stated in the traffic study.  
Also, it would be helpful know how the pedestrian underpass is working before trying to get the access 
permit, which would be the Town’s responsibility, not the applicant’s.  In his opinion, Nichol said that the 
permit should have been issued with the recently built park-n-ride because that location is creating a lot 
of traffic problems on Cody Lane.  If the Town really wants to reduce traffic on Southside then, he 
suggested, don’t add a daycare and indoor tennis center to the mix.  Nichol concluded his comments by 
asking (rhetorically) who would offset those impacts. 
 
Peterson noted that there were no conclusions or recommendations in the traffic study.  His project 
proposal is trying to help solve the housing affordability issue, not the lack of childcare issue.  It seems 
like a band aid fix for a regional need.  Also, if there’s a possibility that traffic numbers could be a 
concern, then adding a daycare and a tennis facility needs to be considered as to whether or not this is 
the appropriate location for them.  Nichol said that he needs more time to go through the traffic study.  
Lindt suggested having SGM have further discussions with Nichol about the traffic study. 
 
Chain then activated an animated presentation of a drive-through in the proposed project.  The purpose 
was to illustrate the grid pattern and the streetscape along Southside Drive.  Peterson explained how 
the multi-family buildings are sited and the different parking options that will be incorporated into the 
project.  There will be some garages with storage available for some of the apartment residents.  He 
added that he owns a 58-unit apartment building in Carbondale with some tenants who have lived there 
for seven to ten years.  That apartment manager receives four to six calls per day from people looking 
for housing.  There were numerous PowerPoint slides which Peterson elaborated upon further.   
 
Commissioner Questions 
Commissioner Rossetti asked about the location of the proposed vehicular underpass.  Lindt explained 
that it would connect Midland Avenue and Southside Drive.  Rossetti commended the applicant and 
Staff on all the work that has been done.  He asked why the applicant had suggested that the tennis 
facility be reduced from four to three courts.  Peterson replied that he was concerned about a possible 
scale issue and also that the idea of an indoor tennis facility wouldn’t match with an affordable housing 
neighborhood.  Rossetti then asked for more clarification on the overall parking situation and Peterson 
complied with further explanations of layout and accessibility.   
 
Commissioner Vozick had some bigger-picture questions.  Regarding the traffic study estimates of 200 
new units, is that accurate?  Lindt said that reflects the Master Plan buildout numbers.  Vozick said he 
is concerned because, as a Southside resident, there are already traffic issues experienced every day 
and the traffic study doesn’t provide any solutions.  Lindt said that Staff will try to get the traffic engineer 
to attend the next meeting when the traffic study is discussed.  Vozick then asked if it is possible to 
address this proposed affordable housing project within the larger context of other ongoing and 
proposed AH proposals in Basalt.  He would like to know what AH proposals are actively being 
considered, where they’re located and how many and what types of units.  Also, how can we get 
another restaurant on the South Side to alleviate the traffic leaving there (mostly from the high school) 
beginning at 11:15 a.m. every school day.  It’s chaotic. 
 
Commissioner Rossetti asked Staff about the outdoor play area location for the childcare facility.  Lindt 
and Peterson explained that it would be possible to use the adjacent lot for the outdoor play area with 
Peterson expressing his desire to have the lot revert back to a developable lot if the daycare facility 
ever goes away.  He added that the plan would be to lease the ground floor area and adjacent lot to a 
childcare provider and have the AH apartment complex’s manager live in a residential unit on the 
second floor.  Rossetti clarified with Peterson that the [north/south] path is a walkway and bike path. 
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Alternate Bennett had a question about the possible mini-roundabout.  Lindt said this would be a good 
question for the Town’s traffic engineer, whom Staff will ask to attend the next meeting in order to 
provide more information about traffic mitigation.  Also, Bennet asked, is the indoor tennis facility not an 
option at Crown Mountain Park anymore?  Ted Bristol, CEO of Advantage-In Indoor Tennis Board of 
Directors, replied that the organization will conduct a feasibility study to cover four of the existing 
outdoor courts at Crown Mountain.  Both Stott’s Mill and Crown Mountain Park are under consideration. 
 
Commissioner McAllister said he could understand the applicant’s view on providing a daycare facility.  
He wanted to know if Staff thinks that [Stott’s Mill] is the best location for a daycare facility. 
 
Chair Johns said that he, also, was wondering why the mini-roundabout is considered a viable traffic 
mitigation option.  He asked for more clarification about the Southside Drive cross-section drawing for 
making improvements to that street.  Philp explained that with Pitkin County providing funding for the 
pedestrian underpass the County wanted to make sure that the connection to the Rio Grande Trail was 
strengthened.  She explained how the cross-section provides an opportunity to keep the bicyclists and 
vehicular traffic separated.  The plan will be implemented incrementally and this portion fits in with the 
larger plan.  Lindt added that the good thing about Stott’s Mill is that it fronts a long section of Southside 
Drive so it’s easier to implement a nice streetscape.  Johns then confirmed that the upper limit for 
density is 11.9 units per acre in the Master Plan, not the actual zoning.  He asked if parking in the multi-
family portion is covered or not.  Peterson replied that some spaces will be covered/enclosed to provide 
parking and storage.  Johns asked if there are any fences proposed.  Peterson said that the last 
application allowed low fences, e.g., 3.5 feet tall in single family neighborhood.  Also, there will be  
wildlife friendly fences to keep kids out of adjacent property and fences to keep them from getting into 
the irrigation ditches. 
 
Commissioner Rossetti asked if snow removal has been considered in the multi-family section.  
Peterson and Chain said that all snow removal and snow storage, along with garbage pickup, etc. have 
been planned for, although some details may change.  All of the apartments will be rental units. 
 
Public Hearing 
Chair Johns opened the public hearing at 7:33 p.m. 
 
Renee Fleisher said that she has lived in Southside for 14 years.  She asked for clarification about the 
covered parking and wondered if the proposal is the same as what is in place at the townhouses on the 
north side of the Southside neighborhood?  She said that she likes the idea of including the AH 
component.  She thinks that a daycare facility is necessary for inclusion in the plan.  The neighborhood 
needs more active park space so the indoor tennis facility would be a good addition.  There are already 
passive parks in Southside.  She added that getting in and out of Southside is already problematic.  
The trouble is with the intersection design; we need a dedicated right-turn lane to get onto Hwy 82.  
Also, the traffic signal needs to be adjusted to let drivers turn left onto Hwy 82 on an as-needed basis in 
the evenings. 
 
Diana Elliott, Advantage Indoor Tennis board member, thanked the applicant for being receptive to the 
indoor tennis facility as well as responsive to input from the community.  At most there would be 16 cars 
at the facility if four courts are full, 12 if three courts are full.  The tennis facility would not be an 
exclusive thing – it’d be open to the public.  The tennis courts could also be used by the schools for a 
tennis program.  The School District is excited about being able to offer expanded sports programming 
with the addition of high school tennis teams and having the indoor courts located so close to the high 
school would be a bonus.  The Basalt Recreation Department office and storage could be located in the 
facility.  She invited people to feel free to email or call her with questions. 
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Ted Bristol, Crown Mountain Board, said that as we speak, there are 90 people playing league tennis in 
the valley this evening.  This could be a great revenue-generator for the Town. 
 
Linda Hoffman and her son, Connor, expressed support for the proposed indoor tennis facility. 
 
Renee Fleisher spoke up again to say that tennis is a growing sport and there are very few affordable 
places to play in the valley.  This would provide a great opportunity to make the sport more accessible. 
 
The public comment period closed at 7:44 p.m. 
 
Chair Johns noted for the record that five letters of support had been submitted for the indoor tennis 
facility.  He then asked the Applicant/Staff to answer Fleisher’s question about the multi-family parking 
situation.  Philp said that not all units will have access to enclosed/covered parking.  Peterson said that 
the leases won’t allow storage on porches or decks. 
 
Commissioner Discussion 
Philp explained the Child Care Coalition’s (CCC) thoughts behind their support of a childcare facility 
located at Stott’s Mill.  She said that affordable childcare is a huge need and is considered a workforce 
issue.  This location could serve Stott’s Mill residents as well as teachers on their way to work at the 
high school.  The CCC is more interested in getting a core and shell built, not fees-in-lieu.  Lindt said 
that a recent study identified one pre-school age child/every three housing units built.  Lindt reviewed 
the four childcare options presented in the Staff Memo.   
 
Alternate Bennett said she considers having a daycare facility an amenity to the Stott’s Mill project.  
She supported the suggestion of having the first floor as a daycare and a second floor residence for an 
apartment manager.  She thought 4,000 sq. ft. would be an okay size for the daycare.  Bennett said she 
would support a reversion of the property back to the developer if no daycare provider is found. 
 
Commissioner McAllister said that what works for the developer needs to be taken into consideration.  
He also supported a property reversion to the developer if it doesn’t work out.  He hopes that the Town 
can figure out some options to get a provider in place. 
 
Commissioner Rossetti suggested that we should rely on experts to determine the size of the daycare. 
 
Alternate Bennett asked why more childcare centers haven’t been built in the valley.  Staff replied that 
it’s not a profitable endeavor, it’s heavily regulated, and land is not available.  Operators are looking for 
space.  Staff will get feedback from CCC members on this proposal. 
 
Commissioner Vozick wondered if there is a potential safety issue if daycare students have to cross a 
street to get to their play area and the open space. 
 
Commissioner Rossetti agreed that having a childcare facility in Stott’s Mill could be a marketing tool.  
 
Chain said that there is sometimes neighborhood opposition to daycare facilities.  It’s a different animal 
to get something approved after the neighborhood is built vs. having one built as part of the project. 
 
Peterson said he’s an advocate for daycare but let’s find the right solution.   A better solution would be 
to put a regional daycare across Southside on a parcel owned by the Aspen Ski Company.  It could ve 
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a partnership between RE-1, the Town, and probably others.  However, it’s very important to him to 
have the property reverter option. 
Chair Johns said he was not comfortable with the tight approval timeframe that has been proposed.  If 
we need more time, let’s get the appropriate information in hand and have the necessary conversations 
before holding a public hearing.  Solutions need to work for everybody.  It’s the same thing with the 
traffic situation.  We need more information and it’s not the P&Z’s place to figure out these solutions. 
 
Commissioner Vozick agreed with Johns.  Think outside the box for solutions.   
 
Chair Johns suggested the possibility of having a cross-town shuttle to reduce traffic. 
 
Alternate Bennett noted that the vehicular underpass has been discussed since the 1990s. 
 
Commissioner Rossetti said that this is a refreshing proposal and there has been lots of good 
discussion about it.  He really wants to see the project happen; the sooner, the better.   
 
Chair Johns said he does not mean to imply that the project isn’t needed.  However, we need to get the 
plan figured out. 
 
Commissioner Vozick wondered how to mesh together the proposed Habitat project behind the high 
school, Stott’s Mill, and the Ski Co. parcel in a way that makes sense.  Nobody’s arguing that the 
project isn’t needed but the location and potential issues can’t be ignored.  It’d be great to come up with 
an out-of-the-box solution.  He also asked what’s going on with the other proposed affordable housing 
projects.  Philp replied that Real America’s interview with CHAFA is in the beginning of August and we 
will find out shortly thereafter if the developer will receive tax credits, enabling construction to begin. 
 
Peterson agreed that everyone seems to be on the same page in wanting this project to happen and he 
outlined his solution – they will build a 3000 to 4000 sq. ft. daycare facility and offer the adjacent lot for 
outdoor play area space with the condition of having a reverter clause for both those lots and, if 
necessary, they will contribute their proportional share to a future mini-roundabout.   
 
Regarding the Southside Drive cross-section, nobody had any problems with what has been proposed. 
 
Chair Johns clarified with Staff that the Parks and Open Space item concerned whether or not the 
Commission is okay with Staff’s condition for the reduced size (three courts) and two years to get the 
funding to build the center after Stott’s Mill receives final approval.  If the group cannot get the funding 
then the applicant, at the discretion of the Town Manager, is required to build a more active park that 
would include outdoor tennis courts and basketball courts. 
 
Alternate Bennett asked if two years was okay.  Elliott said that the tennis group agrees to that.  She 
added that while having three courts would be okay, having four would be more financially lucrative.  
The projected cost of completion is $1.3M and the group has $500K so far. If this proposal is approved 
then the tennis group wouldn’t pursue covering the outdoor tennis courts at Crown Mountain.  Peterson 
suggested that combining a childcare facility with the indoor tennis courts could be a good fit and a 
better land use model.   
 
Chair Johns said it sounds like there needs to be more discussion between Staff and the applicant 
regarding these ideas.  The Commissioners weren’t adverse to having four tennis courts if that made 
more sense in optimizing the facility’s use and economic viability. 
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Staff further explained the Allison Lane and Southside Drive Traffic Calming item.  Commissioner 
Vozick said he was okay with the suggestion in Staff’s Memo.  Peterson said they were fine with the 
condition, either way, and it’s up to the Town to determine the best way to address the safety issue.  
Nichol said that if the connection is kept as emergency only access then it could be downsized.  Lindt 
noted that this connection needs to be able to function as an emergency route for traffic also.  Nichol 
said that the type of use will determine the extent of the infrastructure work needed for the ditch. 
 
Regarding density, Lindt said that Staff has provided the comparison between Southside and Stott’s 
Mill.  After viewing the flyover presentation, Staff would like to take another look at the scale and 
massing before making a final recommendation.  The traffic piece is related to density and if we can get 
the traffic engineer to the next meeting, the issue can be delved into further at that time.   
 
Peterson reiterated that affordability requires density.  If they had to go back to the original approvals 
for 110 units that would probably cause him to walk away.  He is not trying to strong-arm anybody – this 
is just an economic reality - 156 units are necessary and it fits into the zoning, even if it’s on the high 
side.  They are not trying to push the envelope, just laying their cards on the table. 
 
Alternate Bennett we said we wanted density here so we need to work with it. 
 
Chair Johns asked if August 2nd is still a good date for continuation.  Philp suggested keeping that date 
as a place-holder and it can be moved to a later date if necessary. 
 
M/S VOZICK AND ROSSETTI TO CONTINUE THIS APPLICATION TO AUGUST 2, 2016.  THE 
MOTION CARRIED BY A VOTE OF 5-0. 
 
PLANNER UPDATES 
Staff reported that the Planning Department is extremely busy.  They are working with the Town 
Council and POST on the feasibility of an outright Pan and Fork parcel purchase.  The Department has 
also been directed to consider how to adjust zoning districts to allow expansion of the locations where 
retail marijuana stores can be located.  The other application on the burner is TACAW, which is 
scheduled for August 2nd, too.  Applications that were reviewed earlier by the P&Z are now moving on 
to the Town Council. 
 
Philp reviewed other planning department activities.  The traffic circulation plan for the schools’ remodel 
and parking lot improvements is coming along.  WE-cycle will be submitting an update on the success 
of the program.  Also, there are potentially more ADU applications. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
M/S BENNETT AND ROSSETTI TO ADJOURN.  THE MOTION CARRIED BY A VOTE OF 5-0.  
 
The P&Z adjourned at 8:32 p.m. 
  
TOWN OF BASALT 
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
 
By:________________________                Attest:__________________________ 
     Dylan Johns, Chair                                                   Denise Tomaskovic, Recorder 
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TOWN OF BASALT 
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

PUBLIC HEARING 
AUGUST 2, 2016 

 
 
CALL TO ORDER  
At 5:00 p.m. Basalt Staff James Lindt, Assistant Planning Director, and Denise Tomaskovic, 
Planning Technician, were present. 
 
CONTINUATIONS 
Public Hearing on the application submitted by “The Arts Campus at Willits” (TACAW) for 
Sketch Site Plan Review for the proposed Arts Campus at Willits.  The proposal sets the site 
plan limitations at the sketch plan level for construction of the Arts Campus at Willits in two (2) 
phases.   
 
Public Hearing on Stott’s Mill Application for the purpose of considering an Application 
submitted by MSP1 LLC for: Rezoning; Reinstatement of the majority of the Single-family 
residential portion of the Stott’s Mill PUD Development approved pursuant to Ordinance No. 18, 
Series of 2009; and R-4 MD Sketch Site Plan Review for the Multi-Family development portion 
of the project.  The Application includes a proposal to be annexed into the Town.  Overall, the 
proposal includes, but is not limited to: 156 residential dwelling units, approximately 4.5 acres of 
parks, and associated necessary infrastructure improvements. 
 
There were no members of the Planning and Zoning Commission present. There was no public 
in attendance.  Lindt stated that there was no quorum present and continued the public hearings 
to August 16, 2016. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
The Meeting was adjourned at 5:03 p.m. 
 
TOWN OF BASALT 
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
 
 
By:________________________                Attest:__________________________ 
     James Lindt, Assistant Planning Director                 Denise Tomaskovic, Recorder   
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