
	

August	19,	2020	

Morgan	Landers,	Planning	Manager	
Eagle	County	Community	Development	
500	Broadway	
Eagle,	CO	81631	

RE:		Mtn	Hive	Response	to	Referral	Comments	

The	Mtn	Hive	team	has	taken	the	 last	six	months	to	revise	the	Mtn	Hive	submiKal	to	address	
concerns	 of	 Eagle	 County	 staff,	 various	 referral	 agencies,	 adjacent	 property	 owners,	 and	 the	
general	Eagle	County	public.				You	will	note	that	the	applicant	has	taken	extraordinary	measures	
to	address	comments	and	concerns	raised	and	along	with	this	leKer	we	are	submiRng	revised	
materials	 for	 review	 by	 Eagle	 County.	 	 This	 leKer	 serves	 to	 address	 the	 Mtn	 Hive	 Referral	
Comment	 LeKer,	 dated	 February	 28,	 2020.	 	 We	 have	 taken	 each	 comment	 and	 provided	 a	
descripVon	of	how	we	addressed	the	issue.			

Planning	Division	Comments	on	Comprehensive	Plan	Excep;on:	

1. The	Edwards	Area	Community	Plan	 (EACP)	outlines	 four	 criteria	 that	must	be	met	 to	
receive	an	excepVon	to	the	EACP.	Below	is	a	review	of	the	current	Mtn	Hive	project	
proposal	 based	 on	 those	 4	 criteria.	 As	 proposed,	 staff	 does	 not	 believe	 a	
recommendaVon	 of	 approval	 can	 be	made	 for	 an	 excepVon	 to	 the	 EACP.	Where	
areas	of	improvement	can	be	made	to	the	project	to	meet	the	criteria,	staff	provides	
suggesVons	for	consideraVon.	
a. Criteria	#1	-	The	proposal	is	the	result	of	a	unique	or	extraordinary	situaVon	or	

opportunity	 that	 was	 not	 anVcipated	 or	 fully	 veKed	 when	 the	 Plan	 was	
adopted.	
i. Staff	 acknowledge	 that	 the	 proposal	 of	 co-living	 is	 a	 unique	 type	 of	

housing	 that	 is	 not	 common	 for	 Eagle	 County.	 However,	 staff	 is	 not	 in	
agreement	 with	 the	 applicant	 that	 this	 is	 a	 unique	 opportunity	 not	
anVcipated	at	the	Vme	the	EACP	was	adopted.	Prior	to	adopVon	of	the	
EACP	 in	 2018,	 the	 county	 received	 five	 land	 use	 applicaVons	 for	
redevelopment	 of	 Tract	 T.	 All	 five	 of	 the	 applicaVons	 included	 a	
residenVal	 housing	 component	 and	 some	 included	 commercial	
components.	 The	 county	 and	 the	 community	 have	 contemplated	 the	
potenVal	 for	 residenVal	 housing	 on	 Tract	 T	 for	 many	 years.	 The	 EACP	
includes	 two	 Future	 Land	 Use	 Map	 (FLUM)	 designaVons	 that	 could	
accommodate	 a	 co-living,	 mixed	 use	 project.	 Neither	 “Neighborhood	
ResidenVal”	 nor	 “Mixed	 Use	 Commercial/ResidenVal”	 was	 placed	 on	
Tract	T	indicaVng	housing	as	an	appropriate	use.	
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ii. AddiVonally,	 although	 housing	 is	 a	 criVcal	 component	 of	 a	 thriving	
community,	 the	 EACP	 clearly	 defines	 what	 is	 contemplated	 under	 the	
“AcVve	 RecreaVon	 and	 Infrastructure”	 FLUM	 designaVon.	 Public	
Infrastructure	 is	 a	 listed	 land	use	 in	 the	EACP	 for	AcVve	RecreaVon	and	
Infrastructure,	however,	 the	plan	 clearly	defines	Public	 Infrastructure	 in	
the	 Glossary	 of	 Terms	 as	 “FaciliVes	 and	 services	 needed	 to	 sustain	
community	 and	 land	 use	 acVviVes,	 including	 water	 delivery	 systems,	
wastewater	 collecVon	 and	 treatment	 systems,	 solid	 waste	 disposal,	
roads,	 bridges,	 power	 and	 communicaVons,	 fire,	 ambulance	 and	 police	
staVons,	 schools,	 libraries,	 churches,	parks,	 trails,	 drainage	 systems	and	
transit	 stops,	 as	 deemed	 appropriate	 for	 the	 level	 and	 intensity	 of	
acVvity.”	Housing	 is	 a	 land	use	 acVvity	 needing	 support	 from	 the	 listed	
faciliVes	 and	 services,	 not	 the	 facility	 itself.	 Staff	 disagrees	 with	 the	
applicant’s	statement	that	housing	is	public	infrastructure.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		Staff	indicated	that	the	proposed	Mtn	Hive	co-living	facility	is	not	a	
unique	opportunity	that	was	not	an;cipated	at	the	;me	of	adop;on	of	the	EACP,	referencing	
that	five	land	use	applica;ons	had	been	received	for	development	on	Tract	T.	 	The	Mtn	Hive	
Team	reviewed	the	Eagle	County	files,	and	these	applica;ons	were	all	related	to	one	proposed	
development	 for	Tract	T	–	a	project	 that	was	generally	 referred	 to	as	 the	Libeskind	project.		
Similar	to	the	process	that	we	are	currently	in,	there	are	oNen	various	applica;ons	associated	
with	 one	 development.	 	 These	 project	made	 it	 to	 one	 ECPC	mee;ng,	where	 the	 item	was	
tabled	 un;l	 the	 applicant	 returned	 with	 an	 amended	 final	 plat	 to	 address	 the	 plat	 note	
concern,	which	was	not	ini;ally	included	with	the	applicant’s	proposal.	 	Almost	immediately	
aNer	 the	 tabling,	 the	 economy	 entered	 a	 recession	 and	 the	 applicant	 withdrew	 all	
applica;ons.	 	As	a	result,	no	applica;ons	for	residen;al	uses	have	ever	been	fully	vePed	by	
Eagle	County	staff,	Planning	Commission,	nor	the	Board	of	County	Commissioners.	 	We	have	
revised	 the	 response	 to	 this	 criteria	 in	 the	 narra;ve	 and	 we	 believe	 that	 the	 proposal	
complies	with	criteria	#1.	

2.	 	 Criteria	 #2:	 The	 locaVon	 and	 design	 of	 related	 improvements	 have	 been	 made	 to	
conform	to	the	goals,	policies,	and	strategies	of	this	Master	Plan	and	of	the	Character	
Area	within	which	the	property	is	located	to	the	greatest	degree	possible.	
a. The	EACP	 idenVfies	 seven	areas	of	 goals	and	policies.	Of	 the	 seven,	 staff	believes	

that	 the	 project,	 as	 proposed,	meets	 four	 of	 the	 stated	 goals	 and	 policies.	 1)	
Access	 and	 ConnecVvity,	 2)Natural	 Resource	 and	 Environmental	 Quality,	 3)	
Economic	Development,	and	4)	Infrastructure,	Services,	and	Governance.	

b. Of	 the	 seven	goals	 and	policies	outlined	 in	 the	EACP,	 staff	believes	 the	project	 to	
somewhat	meet	the	goals	and	policies	of	the	EACP	in	the	following	areas:	
i. Land	Use	-	The	EACP	outlines	a	desire	to	have	higher	residenVal	densiVes	in	

the	commercial	core	(Land	Use	Policy	Res.	3)	with	access	to	transit,	which	the	
project	achieves.	The	project	contributes	to	the	diversity	of	housing	products	
available	 to	 community	 members.	 The	 EACP	 also	 indicates	 a	 desire	 for	
compact	development	(Land	Use	Goal	#2).	Contrary	to	these	areas	where	the	
project	meets	the	goals	and	policies,	staff	does	not	believe	that	the	project	is	
maintaining	community	character	(Land	Use	Goal	#1)	with	the	size	and	design	
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of	 the	 building	 (Land	Use	 Goal	 #1).	 AddiVonally,	 staff	 does	 not	 believe	 the	
project	 is	 providing	 shops	 and	 office	 space	 of	 “similar	 size	 and	 scale	 to	
exisVng	development	or	should	give	an	outward	appearance	of	the	same”	as	
stated	in	Land	Use	Policy	for	Commercial	2.	

ii. Open	 Lands	 and	 RecreaVon	 -	 Open	 Space	 Policy	 1	 states	 that	 “designated”	
areas	 should	 be	 preserved.	 The	 restricVve	 plat	 note	 on	 the	 property,	 in	
combinaVon	with	the	FLUM	designaVon	in	the	EACP,	designates	this	property	
for	open	land	and	recreaVon	uses.	

c. Staff	 does	 not	 believe	 the	 project	meets	 the	 goals,	 policies	 and	 strategies	 of	 the	
Community	Character,	Appearance	and	Design	component	of	the	EACP.	

i. The	 EACP	 states	 that	 new	 development	 in	 the	 Edwards	 Commercial	 Core	
adhere	to	applicable	provisions	of	the	Urban	Design	Guidelines.	This	is	also	
reiterated	 in	the	Edwards	Center	Character	Area	discussion	 in	the	EACP.	As	
stated	 in	 the	 sufficiency	 comment	 leKer	 dated	 October	 21,	 2020	 and	
reiterated	in	the	sufficiency	comment	leKer	dated	January	1,	2020,	staff	does	
not	believe	that	the	project	is	designed	in	a	way	that	conforms	to	Appendix	
B:	 Urban	 Design	 Element.	 The	 following	 comments	 were	 provided	 in	 the	
leKers	listed	above:	
1. The	 EACP	 does	 not	 contemplate	 ground	 floor	 parking.	 Seek	

opportuniVes	to	acVvate	the	ground	floor	and	somen	the	 	ground	floor	
parking	 structure	 aestheVcally	 to	 create	 a	 more	 pedestrian	 friendly	
environment.	 Explore	 design	 features	 that	 incorporate	 some	
transparency	 or	 other	 elements.	 Applicants	 should	 also	 consider	 the	
possibility	of	containing	all	 structured	parking	below	grade	 in	order	 to	
comply	with	the	intent	of	the	plan.	

2. The	EACP	states	that	“buildings	of	monumental	proporVons	should	not	
be	allowed”.	Please	seek	opportuniVes	to	reduce	the	perceived	massing	
of	the	structure	including	more	variety	in	facade	treatments,	increased	
fenestraVon,	 and	 horizontal	 material	 treatments.	 The	 building	 should	
have	disconVnuous	and	arVculated	facades	and	roof	forms.	

3. The	 building	 should	 have	 strong	 foundaVonal	 treatments	 with	 an	
appearance	of	lighter	structures	above.	

4. As	demonstrated	by	the	various	schemaVcs,	the	building	is	dramaVcally	
taller	 than	 surrounding	 structures.	 Please	 seek	 opportuniVes	 to	 blend	
the	building	with	surrounding	properVes	and	terrain	more	effecVvely.	

5. Consider	the	removal	of	the	renderings,	elevaVons,	and	floor	plans	from	
the	PUD	Guide	to	be	replaced	by	a	strong	set	of	architectural	standards	
that	dictate	the	treatments	discussed	above.	

ii. AddiVonally,	 the	EACP	defines	“Pedestrian	Scale”	 in	 the	Glossary	of	Terms.	
The	 EACP	 outlines	 that	 buildings	 front	 sidewalks	 with	 building	 facades	
fronVng	sidewalks	generally	no	more	than	three	stories	tall.	If	taller,	facades	
are	stepped	back	or	streets	are	 landscaped	in	such	a	manner	as	to	visually	
separate	the	upper	stories.	Page	46	of	the	EACP	recommends	that	building	
heights	be	limited	to	four	stories,	however,	there	are	locaVons	where	taller	
structures	 may	 be	 found	 to	 be	 compaVble.	 New	 structures	 should	
complement	exisVng	buildings	and/or	natural	landscapes/terrain	features.	

Page  of 3 31



Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:	 	 The	Applicant	has	 spent	 considerable	;me	examining	all	 of	 the	
elements	of	the	EACP	and	has	taken	drama;c	steps	to	ensure	the	PUD	is	consistent	with	the	
EACP	 and	 the	 related	 Design	 Guidelines	 contained	 within	 the	 EACP.	 	 The	 applicant	 has	
reduced	 the	building	by	 two	stories	bringing	 it	down	 to	a	 four	 story	building.	 	A	 four	 story	
building	complies	with	 the	direc;on	of	 the	plan	and	 relates	more	closely	with	 the	adjacent	
topography.	 	 Even	 at	 four	 stories,	 the	 building	 steps	 back	 at	 the	 fourth	 story	 so	 that	 the	
prominent	 feel	 to	 a	 pedestrian	 is	 three	 stories.	 	 The	 parking	 is	 now	 located	 completely	
underground	 which	 has	 resolved	 the	 concern	 with	 the	 first	 floor	 containing	 parking.	 	 The	
EACP	recommends	that	first	floors	of	building	contain	commercial	uses	but	not	every	area	in	
Edwards	core	where	 there	 is	a	first	floor	 is	a	 ra;onal	 loca;on	 for	 retail	or	office	use.	 	Mtn.	
Hive	is	one	of	those	places.		The	ground	level	of	the	building	fronts	on	a	driveway	and	parking	
area	 that	 serves	 the	 back	 side	 of	 the	 second	floor	 of	 Edwards	 Corner.	 	 This	 area	 is	 not	 an	
ac;ve	retail	or	commercial	zone	in	the	same	way	that	the	primary	areas	of	Edwards	Corner,	
Riverwalk,	or	Edwards	Village	Shopping	Center	are.	 	This	area	is	very	much	appropriate	for	a	
less	 ac;ve	 first	 floor	 environment	 focus	 on	 residen;al	 and	 amenity	 space	 for	 the	 building.		
The	first	floor	will	 have	however,	 a	 vibrant	 residen;al	 context	as	 the	main	entry	 to	 the	 co-
living	facility.	 	The	scale	of	the	building	has	been	broken	down	in	scale	by	various	elements	
that	have	been	incorporated	in	the	Design	Guidelines	for	the	PUD.	 	These	include	significant	
changes	in	materials,	changes	in	façade	relief,	both	horizontally	and	ver;cally,	and	ar;culated	
building	 form	 so	 that	 the	 building	 reads	 very	much	 like	 a	 series	 of	 four	 smaller	 buildings.		
Based	on	the	changes	that	have	been	made,	we	believe	the	proposed	building	 is	consistent	
with	 the	design	and	 character	 envisioned	 in	 the	EACP	and	 that	 the	proposal	 complies	with	
criteria	#2.	

3. Criteria	#3:	The	proposal	is	clearly	in	the	public	interest	and	addresses	viable	public	need.	
a. The	applicants	indicate	that	the	project	will	be	addressing	the	viable	public	need	of	

housing.	Staff	agree	that	housing	is	a	viable	public	need,	however,	staff	does	not	
agree	 with	 how	 the	 project	 proposes	 to	 address	 the	 need.	 Please	 see	 the	
housing	department	comments	in	the	referral	leKer	for	PDSP-9067	and	ZC-9069.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		The	applicant	has	worked	closely	with	the	Housing	Department	on	
revisions	 to	 the	 housing	 plan.	 	What	 is	 proposed	 now	 for	 the	 housing	 component	 greatly	
exceeds	 the	 recommenda;ons	 of	 the	 Housing	 Guidelines	 and	 is	 supported	 by	 the	 housing	
department.	 	 The	details	 of	 the	 revised	plan	 are	 included	 in	 the	PUD	Guide	 and	narra;ve.		
Based	on	the	changes	to	the	plan	and	a	bePer	understanding	of	the	func;on	of	this	co-living	
facility,	there	is	no	ques;on	that	this	proposal	complies	with	criteria	#3.	

4. Criteria	#4:	The	proposed	land	use	or	acVvity	has	been	designed	and	will	be	managed	in	a	
way	that	impacts	to	natural	resources,	traffic,	visual	quality,	infrastructure,	recreaVonal	
ameniVes	or	public	 services	are	minimal	and/or	are	clearly	outweighed	by	 the	public	
benefits	of	the	proposal.	
a. As	stated	above	in	criteria	#3,	the	idenVfied	public	benefit	for	the	project	is	housing.	

The	 primary	 impact	 of	 concern	 is	 visual	 quality	 and	 infrastructure	 related	 to	 the	
parking	system	needs.	Staff	believe	the	visual	impact	of	the	project	to	be	significant.		
Without	 a	 revised	 housing	 plan	 the	 clearly	 meets	 and	 significantly	 exceeds	 the	
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housing	guidelines,	this	criteria	cannot	be	met.	Staff	are	concerned	with	the	limited	
parking	 infrastructure	and	 the	 impact	 that	may	have	on	 the	Edwards	area.	Please	
see	engineering	comments	 in	PDSP-9067	and	ZC-9069	 leKer	for	recommendaVons	
of	 acceptable	 soluVons	 to	 this	 issue.	 To	 miVgate	 the	 visual	 impacts,	 the	 project	
could	address	the	scale	and	visual	impact	of	the	building	by	reducing	the	number	of	
stories,	adjusVng	the	roofline	to	mimic	 the	hillside	more	closely,	and/or	stepp	the	
building	back	with	the	hillside	to	create	a	more	seamless	transiVon	and	increase	the	
pedestrian	orientaVon	of	the	building.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		The	applicant	believes	that	the	proposed	changes	to	the	PUD	fully	
address	 the	 concerns	 raised	 herein.	 	 As	 men;oned	 above,	 the	 housing	 plan	 significantly	
exceeds	 the	 Housing	 Guidelines	with	 a	 new	 component	 that	 requires	 rent	 restricted	 units.		
The	 reduc;on	 in	building	 footprint	 and	 reduc;on	 in	massing	by	 two	 stories,	 has	 addressed	
the	issue	of	visual	impacts	in	a	very	significant	way.	 	This	is	fully	demonstrated	in	plans	and	
visual	analysis	provided	with	the	PUD	materials.	 	Visual	impacts	to	residen;al	neighbors	has	
been	significantly	reduced	with	the	east	end	of	the	building	barely	one	story	over	the	exis;ng	
grade	on	the	property.	 	The	building	benches	well	 into	 the	topography	and	now	essen;ally	
replaces	 three	 stories	 of	 retaining	 walls	 with	 a	 four	 story	 building.	 	 The	 applicant	 has	
addressed	parking	with	the	shared	parking	plan	for	the	Edwards	Corner	property	and	the	Mtn	
Hive	as	has	been	demonstrated	with	the	Shared	Parking	Analysis	provided	with	the	project.		
Staff	has	indicated	support	for	the	revised	parking	plan	for	the	property.		The	revisions	to	the	
plan	bring	this	project	into	full	compliance	with	criteria	#4.	

Planning	Division	Comments	on	Mtn	Five	Amended	Final	Plat	

1. General	Comment	on	proposed	plat	note	language:	
a. Staff’s	 determinaVon	 of	 conformance	 with	 the	 standards	 below	 reflects	 the	

proposed	plat	note	that	adds	“uses	as	listed	in	the	Mtn	Hive	PUD	Guide”	to	the	
plat	note.	Therefore,	 staff	must	 consider	 the	proposed	project	and	associated	
impacts,	rather	than	“residenVal”	as	a	general	use	or	removing	the	plat	note	to	
align	the	uses	with	the	underlying	zone	district.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		The	Applicant	agrees	with	this	approach.	

2. SecVon	5-290.G.3	-	Standards	for	Amended	Final	Plats	(AFP)	of	the	ECLUR	outlines	five	
standards	required	for	approval	of	an	AFP.	Below	is	a	review	of	the	current	Mtn	Hive	
project	proposal	based	on	those	five	criteria.	As	proposed,	staff	does	not	believe	a	
recommendaVon	of	approval	can	be	made	for	the	AFP.	Where	areas	of	improvement	
can	 be	 made	 to	 the	 project	 to	 meet	 the	 criteria,	 staff	 provides	 suggesVons	 for	
consideraVon.	
a. Standard	 #1:	 Review	 of	 the	 AFP	 to	 determine	 if	 the	 proposed	 amendment	

adversely	affects	adjacent	property	owners.	
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i. The	scale	of	the	project	has	a	potenVal	adverse	impact	on	adjacent	property	
owners.	 Impacts	 of	 concern	 are	 related	 to	 visual	 quality	 and	 parking	
infrastructure	for	the	project.	The	height	of	the	building	not	only	impacts	the	
visual	quality	of	the	Edwards	Area,	but	it	will	obstruct	the	views	of	the	Eagle	
River	 Valley	 in	 the	 Edwards	 area	 from	 adjacent	 property	 owners.	
AddiVonally,	 the	 building	 orientaVon	 and	 height	 of	 the	 building	 have	 the	
potenVal	to	impact	the	amount	of	sun	to	the	adjacent	property	to	the	north	
during	winter	months.	This	may	create	issues	with	slick	surfaces,	and	limited	
light	reaching	the	units	within	the	adjacent	building.	The	requested	parking	
variance	also	has	the	potenVal	to	create	parking	management	challenges	on	
surrounding	properVes.	 Staff	does	not	agree	with	 the	approach	of	puRng	
the	responsibility	for	managing	illegal	parking	on	individual	property	owners	
adjacent	 to	 the	 project.	 See	 engineering	 comments	 in	 referral	 leKer	 for	
PDSP-9067	 and	 ZC-9069	 for	 recommendaVons	 on	 ways	 to	 miVgate	 this	
impact.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		This	standard	has	been	fully	addressed	with	the	drama;c	changes	
that	have	been	made	 to	 the	height	and	massing	of	 the	building.	 	While	 there	will	 be	 view	
impacts	from	the	building	on	the	adjacent	residen;al	dwellings,	the	impacts	are	not	adverse.		
The	scale	of	the	proposed	structure	and	the	way	it	is	being	benched	into	the	hillside	greatly	
reduces	any	view	 impacts	 to	 the	neighbors	when	comparing	 the	exis;ng	 topography	of	 the	
site.		The	building	will	not	adversely	or	significantly	affect	views	of	the	Eagle	River	Valley	from	
adjacent	 residen;al	 or	 commercial	 proper;es.	 	 The	property	 to	 the	north	 is	 owned	by	 the	
applicant	and	the	owner	does	not	believe	there	will	be	any	significant	impacts	to	its	property.		
The	proposed	building	at	four	stories	and	the	retaining	walls	that	exist	on	the	site	today	are	
three	 stories,	 so	 there	 is	 not	 a	 significant	 change	 in	 the	 amount	 of	 light	 being	 provided	 to	
Edwards	 Corner.	 	 The	 applicant	 and	 staff	 have	 come	 to	 agreement	 on	 the	 ability	 to	
appropriately	park	both	the	Edwards	Corner	and	the	Mtn.	Hive	PUD	in	a	coopera;ve	shared	
parking	system.		This	plan	will	result	in	parking	that	is	appropriately	managed.		We	believe	the	
revised	PUD	fully	addresses	criteria	#1.	

b. Standard	#2:	Review	of	the	AFP	to	determine	that	the	proposed	amendment	is	
not	inconsistent	with	the	intent	of	the	Final	Plat.	
i. Tract	T	was	originally	plaKed	as	Open	Space	in	1985	with	the	subdivision	of	

Edwards	 Village	 Center.	 In	 1985,	 the	 ECLUR	 did	 not	 contain	 specific	
minimum	requirements	for	open	space.	It	appears,	based	on	staff’s	research,	
the	 open	 space	was	 designated	 voluntarily.	 Staff	will	 conVnue	 to	 conduct	
addiVonal	research	throughout	the	process	to	confirm	this	assessment.	

ii. As	noted	in	the	applicaVon	materials,	there	are	mulVple	uses	 listed	on	the	
Final	 Plat	 for	 Edwards	 Village	 Center.	 Many	 of	 the	 uses	 are	 intuiVve;	
however,	 the	 applicant	 makes	 a	 statement	 regarding	 what	 should	 be	
considered	recreaVon	faciliVes.	Staff	agrees	that	“recreaVon	faciliVes”	could	
mean	a	 variety	of	 buildings,	 outdoor	 courts,	 etc.	 and	 that	 the	designaVon	
implies	that	some	sort	of	verVcal	development	was	contemplated.	However,	
staff	does	not	agree	with	the	applicant’s	statement	that	because	the	listed	
uses	 contemplated	 structures	 for	 recreaVon	 faciliVes,	 a	 housing	project	 of	
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this	size	is	comparable.	The	project	anVcipates	approximately	145,464	gross	
SF	plus	parking	and	mechanical	areas.	

iii. The	 applicants	 have	 stated	 the	 posiVon	 that	 only	 criteria	 5	 should	 be	
reviewed	 for	 conformance	with	 standards	 of	 approval	 for	 an	 AFP	when	 a	
restricVve	 plat	 note	 revision	 is	 proposed.	 Staff	 does	 not	 agree	 with	 this	
interpretaVon	 of	 the	 process,	 however,	 staff	 acknowledges	 that	 an	
amendment	to	a	restricVve	plat	note	is	in	of	itself	out	of	conformance	with	
the	 Final	 Plat.	 To	 clarify	 staff’s	 approach	 for	 review	 of	 this	 standard,	 if	 a	
posiVve	finding	for	standard	5	can	be	made,	then	a	posiVve	finding	for	this	
standard	can	be	made	as	well.	See	review	of	standard	5	below.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:	 	The	Applicant’s	narra;ve	addresses	the	history	of	the	pla`ng	of	
this	parcel.	 	Tract	T	was	created	voluntarily	in	1985	and	was	listed	as	open	space.	 	However,	
in	1996	Tract	T	was	replaPed	without	it	being	indicated	as	open	space	but	rather	as	tract	that	
allows	several	uses,	one	of	which	is	open	space.	 	We	acknowledge	that	a	workforce	housing	
facility	 is	not	included	on	the	list	of	permiPed	uses	but	believe	that	area	has	changed	or	is	
changing	 and	 the	 proposed	 use	 is	 in	 the	 public	 interest	 and	 is	 a	 public	 benefit	 as	
demonstrated	in	our	applica;on	materials.			

c. Standard	 #3:	 Review	 of	 the	 AFP	 to	 determine	 if	 the	 proposed	 amendment	
conforms	 to	 the	 Final	 Plat	 requirements	 and	 other	 applicable	 regulaVons,	
policies,	and	guidelines.	
i. Staff	 believes	 the	 AFP	 as	 proposed	 meets	 the	 requirements	 for	 Final	

Plats	including	but	not	limited	to	access,	adequate	faciliVes,	emergency	
services,	traffic,	and	geotechnical	and	other	hazards.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		Applicant	agrees	

d. Standard	#4:	Adequacy	of	the	proposed	improvements	agreements	and/or	off-
site	road	improvements	agreement	when	applicable.	
i. Staff	believe	the	proposal	to	meet	this	requirement	at	this	stage	of	the	

review	 process.	 Improvements	 are	 not	 associated	 with	 the	 revised	
restricVve	plat	note	as	the	note	refers	to	land	use	only.	If	and	only	if	the	
Sketch/Preliminary	Plan	is	approved,	a	Final	Plat	will	be	required	prior	to	
development	 of	 the	 property.	 At	 that	 Vme,	 any	 public	 improvements	
proposed	 will	 be	 collateralized	 through	 a	 Subdivision	 Improvements	
Agreement	between	the	developer	and	the	county	at	that	Vme.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:	 	The	applica;on	for	an	Amended	Final	Plat	is	the	final	plat	that	is	
required	to	fully	implement	this	PUD.		There	is	no	requirement	for	a	subsequent	final	plat	for	
this	project.	 	Given	the	nature	of	this	approval	and	the	;ming	related	to	the	PUD,	any	Public	
Improvement	Agreement	should	be	;ed	to	an	applica;on	for	a	building	permit.	

e. Standard	#5:	If	the	amendment	is	an	alteraVon	of	a	restricVve	plat	note,	at	least	
one	 of	 the	 following	 criteria	 must	 be	 met	 1)	 That	 the	 area	 for	 which	 the	
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amendment	is	requested	has	changed	or	is	changing	to	such	a	degree	that	it	is	
in	the	public	interest	to	encourage	a	new	use	or	density	in	the	area,	or	2)	That	
the	 proposed	 amendment	 is	 necessary	 to	 provide	 land	 for	 a	 demonstrated	
community	need.	
i. Tract	T	was	iniVally	plaKed	as	open	space	in	1985.	Since	then,	the	Eagle	

County	 Comprehensive	 Plan,	 Edwards	 Area	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 the	
Housing	 Needs	 Assessment	 have	 been	 adopted.	 These	 documents	
demonstrate	much	change	in	the	community	since	the	original	plat.	The	
applicants	 have	 applied	 for	 an	 excepVon	 to	 the	 Edwards	 Area	
Community	 Plan	 (EACP).	 If	 an	 excepVon	 to	 the	 plan	 is	 granted	 by	 the	
Eagle	 County	 Planning	 Commission,	 staff	 could	 find	 the	 AFP	 in	
conformance	with	this	standard.	

ii. AlternaVvely,	 Eagle	 County	 has	 idenVfied	 workforce	 housing	 as	 an	
idenVfied	 community	 need.	 The	 housing	 assessment	 idenVfied	 that	
workforce	 housing	 opportuniVes	 in	 the	 mid-valley	 community	 of	
Edwards	is	very	desirable.	Amending	the	restricVve	plat	note	to	allow	for	
residenVal	 uses	 on	 the	 property	 would	 provide	 addiVonal	 land	 for	 a	
demonstrated	community	need.	The	property	is	in	a	locaVon	that	is	ideal	
for	access	to	community	services,	 transit,	and	neighborhood	ameniVes.	
It	 should	 be	 noted,	 however,	 that	 staff	 does	 not	 believe	 the	 proposed	
housing	plan	meets	the	needs	of	the	workforce	housing	community.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:	 	As	noted	previously,	the	housing	plan	for	the	PUD	has	now	been	
fully	 endorsed	 by	 the	 Housing	 Department	 and	 provides	 for	 a	 significant	 increase	 in	
workforce	 housing	 well	 beyond	 the	 County’s	 Housing	 Guidelines.	 	 We	 believe	 that	 our	
applica;on	materials	 demonstrate	 that	 the	 applica;on	 is	 changing	 to	 such	 a	 degree	 as	 to	
warrant	the	amendment	to	the	plat	note	to	expand	the	uses	to	 include	workforce	housing	
and	the	Mtn.	Hive	PUD	overall	because	it	is	in	the	public	interest	to	do	so.		

Engineering	Comments	on	Amended	Final	Plat:	

1 The	 two	monuments	on	 the	 south	end	of	 Tract	 T	do	not	meet	 Statute	38-51-104(6),	
Board	Rule	6.5.4.1.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:	Corrected	

2 On	sheet	2	of	3	for	the	Amended	Final	Plat,	the	note	on	Parcel	9	should	read	“Parcel	9	
as	Shown	on	 the	Final	Plat	Edwards	Village	Center	 (Recep>on	No	331705)”.	 	That	
document	was	 not	 an	 Amended	 Final	 Plat.	 Or	 the	 note	 could	 read	 “Parcel	 9	 as	
Shown	on	the	Amended	Final	Plat	Edwards	Village	Center	(Recep>on	No.	585943)”.	
That	document	was	an	Amended	Final	Plat	but	has	a	different	recepVon	number.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		Corrected	
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3 On	sheet	2	of	3	 for	 the	Amended	Final	Plat,	 the	access,	uVlity,	 grading	and	drainage	
easement	 (RecepVon	 No.	 628624)	 is	 missing.	 This	 same	 easement	 is	 shown	 on	
sheet	1	of	2	on	the	ParVal	Topographic	Map.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		Corrected	

Planning	Division	Comments	on	Sketch/Preliminary	Plan	for	PUD	and	Zone	Change	

1. SecVon	 5-240.3.e	 -	Standards	 for	 Preliminary	 Plan	 for	 PUD	of	 the	 ECLUR	outlines	 13	
standards	required	for	approval	of	a	Preliminary	Plan	for	PUD.	Below	is	a	review	of	
the	current	Mtn	Hive	project	proposal	based	on	those	13	criteria.	As	proposed,	staff	
does	not	believe	a	recommendaVon	of	approval	can	be	made	for	 the	Preliminary	
Plan	for	PUD.	Where	areas	of	improvement	can	be	made	to	the	project	to	meet	the	
criteria,	staff	provides	suggesVons	for	consideraVon.	
a. Standard	#1	-	Unified	Ownership	and	Control	

i. Staff	finds	the	project	in	conformance	with	this	standard.	
b. Standard	#2	-	Uses	

i. No	 variaVons	 to	 the	 use	 table	 are	 being	 requested	 with	 the	 project.	
However,	 the	 restricVve	 plat	 note	 prohibits	 certain	 uses.	 If	 the	
Board	of	County	Commissioners	approves	the	amended	restricVve	
plat	note,	staff	could	find	the	proposed	project	in	conformance	with	
this	standard.	

c. Standard	#3	-	Dimensional	limitaVons	

i. General	 comment	 regarding	 variaVons	 -	 staff	 appreciates	 the	 addiVonal	
jusVficaVon	 proposed	 by	 the	 applicants	 on	 the	 Basis	 for	 GranVng	
VariaVons.	 In	 review	 of	 the	 proposed	 purpose	 statements,	 staff	 does	
not	 believe	 that	 purpose	 statement	 E.	 Affordable	 Housing	 is	 being	
achieved	with	the	proposed	housing	plan.	Staff	will	not	consider	this	a	
Basis	for	GranVng	VariaVons	in	the	PUD	unVl	a	revised	housing	plan	is	
proposed.	See	Housing	Department	comments	below.	

ii. Building	 Height	 -	 As	 further	 discussed	 in	 the	 referral	 memo	 for	 ZC-9089	
ExcepVon	 to	 the	Comprehensive	 Plan,	 staff	 are	 not	 supporVve	of	 the	
requested	variaVon	 to	building	height	as	 the	desired	design	quality	 is	
not	consistent	with	the		Edwards		Area	Community	Plan	and	the	stated	
purpose	of	affordable	housing	is	not	being	met.	

iii. Floor	 Area	 -	 for	 the	 same	 reasons	 above,	 staff	 is	 not	 supporVve	 of	 the	
variaVon	requested	for	floor	area.	

b. Standard	#4	-	Off-street	parking	and	loading	
i. Please	see	engineering	comments	below.	

c. Standard	#5	-	Landscaping	and	IlluminaVon	
i. Staff	 believe	 the	 proposal	 meets	 the	 requirements	 of	 the	 ECLUR	 for	

landscaping.	 See	 engineering	 comments	 below	 for	 specific	 comments	
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on	elements	of	the	planVng	plan	for	consideraVon	 if	 the	project	were	
to	be	approved.	

ii. The	 PUD	 Guide	 states	 that	 pole	 lighVng	 and	 pedestrian	 lighVng	 shall	 be	
allowed	 in	parking	 areas.	 Staff	are	 concerned	with	 the	height	of	 pole	
lighVng	in	the	surface	parking	area	that	is	elevated	from	the	street	level	
and	 the	 impact	 on	 adjacent	 properVes.	 The	 ECLUR	 also	 recommends	
that	 	streetlights	used	for	illuminaVng	public	ways	should	be	mounted	
at	 a	 height	 of	 20	 m	 or	 less	 provided	 that	 the	 proposed	 lighVng	 sVll	
provides	 for	 	 adequate	 safety	 in	 the	 parking	 areas.	 The	 PUD	 Guide	
suggests	 that	 no	 building	 mounted	 lighVng	 be	 above	 25m.	 Staff	
requests	the	applicants	to	consider	pole	lighVng	with	full	shield	ligiVng	
in	 the	 surface	 parking	 area	 to	 limit	 light	 trespass	 and	 reduce	 the	
mounVng	 height	 of	 all	 lights	 on	 the	 property	 to	 20	m	 or	 less,	 unless	
otherwise	required	by	building	code.	

d. Standard	#6	-	Signs	
i. Staff	 believes	 the	 proposed	 project	 to	 be	 consistent	with	 requirements	 of	

the	ECLUR.	
e. Standard	#7	-	Adequate	FaciliVes	

i. Staff	believes	the	project	to	have	adequate	faciliVes	as	proposed.	
f. Standard	#8	-	Improvements	

i. Staff	believes	the	project	is	in	conformance	with	this	standard	except	for	the	
parking	requirements.	Please	see	engineering	comments	below.	

g. Standard	#9	-	CompaVbility	with	Surrounding	Land	Uses	
i. Staff	 believe	 the	 proposed	 uses	 to	 be	 compaVble	 with	 exisVng	 and	

permiKed	uses	of	adjacent	 land.	However,	staff	 is	concerned	with	the	
size	 and	 scale	 of	 the	 project	 and	 it’s	 compaVbility	 with	 surrounding	
uses.	Please	see	comments	on	Dimensional	LimitaVons.	

h. Standard	#10	-	Conformance	with	the	Comprehensive	Plan	

i. Please	see	referral	leKer	for	ZC-9089,	ExcepVon	to	the	Comprehensive	Plan.	
If	an	ExcepVon	to	the	Edwards	Area	Community	Plan	is	granted	by	the	
Eagle	 County	 Planning	 Commission.	 Staff	 could	 find	 the	 project	 in	
conformance	with	this	standard.	

i. Standard	#11	-	Phasing	
i. The	 project	 is	 being	 proposed	 in	 one	 phase.	 Staff	 find	 this	 to	 be	 an	

acceptable	approach	and	have	no	comments	on	this	standard.	
j. Standard	#12	-	Common	RecreaVon	and	Open	Space	

i. A	 variaVon	 to	 the	 Common	 RecreaVon	 and	 Open	 Space	 requirement	 is	
being	 requested.	 Staff	agrees	 that	 a	 variety	of	public	 parks	 and	open	
space	are	available	nearby;	however,	the	applicants	have	not	provided	
an	overview	of	those	spaces	and	the	corresponding	walking	distance	to		
those	 	 locaVons.	 Staff	 are	 open	 to	 considering	 adjacent	 open	 space	
areas	 while	 evaluaVng	 this	 variaVon	 request,	 however,	 the	 Basis	 for	
GranVng	 the	 VariaVon	 of	 	 Affordable	 Housing	 is	 not	 adequate.	
AddiVonally,	 applicaVon	 materials	 indicate	 the	 property	 is	 retaining	
much	of	the	lot	for	open	space	that	is	less	than	30%	in	slope.	Based	on	

Page  of 10 31



staff’s	 review	 of	 the	 PlanVng	 Plan,	 Site	 and	 Context	 CirculaVon	 Plan,	
and	Site	Coverage	Plan,	no	 	paths	or	access	points	 	to	the	open	space	
on	 site	 for	use	by	 the	 residents	 is	 illustrated.	 Staff	 sees	opportuniVes	
for	 creaVng	 usable	 recreaVon	 and	 open	 space	 areas	 and	 public	
ameniVes	in	this	area.	For	staff	to	further	evaluate	this	criteria,	please	
provide	 a	 detailed	 descripVon	 of	 open	 space	 and	 recreaVon	 areas	 in	
close	proximity	to	the	project	including	type	of	ameniVes	and	walking	
distance	to	those	locaVons	from	the	proposed	project.	

k. Standard	#13	-	Natural	Resource	ProtecVon	
i. Staff	 believes	 that	 the	 project	 is	 adequately	 addressing	 natural	 resource	

protecVon	 in	 the	 proposed	 applicaVon.	 Please	 see	 Sustainable	
CommuniVes	 and	 Engineering	 comments	 for	 discussion	 related	 to	
stormwater	management	on	the	site.	

Mtn	 Hive	 Team	 Response:	 	 The	 applicant	 has	 addressed	 all	 of	 these	 issues	 with	 the	
significant	changes	proposed	to	 the	massing	of	 the	building,	 the	revised	housing	plan,	and	
other	 modifica;ons.	 All	 varia;ons	 have	 been	 supported	 and	 strengthened	 based	 on	 the	
changes	that	have	been	made	to	the	plans	and	the	housing	plan.		The	off-street	parking	and	
loading	 plan	 has	 been	 revised	 and	 has	 been	 accepted	 verbally	 by	 the	 County	 staff.	 	 The	
ligh;ng	requirements	have	been	revised	to	reflect	the	County’s	comments.	 	The	scale	of	the	
project	 has	 been	 significantly	 reduced	 making	 the	 building	 compa;ble	 with	 surrounding	
uses.		A	detail	descrip;on	and	vicinity	plan	has	been	provided	to	demonstrate	the	adequacy	
of	 onsite	 and	offsite	 recrea;onal	 facili;es	 and	open	 space	within	 the	broader	 community.		
The	 stormwater	 management	 plan	 has	 changed	 significantly	 due	 to	 the	 removal	 of	 the	
surface	parking	lot	and	the	staff	comments	have	been	addressed.		

2. SecVon	5-230.D	-	Standards	for	Zone	Change	of	the	ECLUR	outlines	five	standards	required	
for	 approval	 of	 a	 Zone	 Change.	 Below	 is	 a	 review	 of	 the	 current	 Mtn	 Hive	 project	
proposal	 based	 on	 those	 five	 criteria.	 As	 proposed,	 staff	 does	 not	 believe	 a	
recommendaVon	of	approval	can	be	made	for	the	Zone	Change.	
a. Standards	 #1	 and	 #2	 -	 Conformance	with	 Comprehensive	 Plan	 and	 CompaVbility	

with	surrounding	uses.	
i. Please	see	comments	above	

b. Standard	#3	-	Public	Benefit	
i. As	 discussed	 in	 the	 housing	 department	 comments	 below,	 staff	 does	 not	

believe	 that	 the	 potenVal	 public	 benefit	 outweighs	 the	 anVcipated	
impacts	of	the	project	as	proposed.	 In	addiVon	to	workforce	housing,	
the	 project	 could	 invesVgate	 other	 public	 benefits	 such	 as	 making	
some	 of	 the	 ameniVes	 available	 to	 the	 public	 or	 uVlizaVon	 of	 the	
balance	of	the	lot	for	public	benefit.	

c. Standard	#4	-	Change	of	Circumstances	
i. If	an	excepVon	to	the	comprehensive	plan	is	granted,	and	the	amendment	

to	 the	 restricVve	plat	note	 is	approved.	Staff	could	find	 the	proposed	
project	in	conformance	with	this	standard	

d. Standard	#5	Adequate	Infrastructure	-	Please	see	engineering	comments	below.	
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Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		All	of	the	criteria	suppor;ng	a	zone	change	have	been	jus;fied	in	
the	narra;ve	provided	with	the	applica;on.	 	As	stated	previously	herein,	drama;c	changes	
to	 the	 plan	 and	 housing	 plan	 have	 occurred	 which	 posi;on	 the	 project	 so	 that	 it	 bePer	
addresses	 the	 review	 criteria.	 	 The	 project	 contains	 substan;al	 public	 benefit	 as	
demonstrated	in	the	narra;ve.	

Engineering	Comments	on	Sketch/Preliminary	Plan	for	PUD	and	Zone	Change	

1. On	page	 4	 of	 the	 response	 leKer	 to	 Eagle	 County	 comments,	 it	 states,	 “We	 believe	 the	
recogni>on	of	San	 Jose	 is	 important.”	Again,	San	 Jose	 is	 the	3rd	 largest	 city	 in	California	
with	 a	 populaVon	 of	 1,030,119	 (2019).	 Edwards,	 while	 the	 largest	 community	 in	 Eagle	
County,	has	a	populaVon	of	9,202	 (2017).	Expand	on	how	this	 comparison	 is	applicable.		
For	 example,	 is	 the	 transit	 service	 comparable	 in	 regards	 to	 the	 number	 of	 lines,	
frequency,	 capacity.	 In	 terms	 of	 walkability,	 are	 there	 the	 same	 types	 and	 number	 of	
services	(grocery	store,	post	office,	bank,	denVst,	library,	medical	faciliVes)	available	within	
walking	 distance	 in	 Edwards	 as	 San	 Jose.	 Is	 there	 the	 same	 job	 market,	 or	 number	 of	
available	posiVons?	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		The	San	Jose	example	was	provided	in	order	to	show	that	it	is	not	
uncommon	 to	 find	 communi;es	 that	 have	 reduced	 their	 parking	 requirements	 to	 address	
workforce	housing	and	specifically,	 co-living	 facili;es.	 	 It	was	not	 intended	 to	 suggest	 that	
the	urban	characteris;cs	mimic	those	of	Edwards.	 	The	applica;on	does	not	rely	upon	the	
data	from	San	Jose	and	we	were	able	to	prove,	using	local	data	and	the	ECLUR	requirements,	
that	adequate	parking	is	being	provided	with	a	shared	parking	system.		We	have	also	shown	
in	the	applica;on	materials,	the	close	proximity	of	services	for	residents	of	Mtn.	Hive	to	the	
site.	 	 The	 Edwards	 commercial	 area	 is	 ripe	with	 nearly	 every	 necessary	 service	 and	 retail	
opportunity	available	to	residents	within	a	reasonable	walking	distance.		

2. On	page	5	of	 the	 response	 leKer	 to	Eagle	County	 comments,	 it	 states,	“Those	examples	
being	provided	by	staff	were	excluded	from	the	analysis	because	they	were	adap>ve	reuse	
projects	 of	 exis>ng	 commercial	 and	 ins>tu>onal	 buildings.	 The	 parking	 was	 already	
present	so	they	were	approved	with	the	parking	that	was	present	rather	than	necessarily	
reflec>ng	need.”	This	is	not	true.	Adjustments	were	made	to	the	parking	layout	for	the	Old	
Fire	 StaVon	 and	 the	Warner	 Professional	 Building	 developments	 to	 reflect	 the	 need	 of	
parking	for	these	developments.	Furthermore,	adequate	parking	for	a	development	does	
differenVate	between	 the	 reuse	of	an	exisVng	building	or	brand	new	construcVon.	 	 The	
parking	 rate	 in	 the	 table	 of	 the	 residenVal	 parking	 analysis	 is	 flawed	and	 staff	finds	 the	
following	calculaVon	of	the	average	parking	rate	for	local	co-housing	projects	to	be	more	
accurate	than	what	is	represented	in	the	applicaVon.	

Facility	/	LocaVon #	of	
Dwelling	
Units

#	of	
Bedrooms

Total	Parking	
Spaces	Provided

Calculated	Parking	
Rate	(spaces	per	
bedroom)
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Mtn	Hive	 Team	Response:	 	 The	 applica;on	 and	 analysis	 has	 been	 revised	 to	 address	 this	
comment.	

3. Cursory	 checks	 on	 quanVVes	 of	 the	 PlanVng	 Plan	 reveal	 inconsistencies	 in	 the	 quanVVes.	
The	Engineering	Department	 requests	 that	all	quanVVes	are	checked	and	verified	prior	 to	
submission	 of	 the	 engineer's	 esVmate	 for	 inclusion	 into	 the	 Subdivision	 Improvements	
Agreement.	

Mtn	 Hive	 Team	 Response:	 	 Quan;;es	 have	 been	 adjusted	 and	 verified	 within	 the	
applica;on.	

4. On	the	PlanVng	Plan,	revise	notes	14	&	15	to	state	“Eagle	County	Standards”.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:	Corrected.	

5. In	 the	Mountain	Hive	 Parking	Analysis,	 the	MulVfamily	Housing	 category	 in	 the	 seRng	 /	
locaVon	 of	 “Dense	 MulV-Use	 Urban''	 was	 used.	 According	 to	 the	 definiVons	 in	 the	 ITE	
Parking	GeneraVon	Manual	5th	ediVon,	“Dense	Mul>-Use	Urban	area	type	can	be	a	well-
developed	urban	area	outside	a	major	metropolitan	downtown	or	a	moderate	 size	urban	
area	downtown.”	Remove	this	part	 from	the	parking	analysis	as	Edwards,	Colorado	 is	not	
considered	to	be	a	moderate	side	urban	area	downtown.		If	the	applicant	feels	that	the	use		
of	 the	“Dense	MulV-Use	Urban”	seRng	/	 locaVon	 is	 jusVfied,	demonstrate	how	Edwards,	
Colorado	 is	 a	 well-developed	 urban	 area	 outside	 a	 major	 metropolitan	 downtown	 or	 a	
moderate	size	urban	area	downtown.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		The	parking	analysis	has	been	revised.			

6 Although	compact	parking	is	permiKed	in	the	ECLUR,	may	challenges	are	associated	with	
it.	 It	 is	 the	 posiVon	 of	 the	 engineering	 department	 not	 to	 encourage	 the	 use	 of	
compact	parking.	
a. The	enforcement	of	compact	parking	can	be	problemaVc.	
b. Compact	parking	spaces	are	not	effecVve	unless	a	facility	is	managed	to	prevent	the	

drivers	of	larger	vehicles	from	using	the	compact	parking	spaces.	
c. Omen	Vmes	 larger	vehicles	park	 in	compact	spaces	and	tend	to	encroach	 into	the	

adjacent	parking	spaces,	creaVng	a	ripple	effect	along	the	road	that	eventually	

Solar	Vail	/	Vail,	CO 65 69 32 0.46
First	Chair	/	Vail,	CO 32 124 40 0.32
Lion’s	Ridge	/	Vail,	CO 113 197 153 0.78
Warner	Professional	
Building	/	Eagle	Vail,	
CO

36 36 48 1.33

Old	Fire	StaVon	
/	Eagle	Vail,	Co

6 6 6 1.00

The	House	/	Eagle,	CO 54 54 61 1.13
Average	Parking	Rate 0.84
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renders	a	parking	space	unusable,	this	negates	the	improved	efficiency	offered	
by	compact	parking	spaces.	

d. Because	 of	 the	 problems	 in	 aKempVng	 to	 predict	 potenVal	 numbers	 of	 compact	
cars	and	to	control	their	parking,	it	is	usually	considered	good	pracVce	to	design	
every	stall	and	aisle	to	handle	full-size	cars.	

If	 compact	 parking	 is	 to	 be	 implemented	 into	 this	 development,	 add	 a	 secVon	 to	 the	
parking	 management	 plan	 that	 addresses	 and	 defines	 the	 dimensional	 parameters	 of	 a	
compact	 vehicle,	 indicate	 the	 party	 responsible	 for	 enforcement	 and	 the	 type	 of	
enforcement	for	non	compact	vehicles	parked	in	compact	spaces.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:	 	Compact	parking	spaces	are	allowed	by	the	ECLUR.	 	All	parking	
within	 the	Mtn.	Hive	PUD	and	Edwards	Corner	will	 be	enforced	by	 the	property	owner	 to	
ensure	proper	compliance.		This	enforcement	will	include	educa;on,	warnings,	boo;ng,	and	
towing	as	may	be	necessary	to	ensure	proper	and	efficient	parking	facili;es.	

7. According	 to	 the	Parking	Management	Plan,	“Parking	 spaces	 shall	 not	be	assigned	given	
the	mixed	use	nature	of	the	project.”	On	sheets	A-100.00	and	A-101.00,	the	following	note	
exists,	 “Dashed	 line	 indica>ve	 of	 wall	 mounted	 overhead	 accessory	 storage	 units	 	 for		
residents.	Actual	quan>ty	and	loca>on	to	be	coordinated	with	parking	management	plan.”	
The	concept	of	wall	mounted	overhead	accessory	storage		units	within	the	parking	area	is	a	
great	 idea,	 but	 appears	 to	 be	 problemaVc	 without	 the	 assignment	 of	 both	 the	 parking	
space	and	accompanying	storage	unit	to	the	same	individual.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:	 	The	plan	has	been	revised	to	remove	overhead	storage	facili;es.		
Other	storage	facili;es	have	been	provided	within	the	facility.	

8. The	 applicaVon	 is	 asking	 for	 a	 significant	 reducVon	 in	 parking.	 The	 applicaVon	 indicates		
that	 there	are	150	parking	 spaces	 for	 263	units.	 The	Eagle	County	 Land	Use	RegulaVons	
would	require	1	parking	space	per	unit.	 	This	is	a	parking	reducVon	request	of	113	spaces		
or	 57%.	 In	 reading	 the	 applicaVon	 the	 raVonale	 and	 miVgaVon	 for	 the	 57%	 parking	
reducVon	are	outlined	below:	
a. Exploring	opVons	for	car-sharing	services	
b. Carpooling	 and	 ridesharing	 will	 be	 encouraged	 by	 management	 through	 online	

applicaVons	and	bulleVn	boards.	
c. Relying	on	residents	to	use	other	modes	of	transportaVon,	including	bicycles,	walking	

and	public	transportaVon	
d. A	provided	community	bike	share	program.	
e. Considering	 a	private	 shuKle	 for	 residents	 that	 are	employed	at	 the	neighboring	 ski	

resorts	or	hospitality-related	posiVons.	
Staff	 would	 like	 to	 see	 a	 demonstraVon	 of	 how	 the	 applicant	 is	 going	 to	 miVgate	 the	
parking	reducVon	gap	of	113	parking	spaces.	Examples:	30	spaces	that	are	miVgated	by	a	
shared	parking	agreement	with	an	adjacent	property	owner.	Have	a	car-sharing	program	in	
place	and	supply	data	that	shows	that	car	sharing	of	5	cars	reduces	the	need	of	20	parking	
spaces	(this	 is	a	hypotheVcal).	Have	an	agreement	with	a	neighboring	ski	resort	that	they	
will	lease	20	units	and	provide	a	shuKle	that	would	remove	the	need	for	20	parking	spaces.	
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Mtn	 Hive	 Team	 Response:	 	 The	 applica;on	 includes	 a	 shared	 parking	 plan	 based	 upon	 a	
shared	parking	analysis	that	staff	has	indicated	support	for.	 	All	of	these	parking	mi;ga;on	
methods	 will	 s;ll	 be	 employed	 to	 act	 as	 an	 incen;ve	 for	 residents	 to	 live	 at	 Mtn.	 Hive	
without	the	need	for	a	private	car.	

9. On	 page	 20	 of	 the	 TransportaVon	 Impact	 Study	 it	 states,	 “The	 project	 loca>on	 is	 near	
exis>ng	 transit	 stops.	 ECO	Transit	 and	private	 shu_le	 use	 is	 an>cipated	by	 residents	 and	
coworking	space	tenants.”	More	informaVon	will	be	needed	on	the	private	shuKles	as	well	
as	 confirmaVon	 from	 ECOTransit	 that	 their	 current	 bus	 system	 can	 accommodate	 the	
anVcipated	 increase	 in	 ridership.	Has	 	 the	 reliance	on	public	 transportaVon	been	 veKed		
with	 ECO	 Transit?	Will	 the	 increased	 ridership	 from	 this	 development	 require	 addiVonal	
buses	to	service	the	adjacent	transit	stops?	If	so,	 is	there	a	plan	for	acquiring	funding	for	
addiVonal	buses?	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:	 	Like	any	project,	the	property	with	produce	property	taxes	and	
the	occupants	will	generate	sale	tax	revenues	to	support	ECO	transit.	 	The	project	supports	
transit	 by	 being	 located	 in	 a	 dense,	 walkable	 area	 of	 Edwards,	 that	 is	 clearly	 a	 Transit	
Oriented	Development.	 	 It	seems	a	cross	purposes	to	encourage	the	use	of	transit	and	this	
type	 of	 development	 while	 at	 the	 same	 ;me	 ques;oning	 whether	 the	 project	 is	 funding	
transit.		We	see	the	likelihood	that	if	large	businesses	lease	mul;ple	units	within	the	project,	
that	they	will	have	their	own	private	shuPles	access	the	site	to	transport	employees	to	work	
centers	 outside	of	 Edwards	 (such	 as	Vail	 Resorts	 and	Vail	Health).	 	 There	 are	 a	 significant	
number	of	jobs	within	the	Edwards	area	(5,272	employees/jobs	in	708	establishments)	and	
we	 foresee	 most	 of	 the	 Mtn.	 Hive	 residents	 having	 jobs	 within	 Edwards	 thus	 allowing	
residents	to	easily	walk	or	bike	to	work	without	the	need	for	transit.			

10. On	page	23	of	 the	 applicaVon,	 it	 states,	“Cars	 are	not	 going	 to	be	able	 to	 be	parked	on	
public	streets	or	illegally	on	private	property,	so	it	is	not	as	if	the	public	in	general	is	at	risk.”	
Staff	does	not	agree	with	the	project's	approach	to	avoid	responsibility	of	off	site	parking	
impacts	 from	 the	 development.	 The	 applicant	 has	 not	 addressed	 how	 the	 possibility	 of		
illegal	parking	on	adjacent	properVes	will	be	miVgated.	

Mtn	 Hive	 Team	 Response:	 	 This	 comment	 has	 been	 addressed	 with	 the	 revisions	 to	 the	
parking	plan.	

11. Where	 is	 the	 minimum	 of	 one	 electric	 car	 charging	 staVon	 to	 be	 located?	 See	 also	
Sustainable	CommuniVes	comments	regarding	the	number	of	spaces	recommended.	It	is	
assumed	that	the	development	would	be	installing	a	level	2	charger	which	requires	up	to	
6	hours	for	a	full	charge,	meaning	it	should	not	be	located	between	the	2	short	term	guest	
parking	spaces.	A	level	2	charger	can	service	two	vehicles	at	the	same	Vme,	therefore	the	
charger	should	be	located	between	parking	spaces.	

Mtn	 Hive	 Team	 Response:	 	 Electric	 car	 charging	 will	 be	 appropriately	 managed	 on	 the	
property.	 	The	goal	is	to	not	reduce	the	overall	parking	for	the	property	with	spaces	si`ng	
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vacant	 due	 to	 lack	 of	 demand	 while	 at	 the	 same	 ;me	 allowing	 for	 adequate	 electric	 car	
charging.	 	The	final	loca;on	of	electric	car	parking	will	be	determined	at	building	permit	but	
in	concept	we	agree	with	this	comment.		Most	residents	will	charge	their	cars	overnight.	

12. On	page	17	of	 the	PUD	guide,	 it	 states	“The	applicant	may	pursue	the	 following	types	of	
subsidy:	 waiver	 of	 road	 impact	 fees.”	According	 to	 Eagle	 County	 Land	 Use	 	 RegulaVons	
SecVon	4-710.E.3.,	 “The	Board	of	 County	Commissioners	may	waive	 the	applicable	Road	
Impact	 Fee	 on	 the	 development	 of	 low	 or	 moderate-income	 housing	 or	 affordable	
employee	housing	 	as	 	defined	 	by	 	Eagle	 	County	 	government	 	in	 	this	 	Sec>on	 	4-710	 	of		
these	 	Land	 	Use	Regula>ons,	pursuant	to	C.R.S.	29-20-104.5(5).”	If	the	applicant	plans	to	
request	 a	 waiver	 of	 road	 impact	 fees	 from	 the	 Board	 of	 County	 Commissioners,	 please	
provide	 details	 of	 that	 request	 in	 accordance	 with	 Eagle	 County	 Land	 Use	 RegulaVons	
SecVon	4-710	for	staff	to	evaluate.	It	should	be	noted	that	the	proposed	construcVon	of	a	
roundabout	does	not	relieve	the	applicant	from	Road	Impact	Fees.	

Mtn	 Hive	 Team	 Response:	 	 The	 applica;on	 includes	 deed	 restricted	 workforce	 housing.		
Approximately	10%	of	the	total	number	of	units	will	be	price	capped	to	ensure	they	remain	
affordable.	 	The	applicant	is	seeking	a	waiver	from	the	BOCC	for	these	qualifying	units	and	
believe	these	units	comply	with	the	waiver	provision.		

13. As	 stated	 in	 the	 TransportaVon	 Impact	 Study,	 a	 CDOT	 Access	 Permit	 will	 be	 required.	
Engineering	requests	that	the	CDOT	Access	Permit	be	obtained	prior	to	submiKal	of	final	
plat.	The	raVonale	for	a	CDOT	Access	Permit	at	that	Vme	is	to	help	the	county	understand	
any	 public	 improvements	 that	 could	 be	 required	 by	 CDOT	 and	 have	 those	 public	
improvements	incorporated	into	the	Subdivision	Improvements	Agreement.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:	 	The	Amended	Final	Plat	submiPed	with	this	proposal	is	the	only	
final	 plat	 that	will	 be	 processed.	 	 The	 applicant	 believes	 it	would	 be	more	 reasonable	 to	
require	any	CDOT	access	permit,	if	required	by	CDOT,	to	be	provided	at	the	;me	of	building	
permit.	 	 Likewise,	 a	 Public	 Improvement	Agreement	 should	 also	 be	 linked	 to	 the	 building	
permit.	 	 Further	 suppor;ng	 this	 is	 the	 fact	 that	 a	 CDOT	 access	 permit	 is	 only	 valid	 for	 6	
months	and	there	is	no	guarantee	that	a	building	permit	will	be	submiPed	within	6	months	
of	a	final	plat	approval.	

14. Stormwater	treatment.	Per	the	PUD	guide,	revision	date	January	2020,	secVon	8.D.	Water	
Quality	Measures,	“The	project	shall	 include	 low	 impact	design	elements	 (best	pracVces)	
to	further	miVgate	water	quality	impacts.	Stormwater	runoff	will	be	captured	and	treated	
prior	to	discharging	from	the	site.	Use	of	bio	swales	and/or	other	mechanical	devices	will	be	
used	 to	 ensure	 appropriate	 stormwater	 runoff	 quality.”	 The	 applicant	 should	 submit	 a	
stormwater	control	plan	in	conformance	with	ECLUR	SecVon	4-650	A.2,	which	should	detail	
how	 the	 proposed	 stormwater	 detenVon	 facility	 achieves	 the	 pollutant	 removal	
requirements	 outlined	 in	 ECLUR	 4-650.B.3.a,	 as	 well	 as	 how	 the	 facility	 meets	 the	
addiVonal	requirements	from	that	secVon	related	to	drainage	from	parking	lots.	

Mtn	 Hive	 Team	 Response:	 	 The	 stormwater	 treatment	 facili;es	 have	 been	 changed	
substan;ally.		Please	see	the	revised	drainage	report	and	plans.			
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15. Stormwater	 system	 maintenance	 and	 best	 management	 pracVces.	 Per	 page	 6	 of	
Environmental	 Impact	 Report	 provided	 with	 the	 applicaVon,	 with	 the	 revision	 date	 of	
November	 6,	 2019,	 “Impacts	 to	 surface	water	 or	 groundwater	 are	 not	 anVcipated	 as	 a	
result	of	the	proposed	development,	provided	stormwater	best	pracVces	and	stormwater	
systems	are	constructed	and	maintained	according	to	project	engineer	specificaVons.”	The	
applicant	should	develop	an	appendix	to	the	PUD	guide	which	includes	stormwater	best	
pracVces	(e.g.	sweeping	parking	lots,	soil	erosion	controls,	etc.)	that	will	be	followed	and	a	
stormwater	system	inspecVon,	maintenance,	and	cleaning	schedule	that	will	be	followed.	
The	appendix	should	include	the	designaVon	of	a	responsible	party	for	ongoing	acVviVes	

Mtn	 Hive	 Team	 Response:	 	 JVA	 has	 addressed	 this	 comment	 and	 an	 appendix	 has	 been	
added	to	the	PUD	Guide.	

Sustainable	Communi;es	Comments	

1 Sustainable	Community	 Index	 (SCI)	Sec;on	2.14:	Please	provide	detail	 and	 raVonale	
for	 how	 the	 project	 exceeds	 the	 Affordable	 Housing	 Guidelines	 as	 claimed,	 in	
compliance	with	comments	from	the	Housing	Department.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		The	housing	plan	has	been	updated	to	support	this	claim	and	has	
been	verified	by	the	Housing	Department.	

2 SCI	 Sec;on	3.1.	Walkable	 Streets:	 A	 full	 28	 points	 are	 claimed	 for	 this	 secVon,	with	
simple	reference	to	the	narraVve	of	the	applicaVon.	Please	provide	details	on	how	
the	proposal	meets	secVon	a.	through	o.	of	3.1.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:	 	Prior	to	submiPal,	a	team	member	met	with	staff	and	discussed	
each	of	the	point	sec;ons	one	by	one.	 	The	spreadsheet	submiPed	reflects	the	agreement	
that	was	 arrived	 at	with	 staff	 at	 the	 end	 of	 that	mee;ng.	 	 In	 terms	 of	 this	 criterion,	 the	
project	 entrance	 faces	 a	 func;onal	 public	 pedestrian	 space.	 	 Sidewalks	 and	 footpaths	 are	
available	on	all	streets	bordering	the	project.		The	building	has	less	than	an	18’	setback	from	
sidewalks.		We	have	no	blank	walls	longer	than	50’.		Onstreet	parking	is	provided	on	the	only	
access	route	in	front	of	the	building.	 	Street	trees	occur	in	front	of	the	building	and	shade	is	
provided	for	at	least	50%	of	the	sidewalks.	 	Pet	pick-up	sta;ons	will	be	provided.	 	Based	on	
an	analysis	of	the	criteria	again	and	no;ng	that	this	is	largely	a	residen;al	building,	the	SCI	
has	been	modified	to	19	points.	

3 SCI	Sec;on	4.9	Innova;on:	Ten	(10)	points	are	claimed	for	this	secVon,	with	reference	
to	 ‘open	space	and	housing	 innovaVon’.	Please	provide	details	on	 these	areas	 for	
consideraVon.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:	 	As	discussed	with	staff	prior	to	submiPal,	the	project	is	claiming	
10	points	due	 to	 the	 innova;ve	approach	 to	workforce	housing	as	a	 co-living	 facility.	 	The	
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project	 exceeds	 the	 minimum	 points	 as	 recommended	 by	 the	 Housing	 Guidelines	 (157	
credits	are	provided	where	47	credits	are	required).		

4 SCI	Sec;on	4.9	Innova;on:	The	Climate	AcVon	Plan	idenVfies	efficient	electrificaVon	as	
a	 recommendaVon	 to	 reduce	 reliance	 on	 fossil	 fuels.	 An	 efficient,	 all-electric	
building	opVmizing	passive	and	acVve	solar	would	be	an	excellent	demonstraVon	
to	embody	these	principles	into	the	project.	

Mtn	 Hive	 Team	 Response:	 	 The	 applicant	 has	 met	 with	 members	 of	 the	 Climate	 Ac;on	
Collabora;ve	 in	order	 to	bePer	understand	and	 incorporate	 their	 goals	 and	priori;es	with	
regards	 to	waste,	 buildings,	 transporta;on,	 and	 energy.	 It	was	 felt	 in	 these	mee;ngs	 that	
coliving	 and	 in	 par;cular	 several	 of	 the	 Mtn	 Hive’s	 proposed	 programs	 are	 inherently	
sustainable.	Furthermore,	it	was	noted	that	there	are	several	priori;es	such	as	compos;ng,	
fully	 electric	 buildings,	 renewable	 energy,	 etc.	 that	 will	 be	 incorporated	 during	 building	
permit	cost	and	efficiency	permi`ng.		Upon	approval,	further	mee;ngs	will	be	held	with	the	
CAC	in	order	to	further	explore	sustainable	and	innova;ve	alterna;ves.	

5 SCI	Sec;on	4.9	Innova;on:	The	project	is	proposing	to	include	one	(1)	electric	vehicle	
charging	 staVon.	 Inclusion	 of	 EV	 charging	 infrastructure	 is	 recommended	 as	 a	
strategy	 from	 the	 Climate	 AcVon	 Plan	 to	 support	 purchase	 and	 use	 of	 EVs.	 The	
Building	 Code	 Task	 Force	 met	 throughout	 2019	 in	 order	 to	 provide	
recommendaVons	based	on	best	pracVces	to	support	energy	efficiency,	renewable	
energy,	 and	 beneficial	 electrificaVon	 strategies	 through	 building	 code	 adopVons	
and	 applicable	 land	 use	 regulaVon	 updates.	 Per	 this	 document	 (link),	 a	 5%	
representaVon	 of	 total	 parking	 spaces	 to	 include	 EV	 charging	 infrastructure	 is	
recommended,	which,	for	the	parking	proposed	of	150	spaces,	would	represent	8	
spaces.	 In	 order	 to	 have	 a	 meaningful	 impact	 on	 provision	 of	 EV	 charging,	 it	 is	
recommended	that	EV	charging	be	expanded	to	8	spaces	from	one	as	proposed.	

Mtn	Hive	 Team	Response:	 	 The	 PUD	will	 be	 providing	 a	 total	 of	 86	 parking	 spaces	 plus	 a	
shared	parking	program	with	Edwards	Corner.	 	The	applicant	has	revised	the	applica;on	to	
provide	2	EV	charging	sta;ons	which	is	about	2.5%	of	the	total	spaces	provided	at	the	Mtn	
Hive.	 	The	spaces	at	 the	Mtn	Hive	would	be	 limited	to	use	by	residents	and	2	sta;ons	are	
more	than	adequate	to	serve	the	facility.	 	Provisions	will	be	made	for	easy	expandability	of	
addi;onal	charging	sta;ons	so	that	addi;onal	EV	charging	sta;ons	are	EV	ready.	

6 SCI	Sec;on	4.9	Innova;on:	An	electric	car	share	program	may	be	an	innovaVve	
well-uVlized	transportaVon	opVon	for	consideraVon	for	the	project	which	would	more	
efficiently	 use	 on-site	 parking	 spaces,	 and	 perhaps	 opVmize	 space	 provided	 within	
proposed	 reducVons	 below	 what	 is	 called	 for	 by	 Division	 4-1	 Parking	 and	 Loading	
Standards.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:	 	 The	applicant	will	 considering	having	an	EV	 car	 share	program	
within	the	facility	as	it	aligns	with	the	vision	of	the	project.	
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Housing	Department	Comments:	

1 The	project	narraVve	proposes	to	meet	the	Eagle	County	Affordable	Housing	Guidelines	
“Housing	 Guidelines”	 by	 deed	 restricVng	 70%	 (184	 units)	 of	 the	 total	 co-living	
housing	 units	 as	 Resident	Occupied	 rental	 units.	 To	meet	 the	Housing	Guidelines	
the	project	should	provide	25%	of	total	units	as	price	capped	deed	restricted	units	
(66	units.)	The	Housing	Guidelines	allow	projects	 to	supply	units	 restricted	with	a	
Resident	Occupied	restricVon.	 In	that	case,	 	the	project	should	restrict	50%	of	the	
total	 units	 (132),	 however	 this	 assumes	the	 units	 are	 Resident	 Occupied	 for-sale	
units.	The	project	narraVve	acknowledges	that	 	Resident	Occupied	rental	units	are	
not	currently	included	as	a	miVgaVon	method	in	the	Housing	Guidelines.	However,	
the	 Housing	 Department	 acknowledges	 that	 Resident	 Occupied	 rental	 has	 been	
approved	by	the	Board	of	County	Commissioners	in	the	past.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:	 	The	housing	plan	for	this	project	has	been	revised	and	endorsed	
by	the	Housing	Department.	

2 The	 co-living	 housing	model	 is	 an	 emerging	 housing	 type,	 therefore	 the	 current	 the		
Housing	 Guidelines	 does	 not	 specifically	 contemplate	 how	 this	 housing	 type	
contributes	 towards	 the	affordable	housing	 soluVon	 in	Eagle	County.	The	Housing	
Guidelines	currently	do	not	have	a	clean	way	of	analyzing	pricing,	size	and	liveability	
of	co-living	housing.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:	 	 	Through	our	many	mee;ngs	and	discussions,	a	revised	program	
has	been	developed	that	is	supported	by	the	Housing	Department.	

3 The	 Housing	 Department	 is	 in	 the	 process	 of	 updaVng	 the	 Housing	 Guidelines.	 The	
current	dram	of	the	Housing	Guidelines	does	include	Resident	Occupied	Rental	as	an	
acceptable	form	of	miVgaVon,	however	staff	has	received	feedback	that	quesVons	
the	value	of	Resident	Occupied	units	 in	certain	areas	 in	Eagle	County.	The	current	
dram	of	 the	Housing	Guidelines	 also	 includes	micro,	 shared	 and	 co-housing	 as	 an	
acceptable	 housing	 type.	 The	 discussion	 regarding	 pricing	 of	 this	 housing	 type,	
especially	 shared	 and	 co-housing,	 and	 how	 it	 meets	 the	 minimum	
recommendaVons	in	the	Housing	Guidelines,	is	ongoing.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:	 	Through	our	many	mee;ngs	and	discussions,	a	revised	program	
has	been	developed	that	is	supported	by	the	Housing	Department.	

4 According	 to	 the	 “Economic	 and	Community	 Benefits	 of	Housing	 Supply	 Investment”	
document	included	with	the	applicaVon	materials,	anVcipated	average	rent	for	the	
project	is	$1,900.	This	roughly	equates	to	a	rental	rate	for	a	studio(not	a	co-housing	
unit	 as	 proposed,	 which	 is	 smaller	 than	 a	 studio	 and	 includes	 some	 share-use	
components)	 that	 would	 be	 affordable	 for	 a	 household	 earning	 120%	 AMI.	 The	
current	 “free	 market”	 rental	 rates	 in	 Edwards	 roughly	 equate	 to	 rental	 rates	
affordable	to	households	earning		100%	AMI,	the	proposed	average	rental	rates	are	
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above	 current	 market	 rates.	 Staff	 strongly	 recommends	 that	 the	 development	
consider	a	revised	housing	plan	that	includes	price	capped	units	and/or	a	plan	that	
addresses	 the	 stated	 the	 purpose	 of	 the	 Housing	 Guidelines,	 “to	 promote	
sustainable	 communiVes	 in	 Eagle	 County	 through	 the	 creaVon	 of	 permanently	
affordable	housing	stock.”	Currently,	the	proposed	Housing	Plan	does	not	meet	the	
stated	purpose	of	the	Housing	Guidelines	“to	promote	sustainable	communiVes	in	
Eagle	County	through	the	creaVon	of	permanently	affordable	housing	stock.”	Staff	is	
very	interested	in	working	with	the	applicant	to	develop	a	housing	plan	that	more	
completely	addresses	the	creaVon	of	permanently	affordable	housing	stock.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:	 	Through	our	many	mee;ngs	and	discussions,	a	revised	program	
has	been	developed	that	is	supported	by	the	Housing	Department.	

5 In	the	PUD	Guide,	SecVon	6,	it	states	“Provisions	related	to	the	inability	to	lease	a	unit	
to	either	an	Eligible	Household	or	an	Eagle	County	Business	due	to	lack	of	Housing	
Demand	 will	 be	 negoVated	 as	 part	 of	 a	 final	 deed	 restricVon	 or	 covenant	 to	 be	
recorded	 against	 the	 restricted	 units.”	 Housing	 staff	 is	 supporVve	 of	 including	 a	
clause	similar	 to	 this	one,	however,	staff	will	expect	 the	addiVon	of	 language	that	
addresses	rental	rates	and	the	project	marketability	in	addiVon	to	“lack	of	Housing	
Demand.”	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		Noted.	

6 In	 the	PUD	Guide,	 SecVon	6,	 it	 states	 that	amendments	 to	 the	Housing	Plan	 shall	be	
allowed	 without	 amending	 the	 PUD.	 Staff	 does	 not	 agree	 that	 a	 Housing	 Plan	
amendment	 would	 not	 trigger	 the	 amendment	 of	 the	 PUD.	 Housing	 Plans	 are	
incorporated	into	the	Land	Use	approval	and	any	amendment	would	need	to	follow	
the	procedures	outlined	in	the	ECLUR.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		This	sec;on	has	been	updated	so	that	an	amendment	is	required.	

ECO	Transit	Comments:	

1 The	 development’s	 Site	 &	 Context	 CirculaVon	 Plan	 (A-001.00)	 demonstrates	 two	
methods	 for	 accessing	 ECO	 Transit’s	 Highway	 6	 &	 Riverwalk	 bus	 stops.	 The	 ADA	
compliant	path	uVlizes	sidewalks	along	the	east	side	of	Edwards	Village	Boulevard	
and	 along	 the	 south	side	Highway	 6.	 The	 alternate	 and	 significantly	 shorter	 path	
uVlizes	 the	 main	 access	 drive	 between	 the	 proposed	 development	 and	 the	
Romanov	building	to	the	north.	This	route	is	the	shortest	route	and	likely	the	most	
uVlized,	 but	 does	 not	 contain	 safe	 pedestrian	 faciliVes.	 Sidewalk	 and/or	 other	
pedestrian	 faciliVes	 should	 be	 provided	 along	 the	 access	 drive	 between	 the	
proposed	development	and	Highway	6	to	the	east	of	the	property.	
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Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:	 	A	path	has	been	provided	at	 the	driveway	 that	extends	 to	 the	
east.	 	The	traffic	will	be	directed	one	way	and	a	striped	pedestrian	lane	is	being	provided	to	
allow	 safe	 pedestrian	 passage.	 	 This	 is	 in	 addi;on	 to	 all	 of	 the	 other	 possible	 pedestrian	
routes.	

2 The	proposed	development	contains	many	features	that	promote	transit	use,	including	
proximity	to	bus	stops,	limitaVons	of	on-site	parking,	and	co-living	units	targeted	to	
commuters	and	all-purpose	transit	rider	residents.	The	development’s	traffic	study,	
a	10%	trip	reducVon	for	transit	ridership,	and	PUD’s	reduced	parking	requirements,	
43%	less	than	code,	are	indicaVve	of	increased	transit	usage.	The	increased	transit	
ridership	will	generate	impacts	on	ECO	Transit’s	system	including	overcrowding,	the	
need	 for	 addiVonal	 buses,	 and	 transit	 facility	 expansion.	As	demonstrated	by	 the	
financial	 report,	 the	development	does	not	appear	 to	provide	 increased	sales	 tax	
revenues	for	ECO	Transit	that	adequately	offset	the	anVcipated	impacts	generated.	
Funds	 earmarked	 for	 a	 community	 shuKle	 service	 might	 be	 beKer	 spent	 on	
augmenVng	exisVng	transit	service	and	infrastructure.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:	 	Like	any	project,	the	property	with	produce	property	taxes	and	
the	occupants	will	generate	sale	tax	revenues	to	support	ECO	transit.	 	The	project	supports	
transit	 by	 being	 located	 in	 a	 dense,	 walkable	 area	 of	 Edwards,	 that	 is	 clearly	 a	 Transit	
Oriented	Development.	 	 It	seems	a	cross	purposes	to	encourage	the	use	of	transit	and	this	
type	 of	 development	 while	 at	 the	 same	 ;me	 ques;oning	 whether	 the	 project	 is	 funding	
transit.		We	see	the	likelihood	that	if	large	businesses	lease	mul;ple	units	within	the	project,	
that	they	will	have	their	own	private	shuPles	access	the	site	to	transport	employees	to	work	
centers	 outside	of	 Edwards	 (such	 as	Vail	 Resorts	 and	Vail	Health).	 	 There	 are	 a	 significant	
number	of	jobs	within	the	Edwards	area	(5,272	employees/jobs	in	708	establishments)	and	
we	 foresee	 most	 of	 the	 Mtn.	 Hive	 residents	 having	 jobs	 within	 Edwards	 thus	 allowing	
residents	to	easily	walk	or	bike	to	work	thus	reducing	reliance	on	transit.	 	All	of	the	parking	
needs	of	both	Edwards	Corner	and	Mtn	Hive	are	being	provided	in	a	shared	parking	program.		
While	this	program	results	in	a	reduced	number	of	total	parking	spaces	per	code,	it	provides	
that	all	parking	needs	are	being	addressed	so	there	is	not	a	true	reduc;on	in	parking	need	
capacity.	 	The	applicant	is	not	proposing	addi;onal	funding	of	the	public	bus	system	beyond	
property	and	sales	taxes	being	generated	by	the	project.	

Mtn	Hive	PUD	–	1041	Permit	Applica;on	Referral	Review		

The	1041	regulaVons	require	that	the	Board	of	County	Commissioners	be	able	to	find	that	
the	 project	 complies	 with	 the	 approval	 criteria	 in	 secVon	 6.04.01.	 Specifically,	 when	
reviewing	 your	 response	 to	 referral	 comments	 for	 the	 land	 use	 applicaVons,	 staff	will	 be	
evaluaVng	 how	 	 the	 referral	 comments	 have	 been	 addressed	 related	 to	 these	 approval	
criteria.	 Therefore,	 it	 would	 be	 very	 helpful	 if	 you	 would	 address	 these	 criteria	 in	 your	
response.	
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In	 addiVon	 to	 addressing	 referral	 comments	 from	 Eagle	 County	 and	 external	 referral	
agencies,	please	also	specifically	address	the	following:	

● How	applicant	 intends	 to	address	 the	correcVons	 required	 in	 items	12-14	of	Eagle	
River	Water	 	and	 	SanitaVon	 	District’s	 	leKer	 	dated	 	February	 	12,	 	2020,	 	Subject:		
Mtn		Hive	 PUD	Consolidated	Sketch/Preliminary	Plan	and	Zone	Change	Eagle	County	
Planning	File	Nos.	PDSP-9067/ZC-9069,	AFP-9068,	1041-9078,	ZC-9089	(ExcepVon);	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		All	of	the	comments	provided	by	ERWSD	have	been	addressed.	

● On	page	12	of	the	applicaVon	it	states,	“Eagle	County	Engineering	Department	will	
take	 the	 lead	 on	 securing	 any	 easements.”	 Please	 clarify	 such	 statement.	 The	
applicant	 is	 the	 party	 that	 would	 be	 in	 charge	 of	 creaVng	 easements	 on	 its	
private	property.	

Mtn	 Hive	 Team	 Response:	 	 The	 applicant	 will	 create	 easements	 for	 any	 improvements	
located	on	its	property.		If	any	other	easements	are	required	off	of	the	property	for	roadway		
or	related	improvements,	they	will	be	facilitated	by	Eagle	County.	

● The	applicant	 lists	several	policies	 from	the	2012	NWCCOG	Regional	Water	Quality	
Management	 Plan	 in	 secVon	 6.c.1.a,	 beginning	 on	 page	 25	 of	 the	 applicaVon.	
Please	provide	an	assessment	of	how	the	project	does	or	does	not	conform	to	
the	listed	policies.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		This	has	been	updated	within	the	1041	submiPal.	

ERWSD	Comments	

a. Amendment	Document,	SecVon	VIII	-		7,	page	24	and	SecVon	IX-		5	page	46	(PDF	pages	
41	and	63)	

a. The	Upper	Eagle	Regional	Water	Authority	does	not	collect	a	mill	levy.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		This	has	been	updated	within	the	narra;ve.	

a. PUD	page	9,	SecVon	8.D	(PDF	page	88):	
b. UERWA	 would	 like	 to	 see	 the	 PUD	 guide	 include	 reference	 specific	

stormwater	miVgaVon	design	 elements	 as	 examples	 or	 techniques/
strategies	other	reference	to	best	pracVces	to	"further	miVgate	water	
quality	 impacts".	 We	 suggest	 that	 the	 PUD	 guide	 reference	 the	
recommendaVons	of	the	Environmental	Impact	Report.	
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Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:	 	Stormwater	best	management	prac;ces	has	been	added	to	the	
PUD	Guide.	

a. PUD	Page	9,	SecVon	8.E	(PDF	page	88):	
b. The	PUD	guide	should	include	requirements	to	use	fixtures	that	are	cerVfied	by	

the	EPA's	Water	Sense	program,	including	but	not	limited	to	commercial	and	
residenVal	fixtures	 such	as	toilets,	urinals,	 showerheads,	 faucets,	 irrigaVon	
controllers,	and	irrigaVon	devices,	and	requirements	to	use	appliances	that	
are	 cerVfied	 by	 EPA's	 Energy	 Star	 Program	 such	 as	 dishwashers,	 ice	
machines,	and	washing	machines.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		This	has	been	updated	within	the	PUD	Guide.	

a. PUD	SecVon	11,	Page	12	(PDF	page	91):	
b. Consider	 adding	 "...	consistent	 with	 the	 goals	 and	 policies	 of	 the	 UERWA	 as	

outlined	in	Exhibit	A."	
to	the	end	of	the	second	paragraph.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		This	has	been	updated	within	the	PUD	Guide.	

a. PUD	SecVon	20,	Page	18	(PDF	page	97):	
b. UERWA	 requests	 to	 be	 a	 party	 to	 the	 approval	 of	 any	 Amendments	 and	

ModificaVons	 as	these	 changes	 may	 alter	 the	 water	 commitment	 to	 the	
development.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		This	has	been	updated	within	the	PUD	Guide.	

a. PUD	SecVon	16,	Page	16	(PDF	Page	95)	
b. As	outlined	in	the	Authority's	CondiVonal	Capacity	to	Serve	LeKer,	the	Ability	to	

Serve	 leKer	 should	 be	 required	 prior	 to	 final	 plat	 when	 the	 project's	
enVtlements	vest,	not	at	building	permit	as	suggested	by	the	Applicant.	

Mtn	 Hive	 Team	 Response:	 	 The	 Amended	 Final	 Plat,	 which	 is	 included	 in	 applica;on	
materials,	 is	 the	final	plat	 for	 this	PUD.	 	We	have	added	a	 requirement	 that	 the	Ability	 to	
Serve	lePer	would	be	required	prior	to	the	“recording”	of	the	final	plat.	 	This	will	allow	the	
BOCC	to	take	ac;on	on	the	Amended	Final	Plat	and	require	the	Ability	to	Serve	lePer	prior	to	
the	 plat	 being	 physically	 recorded.	 	We	 s;ll	 believe	 it	would	make	more	 sense	 to	 require	
Ability	to	Serve	lePer	at	Building	Permit,	but	we	are	suppor;ve	of	linking	to	the	recording	of	
the	amended	final	plat.	

a. Exhibit	A	(PDF	Page	19)	
b. UERWA	 will	 provide	 the	 updated	 Water	 and	 IrrigaVon	 Related	 Requirements	

language	for	the	PUD	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		Noted.	
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a. Proposed	Final	Plat,	PDF	page	386.	
b. Easement	adjustments	will	need	to	be	made	based	on	approved	infrastructure	

plans	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		Noted.	

a. Proposed	Infrastructure	Plans,	Sheet	C-2.0	(PDF	page	394):	
b. Water	and	Wastewater	uVlity	plans	will	need	to	be	submiKed	to	and	approved	

by	the	District's	ConstrucVon	Review	Team	prior	to	construcVon.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		Noted.	

a. 1041	ApplicaVon,	General	Comment	
b. In	 general,	 we	 quesVon	why	 a	 1041	 Permit	 ApplicaVon	was	 required	 for	 this	

project.	While	the	Applicant	is	proposing	minor	reconfiguraVons	of	exisVng	
water	and	wastewater	mains	to	be	compaVble	with	the	development	plan,	
the	 project	 does	 not	 require	 major	 extensions	 of	 water	 or	 wastewater	
mainlines	for	service	and	can	be	served	by	extensions	of	service	lines	from	
nearby	water	and	wastewater	mains	as	shown	on	Sheet	C-2.0.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		We	agree	but	the	regula;ons	require	this.	

a. 1041	ApplicaVon	page	5,	(pdf	418)	
b. The	Upper	Eagle	Regional	Water	Authority	does	not	collect	a	mill	levy.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		This	has	been	updated	within	the	1041.	

a. 1041	ApplicaVon	SecVon	Ill,	(6)	(e)	(iii	and	iv)	page	28,	(PDF	page	 441)	
b. The	 Applicant's	 response	 on	whether	 the	 Project	 would	 have	 a	 net	 effect	 on	

water	 quanVty	 is	 incorrect.	Water	 that	 is	 diverted	 to	 serve	 the	 project	 in	
priority	 will	 deplete	 the	 Eagle	 River	 at	 the	 diversion	 points	 of	 the	 Berry	
Creek	 Wells,	 the	 Avon	 Drinking	 Water	 Facility,	 and	 the	 Edwards	 Drinking	
Water	Facility.	Ninety-five	percent	(95%)	of	the	water	diverted	for	indoor	use	
by	the	Project	will	be	returned	to	the	Eagle	River	at	the	Edwards	Wastewater	
Treatment	 Plant's	effluent	 discharge	 point,	 and	 five	 percent	 (5%)	 of	water	
used	indoors	will	be	consumed.	Twenty	percent	(20%)	of	water	used	by	the	
Project	 for	 outdoor	 irrigaVon	 will	 eventually	 return	 to	 the	 Eagle	 River	
through	groundwater	downgradient	of	the	Project,	and	eighty	percent	(80%)	
of	water	used	for	outdoor	 irrigaVon	will	be	consumed.	This	will	have	a	net	
effect	of	decreasing	streamflows	by	the	amount	of	water	consumed	by	the	
Project	 below	 the	 Edwards	Wastewater	 Treatment	 Facility	 discharge	 point	
when	diversions	are	in	priority.	
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When	diversions	at	 the	Edwards	Drinking	Water	Facility,	Avon	Drinking	Water	
Facility,	and	Berry	Creek	Wells	are	out	of	priority,	the	Authority	can	uVlize	water	
stored	 in	Green	Mountain	 Reservoir,	 Wolford	Mountain	 Reservoir,	 Eagle	 Park	
Reservoir,	 Black	 Lakes	 1	 and	 2,	 or	 Homestake.	 Reservoir	 to	 augment	 its	
diversions	at	the	Edwards	Drinking	Water	Facility	and	Berry	Creek	Wells.	When	
using	in-basin	sources	of	augmentaVon,	streamflows	would	be	decreased	by	the	
Project's	diversion	amounts	at	the	Authority's	diversion	points	less	any	in-basin	
releases	 of	 water	 from	 upstream	 reservoirs	 to	 augment	 depleVons.	 The	
Project's	 depleVons	 would	 be	 fully	 augmented	 on	 the	 Eagle	 River	 at	 the	
Edwards	 Wastewater	 Treatment	 Facility's	 effluent	 discharge	 point	 by	 the	 in-
basin	 augmentaVon	 releases.	 When	 using	 out-of-basin	 sources	 of	
augmentaVon,	 streamflows	 would	 be	 decreased	 by	 the	 Project's	 diversion	
amounts	at	the	Authority's	diversion	points	and	the	Project's	depleVons	would	
be	fully	augmented	at	the	confluence	of	the	Eagle	River	and	the	Colorado	River	
in	Dotsero.	

When	an	instream	flow	call	exists	on	the	Eagle	River,	the	Authority	would	make	
releases	from	it's	in-basin	augmentaVon	sources	to	fully	replace	diversions	for	
the	Project	at	the	Authority's	diversion	points	for	the	Edwards	Drinking	Water	
Facility,	 the	 Berry	 Creek	 Wells,	 and	 the	 Avon	 Drinking	 Water	 Facility.	 There	
would	 be	 no	 impact	 to	 streamflows	 between	 the	 diversion	 points	 and	 the	
Edwards	Wastewater	Treatment	Facility	effluent	discharge	point.	Streamflows	
below	 the	 Edwards	 Wastewater	 Treatment	 Facility	 effluent	 discharge	 point	
would	be	increased	by	the	Project's	effluent	that	is	returned	to	the	river.	

a. Water	demand	for	kitchen	use	is	based	on	the	number	of	kitchen	users	in	the	
building,	not	the	number	of	kitchens.	We	do	not	anVcipate	reduced	water	
demand	as	a	result	of	communal	kitchens.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		This	has	been	updated	within	the	1041.	

a. 1041	ApplicaVon	SecVon	V,	(1)	page	40	(PDF	page	453):	

a. The	District	 and	Authority	 currently	 have	 available	 capacity	 to	provide	water	
and	 wastewater	 service	 to	 this	 proposed	 infill	 development	 Project.	 In	
principle,	 infill	 development	 provides	 for	 a	 more	 efficient	 uVlizaVon	 of	
exisVng	 water	 and	 wastewater	 infrastructure,	 but	 contrary	 to	 the	
Applicant's	 statement	 that	 the	Project	 site	 is	already	 receiving	water	and	
wastewater	service,	the	District	and	Authority	have	not	made	any	specific	
commitments	of	water	for	the	development	of	this	parcel.	Eagle	County,	as	
the	 governing	 Land	 Use	 Authority,	 must	 ulVmately	 decide	 whether	 this	
Project	 is	 reasonably	 necessary	 to	 meet	 projected	 community	
development	demands	in	the	area.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:	 	This	has	been	updated	within	the	1041.	 	The	property	is	already	
located	within	the	service	area	and	has	both	water	and	sewer	lines	available	to	the	property.	
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Colorado	Geological	Survey	Comments	

Significant	excava;on	and	retaining	walls	will	be	needed	to	develop	the	site	as	proposed.	
Page	10	of	 the	Mountain	Hive	Environmental	 Impact	Report	 (Watershed	Environmental	
Consultants,	 revised	 November	 6,	 2019)	 and	 page	 32	 of	 the	 applicant’s	 1041	 Permit	
ApplicaVon	 narraVve	 state,	 “Specific	 design	 recommendaVons	 were	 provided	 for:	 …	
Retaining	walls…”	 This	 is	 incorrect.	 Cesare	 states	 (pages	 9-10)	 only	 that	 retaining	walls	
and	Vered	retaining	wall	systems	four	feet	or	greater	 in	height	must	be	designed	by	an	
engineer,	 and	 (page	 9),	 “walls	 should	 be	 designed	 to	 resist	 hydrostaVc	 pressures	 in	
addiVon	to	the	lateral	earth	pressures	generated.”	

Based	on	site	topography	and	Cesare’s	descripVon	of	planned	retaining	walls,	it	appears	
that	the	upslope	side	of	the	building	will	func;on	as	a	significant	retaining	wall.	It	is	not	
clear	that	sufficient	analysis	and	preliminary	design	have	been	completed	to	demonstrate	
the	 feasibility	 of,	 and	 provide	 preliminary	 design	 parameters,	 for	 this	 wall.	 Since	 the	
feasibility	 of	 the	 project	 as	 proposed	 is	 at	 least	 parVally	 dependent	 on	 this	 wall,	 CGS	
recommends	that	the	county	require	addiVonal	analysis	and	preliminary	wall	stabilizaVon	
and	design	recommendaVons.	

Mtn	 Hive	 Team	 Response:	 	 The	 applicant	 agrees	 and	 this	 should	 be	 provided	 at	 Building	
Permit	when	specific	designs	are	provided.	

Grading	 and	 construc;on	 observa;on.	 Cesare	 provides	 a	 valid	 characterizaVon	 of	
subsurface	condiVons,and	makes	appropriate	geotechnical	and	general	site	development	
recommendaVons.	 However,	 CGS	 recommends	 that	 the	 county	 require	 a	 qualified	
representaVve	of	the	applicant’s	geotechnical	consultant	to	be	onsite	during	grading	and	
excavaVon	operaVons	to	inspect	cuts	for	evidence	of	seepage	and	instability,	to	inspect	
foundaVon	excavaVons	for	evidence	of	dissoluVon	features	such	as	voids	and	som/loose	
materials,	and	to	verify	that	condiVons	are	consistent	with	those	assumed	by	Cesare	 in	
developing	 their	 recommendaVons.	 If	 evidence	 of	 seepage,	 instability,	 voids,	 low	
strength	materials,	 or	 other	 differing	 condiVons	 are	 observed,	 addiVonal	 invesVgaVon,	
analysis,	 design	 modificaVons,	 and	 miVgaVon	 such	 as	 stabilizaVon	 and/or	 subsurface	
drainage	improvements	would	be	needed.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		The	applicant	agrees	with	this	provision.	

Eagle	River	Watershed	Council	Comments	
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The	Mountain	Hive	project	 is	 sited	 in	 the	central	urbanized	porVon	of	Edwards	on	upland	
hillslopes	above	the	primary	community	intersecVon	at	Route	6	and	Edwards	Village	Blvd.	As	
noted	by	the	project	proponents,	the	development	represents	urban	infill	and	has	no	direct	
impact	to	wetlands,	aquaVc	dependent	wildlife,	or	other	aquaVc	resources.	The	project	does	
however	represent	an	incremental	increase	to	connected	impervious	surface	area	in	Edwards.	
Connected	 impervious	 surfaces	 are	 those	 hardened	 surfaces	 which	 rapidly	 convey	 site	
stormwater	 runoff	 to	 receiving	 streams	 with	 liKle	 or	 no	 water	 quality	 treatment.	
CollecVvely,	 increases	 in	 impervious	 surfaces	 alter	 stream	 hydrology	 by	 increasing	 the	
‘flashiness’	 of	 local	 hydrologic	 regimes,	 and	 contribute	increased	pollutant	loads	including	
hydrocarbons,	 nutrients,	 organochlorine	 chemicals,	 and	 metals	 sourced	 from	 vehicles,	
driveways,	landscaping	treatments,	and	roomops.	

Parcel	size	constraints	and	site	development	density	make	use	of	Low	Impact	Design	(LID)	or	
Green	Infrastructure	stormwater	treatment	BMPs	such	as	bioswales	or	vegetated	infiltraVon	
zones	likely	to	be	less	effecVve	at	this	locaVon.	Although	project	proponents	have	indicated	
a	desire	for	use	of	these	techniques	in	secVon	8-D	“Water	Quality	Measures”,	it	is	more	likely	
that	the	majority	of	site	stormwater	will	be	removed	via	the	on-site	underground	detenVon	
system	 idenVfied	 in	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	 Report	 secVon	 III	 (“Water	 Resoruces”).	
Proponents	have	submiKed	a	Preliminary	Drainage	Report	completed	by	the	project	engineer,	
JVA	 Inc	 with	 a	 basic	 descripVon	 of	 this	 underground	 detenVon	 system	 to	 be	 located	
underneath	the	west	parking	lot	area.	

While	system	design	remains	only	parVal/conceptual	at	this	stage,	it	appears	to	only	target	
runoff	 volume	 via	 detenVon	 capacity	 and	 does	 not	 explicitly	 menVon	 water	 quality	
treatment.	Streams	in	the	valley,	including	the	Eagle	River,	have	conVnued	to	face	aquaVc	life	
impairment	issues	due,	in	part,	to	urban	runoff	polluVon.	PorVons	of	Gore	Creek	and	the	Eagle	
River	 above	 Edwards	 have	 been	 placed	 on	 the	 state’s	 303(d)	 list	 of	 impaired	 waters,	
triggering	 regulatory	 and	 financial	 consequences	 for	 local	government	enVVes.	 Increasing	
development	density	in	the	Edwards	area	 threatens	to	extend	these	issues	to	downstream	
segments	of	the	Eagle	River	as	well.	 As	a	result,	we	recommend	that	project	approval	specify	
designs	and	technologies	that	maximize	on-site	infiltraVon	and	LID-style	BMPs	and	require	
manufactured	 treatment	 BMPs	 (e.g.	 water	 quality	 vaults)	 that	 provide	 some	 level	 of	
pollutant	 removal	 in	 addiVon	 to	 just	 volume	 retenVon/detenVon	 alone.	 We	 recommend	
these	 technologies	 should	be	 implemented	 for	 all	 urban	projects	 such	 as	 Mountain	Hive,	
where	space	constraints	require	a	smaller	BMP	footprint.	While	these	may	not	be	as	effecVve	
as	 LID/Green	 Infrastructure	 BMPs	 like	 bioswales,	 rain	 gardens,	 bioretenVon	 devices,	
treatment	wetlands,	 etc.,	 they	nevertheless	 do	provide	 some	acVve	pollutant	 treatment--
provided	regular	maintenance	and	cleaning	is	mandated	by	the	county	or	metro	district	to	
keep	 them	 operaVng	 at	 their	most	 effecVve	 level.	 These	 stormwater	 appurtenance	 types	
include	but	are	not	 limited	 to:	 oil/water	 separators,	 oil/grit/sand	 interceptors,	 and	media	
filtraVon	units	capable	of	addressing	a	variety	of	pollutants	like	hydrocarbons	and	nutrients.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:	 	The	drainage	report	has	been	revised	to	 include	considera;ons	
for	 stormwater	 quality	 treatment.	 The	 previously	 proposed	 site	 plan	 u;lized	 underground	
deten;on	due	to	 topographical	 site	constraints.	The	revised	and	currently	proposed	 layout	
allows	for	a	tradi;onal	deten;on	pond	to	provide	runoff	volume	reduc;on	for	the	site.	For	
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water	 quality	 enhancement,	 a	 porous	 landscaped	 media	 will	 be	 u;lized	 in	 the	 deten;on	
basin	 which	 will	 provide	 pollutant	 removal	 through	 sedimenta;on	 and	 filtra;on.	 A	
maintenance	 regimen	 has	 also	 been	 included	 in	 the	 PUD	 guide	 to	 insure	 the	 PLDB	 will	
func;on	as	intended.	

Colorado	Parks	and	Wildlife	

• As	 noted	 in	 both	 the	 PUD	 Guide	 and	 Environmental	 Impact	 Report	 (EIR),	 CPW	
supports	and	encourages	the	use	of	bear-resistant	trash	containers	during	all	phases	
of	the	development,	and	in-parVcular	post	construcVon.	

• The	 Edwards	 area	 has	 seen	 a	 substanVal	 increase	 in	 the	 amount	 of	mountain	 lion-	
human	 conflict	 over	 the	 past	 several	 years.	 To	 potenVally	 abate	 the	 increasing	
conflicts,	CPW	recommends	minimizing	vegetaVve	aKractants	in	order	to	reduce	the	
occurrence	 of	 a	 prey	 base	 for	mountain	 lions.	 It	 is	 recommended	 that	 pet	 food	 be	
stored	indoors	and	that	pet	feeding	occurs	indoors.	

• All	bear	and	mountain	lion	incidents	should	be	immediately	reported	to	CPW.	

• As	the	buildout	and	infill	of	big	game	winter	range	conVnues	locally,	CPW	encourages	
conVnued	 dialogue	 with	 Eagle	 County	 to	 holisVcally	 assess	 the	 comprehensive	
impacts	of	development	on	a	larger	scale.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		These	comments	are	noted.	

Colorado	Department	of	Public	Health	

Hazardous	and	Solid	Waste	
The	 applicant	 must	 comply	 with	 all	 applicable	 hazardous	 and	 solid	 waste	 rules	 and	
regulaVons.		
Applicable	 requirements	 may	 include,	 but	 are	 not	 limited	 to,	 properly	 characterizing	 all	
wastes	generated	from	this	project	and	ensuring	they	are	properly	managed	and	disposed	
of	 in	 accordance	 with	 Colorado’s	 solid	 and	 hazardous	 waste	 regulaVons.	 Also,	 if	
contaminaVon	is	idenVfied	in	soils	at	the	site	during	implementaVon	of	the	plan,	CDPHE's	
Hazardous	Materials	and	Waste	Management	Division	must	be	contacted	to	determine	the	
acVons	to	be	taken	to	clean	up	the	contaminaVon.	
If	 this	 proposed	 project	 processes,	 reclaims,	 sorts,	 or	 recycles	 recyclable	 materials	
generated	 from	 industrial	 operaVons	 (including,	 but	 not	 limited	 to	 construcVon	 and	
demoliVon	 debris	 and	 other	 recyclable	 materials),	 then	 it	 must	 register	 as	 an	 industrial	
recycling	facility	in	accordance	with	SecVon	8	of	the	Colorado	Solid	Waste	RegulaVons.	The	
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industrial	 recycling	 registraVon	 form	 is	 available	 here:	 hKps://www.colorado.gov/pacific/
cdphe/sw-recycling-forms-apps.	

The	 applicant	 must	 comply	 with	 all	 applicable	 water	 quality	 rules	 and	 regulaVons.	 The	
Water	Quality	Control	Division	(WQCD)	administers	regulatory	programs	that	are	generally	
designed	to	help	protect	both	Colorado’s	natural	water	bodies	(the	clean	water	program)	
and	built	drinking	water	systems.	Applicants	must	comply	with	all	applicable	water	quality	
rules	 and	 regulaVons	 relaVng	 to	 both	 clean	 water	 and	 drinking	 water.	 All	 water	 quality	
regulaVons	 are	 available	 here:	 hKps://www.colorado.gov/	 pacific/cdphe/water-quality-
control-commission-regulaVons.	
Applicable	 clean	 water	 requirements	 may	 include,	 but	 are	 not	 limited	 to,	 obtaining	 a	
stormwater	discharge	permit	if	construcVon	acVviVes	disturb	one	acre	or	more	of	land	or	if	
they	are	part	of	a	larger	common	plan	of	development	that	will	disturb	one	or	more	acres	
of	 land.	 In	 determining	 the	 area	 of	 construcVon	 disturbance,	 CDPHE’s	 Water	 Quality	
Control	Division	 (WQCD)	 looks	 at	 the	 enVre	 plan,	 including	 disturbances	 associated	with	
uVliVes,	pipelines	or	roads	constructed	to	serve	the	facility.	
Please	 use	 the	 Colorado	 Environmental	 Online	 Services	 (CEOS)	 to	 apply	 for	 new	
construcVon	 stormwater	 discharge	 permits,	 modify	 or	 terminate	 exisVng	 permits	 and	
change	permit	contacts.	
Some	projects	may	also	need	to	address	drinking	water	regulaVons	if	the	proposed	project	
meets	the	definiVon	of	a	“Public	Water	System”	per	the	Colorado	Primary	Drinking	Water	
RegulaVons	(RegulaVon	11):	

A	Public	Water	System	means	a	system	for	the	provision	to	the	public	of	water	for	
human	consump>on	through	pipes	or	other	constructed	conveyances,	if	such	system	
has	at	least	fiheen	service	connec>ons	or	regularly	serves	an	average	of	at	least	25	
individuals	 daily	 at	 least	 60	 days	 per	 year.	 A	 public	 water	 system	 is	 either	 a	
community	water	 system	 or	 a	 non-community	water	 system.	 Such	 term	 does	 not	
include	any	special	irriga>on	district.	Such	term	includes:	

a. Any	 collec>on,	 treatment,	 storage,	 and	 distribu>on	 facili>es	 under	
control	of	the	supplier	of	such	system	and	used	primarily	in	connec>on	
with	such	system.	

b. Any	collec>on	or	pretreatment	storage	facili>es	not	under	such	control,	
which	are	used	primarily	in	connec>on	with	such	system.	

If	applicable,	the	project	would	need	to	meet	all	applicable	requirements	of	RegulaVon	11	
including,	 but	 not	 limited	 to,	 design	 review	 and	 approval;	 technical,	 managerial	 and	
financial	 review	 and	 approval;	 having	 a	 cerVfied	 operator;	 and	 rouVne	 monitoring	 and	
reporVng.	 For	 quesVons	 regarding	 drinking	 water	 regulaVon	 applicability	 or	 other	
assistance	 and	 resources,	 visit	 this	 website:	 hKps://www.colorado.gov/	 pacific/cdphe/
tools-drinking-water-faciliVes-managers	
The	 applicant	 must	 comply	 with	 all	 relevant	 state	 and	 federal	 air	 quality	 rules	 and	
regulaVons.	 Air	 quality	 regulaVons	 are	 available	 here:	 hKps://www.colorado.gov/pacific/
cdphe/aqcc-regs.	
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Applicable	requirements	may	include,	but	are	not	limited	to,	reporVng	emissions	to	the	Air	
PolluVon	Control	Division	(APCD)	by	compleVng	an	Air	Pollutant	Emissions	NoVce	(APEN).	
An	APEN	is	a	two	in	one	form	for	reporVng	air	emissions	and	obtaining	an	air	permit,	 if	a	
permit	 will	 be	 required.	 While	 only	 businesses	 that	 exceed	 the	 Air	 Quality	 Control	
Commission	 (AQCC)	 reporVng	 thresholds	 are	 required	 to	 report	 their	 emissions,	 all	
businesses	 -	 regardless	 of	 emission	 amount	 -	must	 always	 comply	with	 applicable	 AQCC	
regulaVons.	
In	general,	an	APEN	is	required	when	uncontrolled	actual	emissions	for	an	emission	point	
or	group	of	emission	points	exceed	the	following	defined	emission	thresholds:	

Uncontrolled	 actual	 emissions	 do	 not	 take	 into	 account	 any	 polluVon	 control	 equipment	
that	 may	 exist.	 A	 map	 of	 the	 Denver	 Metropolitan	 Ozone	 Non-aKainment	 area	 can	 be	
found	at:	hKp://www.colorado.gov/	airquality/ss_map_wm.aspx.	
In	addiVon	to	these	reporVng	thresholds,	a	Land	Development	APEN	(Form	APCD-223)	may	
be	 required	 for	 land	 development.	 Under	 Colorado	 air	 quality	 regulaVons,	 land	
development	 refers	 to	 all	 land	 clearing	 acVviVes,	 including	 but	 not	 limited	 to	 land	
preparaVon	 such	 as	 excavaVng	 or	 grading,	 for	 residenVal,	 commercial	 or	 industrial	
development.	Land	development	acVviVes	release	 fugiVve	dust,	a	pollutant	 regulaVon	by	
the	Division.	Small	 land	development	acVviVes	are	not	subject	to	the	same	reporVng	and	
permiRng	 requirements	 as	 large	 land	 acVviVes.	 Specifically,	 land	 development	 acVviVes	
that	are	less	than	25	conVguous	acres	and	less	than	6	months	in	duraVon	do	not	need	to	
report	air	emissions	to	APCD.	
It	is	important	to	note	that	even	if	a	permit	is	not	required,	fugiVve	dust	control	measures	
included	 the	 Land	 Development	 APEN	 Form	 APCD-223	 must	 be	 followed	 at	 the	 site.	
FugiVve	dust	control	techniques	commonly	included	in	the	plan	are	included	in	the	table	
below.	

Pollutant	Category UNCONTROLLED	ACTUAL	EMISSIONS

AKainment	Area Non-aKainment	Area

Criteria	Pollutant 2	tons	per	year 1	ton	per	year

Lead 100	pounds	per	year 100	pounds	per	year

Non-Criteria	Pollutant 250	pounds	per	year 250	pounds	per	year

Control	OpVons	for	Unpaved	Roadways

Watering	Paving	Graveling Use	 of	 chemical	 stabilizer	 Controlling	
vehicle	speed

Control	OpVons	for	Mud	and	Dirt	Carry-Out	Onto	Paved	
Surfaces
Gravel	entry	ways	Covering	the	load Washing	 vehicle	 wheels	 Not	 overfilling	

trucks
Control	OpVons	for	Disturbed	Areas

Watering ApplicaVon	of	a	chemical	stabilizer
RevegetaVon Controlling	vehicle	speed
CompacVon Furrowing	the	soil
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CDPHE	notes	 that	 certain	projects	have	potenVal	 to	 impact	vulnerable	minority	and	 low-
income	communiVes.	It	is	our	strong	recommendaVon	that	your	organizaVon	consider	the	
potenVal	for.	disproporVonate	environmental	and	health	impacts	on	specific	communiVes	
within	the	project	scope	and	if	so,	take	acVon	to	miVgate	and	minimize	those	impacts.	This	
includes	interfacing	directly	with	the	communiVes	in	the	project	area	to	beKer	understand	
community	perspecVves	on	the	project	and	receive	feedback	on	how	it	may	impact	them	
during	development	and	construcVon	as	well	as	amer	compleVon.	

Mtn	Hive	Team	Response:		These	comments	are	noted.	

The	 recommendaVons	made	by	 the	Eagle	County	Health	Department	have	been	 taken	under	
advisement,	 but	 we	 did	 not	 provide	 referral	 responses	 as	 they	were	 recommendaVons	 only.		
However,	we	 do	 intend	 on	 implemenVng	 some	of	 the	 recommendaVons	when	 the	 project	 is	
approved.		We	appreciate	all	the	Vme	that	various	Eagle	County	staff	members	have	taken	with	
us	 to	 conVnue	 to	 improve	 the	Mtn	Hive	 project,	 especially	 during	 these	 difficult	 Vmes.	 	We	
believe	that	the	project	reflects	your	 input	and	we	are	excited	to	move	forward	 in	the	review	
process.	Thank	you	for	your	Vme	and	consideraVon	on	this	maKer.	

Sincerely,	

Dominic	Mauriello,	AICP	
Principal	

Wind	Breaks Minimizing	the	areas	of	disturbance
SyntheVc	or	Natural	Cover	for	Slopes
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