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OCTOBER 10, 2022 
 
 
MAURIELLO PLANNING GROUP 
Attn: DOMINIC MAURIELLO AND ALLISON KENT 
P.O. BOX 4777 
EAGLE CO, 81631 
[Via Email] DOMINIC@MPGVAIL,COM, ALLISON@MPGVAIL.COM 
 
 
Re:  MOUNTAIN HIVE, PDSP-9067 & ZC-9069, Sketch / Preliminary PUD, Zoning Amendment, 
Exception to Master Plan, Amended Final Plat, 1041 Permit 
Eagle County Referral Comments 
 
Mr. Dominic Mauriello and Ms. Allison Kent, 
 
Per the Eagle County Land Use Regulations (the “ECLUR”), Section 5-210.D.4.d - Referral Time Period, 
the Eagle County Planning Division, Engineering Department, Environmental Health Department, 
Sustainable Communities Department, and Housing Department has completed the referral review 
of your submittal, which was released on a 21 calendar day referral on September 6, 2022. In addition 
to comments from the above mentioned departments, the county received comments from the 
following external referral agencies which are attached to this letter: 
 

● Eagle County Assessor 
● Eagle County Emergency Management 
● Colorado Department of Transportation 
● Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
● Colorado Geological Survey 
● Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
● Eagle River Water & Sanitation District 
● Homestead HOA 
● South Forty HOA 
● Edwards Metropolitan District 

 
Per ECLUR, Section 5-210.D.5.b - Post Referral Period Stakeholder Meeting, within ninety (90) 
working days, the applicant shall respond to and/or remedy all concerns, deficiencies, and 
recommendations set forth in the referral responses received and shall submit a thorough response 
to the Planning Director or assign. If the applicant fails to submit a thorough response within ninety 
(90) working days and has not communicated a viable reason for the delay to the Planning Director 
or assign, then the application shall be considered withdrawn and returned to the applicant. 
 
 
Planning Division Comments: 

 

http://www.eaglecounty.us/


 

1. EXCEPTION TO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN COMMENTS 
   

A. Workforce Housing as Infrastructure: Staff continues to interpret that workforce housing 
does not constitute infrastructure and therefore is not an intended use in the Active 
Recreation and Infrastructure land use designations. 

B. Fox Hollow / Cordillera Examples: The applicant has provided examples where Eagle County 
allowed for residential uses on properties that were identified by the FLUM as Active 
Recreation/ Infrastructure.  These projects have different circumstances than the project 
under review here.  Additionally, the County is not bound by these previous decisions. 

C. Plan Exception Criteria 
1. Criterion 1: Staff’s position on criterion 1 of the exception to the Comprehensive Plan 

has not changed since the previous reviews of the project. Staff understands the 
applicant is representing that it isn’t housing that is unique, but the type of housing 
(co-living) that presents the opportunity. Staff does not agree with this position as 
Comprehensive planning very much contemplates housing of all kinds..  

 
The applicant states that the site is located within the Commercial Core as identified 
in the EACP.  In fact, the property is within the Edwards Center Character Area and 
adjacent to properties identified as within the Commercial Core, but not in the 
Commercial Core itself.  The need for workforce housing was indeed identified in the 
2017 EACP indicating that at the time of its drafting, that its importance to the 
community was recognized and considered in the assigning of land use designations.    
 

2. Criterion 2: Staff believes that the design of the project allows it to meet this criteria 
and the project generally conforms to  the Urban Design Elements in Appendix B of 
the EACP.  The current plan cautions against monumental buildings and encourages 
dramatic architectural treatments to lessen the impacts of large structures.  In 
particular staff believes that the building articulation as shown on the included 
renderings and elevations successfully lessens the impact of the building as a large 
structure.  As described in the comments regarding the PUD Guide included in the 
section on the Sketch / Preliminary PUD application, staff would like to see more 
robust design standards included so that conformance to the submitted renderings 
can be ensured.    
 

3. Criterion 3: Staff believes that  the use proposed is within the public interest and is 
addressing a viable public need. 
 

4. Criterion 4: Staff believes that this proposal is consistent with Criteria #4.  Previous 
staff comments addressed the street to building relationship (see page UDE-4) and 
“Main Street Atmosphere” (UDE-6) and suggested an outdoor gathering area on the 
western end of the building.  It appears from the included materials that such a space 
has been added.   
 
Articulation - Staff recognizes the increased width and depth standards for 
articulation included in the resubmittal.  
 
Screening of Mechanical Systems - Staff acknowledges that Section 10 of the PUD 
Guide addresses screening the rooftop mechanical equipment from potential views 
from the south and east and includes language that the screening shall be consistent 



 

with the architectural design of the building.  However, please add language  to 
indicate that the screening elements shall be at a minimum as tall as the equipment 
being screened.   
 
 

2.  SKETCH / PRELIMINARY PUD COMMENTS 
Only those criteria with related comments are addressed here. 
 

A. Uses: Staff recognizes that the applicant is requested a variance to the open space use.  It is 
discussed in greater detail below in response to the Open Space criteria. 
The applicant proposes that Home Occupations be allowed as an accessory use.  The Eagle 
County Land Use Regulations section 3-310F.2 contains standards for Home Occupations, 
please add these standards to the Use section.  

B. Dimensional Limitations: The applicant has requested a variance to the 35’ height limit of the 
Commercial General zone district  The proposed building varies in height depending upon 
the number of stories and relationship to surrounding topography.  Staff is generally 
supportive of granting the variance.  However, staff understands that the ultimate building 
submitted may not exactly match that shown in this application and the intent would not be 
that a blanket 52’ height limit be allowed across the site.  A Building Height Plan is included 
in the submittal.  In addition to this Height Plan, staff requests that additional information be 
provided that creates height allowance zones.  This can be based on the existing proposal and 
could either utilize a plan view or elevation view to create zones where the varying heights 
are allowed.  

C. Landscaping:  The landscape plan submitted with this application requires several edits: 
1. Please add topographic information at 2’ contours to the landscape plan. 
2. The 10’ setback noted along Edwards Village Blvd is actually a 10’ Drainage and Utility 

Easement. 
3. Note existing vegetation to be removed either on the landscape plan or on the 

Demolition Plan. Provide seed mix for the “Native Grass mix with Wildflowers” 
4. Change reference from “Edwards County” to “Eagle County”  
5. Add the area of irrigated turf. 

 
D. Conformance with Comprehensive Plan: As discussed in the comments regarding the 

application for the  Exception to the Edwards Area Community Plan, staff does not believe 
that the proposed use is consistent with the Active Recreation and Infrastructure land use 
designation. The site is zoned Commercial General which allows for residential uses.  
However, as being discussed here, the PUD standards require conformance with “Area 
Community Plans” the finding of which staff cannot make here. 

 
The applicant contends that workforce housing should be considered infrastructure due to 
its supporting role in the essential functions of the County.  While staff agrees on the crucial 
role of housing in the County, staff does not agree that housing can be considered 
infrastructure. 

E. Common Recreation and Open Space: The applicant has requested a variance to the standard 
that the PUD shall provide a minimum of ten (10) acres of common recreation and usable 
open space lands for every one thousand (1,000) persons who are residents of the PUD.  Staff 
agrees that the provision of this much open space in a high-density and centrally located 
development is not necessarily appropriate.   



 

However, support for this variance requires further analysis and is based on the provision of 
25% or more of the total PUD area shall be devoted to open air recreation or other usable 
open space, public or quasi public.  The narrative provided by the applicant indicates that 
approximately 65% of the site is common open space area. Approximately 32.7% (60,864 sq. 
ft.) of the site is common open space area with slopes less than 30%, which includes paths, 
walkways, gathering areas, gardens and high alpine meadow vegetation.  It is only those areas 
with slopes less than 30% that can be considered towards this 25%.  The Site Coverage plan 
should be updated to include a breakout of this 32.7% and graphically show which areas are 
proposed to count towards this requirement. 

 
3.    PUD GUIDE COMMENTS 
       Only those sections with related comments are discussed here 
 

A. Allowed Uses and Zoning Standards: As discussed above in the section regarding Dimensional 
Limitations in relation to the PUD Criteria, the height allowances should be described in more 
detail.  The Building Height Plan currently included as well as the additional diagram 
requested should be included in the PUD Guide.  

B. Architectural and Site Guidelines: The applicant has provided information regarding many 
aspects guiding the design of the site and structure.  To increase understandability and ease 
referencing of these standards, staff suggests that a table be included to display the numerical 
information for Building Height, Articulation, and Exterior Finishes, and Treatments.   

C. Staff requests that a note be added that the final building and site design be substantially in 
compliance with the representations made in the included perspective renderings, building 
elevations, and site plans included with this application. 

 
4.    ZONE CHANGE COMMENTS 
       Only those criteria with related comments are addressed here. 
 

A. Conformance with Comprehensive Plan: As discussed above, the proposal is not in 
conformance with the Future Land Use Map of the Edwards Area Community Plan.   

B. Change of Circumstances: The subject property has been zoned Commercial General since 
1980.  Additionally, in 1996, a plat note was placed on the property stating. “Tract T: 
Pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular access, drainage structures, landscaping, utilities, trails, 
recreation facilities and open space.”  This plat note is discussed in further detail below in the 
section regarding the amended final plat. The 2017 update to the 2003 plan placed the 
property into the Active Recreation and Infrastructure land use designation.  During this 
relatively recent plan update, housing needs in the County and Edwards area were 
considered and it was determined that this property should remain in that land use 
designation. 
 
 

5.   AMENDED FINAL PLAT COMMENTS 
       Only those criteria with related comments are addressed here. 
 

A. Final Plat Consistency: The applicant has stated that because the modification of the plat note 
will leave Tract T in its current form that the plat amendment is consistent with the existing 
final plat. However, staff believes that the plat note stating “Tract T: Pedestrian, bicycle, and 
vehicular access, drainage structures, landscaping, utilities, trails, recreation facilities and 



 

open space,” is an integral part of the plat and that modifying it to include the uses of the Hive 
PUD will make the amended final plat inconsistent with the intent of the final plat.   

.  
   
Engineering Comments: 

1. The ECLUR Article 4 Section 4-620.G states, “Intersections, both signalized and un‐signalized, 
in unincorporated Eagle County shall function at Level of Service “D” or better.”  As shown by 
the following tables from the Traffic Impact Study, the US 6 & Edwards Village Blvd (or Spur 
Road Roundabout) will fall below a Level of Service “D” with or without this project. 

 

 



 

The traffic study discusses that the study was conducted with the assumption of the Spur 
Road Roundabout being at the “interim” design.  Since that time the roundabout has been 
configured to the “ultimate” design.  It would be worthwhile to reanalyze the roundabout in 
the “ultimate” configuration.  It would also be worthwhile to  consult with Eagle County and 
CDOT to ensure that the proper growth factor is being used. 
 
Update the Table 1 Background Trip Generation Calculations to the following: 
West End - 335 Units, 13,000 sqft Commercial (not approved at this time) 
Fox Hollow - 87 Units 
6 West - 120 Units 
Fox Hollow - 87 Units 
Stillwater - 21 Units 
Northstar - 115,000 sqft of Commercial (not approved at this time) 
Edwards River Park - 440 Units, 11,500 sqft Commercial, 4,500 sqft Event Center 

 
2. On page 5 of the drainage report it states, “The outlet/discharge pipe of the system is oversized 

(12”) to prevent flooding from occurring onsite and instead allows any overflow to safely pass 
through the detention basin and discharges directly to Edwards Village Boulevard.”  
Engineering does not support direct discharge into the public way.  While the historic 
drainage pattern of this parcel was to sheet flow into the Edwards Village Boulevard, a point 
discharge of storm water into the public way is a safety hazard and an alternative solution 
will have to be identified.   
 

3. Sheet C-1.0 shows the following 

 
Engineering does not support direct discharge into the public way.  As mentioned previously 
a point discharge of storm water into the public way is a safety hazard and an alternative 
solution will have to be identified. 



 

 
The remaining comments have been made at this time to make the applicant aware of issues with the 
application but do not need to be addressed at the sufficiency stage. 

 
4. Where is the Irrigation Plan that is described on Page 3 of Exhibit A of the PUD Guide? 

 
5. The Site Coverage Plan includes General Note 2 which states, “All site pedestrian & vehicular 

circulation designed to E.C.L.U.R. Standards.”  ECLUR Section 4-630.B.1 states, “When sidewalks 
are called for in Table 4‐620 J., Summary Of Environmental, Geometric And Design Standards, 
the minimum width shall be four (4) feet for an attached sidewalk and six (6) feet for a detached 
sidewalk.”  Due to the anticipated high pedestrian traffic volumes, all sidewalks should be at 
least 6 feet in width.  The Horizontal Control Plan, Sheet C-3.0 indicates one section of 
sidewalk which is 5 feet in width and another that is 5.5 feet in width.  This contradicts other 
portions of the application which purport the development to be “an enhanced pedestrian 
experience”, “highly walkable”, “promote walking”, and “efficient pedestrian circulation”. 
Page 13 of the PUD Guide states, “Sidewalks and paths connecting site elements shall be 
designed to ECLUR standards and be fully accessible to all users, and if not technically feasible, 
a minimum number of site elements and paths shall be provided in compliance with scoping 
requirements of adopted building codes.”  
The 6 foot standard should be applied to the “Existing Edwards Corner access drive to be 
designated one way with striped pedestrian lane connecting upper and lower parking 
sidewalks” as shown on the Site Coverage Plan 
Level 0 Floor Plan, Sheet A-100.00, indicates the sidewalk on the south / west side of the 
driveway as being 6 feet in width.  The Horizontal Control Plan, Sheet C-3.0, indicates the 
sidewalk on the south / west side of the driveway as being 5.5 feet in width.  Clarify this 
discrepancy.  All sidewalks within the development should be at least 6 feet in width. 
 

6. Road Impact Fees will be assessed for the development's impact on the existing roadway 
network.  Per ECLUR Section 4-710:  
$2,577 per Lodge Room   $2,577  x 221  = $569,517 
$8,123 per 1,000 sq ft Restaurant, Sit Down  $8,123 x 1  = $8,123     
      TOTAL   = $577,640 

 
7. The Mountain Hive Parking Analysis includes an “Observed Local Parking Rate” section.  The 

section states, “local data provides a more accurate representation of parking for Edward’s 
local workforce housing”.  One of the listed “Comparable Workforce Housing Facilities” is the 
“Telluride Boarding House” in Telluride, CO, which is 135 miles as the crow flies, 254 miles by 
vehicle, from Edwards, CO.  Explain how the “Telluride Boarding House” qualifies as “local” 
data. 
 

8. Who will be responsible for the maintenance of the roundabout and roundabout features 
such as street lighting, rectangular rapid flashing beacons, pedestal push buttons? 
 

9. On page 13 of the Geotechnical Study it states, "We recommend a 12 inch section of CDOT Class 
P portland cement concrete be used."  Table 16.2 indicates that the PCCP (Portland Cement 
Concrete Pavement is to be 6.5 inches thick.  Clarify this discrepancy and verify the 12 inch 
pavement thickness with the consultant.  

 



 

10. On page 30 of the narrative it states, “It should be noted that the uses allowed on Tract T could 
include the development of a large indoor recreation facility with related parking having 
similar impacts to adjacent uses.”  This is a wild exaggeration extrapolated from the plat note 
which states the permitted uses on Tract T to be “pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular access, 
drainage structures, landscaping, utilities, trails,recreation facilities and open space”.   When 
read in the context of the other permitted uses, it is clear that the intent of “recreation facility” 
is not for “a large indoor recreation facility with related parking”. 
 

11. On page 13 of the narrative, it states that one of the variations proposed is a reduction of 
outdoor parking space dimensions from 10 ft x 20 ft to 9 ft x 19 ft.  Engineering can support 
this variation.  The Horizontal Control Plan, Sheet C-3.0 indicates that the 7 parking spaces 
along the east side of the building to be 9 ft x 18 ft.  While 9 ft x 18ft parking spaces are 
permitted for enclosed parking spaces, these parking spaces do not appear to be enclosed.  
Clarify this discrepancy.   

 
 

12. The application indicates that bike racks will be incorporated into the development.  
Consider covered bike racks especially if the intent is for bikes to be stored outside during 
the winter months.  It is difficult to tell from the materials submitted in the application the 



 

exact location of the bike racks, ensure that the location of the bike racks does not encroach 
upon sidewalks and will not impede pedestrians.  
 

13. The Site Coverage Plan, Sheet A-003.00, indicates that there will be 17 compact parking 
spaces incorporated into the development.  Eagle County Land Use Regulation Chapter 2 
Article 4 Section 4-140.D. allows for compact car parking in certain scenarios; however, the 
Engineering Department strongly discourages the use of compact parking due to the 
following reasons: 

● 40 CFR 600.315-82 defines a compact car as, “interior volume index greater than or 
equal to 100 cubic feet but less than 110 cubic feet.”  Vehicles with an interior 
volume index of less than 100 cubic feet can also be considered to be compact.  The 
CFR defines compact in regards to fuel economy as part of the Environmental 
Protection Agency’s Energy Policy and does not provide dimensional guidance for 
vehicle design or parking.  

● Compact parking spaces are not effective unless a facility is policed to prevent the 
drivers of larger vehicles from parking in the compact parking spaces.  The 
enforcing body must be educated on the interior volume indexes of various makes 
and models.  This costs the facility additional resources that are typically not 
available. 

● Non-compact vehicles are parked in compact spaces and tend to encroach into the 
adjacent parking spaces, creating a ripple effect along the road that eventually 
renders a parking space unusable.  This negates the improved efficiency offered by 
compact parking spaces.   

● It is difficult to predict potential numbers of compact cars generated by a 
development.  It is possible that more compact car spaces will be provided than can 
be used by the development and larger vehicles will not have enough parking 
spaces.  It is best practice to design every stall and aisle to handle full-size cars. 

If you wish to proceed with compact cars, please define the dimensional parameters and 
indicate the party responsible for enforcement. 

14. On the Planting Plan, Sheet L-100.00, there are two tables, Site Permeability and Site 
Irrigation.  On the Site Permeability table, the Permeable (Site) Area Quantity is 102,205 sqft.  
On the Site Irrigation table, the Permeable Area Total Area Quantity is 101,965 sqft.  Clarify 
this discrepancy. 



 

 

15. Information: According to Eagle County Land Use Regulations Section 5-280.B.5.a.(2), 
Supplemental Requirements to be filed with Final Plat shall include complete engineering 
plans and specifications, time schedules and cost estimates for all public improvements.  
These documents will need to be stamped by a licensed Professional Engineer.  Public 
Improvements include but are not limited to: Utilities (Water including fire hydrants, Gas 
Telephone, Electric), storm sewer structures, landscaping, playgrounds, alterations to 
public trails and public roads. All utilities need to be locatable via a tracer wire, therefore 
tracer wire needs to be included for all utilities and also be included in the SIA estimate. 

Per ECLUR, Section 5-210.D.5.f. - Post Referral Period Stakeholder Meeting, once all outstanding 
concerns, deficiencies, and recommendations identified in the referral responses received have been 
acceptably addressed and resolved, the application shall be scheduled for the next available public 
hearing for which proper notice of public hearings can be achieved as delineated in ECLUR Section 
5-210.E - Notice of Public Hearings. 
 
Please contact me at (303) 263-4370, or at Karl.Barton@gmail.com if you have questions or would 
like to request a meeting to discuss the comments. 
 
Sincerely, 

  
 
Karl Barton, AICP 
Eagle County Contract Planner 
 
 
Cc:  Bill Gibson, Community Development Director 
 Ben Gerdes, County Engineer 
 File 


