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Cordillera Valley Club
Design Review Board

Staff Memorandum 

Project Description
• Applicant is requesting Deviation from the Design Guidelines for improvements constructed 

outside the building envelope without DRB approval, in violation of the Design Guidelines.
• Improvements outside the building envelope include a stone patio, concrete patio, hot tub, 

and trampoline.  The trampoline is located in a drainage easement that has likelihood for 
flows during high runoff conditions.  A portion of the hot tub and the entire stone patio is 
located within a 40 ft. utility easement which contains utility lines.  

DEVIATION REVIEW - March 23, 2016
A. Background

On February 22, 2016, Mike Young asked staff to take a look at the drainage from the 
adjacent construction site, noting that he was concerned it was “flooding his kids’ 
trampoline.”  Staff went to inspect the drainage on the adjacent site (O’Steen) and found 
that it was constructed according to the approved plans.  However, no approvals were 
granted for a trampoline at 1800 Beard Creek Trail.  Upon further inspection, in addition to 
the trampoline constructed outside the building envelope, within a drainage easement, 
and without approvals, the applicant had constructed a stone patio outside the building 
envelope and within a 40 ft. utility easement and a hot tub and concrete patio outside the 
building envelope without approvals.  The applicant was immediately notified that he was 
in violation of his approval and needed to rectify the situation and would be subject to a 
fine for installing improvements without DRB approval.  In response, the applicant has 
submitted a DRB application and deviation request to allow the improvements to remain, 
as constructed.  It appears the applicant has applied for encroachment agreements from 
ERWSD and Holy Cross Energy.  

Owner: Mike Young
Address: 1800 Beard Creek Trail
Legal Address: F4 L7
Representative: Ron Preston
Architect: Ron Preston, Isom & Associates
Staff Contact:  Allison Kent, AICP
DRB Hearing #1: January 28, 2015
DRB Hearing #2: February 25, 2015
DRB Hearing #3: March 23, 2016
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B. Deviation Request

1. The applicant is proposing a deviation from the Design Guidelines to allow for a  
concrete patio, hot tub, stone patio, and trampoline outside of the building envelope.  
The Design Guidelines allow the DRB to approve non-habitable space outside of the 
building envelope.  The Design Guidelines state:  At their discretion, the DRB may 
approve non-habitable space such as roof overhangs, balconies, porches, patios, 
garages, and service areas that are located outside the building envelope provided 
such proposals are found by the DRB to be in accordance with the process for minor 
encroachments outside the building envelope.  (pg. 8)
The DRB can approve the minor encroachment if the DRB finds that the applicant has 
clearly demonstrated the following:

a. The encroachment does not affect views from surrounding homesites
b. The encroachment does not substantially reduce the distance between 

homesites on lots
c. The encroachment allows for a more sensitive design solution by minimizing 

site grading, the loss of mature vegetation, and/or other considerations
d. The encroachment will allow for a design that is consistent with the overall 

design philosophy and design style for the CVC (pg 9).
Staff believes that the encroachment for the concrete patio, hot tub, and stone patio 
meets these criteria and recommends approval of the deviation, subject to 
encroachment agreements from the utility holders.  Due to the location of these 
encroachments, there is little effect on any adjoining homesites, though still visible 
from adjoining homesites.  In fact, the DRB was supportive of creating a more 
natural patio edge and recommended that the applicant pursue getting approvals 
from the utility holders to allow this but not to the extent constructed by the applicant.  
The DRB specifically said he could bump out approximately 5-10 ft. beyond the 
building envelope.  However, the applicant did not receive any approvals prior to 
constructing the improvements and did not pursue either DRB or staff approval of 
the design changes.
Staff does not recommend approval of the trampoline located in the constructed 
location.  This is primarily, due to the pit for the trampoline being located within a 
drainage easement and a natural drainage that occurs between Lot 7 and Lot 6.  
Creating a new low point within this natural drainage interrupts the natural flow and 
could be problematic.  Second, the trampoline location has a more profound impact 
on the adjacent lot (Lot 6, O’Steen) where there is a home currently under 
construction.  The trampoline is located 5.8 ft. from the property line.  As a result, 
staff believes that the trampoline encroachment does affect the view from the 
adjacent homesite and does substantially reduce the distance between this lot and 
the adjacent homesite.  The trampoline encroachment does not allow for a more 
sensitive design solution as it is located within a naturally occurring drainage and an 
established drainage easement.   
Staff is supportive of the applicant finding a new location for the trampoline, either to 
the south or west of the existing home.  Because this applicant also owns Lot 8, if 
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the applicant chooses to locate the trampoline along that shared property line, it only 
affects applicant rather than third parties.  In addition, there is no apparent natural 
drainage occurring along the western property line and therefore it would likely not 
affect site drainage.  

C. Public Comment
Public notice to adjacent properties was provided on February 22, 2016.  As of the date 
of this memo, comments have been received from Roger O’Steen, adjacent property 
owner at F4 L6 / 1786 Beard Creek Trail.  His email correspondence has been attached 
for reference.  To summarize, he is supportive of all of the improvements except the 
location of the trampoline and requests that the trampoline be located elsewhere on the 
property.

D. Enforcement Action
Staff is recommending imposing a fine in the amount of $1,500.  A fine in this amount is 
intended to be a deterrent to the applicant constructing improvements without proper 
approvals and a normal course of doing business  An even higher fine may be 
appropriate, at the discretion of the DRB.  An application for a Deviation is $500.  
Depending on the disposition of the fine, attorneys fees may also required to be 
reimbursed by the applicant in accordance with the Compliance Agreement signed by 
the applicant.

E. Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the Deviation Request for the Young Residence for the 
concrete patio, stone patio, and hot tub (as shown on the ILC provided by the applicant 
on March 4, 2016)  and denial of the Deviation Request for the trampoline subject to the 
following conditions:
1. General Condition:  Compliance with the CVC Design Guidelines and process is not 

a substitute for compliance with Eagle County regulations, State regulations, or 
Federal regulations.  Additional permits and approvals may be required by these 
agencies prior to commencing any work on the property.  The property owner and its 
agents are responsible for ensuring compliance with all local, state, and federal 
regulations.

2. The applicant shall provide  from all utility providers for the improvements located 
within the utility easement prior to July 1, 2016.  If the utility providers do not allow 
the improvements in the easement, all improvements within the utility easement 
shall to be removed by July 15, 2016.  

3. The trampoline shall be removed by May 1, 2016 and the trampoline pit shall be 
filled and graded as indicated on the approved landscape plan dated April 16, 2015.

4. The applicant shall pay a fine of $1,500 by March 31, 2016.  Failure to pay the fine 
shall void all deviation approvals granted by the DRB for this property and all 
improvements will need to be removed within 30 days of default of payment.  The 
applicant will be required to pay all attorney’s fees related to this fine.
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FINAL REVIEW - February 25, 2015
Project Review

 A. Architecture Comments
1. The proposed residence meets the minimum stone requirement of 35%.
2. The proposed residence meets the maximum height limitation of 35 ft.  
3. Following the sketch plan review, all divided light windows were eliminated.  The 

DRB indicated that they were ok with the elimination of divided light windows at the 
sketch review.  The Design Guidelines state the following with regard to windows:

3.6 WINDOWS AND DOORS
Objective
• A hierarchy of windows and doors, and varying sizes and patterning should provide interest 

and individual character to the home 
Windows and doors introduce openings and relief to exterior walls and, in doing so, reinforce 
building scale.  Properly detailed, windows and doors also present an opportunity to add interest 
and individual character to buildings.
• Openings should be located to optimize view opportunities and be designed in proportion to 

the overall structure and form of the residence.
• Windows and doors in stone mass walls shall be deeply recessed (six to eight inches) or be 

trimmed in profiled wood (minimum 2” members) in order to provide interest and relief to 
building elevations.

• The use of timber or stone lintels and sills that are proud of the adjacent material is 
encouraged.

• True divided light windows are the most appropriate to the design style of the Cordillera 
Valley Club and must be incorporated in a consistent pattern throughout the home. Snap-in 
grids systems are not permitted. In order to maintain a smaller scale, large window openings 
shall be composed of smaller panes of glass.

• Window casing shall be wood with natural, stained or clad finish.
• Window and door trim should be selected in concert with other building materials, and be no 

smaller than two inch (2”) members.
• Windows of unusual shapes and sizes, and the use of colored, reflective or mirrored glass 

are not permitted.

4. The applicant has revised the front entry since the sketch review.  Pavers are 
indicated in front of the garage bay closest to the house to provide more of a sense 
of entry.  The entry has been turned to face due north and a larger porch area has 
been provided.  The Design Guidelines state the following:

3.10 ENTRYWAYS/ PORCHES
Objectives
• To provide a sense of entry to the home, entry porches are required
• All porches shall be an integral part of the overall design
All homes shall have a welcoming, inviting entry designed to enhance the overall look of the 
structure and break up the verticality of its facades. The entry defines a place of gathering 
and receiving. The entry and front porch can be an opportunity to add individual creative 
expression, or a signature architectural statement, to the home.

Design Considerations
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• Porches must be constructed of materials that complement the materials on the home.
• The use of expressed structure, such as exposed rafter tails, lookout beams and knee 

braces are required.
• Porch roofs should be different, in pitch and materials, from the adjacent roof planes.
• Wrap-around porches are encouraged.

5. The Design Guidelines recommend architectural detailing such as exposed structure 
and structural detailing.  The proposed residence lacks some of the detailing that is 
commonly found throughout the CVC.  For example, there are no beams at gable 
ends.  This was not noted by the DRB at sketch plan review, though often this level 
of detail is not provided at sketch plan review.  The Design Guidelines state the 
following:

3.7 ARCHITECTURAL DETAILING AND SIGNATURE STATEMENTS
Objective
• Every home shall be unique in character and expression
Architectural details are an important element of the Cordillera Valley Club design style and 
also add individuality and creative expression to a home. In all cases, the origin and 
interpretation of architectural details should be consistent throughout a home.
The use of the following architectural details is encouraged:
• Deep overhangs, as permitted by the Eagle County Wildfire Regulations.
• Consistent patterns of exposed structure and structural detailing, such as rafter tails, 

lookout beams and bracing.
• Carved timbers and hand-crafted timber joinery.
• Steel detailing, metal banding.
• Lintels and sills constructed of stone or timbers.
• Hand-crafted doors and decorative hardware on windows and doors.
• Main entry doors and garage doors designed to compliment the home.
• Deep set reveals in stone walls.
• Planter boxes.
• Decorative handrails and balcony railings.
• Decorative exterior light fixtures.
• Operable window shutters (sized in proportion to windows).

In addition to the architectural details described above, the following signature elements shall 
be incorporated into the design of all buildings and homes at the Cordillera Valley Club. The 
use of these elements is intended to express the Cordillera Valley Club design style and also 
to establish architectural features common to all buildings in the community.

Signature Elements
• All buildings shall include some expression of the structure of the roof. Examples for 

expressing roof structure include exposed rafter tails (required) and exposed beams at 
overhanging gable ends.

• Porches or other similar covered outdoor spaces shall be incorporated into the design of 
all homes. Entryways shall be inviting and welcoming. Porches and entryways shall 
provide an introduction to the home. Refer to Section 4.8 for additional information on 
terraces, porches and outdoor living spaces.

• Other signature elements include, but are not limited to, shutters, window boxes, and 
steel beam details.
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6. The applicant did not provide lighting cut sheets with the final plan submittal.  The 
applicant has indicated that the lighting details will be brought to the meeting.  In the 
future, the applicant should provide all application materials by the submittal date to 
avoid any delays.  The DRB can determine at the meeting if the lighting proposed is 
consistent with the Design Guidelines.

B. Site Plan and Landscape Plan Comments
1. No address marker location or detail was provided with the submittal. In discussions 

with the architect, it was noted that there is a guard rail along this site and the 
address marker location may require additional consideration as to an appropriate 
location.  Staff agrees and is including a condition that the applicant shall submit an 
address marker location for staff review with Technical Review.  

2. Following the sketch review approval, the applicant has added significant trees.  
Staff believes the landscaping for the site generally complies with the Design 
Guidelines.  

3. Prior to Technical Review, the applicant shall provide a construction schedule.
4. The applicant has not provided a drainage report with the final plan submittal which 

was a condition of the DRB approval in January.  The DRB should determine 
whether it believes a report is necessary prior to approval of the final plan or 
technical plan review or at all.  It should be noted that the POA Executive Board has 
directed staff to prepare an amendment to the Design Guidelines requiring that a 
final plan submittal include the requirement for a site, grading, and drainage plan to 
be developed and stamped by a Professional Engineer for every project.

C. Public Comment
Public notice to adjacent properties was provided on February 9, 2015.  As of the date 
of this memo (February 19) no comments have been received.  

D. Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the Final Review for the M. Young  Residence, subject to 
the following conditions:
1. General Condition:  Compliance with the CVC Design Guidelines and process is not 

a substitute for compliance with Eagle County regulations, State regulations, or 
Federal regulations.  Additional permits and approvals may be required by these 
agencies prior to commencing any work on the property.  The property owner and its 
agents are responsible for ensuring compliance with all local, state, and federal 
regulations.

2. The applicant shall provide a plan to staff indicating the proposed address marker 
location and provide a detail of the address marker with Technical Review.  

3. The applicant shall provide a construction schedule with Technical Review.
4. DRB determination on the need for a drainage report.
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E. DRB Deliberation

DRB members Michael Current and Ric Fields were present.  Steve McKeever attended the 
meeting via phone.
Mike Young, owner and contractor, and Ron Preston, architect, presented the application.
Ric asked if there was any way to make the patio more natural - it would be better to bump it 
out more naturally, approximately 5 ft., no more than 10 ft.  Retaining is needed at the corner 
of the home but is not shown.  
The DRB agreed no drainage study was necessary.
Dominic indicated that the applicant should study the driveway radius because as shown it 
may not function for a larger vehicle with the radius shown and would hate for the applicant to 
build a driveway they may ultimately be unhappy with.
The applicant was advised to consult the design guidelines for dimensional requirements for 
proposed materials.  Applicant was advised that glu-lam beams are prohibited.
Motion:  Steve McKeever
2nd:  Michael Current
Vote:  3-0 (Ted Leach was absent)
  Motion to approve with the following conditions: 

1. General Condition:  Compliance with the CVC Design Guidelines and process is not 
a substitute for compliance with Eagle County regulations, State regulations, or 
Federal regulations.  Additional permits and approvals may be required by these 
agencies prior to commencing any work on the property.  The property owner and its 
agents are responsible for ensuring compliance with all local, state, and federal 
regulations.

2. The applicant shall provide a plan to staff indicating the proposed address marker 
location and provide a detail of the address marker with Technical Review.  

3. The applicant may extend the patio areas outside of the building envelope to 
achieve a more organic edge from 5’ to 10’ beyond the building envelope as part of 
the current deviation approval.
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SKETCH REVIEW - January 28, 2015
Project Review

 A. Architecture Comments
1. Roof pitches are generally 6:12 for the gable roofs, 4:12 for the areas of shed roofs, 

with some limited areas of 3:12 for secondary roof forms.  The materials are DaVinci 
synthetic shakes for the primary roof forms, and metal for the secondary roof forms.   
These roof forms and materials generally comply with the Design Guidelines.  At 
final plan review, the applicant shall provide any additional detail on roof 
penetrations for flues or other mechanical equipment, and show any snow retention 
systems.

2. The property is allowed only a single-family residence.  However, there appears to 
be a secondary unit or caretake unit located above the garage.   Prior to final review, 
the applicant shall remove this secondary unit (eliminate the kitchen) to comply with 
the limitation.  

3. At final plan review, the applicant shall provide stone calculations.  No less than 
35% of exterior wall surface shall be stone.  The plans as shown appear to comply 
with the 35% requirement. 

4. The applicant has indicated horizontal siding, vertical siding, and stone as the 
exterior wall materials.  Wood does not appear to meet grade at any location on the 
elevations.  Staff believes that the proposed materials generally comply with the 
Design Guidelines, but the applicant shall provide additional detail on the materials 
and colors at final plan review. 

5. The south elevation of the home (Sheet A6) is complicated due to the angle of the 
building.  The elevation would seem to indicate that there is a significant break in the 
building, but this graphic representation is confusing.  There is no break at this 
location, and the south elevation is better represented on Sheet A6. Staff has 
concern about the mass of the South elevation, as it is both the tallest and the 
longest of the elevations. The massing model (required at final) may help in 
resolving this issue.

6. The front entry of the home is recessed and difficult to understand from any of the 
elevations.  Furthermore, the Design Guidelines encourage front porches.  For final 
review, the applicant shall provide a detail of the entry and front porch.  

7. There are some three-story elements of the home.  Staff has some concerns that 
the design may be pushing the 35 ft. height limitation; however, not all roof ridge 
elevations were provided (to be provided for final review).  The Design Guidelines 
state the following (pg. 16):
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8. The east elevation of the home has significant glazing, with oddly shaped windows 
and very few divided light windows.  While it is recognized that this is the primary 
view elevation, the window patterns do not appear consistent throughout the design.  
The Design Guidelines provide the following on window design (pg. 21):

B. Site Plan and Landscape Plan Comments
1. The applicant is proposing only 3 aspens, according to the proposed landscape 

plan.  Staff recommends a significant increase in the proposed landscaping, with the 
addition of a minimum of 10 more aspens.  Additionally, more landscaping 
consideration needs to be given to the area adjacent to Lot 8.  

2. For final review, the applicant shall indicate the top of wall and bottom of wall 
elevations for all retaining walls.

3. For final review, the applicant shall provide a drainage report prepared by a licensed 
professional engineer.

4. The applicant is proposing a deviation from the Design Guidelines to allow for roof 
overhang, patio, deck, and retaining walls outside of the building envelope.  The 
Design Guidelines allow the DRB to approve non-habitable space outside of the 
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building envelope.  The Design Guidelines state:  At their discretion, the DRB may 
approve non-habitable space such as roof overhangs, balconies, porches, patios, 
garages, and service areas that are located outside the building envelope provided 
such proposals are found by the DRB to be in accordance with the process for 
minor encroachments outside the building envelope.  (pg. 8)
The DRB can approve the minor encroachment if the DRB finds that the applicant 
has clearly demonstrated the following:

a. The encroachment does not affect views from surrounding homesites
b. The encroachment does not substantially reduce the distance between 

homesites on lots
c. The encroachment allows for a more sensitive design solution by minimizing 

site grading, the loss of mature vegetation, and/or other considerations
d. The encroachment will allow for a design that is consistent with the overall 

design philosophy and design style for the CVC (pg 9).
Staff believes that this minor encroachment meets these criteria and  
recommends approval of the deviation.  Due to the location of the encroachment, 
there is no effect on any adjoining homesites and staff believes this dormer 
feature adds interest to the elevation.  However, to mitigate these 
encroachments, staff is recommending significant additional landscaping (trees) 
at the areas of encroachment.

C. Public Comment
Public notice to adjacent properties was provided on January 8, 2014.  As of the date of 
this memo (January 22) no comments have been received.  

E. DRB Deliberation

Steve McKeever, David Adkins, Ted Leach, Ric Fields, Michael Current were present.
Mike Young and Ron Preston were present representing the application.
Michael requested that the roof should not be clipped when it overhangs the building envelope 
- request a deviation.  
Ric stated that they need to look at the front entry element.  It is very constrained.  This is an 
area of significant concern as it does not meet the intent of the Design Guidelines to have a 
welcoming entry and large front porch.  
David does not like the divided lights windows so they should be taken out if the applicant does 
not want them.  He stated that as an idea to improve the entrance, look at moving the 3rd 
garage bay to the outside.  
Steve stated that the front porch area is a concern to him.
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Ric stated that the retaining walls need to be looked at.  They are too tall and need to provide 
area between walls for planting.  No walls can exceed 6 ft.  He liked the idea of the garage on 
the other side.  Need to make the entry more grand.  
David stated that the lack of curb appeal is a major issue. 
After much debate, the DRB made a motion to approve the sketch review, but cautioned that 
the entry is a major issue and will need to be revised.

Motion: Steve McKeever
Second: David
Vote: 5-0
Conditions: Should the DRB approve the deviation, approval of the deviation will 

not be final until February 7, 2015, to allow for the required notice 
requirement for deviations.  If comments are received prior to that 
date, the deviation may be revisited by the DRB at Final Review.

The applicant shall address the comments provided in this staff 
memorandum and any DRB comments prior to final review.

The applicant shall revise the entry to make a more welcoming and 
grand entry to comply with the Design Guidelines.  
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From: Roger ROSteen@parcgroup.net
Subject: 1800 Beard Creek Trail
Date: March 2, 2016 at 8:11 AM
To: allison@mpgvail.com
Cc: Townsend Jeff jtownsend@resortconceptsco.com, Hermes Rick rickh@resortconceptsco.com, Davis Jed

JDavis@davisfamilyoffice.com

Allison,
I am in receipt of the Design Review Board application as submitted by the owner of 1800 Beard Creek Trail (lot 7)
As the owners of the home under construction on lot 6,  we are providing our comments regarding the variance request:
1) The patio and fire pit are acceptable variances to the building setback line. We have personally seen these improvements and believe they
are tasteful and appropriate.
2) We are opposed to any variance within the drainage easement for a trampoline. 
3) We are opposed to the approval of a trampoline in any location on the north side of lot #7 . The placement of a trampoline between our
home and the applicants home would result in a potential noise situation right outside and contiguous to three (3) of our bedrooms.
We wish to be good neighbors and cooperate in a fair and equitable manner.
We feel strongly that a trampoline would adversely effect the view corridor from the street and between the applicants home and our future
home.
Your careful consideration of our request is greatly appreciated.

Respectfully,
Roger O'Steen and Jed Davis

Roger OSteen
Chairman
904-992-9750
Parcgroup.net
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From: Roger ROSteen@parcgroup.net
Subject: 1800 Beard Creek Trail
Date: March 2, 2016 at 8:30 AM
To: allison@mpgvail.com
Cc: Hermes Rick rickh@resortconceptsco.com, Townsend Jeff jtownsend@resortconceptsco.com, Davis Jed

JDavis@davisfamilyoffice.com

Allison,
I am forwarding some notes on the attached pdf indicating the location of the proposed trampoline and how it would impact our view
corridor as well as the potential noise adjacent to our bedrooms.
Thank You for your consideration.
Roger and Jed
(Lot #6 owners)
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Roger OSteen
Chairman
904-992-9750
Parcgroup.net



From: Roger ROSteen@parcgroup.net
Subject: DRB....lot #7 Variance
Date: March 12, 2016 at 3:37 PM
To: allison@mpgvail.com
Cc: Hermes Rick rickh@resortconceptsco.com, Townsend Jeff jtownsend@resortconceptsco.com, Davis Jed

JDavis@davisfamilyoffice.com

Allison,
I am writing to clarify our position related to the trampoline issue and the upcoming March 23rd DRB meeting.
Last week, Mike Young reached out to me to discuss the issue of the trampoline of which I am very appreciative of his call.
We had a cordial and productive conversation and explored the various locations on his lot where the trampoline could be built without
impacting our future home. 
I explained to Mike that we had a bad experience with a neighbors trampoline years ago. We also discussed our joint understanding that the
trampoline cannot stay in the drainage easement and as a result, must be moved regardless.
I conveyed to Mike that we are not opposed to the patio, fire pit and hot tub, however, we are opposed to the trampoline close to our home
on lot #6.
I also explained to Mike that we will support a trampoline location anywhere between lot #7 and Lot # 8 or immediately behind his house
between the patio/ fire pit and lot #8. I agreed on the phone to discuss Mike's thoughts with our group. We have done this and determined
that we don't see a location that works between our homes. 
As a result, we continue to oppose  a location anywhere on the north/ northeast side of his yard between our homes.
As future residents and neighbors, we want to be fair, reasonable and cooperative. Based on our conversation, I have every reason to believe
that Mike Young has the same desire.
Thank You for your consideration of this matter.
Roger O'Steen
O'Steen and Davis Families
( owners, Lot #6)

Allison,
If possible, please forward Mike Young's contact information including email as I wish to copy him on the above.
Thanks 

Roger

Roger OSteen
Chairman
904-992-9750
Parcgroup.net
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From: Roger ROSteen@parcgroup.net
Subject: Trampoline
Date: March 14, 2016 at 10:05 AM
To: allison@mpgvail.com, Young Mike mikeyoung2020@mac.com
Cc: Hermes Rick rickh@resortconceptsco.com, Townsend Jeff jtownsend@resortconceptsco.com, Davis Jed

JDavis@davisfamilyoffice.com

Allison,
We support a trampoline if located anywhere on the attached off map that is denoted in orange.
Thank You,
Roger
CVC #6
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Roger OSteen
Chairman
904-992-9750
Parcgroup.net



From: MIKE YOUNG mikeyoung2020@mac.com
Subject: Re: Drainage, Trampoline, Occupancy - Filing 4, Lot 7 CVC 1800 Beard Creek Trail

Date: February 24, 2016 at 10:30 AM
To: Dominic Mauriello dominic@mpgvail.com
Cc: Allison Kent allison@mpgvail.com, Greg Perkins gperkins@wtpvail.com, Bob Engleby bob@netengleby.com, Ron Preston

ron@isomassociates.com

Wow that is the best response I have ever got from you. Thanks  I like all the DRB board members there my neighbors , We all get along 
great !

On Feb 24, 2016, at 10:14 AM, Dominic Mauriello <dominic@mpgvail.com> wrote:

Mike.

You know the requirements and procedures better than anyone.  You also know that what you built was not approved.

Other than the trampoline affecting the drainage, I don’t think what you built is bad, it just didn’t get approved and has easement 
encroachment implications.  The process is in place for a reason.

Make the application, get the utility approvals, and we will see what the DRB thinks.

I don’t know why you find that so hard to do on the front end.  You create these issues yourself but ignoring all of the procedures.  I’d love 
to ignore you but the POA hired me to pay attention and enforce the rules.

Thanks,

Dominic	F.	Mauriello,	AICP
Mauriello	Planning	Group,	LLC
PO	Box	4777
2205	Eagle	Ranch	Road
Eagle,	Colorado	81631
970-376-3318	cell
www.mpgvail.com

On Feb 24, 2016, at 9:55 AM, MIKE YOUNG <mikeyoung2020@mac.com> wrote:

If you remember the board wanted me to put my patio into the 40’ easement( or did you forget )and not fellow the easement line they 
thought it looked funny also the flag stone patio is sand set so it can be removed very easy if anyone ever has to do repairs inside the 40’ 
easement . I know you like to exaggerate on everything to make your self seem important . You are not a license  E ,surveyor or architect 
just a land planner like me .But you do wright some good letters you got me there.I  Will rip out all of the trees , and boulders just say the 
word .I was just trying to screen the golf course tee boxes .That is also why the tramp is back in the corner , low impact on course . You 
should be ready and find out where all the others  tramps in t are located on there lots in or out side the building envelops, lets look into 
kids forts ,ziplines, basketball hoops etc. I have almost 3 Million invested in our home, are taxes are very high we spend a lot of money to  
live in CVC I did love it here , But with you with this personal attic every chance you get is hard to take . Our house and yard is as nice or 
nicer than any other home in CVC. M Young

On Feb 24, 2016, at 8:15 AM, Dominic Mauriello <dominic@mpgvail.com> wrote:

Hello Mike:

Thank you for sending over the attached ILC for your home at 1800 BCT.  

What this ILC shows is disturbing to us and shows a serious disregard to the rules and design guidelines adopted for CVC.  Attached 
also are the DRB/Technical approved set of plans for the project.  As you may recall there was significant discussion about improvements 
outside of the building envelope and issue with regard to placing improvements within the 40’ wide utility easement.

This ILC shows that you disregarded the approvals of the DRB and developed patios, a hot tub, and a retaining wall outside of the 
building envelope and within this easement.  

I am afraid we have no choice but to pursue an enforcement action against you with respect to these improvement and recommend 
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I am afraid we have no choice but to pursue an enforcement action against you with respect to these improvement and recommend 
fines be issued by the DRB for this disregard for the approval process and that the improvements be removed.

I am sure you are going to want to ask the DRB for permission to allow these improvements to remain as constructed.  You can apply for 
this with a deviation and a design application (you can include your trampoline as well).  You will also be required to obtain 
encroachment agreements or formal letters of approval from all utility providers but in particular Eagle River Water and Sanitation District 
and the Upper Eagle Water Authority as you have placed improvements in a public utility easement.  There is a strong chance that you 
will not be able to get approval from all of the utility providers in which case you will have to remove the improvements.  Noting the time 
it will take you to obtain these utility company approvals, I will extend the deadline for you to submit the application, fees, and utility 
sign-offs until March 7, 2016.

This is your formal notice of violation.  

Dominic	F.	Mauriello,	AICP
Mauriello	Planning	Group,	LLC
PO	Box	4777
2205	Eagle	Ranch	Road
Eagle,	Colorado	81631
970-376-3318	cell
www.mpgvail.com

On Feb 23, 2016, at 5:30 PM, Dominic Mauriello <dominic@mpgvail.com> wrote:

Hello Mr. Young:

I am responding to your inquiry about the drainage pipe located on the Osteen Property.  We have reviewed the approved plans for the 
Osteen residence, the plans for your home, the Final Plats for both of these lots, and have conducted a site visit.  We also contacted Jeff 
Townsend with the Hermes group, the builder, and had them review the installation of the drainage pipe.

Prior to development of either of these homes, there existed a natural drainage that generally followed the common lot line between the 
properties which is evident from the topographic surveys and site visits to the property.  There is a drainage pipe that daylights from 
under the road right-of-way to the Osteen property into what was this natural drainage.  The Osteen project includes a pipe that 
continues to pick up this drainage and daylights on the Osteen property.  There is an existing 12.5’ drainage and utility easement on 
either side of the common property line making for a 25’ wide drainage easement.  The daylighting of this pipe is within this easement 
on the Osteen property based on our review of the corner stakes for this lot line viewed in the field.  We believe that the Osteen 
installation is proper per the plans and does the Hermes Group.

If you recall, you fought heavily against the condition staff recommended to the DRB for you to provide a drainage report for your home.  
We were concerned about the impacts of drainage by your home and site grading.

A site visit reveals that there is substantial fill from your project on your property within this 12.5’ drainage easement.  Additionally, we 
discovered the installation of an in-ground trampoline located on your property which was not included in the plans and for which a 
Design Review application was not submitted or approved.  Further, it appears that this trampoline is located within the 12.5’ drainage 
easement and in close proximity to the property line which could contribute to not allowing the proper flow of drainage.  It appears the 
trampoline is outside of the building envelope which is not allowed.  The Design Guidelines do not include recreational equipment 
outside of the building envelope even with a deviation application.  

If you wish to have trampoline on the property you will need to provide the required application materials including a site plan with its 
location.  You can request a deviation with the application as well but the DRB will need to make the interpretation that it can be outside 
of the building envelope which we are not sure reflects the language of the guidelines.

Finally, we also noted that you have occupied the residence in violation of the Design Guidelines.  Section C.6.0 of the guidelines 
(appendix) requires a final inspection by the DRB Administration and a Letter of Compliance before being allowed to occupy the home.  
Please call or email us to schedule a final inspection of the home.  We suggested at this point that this inspection occur when the ground 
is clear of snow.

We are not suggesting that any fines be issued at this time for these violations and you should instead consider this an official warning 
pursuant to the guidelines.  We would prefer to work with you to resolve these issues in a friendly and cooperative manner.  Let’s 
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pursuant to the guidelines.  We would prefer to work with you to resolve these issues in a friendly and cooperative manner.  Let’s 
calendar a final inspection date for the home in the next week for some day in April.  Please provide us with an indication on how you 
would like to resolve the trampoline issue.  If you propose to seek approval for the trampoline in the current or another location onsite 
rather than remove those improvements, please submit an application, site plan, and fees ($250 for the design application and $500 for 
a deviation) by March 1 and we will schedule a DRB meeting to review the application.  Failure to respond to this could result in future 
fines being issued.

We would recommend that you review the final grading on your property within the 12.5’ easement and the location of the trampoline 
to ensure you have not impeded the flow of drainage in this area.  You may want to consult with an engineer.

Thank you,

Dominic	F.	Mauriello,	AICP
Mauriello	Planning	Group,	LLC
PO	Box	4777
2205	Eagle	Ranch	Road
Eagle,	Colorado	81631
970-376-3318	cell
www.mpgvail.com
<IMG_3538.jpeg><IMG_3543.jpeg>
<F4 L7 1800 BCT Tech Appr 4-23-15.pdf>
<14042-Lot 7-ILC.pdf>
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From: MIKE YOUNG mikeyoung2020@mac.com
Subject: Fwd: Lot Lines - Google Earth pics

Date: March 15, 2016 at 1:43 PM
To: Allison Kent allison@mpgvail.com, Dominic Mauriello dominicvail@me.com

I am having Marcin Eng shoot  all these tramp locations , They are all outside building envelopes , Also there are 9 basketball hoops , 1 
hockey net, 2 forts, & 1 zip line all illegal . You have me in fights with some of my neighbors it might as well be 10 more of them . This was a 
great place to live until Mr. Eagle  (you) started  the nei  brawl . Your really good  !  p.s. i told my kids no basketball  hoop you would find 
some sort of problem with .

Begin forwarded message:

From: Linda Jackson <linjacksonvail@yahoo.com>
Subject: Lot Lines - Google Earth pics
Date: March 15, 2016 at 10:29:45 AM MDT
To: MIKE YOUNG <mikeyoung2020@mac.com>
Reply-To: Linda Jackson <linjacksonvail@yahoo.com>

Hi Mike, 

 See the attached files and let me know if you need anything else.

See you next week,

Linda

158 Fall Creek Road
screen print.docx

100 Leagcy Trail screen
print.docx
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Cordillera Valley Club
Design Review Board

Staff Memorandum 

Project Description
• Applicant is requesting a Deviation from the Design Guidelines for a covered patio located 

outside the building envelope.
• The patio encroaches approximately 6 ft. outside the building envelope.

DEVIATION REVIEW - March 23, 2016
A. Deviation Request

1. The applicant is proposing a deviation from the Design Guidelines to allow for a  
covered patio outside of the building envelope.  The Design Guidelines allow the DRB 
to approve non-habitable space outside of the building envelope.  The Design 
Guidelines state:  At their discretion, the DRB may approve non-habitable space such 
as roof overhangs, balconies, porches, patios, garages, and service areas that are 
located outside the building envelope provided such proposals are found by the DRB 
to be in accordance with the process for minor encroachments outside the building 
envelope.  (pg. 8)
The DRB can approve the minor encroachment if the DRB finds that the applicant has 
clearly demonstrated the following:

a. The encroachment does not affect views from surrounding homesites
b. The encroachment does not substantially reduce the distance between 

homesites on lots
c. The encroachment allows for a more sensitive design solution by minimizing 

site grading, the loss of mature vegetation, and/or other considerations

Owner: Mike Young
Address: 1385 Elk Run (Beard Creek Trail)
Legal Address: F3 L10
Representative: Ron Preston
Architect: Ron Preston, Isom & Associates
Staff Contact:  Allison Kent, AICP
DRB Hearing #1: September 23, 2015
DRB Hearing #2: October 28, 2015
DRB Hearing #3: March 23, 2016
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d. The encroachment will allow for a design that is consistent with the overall 
design philosophy and design style for the CVC (pg 9).

Staff believes that the encroachment for the covered patio meets these criteria and 
recommends approval of the deviation.  The location of the covered patio is 
approximately 161 ft. from the adjacent property to the west (Lot 8, Shields 
Residence).  The view from the Shields Residence is not affected as the home sits 
behind this new patio.   There is still substantial distance between homesites, with 
approximately 161 ft. of separation.  The encroachment is minimal and allows for a 
sensitive design with minimal grading necessary for the proposed covered patio.  
Similar encroachments have been approved throughout the CVC and staff believes 
that this encroachment is consistent with the design philosophy and design style for 
the CVC.  The plan has been overlaid on the aerial photo for reference:

B. Public Comment
Public notice to adjacent properties was provided on February 22, 2016.  As of the date 
of this memo, comments have been received from Debby Shields, adjacent property 
owner at F3 L8 / 62 Elk Run Drive.  The Shields are supportive of the deviation, but are 
requesting additional landscaping to screen the patio.  The Shields have also noted that 
the applicant has not been following the conditions of the final approval, especially 
regarding the conditions that there shall be no construction parking or turn around on 
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Elk Run Road, and that all construction parking and turnaround are to be provided 
onsite. Staff has coordinated with the contractor to ensure compliance with the staging 
and access plan and will continue to monitor.

C. Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the Deviation Request for the the M. Young  Residence, 
subject to the following conditions:
1. General Condition:  Compliance with the CVC Design Guidelines and process is 

not a substitute for compliance with Eagle County regulations, State regulations, 
or Federal regulations.  Additional permits and approvals may be required by 
these agencies prior to commencing any work on the property.  The property 
owner and its agents are responsible for ensuring compliance with all local, state, 
and federal regulations.

2. The applicant shall coordinate with the adjacent property owners to add 
landscaping to screen the covered patio.  

3. All conditions from the Final Approval remain, and failure to comply with these 
conditions shall result in immediate fines for non-compliance.  This serves as a 
warning that the applicant has not been in compliance with the following 
conditions: 
a. There shall be no construction parking or turn around on Elk Run Road.  
b. Construction parking and turnaround shall be provided onsite.  No private 

driveways are to be used for turnaround.  Fines will be issued for any 
unauthorized use of private property.  
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FINAL REVIEW - October 28, 2015
Project Review

 A. Architecture Comments
1. Minor changes were made to the plans from the Sketch Review on September 

23, 2015.  As discussed at the previous review, the great room was straightened 
out, which caused some minor changes to the elevations.  

2. The main ridge over the great room is exactly 35 ft. in height.  This complies with 
the Design Guidelines, but should be noted for construction that there is no room 
for error.  The ridge height will be verified with a framing ILC.

3. The stone calculation is indicated at 35%, in compliance with the Design 
Guidelines.

4. The proposed plans meet the intent of the Design Guidelines and 
recommendations of the DRB at the previous review.  

B. Site Plan and Landscape Plan Comments
1. After additional research into the possibility of a lower turnaround, it was 

determined that it was not feasible.  As a result, the proposal now reflects only 
the upper turnaround.  All driveway improvements are now located entirely within 
the subject property.  The upper turnaround has been designed to allow for fire 
truck turnaround.

2. All improvements and associated grading and/or retainage (patios, hot tub, 
walkways, etc.) shall be coordinated and shown on both the site plan and the 
landscape plan.  

3. The site plan, engineered grading plan, and landscape plan shall be coordinated 
prior to Technical Submittal.  Grading on these plans do not match.  For example, 
there is a retaining wall indicated on the site plan that is not shown on the 
engineered driveway grading plan.  All plans need to be coordinated to reflect 
what is proposed.  

4. Any retaining walls over 4 ft. need to be engineered by a licensed Professional 
Engineer, and a stamped detail provided prior to Technical Submittal.  

5. Grading shall not exceed 2:1.  
6. Snow storage shall be indicated on the site plan and landscape plan prior to 

Technical Submittal.  

C. Public Comment
Notification to adjacent property owners was provided on October 8, 2015.  The owners 
located at F3 L8 / 62 Elk Run, Debby Shields, expressed concern primarily with 
construction access and ensuring that their driveway will not be used for turnaround by 
any construction vehicles.  The applicant has agreed to construct the access and 
turnaround in phase 1 to ensure that there is adequate access and parking area.  In 
addition, it has been made clear to the applicant that no private property is to be used 
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for construction vehicles and that fines will be issued if found to not be in compliance 
with this requirement.  

D. Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the Final Review for the M. Young  Residence, subject to 
the following conditions:
1. General Condition:  Compliance with the CVC Design Guidelines and process is 

not a substitute for compliance with Eagle County regulations, State regulations, 
or Federal regulations.  Additional permits and approvals may be required by 
these agencies prior to commencing any work on the property.  The property 
owner and its agents are responsible for ensuring compliance with all local, state, 
and federal regulations.

2. All improvements (patios, hot tub, walkways, etc.) shall be coordinated and 
shown on both the site plan and the landscape plan prior to Technical Submittal.  

3. The site plan, engineered grading plan, and landscape plan shall be coordinated 
prior to Technical Submittal.  Grading on these plans do not match.  For example, 
there is a retaining wall indicated on the site plan that is not shown on the 
engineered driveway grading plan.  All plans need to be coordinated to reflect 
what is proposed.  

4. All retaining walls over 4 ft. need to be engineered by a licensed Professional 
Engineer, and a stamped detail provided prior to Technical Submittal.  

5. Grading shall not exceed 2:1.  
6. Snow storage shall be indicated on the site plan and landscape plan prior to 

Technical Submittal.  
7. There shall be a 2 ft. ditch on the north side of the driveway as indicated on the 

engineered driveway grading plan.
8. There shall be no construction parking or turn around on Elk Run Road.  
9. There shall be no vehicular access from the gravel road to the east.
10. If permitted by Windrose, parking may be allowed at the paved parking area on 

Beard Creek Trail.
11. Construction parking and turnaround shall be provided onsite.  No private 

driveways are to be used for turnaround.  Fines will be issued for any 
unauthorized use of private property.  

12. Construction parking on Spring Hill Lane shall be allowed.  There shall be no 
construction parking on Beard Creek Trail.  

13. The $20,000 compliance deposit may be held for any off-site damage to other 
property as a result of construction until the damage is repaired and resolved. 

E. DRB Deliberation
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Ric Fields, Sharon Dennis, and Michael Current were present.  Steve McKeever was 
absent.
Ron Preston, architect, and Mike Young, owner and builder, were present to represent 
the application.     
Michael Current stated that it looked good.  He would request that the windows on the 
east element match the windows on the center element (south elevation).  He also 
stated that bumping out the bathtub area at the front (north elevation) would help to 
break up that wall.
Ric Fields stated that they need to work on coordinating the grading, site and landscape 
plans.  All improvements need to be shown and the grading accurately reflected for all 
site improvements.  He stated that a second tier of retaining wall above the auto court 
would minimize site disturbance and allow for a flatter planting area.  He asked that the 
applicant refine the limits of disturbance to save as many trees as possible.  Some of 
the trees shown on the 2:1 slopes are going to need some uphill retaining to survive.  
Sharon indicated that she though the house looked great.  She asked about the 
construction parking.  
Sharon made a motion to approve with the conditions listed in the staff recommendation 
above with a few modifications.

1. General Condition:  Compliance with the CVC Design Guidelines and process is not a 
substitute for compliance with Eagle County regulations, State regulations, or Federal 
regulations.  Additional permits and approvals may be required by these agencies prior 
to commencing any work on the property.  The property owner and its agents are 
responsible for ensuring compliance with all local, state, and federal regulations.

2. All improvements (patios, hot tub, walkways, etc.) shall be coordinated and shown on 
both the site plan and the landscape plan prior to Technical Submittal.  

3. The site plan, engineered grading plan, and landscape plan shall be coordinated prior to 
Technical Submittal.  Grading on these plans do not match.  For example, there is a 
retaining wall indicated on the site plan that is not shown on the engineered driveway 
grading plan.  All plans need to be coordinated to reflect what is proposed.  

4. All retaining walls over 4 ft. need to be engineered by a licensed Professional Engineer, 
and a stamped detail provided prior to Technical Submittal.  

5. Grading shall not exceed 2:1.  
6. Snow storage shall be indicated on the site plan and landscape plan prior to Technical 

Submittal.  
7. There shall be a 2 ft. ditch on the north side of the driveway as indicated on the 

engineered driveway grading plan.
8. There shall be no construction parking or turn around on Elk Run Road.  
9. There shall be no vehicular access from the gravel road to the east.
10. If permitted by Windrose, parking may be allowed at the paved parking area on Beard 

Creek Trail.

Motion: Sharon Dennis
Second: Ric Fields
Vote: 3-0 (Steve McKeever absent)
Conditions:
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11. Construction parking and turnaround shall be provided onsite.  No private driveways are 
to be used for turnaround.  Fines will be issued for any unauthorized use of private 
property.  

12. Construction parking on Spring Hill Lane shall be allowed.  There shall be no 
construction parking on Beard Creek Trail.  

13. The $20,000 compliance deposit may be held for any off-site damage to other property 
as a result of construction until the damage is repaired and resolved. 

14. Prior to Technical Submittal, the windows on the east element shall be revised to match 
the windows on the center element (south elevation).  A bump out at the bathtub area at 
the front (north elevation) shall be added.

15. Prior to Technical Submittal, a second tier of retaining wall shall be added above the 
auto court to minimize site disturbance and allow for a flatter planting area.  

16. Prior to Technical Submittal, the applicant refine the limits of disturbance to save as 
many trees as possible.  

17. Prior to Technical Submittal,the applicant shall refine the plan to show uphill retaining for 
the trees shown on the 2:1 slopes.

SKETCH REVIEW - September 23, 2015
Project Review

 A. Architecture Comments
1. Roof pitches are generally 8:12 for primary roof forms, and 4:12 for secondary roof 

forms.  The roof is additive in nature, with a combination of primary and secondary 
roof forms.  This is in compliance with the Design Guidelines which state:

3.4  ROOFS 
Objective 

• Roofs must be comprised of relatively simple forms with clean connections 

• To reflect the additive nature of the architecture of the American West, homes should be comprised of a 
combination of primary and secondary roof forms 

Roofs are the most prominent visual element of homes at the Cordillera Valley Club. This is 
particularly true due to the visibility of homesites from the golf course and the rolling terrain that 
characterizes much of the community. In order to ensure visual coherence throughout the 
Cordillera Valley Club, all roofs should be comprised of relatively simple forms and should utilize 
similar materials and colors that integrate the buildings with the site and surrounding area. 

Design Considerations 

• Large continuous roof planes must be avoided. Smaller segmented roof forms consistent with 
the additive form of the home, or a composition of primary and secondary roof forms shall be 
used. 

• Roof forms shall be limited to low-pitched gable, shed, or double-pitch roofs in the range of 
4:12 to 8:12. 3:12 roofs may be allowed, as well as other roof forms, such as curved roofs or 
flat roofs, at the discretion of the DRB. 
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• Deep roof overhangs are encouraged in order to provide shade, particularly at southern 
elevations, and add interest to building elevations. Primary roof overhangs shall be a minimum 
of two feet (2’), where as secondary roof overhangs may be eighteen inches (18”) minimum 
upon discretion of the DRB. 

   

2. There are no divided light windows indicated on the elevations, which does not 
comply with the Design Guidelines.  The Design Guidelines provide the following on 
window design (pg. 21):

3.6  WINDOWS AND DOORS 
Objective 

• A hierarchy of windows and doors, and varying sizes and patterning should provide interest and individual 
character to the home 

Windows and doors introduce openings and relief to exterior walls and, in doing so, reinforce 
building scale. Properly detailed, windows and doors also present an opportunity to add interest 
and individual character to buildings. 

Design considerations 

• Openings should be located to optimize view opportunities and be designed in proportion to 
the overall structure and form of the residence. 

• Windows and doors in stone mass walls shall be deeply recessed (six to eight inches) or be 
trimmed in profiled wood (minimum 2” members) in order to provide interest and relief to 
building elevations. 

• The use of timber or stone lintels and sills that are proud of the adjacent material is encouraged. 

• True divided light windows are the most appropriate to the design style of the Cordillera Valley 
Club and must be incorporated in a consistent pattern throughout the home. Snap-in grids 
systems are not permitted. In order to maintain a smaller scale, large window openings shall be 
composed of smaller panes of glass. 

• Window casing shall be wood with natural, stained or clad finish. 

• Window and door trim should be selected in concert with other building materials, and be no 
smaller than two inch (2”) members. 

• Windows of unusual shapes and sizes, and the use of colored, reflective or mirrored glass are 
not permitted. 

3. The plans do not indicate roof and/or eave elevations; therefore staff cannot 
determine building height.  However, it appears that the home has been designed 
under the 35 ft. height limitation.  Height calculations shall be provided for Final 
Review.  

4. Generally, staff believes that the proposal complies with the Design Guidelines.

B. Site Plan and Landscape Plan Comments
1. The topographic survey has some blacked out areas that make the survey difficult to 

read.  Prior to final review, the applicant shall provide a version of the survey without 
the blacked out areas.  
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2. The topographic survey does not reflect the full extent of the existing access 
easement which is a 40 ft. wide easement.  The survey should be revised to reflect 
the extents of this easement and show topography where any new driveway 
improvements are proposed.  The site plan should then be updated to reflect this 
information.

3. It appears that a portion of the proposed driveway is outside of the existing 
easement and crosses Lot 9.  The driveway must be relocated to within the 
easement.  This shall be corrected prior final review.

4. The site is complicated due to its location and topography.  It is located at the end of 
Elk Run Drive, which is a driveway intended to access Lots 8, 9, and 10 of Filing 3.  
The existing Elk Run Drive is relatively narrow and once on it, there is no suitable 
area for a turnaround.  As a result, emergency vehicles, delivery trucks, and visitors 
may end up using private driveways to turn around.  The proposed driveway is 
approximately 300 ft. in length.  At the proposed switch back for the driveway on the 
subject property, the pavement has been widened to attempt to accommodate a fire 
truck/auto turnaround, a positive enhancement.  The site plan does not indicate 
retaining walls, but it appears that some retaining walls will be necessary.    Due to 
the need for the driveway to be graded properly, due to its length, and the need to 
have a functional turnaround, staff is recommending that the driveway and driveway 
related drainage improvements be designed by a licensed professional engineer and 
included with the Final Plan submittal.  

5. Due to the need for a fire truck turn around to protect this home, the applicant shall 
provide a letter from the Eagle River Fire Protection District stating that they have 
reviewed and approved the turn around area.

6. All improvements, including roof overhangs, retaining walls, patios, etc., are 
indicated to be within the building envelope.  At this time, no deviations are required.

7. The siting of the proposed home and the proposed driveway are a concern to staff 
due to the length of the driveway and the positioning of a home at a great distance 
from the existing driveway access,  The applicant’s solution may be the most 
appropriate in that it does provide for an area for emergency vehicles to turn around.  
The DRB should provide guidance to the applicant regarding the siting of the home 
and the proposed driveway.  The Design Guidelines state the following with regard to 
building siting:

2.3  BUILDING SITING 
Objectives 

• Buildings should be designed as an integral element of the terrain and landscape 

• The siting of the building should influence design direction 

• A well-prepared site plan must be developed in concert with building design 

• The buildings and improvements should be sited to blend with the natural landscape and not to dominate 
natural site characteristics 

Design Considerations 

• The DRB will require buildings on sloping lots to be designed to step with existing contours. 
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• Buildings and improvements should be located and designed to minimize site grading and the 
loss of trees and shrubs. 

• In order to respond to site characteristics, consideration should be given to homes designed as a 
composition of smaller building forms clustered around outdoor spaces such as courtyards, 
porches or verandas. 

• Buildings should be located to allow the least impactive driveway access. 

• Buildings should be designed with access roads and driveways determining floor elevations. 

• All improvements located in the right-of-way or easements are at risk and subject to repair or 
replacement at the owner’s expense. 

• Buildings should reflect access and site disturbance: uphill lots should have a lower garage; 
downhill lots should have an uphill garage 

C. Public Comment
Public notice to adjacent properties was provided on September 4, 2015.  As of the date 
of this memo (September 16, 2015) no comments have been received.  

D. Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the Sketch Review for the M. Young  Residence, subject 
to the following conditions:
1. The applicant shall submit a driveway/drainage plan designed by a licensed 

professional engineer prior to Final Plan submittal.
2. The applicant shall provide a letter from ERFPD stating that they have reviewed and 

approved the fire truck turn around prior to Final Plan submittal.
3. The applicant shall submit a revised topographic survey without the blacked out 

areas.  The topographic survey shall include the full extent of any area with 
proposed improvements (i.e. driveway) and shall indicate the full extent of the 
access easement.  This shall be provided for Final Plan submittal.

4. Due to the limited areas available for parking and staging on the access drive, the 
applicant shall provide a construction parking, turnaround, and staging plan that can 
be enforce to reduce impacts to the other two homes on this property.  This shall be 
submitted prior to Final Plan submittal.

5. The applicant has indicated that they plan to work with Wind Rose to use gravel 
access road located on the adjacent property to bring cars and trucks to the site.  
The applicant shall provide a signed construction access easement agreement with 
Wind Rose, allowing the applicant to use this access road and any conditions Wind 
Rose will impose.  Both the applicant and Wind Rose will be liable for any damages 
or remediation that may be required to restore the access or adjacent lands to there 
current condition.  Additionally, the applicant shall be required to post an additional 
$10,000 compliance deposit to ensure this restoration.  This agreement shall be 
required with the Final Plan submittal. Should this condition not be met, the applicant 
shall be prohibited from utilizing this access or the adjoining property.  

6. The applicant shall address the comments provided in this staff memorandum and 
any DRB comments prior to a Final Review submittal.
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E. DRB Deliberation
Ric Fields, Sharon Dennis, and Michael Current were present.  Steve McKeever was 
absent.
Staff presented the email correspondence from Debby Shields, owner of Lot 8.
Ron Preston, architect, and Mike Young, owner and builder, were present to represent 
the application.     Ron state that they would look at opportunities for a turnaround lower 
on the site.  He presented a revised site plan designed by Marcin Engineering.  Ron 
explained the straightening of the great room being client driven as there is a potential 
buyer for the site.
Michael Current stated that it would be helpful to add the footprint of the house on Lot 9.  
Also look at the hierarchy of windows throughout and the proportionality of windows.  
Ric Fields stated that in looking at the revised driveway design, they need to make sure 
of 2:1 grading.  Also, the limits of disturbance needs to be shown on the site plan and 
the landscape plan.
Sharon indicated that she though the house looked great.
Sharon made a motion to approve with the conditions listed in the staff recommendation 
above with a few modifications. 

1. The applicant shall submit a driveway/drainage plan designed by a licensed professional 
engineer prior to Final Plan submittal.

2. The applicant shall provide a letter from ERFPD stating that they have reviewed and 
approved the fire truck turn around prior to Final Plan submittal.

3. The applicant shall submit a revised topographic survey without the blacked out areas.  
The topographic survey shall include the full extent of any area with proposed 
improvements (i.e. driveway), shall indicate the full extent of the access easement, and 
shall show existing improvements on Lot 9.  This shall be provided for Final Plan 
submittal.

4. Due to the limited areas available for parking and staging on the access drive, the 
applicant shall provide a construction parking, turnaround, and staging plan that can be 
enforce to reduce impacts to the other two homes on this property.  This shall be 
submitted prior to Final Plan submittal.

5. The limits of disturbance shall be shown on the site and landscape plan at final review 
submittal.

6. The applicant has indicated that they plan to work with Wind Rose to use gravel access 
road located on the adjacent property to bring cars and trucks to the site.  The applicant 
shall provide a signed construction access easement agreement with Wind Rose, 
allowing the applicant to use this access road and any conditions Wind Rose will 
impose.  Both the applicant and Wind Rose will be liable for any damages or remediation 

Motion: Sharon Dennis
Second: Ric Fields
Vote: 3-0 (Steve McKeever absent)
Conditions:
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that may be required to restore the access or adjacent lands to there current condition.  
Additionally, the applicant shall be required to post an additional $10,000 compliance 
deposit to ensure this restoration.  This agreement shall be required with the Final Plan 
submittal. Should this condition not be met, the applicant shall be prohibited from 
utilizing this access or the adjoining property.  
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From: Debby Shields drs5750@gmail.com
Subject: DRB approval

Date: March 17, 2016 at 12:43 PM
To: Mike Young mikeyoung2020@mac.com, Kevin Cappy kcaponecchi@euronetworldwide.com, Allison Kent allison@mpgvail.com

Bob and I met this morning with Allison and Dominick to discuss your patio request for
outside of the building envelope.  We are a little concerned about that deck looking right
into our kitchen area.  But, that being said, everything about your house is so beautiful
that I am sure it will not make enough difference to make a fuss!  I wonder if you would
please consider putting a grove of aspen trees in the area between the junipers to give
us both some privacy during the summer.  I think that solution would make us all happy
and it would not be an unreasonable expense.  We have told the DRB that we would be
happy to approve your request with that small caveat.
The other thought that we all had is in regard to the road repair.  Since there is going to
need to be repair done on the curve across from our driveway, we wonder if we couldn't
make a suggestion that would help us all.
There is a large rock in the middle of that arc.  If that rock could be pushed back with
Mike's equipment, then that turn could be widened with a little pavement to make some
of these traffic problems a little easier.  The DRB indicated that since the side of the road
will require repair anyway, we should look to Mike to lead the way!
What do you all think?
Debby and Bob

mailto:Shieldsdrs5750@gmail.com
mailto:Shieldsdrs5750@gmail.com
mailto:Youngmikeyoung2020@mac.com
mailto:Youngmikeyoung2020@mac.com
mailto:Cappykcaponecchi@euronetworldwide.com
mailto:Cappykcaponecchi@euronetworldwide.com
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Cordillera Valley Club
Design Review Board

Staff Memorandum 

Project Description
• Applicant is requesting a combined Sketch/Final Review (due to a lack of a quorum at prior 

meeting) and Deviation from the Design Guidelines for improvements outside the building 
envelope.

• The residence is approximately 4,492 sq. ft. with a 711 sq. ft. 2-car garage.  
• There are 2 enclosed parking spaces, with additional parking area on the driveway.
• The property is located within a MODERATE Wildfire Hazard.

FINAL REVIEW - March 23, 2016
Project Review

A.  Architecture Comments
1. Since the previous review, the applicant has eliminated the third garage bay, eliminating 

the garage encroachment beyond the building envelope and within the easement.  
2. The applicant indicates 32% stone.  No less than 35% of exterior wall surface shall be 

stone.  Prior to Technical Review, the applicant shall add stone to meet the 35% 
requirement.

3. The home is designed to 35 ft., though the plans are difficult to read to verify this.  Prior 
to Technical Review, the applicant shall provide a height plan, that shall include a roof 
plan with the elevation of all ridges and eaves on a grading plan so staff can verify the 
height.   

Owner: Mike Young
Address: 1818 Beard Creek Trail
Legal Address: F4 L20
Representative: Ron Preston
Architect: Ron Preston, Isom & Associates
Staff Contact:  Allison Kent, AICP
DRB Hearing #1: February 2, 2016
DRB Hearing #2: March 23, 2016
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4. There appears to be one area on the north (front) elevation where wood siding comes 
down to grade.  Additional stone shall be added in this location in order to comply with 
the Guidelines.

B. Site Plan and Landscape Plan Comments
1. The site plan and landscape plan indicate improvements located within the 40 ft. utility 

easement.  Prior to Technical Review, the applicant shall provide an encroachment 
agreement or other form of approval by all utilities allowing the encroachments 
(flagstone patio, boulder groupings, and landscaping.)

2. All retaining walls shall be 6 ft. or less.  Any walls over 4 ft. shall be stamped by a 
licensed professional engineer.  

3. The applicant is proposing a deviation from the Design Guidelines to allow for a patio   
(including a fire pit and hot tub) and roof overhang outside of the building envelope.  
The Design Guidelines allow the DRB to approve non-habitable space outside of the 
building envelope.  The Design Guidelines state:  At their discretion, the DRB may 
approve non-habitable space such as roof overhangs, balconies, porches, patios, 
garages, and service areas that are located outside the building envelope provided 
such proposals are found by the DRB to be in accordance with the process for minor 
encroachments outside the building envelope.  (pg. 8)
The DRB can approve the minor encroachment if the DRB finds that the applicant has 
clearly demonstrated the following:

a. The encroachment does not affect views from surrounding homesites
b. The encroachment does not substantially reduce the distance between 

homesites on lots
c. The encroachment allows for a more sensitive design solution by minimizing 

site grading, the loss of mature vegetation, and/or other considerations
d. The encroachment will allow for a design that is consistent with the overall 

design philosophy and design style for the CVC (pg 9).
Staff believes that the encroachment for the roof overhang and patio meets these 
criteria and recommends approval of the deviation.  Due to the location of these 
encroachments, there is little affect on any adjoining homesites, except to Lot 7 
which is owned by the applicant. 

C. Public Comment
Public notice to adjacent properties was provided on February 22, 2016.  As of the date of 
this memo, staff has received only questions regarding the removal of the third garage bay. 

D. Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the combined Sketch and Final Review and Deviation 
subject to the following conditions: 
1. General Condition:  Compliance with the CVC Design Guidelines and process is not 

a substitute for compliance with Eagle County regulations, State regulations, or 
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Federal regulations.  Additional permits and approvals may be required by these 
agencies prior to commencing any work on the property.  The property owner and its 
agents are responsible for ensuring compliance with all local, state, and federal 
regulations.

2. The applicant shall provide a construction management plan and construction 
schedule with Technical Review.  Parking at this site is extremely limited and public 
safety/DRB Administration will need to refine the construction parking at the pre-
construction meeting.

3. Prior to Technical Review, the applicant shall add stone to meet the 35% 
requirement.

4. Prior to Technical Review, the applicant shall provide a height plan, that shall include 
a roof plan with the elevation of all ridges and eaves on a grading plan so staff can 
verify the height.   

5. There appears to be one area on the north (front) elevation where wood siding 
comes down to grade.  Additional stone shall be added in this location.

6. The site plan and landscape plan indicate improvements located within the 40 ft. 
utility easement.  Prior to Technical Review, the applicant shall provide an 
encroachment agreement or other form of approval by all utilities allowing the 
encroachments (flagstone patio, boulder groupings, and landscaping.)

E. DRB Deliberation
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SKETCH REVIEW - February 2, 2016
Project Review

 A. Architecture Comments
1. The application form indicates that Mike Young is the owner of the property.  

However, Eagle County records indicate that JBK Cordillera Partners LP is the 
current property owner.  Prior to final submittal, the applicant shall provide a written 
authorization by the current owner that Mike Young has permission to proceed 
through the DRB process.  If the property has been purchased and Mike Young 
closes on the property prior to final submittal, this is not required.  

2. Roof pitches are 6:12 for the gable roof form, and 3:12 for the remainder of the roof 
area.  The Design Guidelines state the following:

Large continuous roof planes must be avoided. Smaller segmented roof forms 
consistent with the additive form of the home, or a composition of primary and 
secondary roof forms shall be used.
Roof forms shall be limited to low-pitched gable, shed, or double-pitch roofs in 
the range of 4:12 to 8:12. 3:12 roofs may be allowed, as well as other roof forms, 
such as curved roofs or flat roofs, at the discretion of the DRB. (pg. 17)

3:12 roof forms have been approved by the DRB.  Staff believes that the use of 3:12 
roofs in this situation are appropriate and have been used in such a way to create an 
additive form to the home.  Because this is a small lot, this is a creative way to 
create a hierarchy of roof forms and staff believes that is is appropriate in this 
situation to use these lower pitched roof forms.  

3. At final plan review, the applicant shall provide stone calculations.  No less than 
35% of exterior wall surface shall be stone.  The plans as shown appear to comply 
with the 35% requirement. 

4. At final plan review, the applicant shall provide all roof ridge and eave elevations so 
staff can verify building height.  Based on the current information provided, the 
home is maxed out at 35 ft. and staff will need to verify that all roof ridges and eaves 
comply with the height limitation.  

5. The applicant has indicated horizontal siding, vertical siding, and stone as the 
exterior wall materials.  Wood does not appear to meet grade at any location on the 
elevations.  Staff believes that the proposed materials generally comply with the 
Design Guidelines, but the applicant shall provide additional detail on the materials 
and colors at final plan review. 

6. The front entry of the home is recessed. The Design Guidelines encourage front 
porches, specifically stating:  

Porches or other similar covered outdoor spaces shall be incorporated into the 
design of all homes. Entryways shall be inviting and welcoming. Porches and 
entryways shall provide an introduction to the home.  (pg. 22)

B. Site Plan and Landscape Plan Comments
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1. The third bay of the garage is located outside of the building envelope and within a 
utility easement.  The DRB can approved garages outside the building envelope, 
subject to the approval of a minor encroachment, the DRB does not have the 
authority to approve encroachments in utility easements without sign-offs from all 
easement beneficiaries.  The Design Guidelines state the following:

Buildings, or any parts of buildings, shall not be placed within any easements. If 
the DRB allows an improvement (building or structure) to encroach into an 
easement, owner must obtain “sign-off” letters approving encroachment into 
easement from all easement beneficiaries prior to Final Plan Approval by the 
DRB. (pg 13)

Staff is recommending that all sign-off letters be submitted with the application for 
Final Plan Approval and the application will not be scheduled for a final review by the 
DRB until these letters have been received.   

2. The site plan and landscape plan need to be coordinated.  All retaining walls, 
grading, etc., shall be shown on both plans.  

3. Some landscaping is shown beyond the western property line.  There is some 
confusing line work in the site and landscape plans that should be cleaned up.  If it 
is the intent to plant beyond the property line, written approval from the property 
owner will need to be provided with the final DRB submittal.  

4. The applicant is proposing a deviation from the Design Guidelines to allow for roof 
overhang, patio, deck, and the garage outside of the building envelope.  The Design 
Guidelines allow the DRB to approve non-habitable space outside of the building 
envelope.  The Design Guidelines state:  At their discretion, the DRB may approve 
non-habitable space such as roof overhangs, balconies, porches, patios, garages, 
and service areas that are located outside the building envelope provided such 
proposals are found by the DRB to be in accordance with the process for minor 
encroachments outside the building envelope.  (pg. 8)
The DRB can approve the minor encroachment if the DRB finds that the applicant 
has clearly demonstrated the following:

a. The encroachment does not affect views from surrounding homesites
b. The encroachment does not substantially reduce the distance between 

homesites on lots
c. The encroachment allows for a more sensitive design solution by minimizing 

site grading, the loss of mature vegetation, and/or other considerations
d. The encroachment will allow for a design that is consistent with the overall 

design philosophy and design style for the CVC (pg 9).
Staff believes that this minor encroachment meets these criteria and  
recommends approval of the deviation.  Due to the location of the encroachment, 
there is no affect on any adjoining homesites and staff believes this dormer 
feature adds interest to the elevation.  It should be noted that in addition to the 
garage, there is significant storage (including golf cart parking) located beneath 
the garage that is also located beyond the building envelope.  This area is 
primarily a result of the slopes and the foundation for the garage.  Staff is 
interpreting that this storage is related to the garage and does not constitute 
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livable area beyond the building envelope.  The DRB may or may not agree with 
this interpretation.  

C. Public Comment
Public notice to adjacent properties was provided on January 12, 2016.  As of the date 
of this memo (January 28, 2016) no comments have been received.  

D. Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the Sketch Review and Deviation subject to the following 
conditions: 
1. The applicant shall address the comments provided in this staff memorandum and 

any DRB comments prior to final review.
2. Eagle County records indicate that JBK Cordillera Partners LP is the current 

property owner.  Prior to final submittal, the applicant shall provide a written 
authorization by the current owner that Mike Young has permission to proceed 
through the DRB process.  If the property has been purchased and Mike Young 
closes on the property prior to final submittal, this is not required.  

3. Sign-off letters from all easement beneficiaries shall be submitted with the 
application for final approval.  In accordance with the Design Guidelines, no final 
review by the DRB will be scheduled until these have been received by staff.  For 
clarity, if this is not submitted with the final DRB submittal, the application will be 
deemed incomplete and WILL NOT BE SCHEDULED FOR DRB.  The applicant may 
then submit for the next meeting.

E. DRB Deliberation
Ric Fields and Sharon Dennis were present for the meeting.  There were not enough 
members present for a quorum.  As a result, this item will be noticed as a combined 
Sketch and Final at the following meeting.
Ron Preston was present to represent the project.  Bonnie Vogt, neighbor, was present.  
Bonnie also forwarded an email from Robbin Reyonds, property owner at 1844 Beard 
Creek Trail.  The email was read into the record and provided below:
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Ron stated that they have decided to remove the third garage bay and eliminate the 
improvements in the utility easement.  As a result, no deviations are necessary along 
the west property line.  Ron also provided a sketch of some changes to make the entry 
more prominent.  
Sharon and Ric both indicated that these were positive changes.  
Ric stated that the site plan and the landscape plan need to be coordinated.  He also 
stated that the water flow along the west side of the driveway needs to be looked at.  
Bonnie asked if more trees could be added along the common property line, but that 
tree placement be considered carefully so as to not affect neighbors’ views.  
Sharon stated that the house looked good.  
No formal action was taken due to a lack of a quorum.  
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