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Project Description
• Applicant is requesting  modifications to the landscape plan and a deviation from the Design 

Guidelines for improvements outside the building envelope, including a fire pit and lawn 
area.

• The fire pit patio and the sodded lawn are located on the property line adjacent to the golf 
course. 

• The applicant has shifted the improvements from the previous review, including locating the 
hot tub in its originally approved location.  The fire pit was shifted to the east.  The sodded 
lawn area was shifted closer to the property line.  

DEVIATION AND LANDSCAPE MODIFICATION REVIEW  - May 25, 2016
Project Review

A. Landscape Comments
1. Staff is concerned about the level of encroachment for the improvements, 

including the fire pit pit and sod, beyond the building envelope.  The Design 
Guidelines state the following in regard to landscape improvements adjacent to 
the Golf Course:
4.5  GOLF COURSE EDGE 
Objectives 
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• To integrate the native landscape area of each homesite with the golf course edge and establish continuity at 
the transition between the rough and/or natural landscape areas of the adjacent golf course 

• To address easement for utilities, golf course, and shot safety zones 

An integral part of the Cordillera Valley Club experience is the golf course around which many 
residential sites are located. The golf course has been carefully designed to blend with the natural 
environment. In cases where homesites abut the golf course, careful consideration shall be given to 
the interface of landscaping and to reinforcement of the natural landscape area that is already part of 
the golf course. The following landscape standards apply to homesites adjacent to the Club at 
Cordillera Valley Course. 

Design Considerations 

• The native landscape area of each homesite should interface with the rough, or natural 
landscape area of the golf course to create a uniform edge treatment. Upon the completion of 
landscape improvements, the property line between the golf course and individual lots shall not 
be discernible. 

• Consideration should be given to clustering plant materials to create a natural landscape 
transition between the homesite and the golf course. 

• The use of mature landscape materials along the golf course edge that exceed minimum size 
requirements is required. 

• All golf course easements shall be respected and shall not be encroached upon without express 
written consent from the Cordillera Valley Club Golf Course. 

2. Staff is concerned with the proximity of the fire pit patio to the property line.  It is 
on the property line of the golf course property, giving little opportunity to screen 
the the patio from the golf course.  Staff recommends that the fire pit patio be 
located a minimum of 6 ft. from the property line. 

3. Staff is also concerned about the sod area which is located on the property line.  
Sodded areas are intended to be located within the building envelope, and there is 
intended to be more of a natural, native landscape zone between the more formal 
manicure lawn area and the golf course.  As it is on the property line, there is no 
opportunity for this transition.  Staff recommends a minimum of 4 ft. from the 
property line to allow for some area for native vegetation.  The Design Guidelines 
state the following with regard to manicured lawns:
• In order to minimize the use of water and to reinforce the integration of buildings and 

improvements to the natural environment, the introduction of formal manicured lawns is 
discouraged. When used, manicured lawns shall be confined to the building envelope zone and 
shall be located within courtyards or otherwise screened by buildings, walls or plant materials 
in order to minimize visibility from adjacent lots or roadways. The use of fescue grasses for 
manicured lawns is required in lieu of water intensive grasses such as Kentucky Bluegrass, in 
order to minimize maintenance and irrigation of lawns. 

B. Deviation Request
1. At the previous review on April 21, 2016, the DRB stated their concerns 

regarding the proximity of the improvements (which at that time included the hot 
tub) to the property line adjacent to the golf course.  Staff recommended a 
minimum of 6 ft. from the property line for any encroachments.  The DRB 
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recommended the hot tub be located in its original location, which the applicant 
did do.  However, they also recommended that there by adequate area for 
landscape screening on the applicant’s property for the other encroachments.  
The applicant has not provided area for adequate screening, and in fact, has 
moved the fire pit patio and sod area closer to the property line.  
At the final review on May 27, 2015, there was significant concern by the DRB 
about the amount of encroachments proposed by the applicant. Between the 
sketch review and the final review, the applicant shifted the house significantly to 
the south, causing significant encroachments beyond the building envelope.  In 
the review, the DRB requested that most improvements be pulled back into the 
building envelope, allowing just a small corner of the proposed hot tub, minimal 
patio areas, along with the garage outside the building envelope.  While staff 
believes that some level of encroachment may be appropriate, the improvements 
are located within 3 ft. of the property line, with no area within the applicant’s 
property to screen the encroachments.  Staff believes that the applicant should 
maintain a minimum of 6 ft. of separation from the property line to allow for 
screening of the uses and the planting of native vegetation.  The hot tub should 
be within the building envelope or only with minimal encroachment as previously 
approved.  The Design Guidelines state the following with regard to Deviations:

Process for Minor Encroachments Outside the Building Envelope 
Minor encroachments of improvements outside of the building envelope may be approved 
by the DRB administration subject to the procedures outlined below.  These encroachments 
are considered a deviation from these Guidelines.   

Prior to acting on a proposal for a minor encroachment, the applicant for the 
encroachment shall notify all adjoining property owners pursuant to the notice procedures 
adopted by the DRB. Comments and concerns of adjoining property owners will be 
directed to the DRB or DRB administrator.  These comments will be considered by the 
DRB administration when making a decision to approve or disapprove the proposed 
encroachment. Adjoining property owners are defined as any owners of property abutting 
or directly across the street for which the building envelope encroachment is requested, or 
other properties as determined by the DRB. 

Minor encroachments include non-habitable space such as roof overhangs, balconies, 
service areas, porches, patios, carports and garages. The DRB may approve such 
encroachments provided the owner clearly demonstrates that: 

1. The proposed encroachment does not affect views from surrounding homesites; 

2. The proposed encroachment does not substantially reduce the distance between 
homesites on lots; 

3. The proposed encroachment allows for a more sensitive design solution by minimizing 
site grading, the loss of mature vegetation, and/or other considerations, and 

4. The proposed encroachment will allow for a design that is consistent with the overall 
design philosophy and design style for the Cordillera Valley Club. 

Staff believes that some level of encroachment may meet the the criteria for a 
deviation, and would recommend a minimum distance of 6 ft. from the property 
line, along with substantial landscaping and native plantings to screen the uses.  
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C. Public Comment
The revised plans were sent to the adjacent property owners and public notice to 
adjacent properties was provided on April 5, 2016.  As of the date of this memo (May 
19, 2016) the following comments have been received in response to the proposed 
changes:
From Doug Fields at Lot 13, adjacent property to the east:

Allison,	thank	you	for	your	1me	this	a4ernoon.		A4er	review	of	the	most	
recent	changes	I	don’t	know	why	Mike	doesn’t	place	the	hot	tub	further	
to	the	west	depicted	in	the	second	drawing	sent.	As	it	stands	the	house	is	
up	against	my	home	and	moving	the	hot	tub	further	to	the	west	takes	it	
further	away	from	my	hot	tub	which	is	located	further	west	point	of	my	
property.		There	is	s1ll	a	very	large	piece	of	land	between	this	home	and	
BreB’s	home. 
	 
This	being	said	I	in	full	agreement	with	your	sugges1on	of	improvements	
must	be	inside	of	64	of	the	property	line. 
	 
Thank	you	again 
	 
Doug 
	 
Douglas G Fields 
Senior Vice President 

From Brett Barnett at Lot 15, adjacent property to the west:
Hey Allison, 

      I think I have been consistent in requesting that the owner not move outside the building envelope 
other than what was approved originally.  The fire pit is almost entirely out of  the building envelope and 
almost off  his property. 
      Again, really not much has changed.  For all intents and purposes the proposed fire pit is on the cart 
path, or very close. 
  
      All I have requested since the beginning of  this process is that they stay within the building envelope 
and that they stay within the height restrictions.  They can't get it done because they built the house too 
big.  

     I am pretty much opposed to anything outside the building envelope that was not previously 
approved.  Including a large fire pit up against the cart path.  A couple of  inches or feet outside the 
building envelope would be one thing, but...... 

     I think this poses a sight problem for me and a sound problem. 
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     Hopefully this explains my position on the proposed changes.  Sorry if  I am a problem, but this could 
affect the value of  my property and therefore the value of  the neighborhood. 

     Thank you for including in this process. 

     G. Brett Barnett f  501-376-0890 c 501-351-1565 

D. Staff Recommendation
1. Staff recommends approval of the Landscape Modification and Deviation 

Request for the M. Young Residence with the following condition:
a. The applicant shall maintain a minimum of 6 ft. of separation from any 

encroachments to the property line.  This includes the fire pit and the 
sodded lawn area.  This 6 ft. shall be used to add landscaping and native 
vegetation to screen the proposed encroachments.

2. Should the DRB choose to approve the Deviation Request, in addition to the 
conditions above, staff recommends that all previous conditions of the final 
approval remain.  

E. DRB Deliberation
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DEVIATION AND LANDSCAPE MODIFICATION REVIEW  - April 26, 2016
Project Review

A. Landscape Comments
1. Staff is concerned about the level of encroachment for the improvements, 

including the hot tub, fire pit area, and sod, beyond the building envelope.  The 
Design Guidelines state the following in regard to landscape improvements 
adjacent to the Golf Course:
4.5  GOLF COURSE EDGE 
Objectives 

• To integrate the native landscape area of each homesite with the golf course edge and establish continuity at 
the transition between the rough and/or natural landscape areas of the adjacent golf course 

• To address easement for utilities, golf course, and shot safety zones 

An integral part of the Cordillera Valley Club experience is the golf course around which many 
residential sites are located. The golf course has been carefully designed to blend with the natural 
environment. In cases where homesites abut the golf course, careful consideration shall be given to 
the interface of landscaping and to reinforcement of the natural landscape area that is already part of 
the golf course. The following landscape standards apply to homesites adjacent to the Club at 
Cordillera Valley Course. 

Design Considerations 

• The native landscape area of each homesite should interface with the rough, or natural 
landscape area of the golf course to create a uniform edge treatment. Upon the completion of 
landscape improvements, the property line between the golf course and individual lots shall not 
be discernible. 

• Consideration should be given to clustering plant materials to create a natural landscape 
transition between the homesite and the golf course. 

• The use of mature landscape materials along the golf course edge that exceed minimum size 
requirements is required. 

• All golf course easements shall be respected and shall not be encroached upon without express 
written consent from the Cordillera Valley Club Golf Course. 

2. Staff is concerned with the proximity of the hot tub to the property line.  It is within 
3 ft. of the golf course property, giving little opportunity to screen the hot tub from 
the golf course.  Staff recommends that the hot tub be located a minimum of 6 ft. 
from the property line.  The DRB has approved hot tubs outside the building 
envelope subject to a deviation from the Design Guidelines.  The Design 
Guidelines state the following in regard to hot tubs:
Pools/ Hot Tubs 

• Swimming pools must be located within the building envelope. As with other landscape 
improvements, materials for pools, fencing and decks shall be consistent with materials used on 
the residence. Hot tubs are permitted within the building envelope only, and must be screened 
from public view. Hot tub areas must be integrated into the existing site and architecture of the 
home. 
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3. Staff is also concerned about the sod area which is located approximately 2 ft. 
from the property line.  Sodded areas are intended to be located within the 
building envelope, and there is intended to be more of a natural, native landscape 
zone between the more formal manicure lawn area and the golf course.  With only 
2 ft., there is no opportunity for this transition.  Staff recommends a minimum of 6 
ft. from the property line to allow for some area for native vegetation.  The Design 
Guidelines state the following with regard to manicured lawns:
• In order to minimize the use of water and to reinforce the integration of buildings and 

improvements to the natural environment, the introduction of formal manicured lawns is 
discouraged. When used, manicured lawns shall be confined to the building envelope zone and 
shall be located within courtyards or otherwise screened by buildings, walls or plant materials 
in order to minimize visibility from adjacent lots or roadways. The use of fescue grasses for 
manicured lawns is required in lieu of water intensive grasses such as Kentucky Bluegrass, in 
order to minimize maintenance and irrigation of lawns. 

B. Deviation Request
1. At the final review on May 27, 2015, there was significant concern by the DRB 

about the amount of encroachments proposed by the applicant. Between the 
sketch review and the final review, the applicant shifted the house significantly to 
the south, causing significant encroachments beyond the building envelope.  In 
the review, the DRB requested that most improvements be pulled back into the 
building envelope, allowing just a small corner of the proposed hot tub, minimal 
patio areas, along with the garage outside the building envelope.  While staff 
believes that some level of encroachment may be appropriate, the improvements 
are located within 3 ft. of the property line, with no area within the applicant’s 
property to screen the encroachments.  Staff believes that the applicant should 
maintain a minimum of 6 ft. of separation from the property line to allow for 
screening of the uses and the planting of native vegetation.  The hot tub should 
be within the building envelope or only with minimal encroachment as previously 
approved.  The Design Guidelines state the following with regard to Deviations:

Process for Minor Encroachments Outside the Building Envelope 
Minor encroachments of improvements outside of the building envelope may be approved 
by the DRB administration subject to the procedures outlined below.  These encroachments 
are considered a deviation from these Guidelines.   

Prior to acting on a proposal for a minor encroachment, the applicant for the 
encroachment shall notify all adjoining property owners pursuant to the notice procedures 
adopted by the DRB. Comments and concerns of adjoining property owners will be 
directed to the DRB or DRB administrator.  These comments will be considered by the 
DRB administration when making a decision to approve or disapprove the proposed 
encroachment. Adjoining property owners are defined as any owners of property abutting 
or directly across the street for which the building envelope encroachment is requested, or 
other properties as determined by the DRB. 
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Minor encroachments include non-habitable space such as roof overhangs, balconies, 
service areas, porches, patios, carports and garages. The DRB may approve such 
encroachments provided the owner clearly demonstrates that: 

1. The proposed encroachment does not affect views from surrounding homesites; 

2. The proposed encroachment does not substantially reduce the distance between 
homesites on lots; 

3. The proposed encroachment allows for a more sensitive design solution by minimizing 
site grading, the loss of mature vegetation, and/or other considerations, and 

4. The proposed encroachment will allow for a design that is consistent with the overall 
design philosophy and design style for the Cordillera Valley Club. 

Staff believes that some level of encroachment may meet the the criteria for a 
deviation, and would recommend a minimum distance of 6 ft. from the property 
line, along with substantial landscaping and native plantings to screen the uses.  

C. Public Comment
Public notice to adjacent properties was provided on April 5, 2016.  As of the date of this 
memo (May 21, 2015) the following comments have been received:
1. The adjacent property owner to the east on Lot 17 (Doug Fields) supports the 

deviation request as the improvements are generally shifted away from his home.  
His email dated April 11, 2016 is below:
From: "Fields, Doug" <DFields@bbandt.com>

Subject: RE: Deviation Request for Improvements Outside the Building Envelope at 1458 Beard 
Creek Trail / F2 L16

Date: April 11, 2016 at 11:24:14 AM MDT

To: Dominic Mauriello <dominic@mpgvail.com>


Dominic,		the	whole	house	is	squeezed	to	the	east	of	the	envelope.		I’d	rather	the	tub	moved	to	the	middle	of	the	
property.		My	bedroom	is	outside	the	current	loca1on	for	the	tub,	so	I’m	in	agreement	in	moving	it	further	west.. 
	 
You	can	forward	my	e	mail	to	BreB	to	let	him	know	my	stance	on	this. 
	 
Thanks 
	 
Doug 
	 
Douglas G Fields 
Senior Vice President 
BB&T-Oswald Trippe and Company 
2400 North Commerce Pkwy #204 
Weston, Florida 33326  
Main:  954-389-1289 
Direct: 954-315-7330 
Fax:    866-802-8684  

2. The adjacent property owner to the west on Lot 15 (Brett Barnett) expressed 
concern about the effects of the deviation on both him home and on the golf 
course. He is concerned about the effect on his privacy and requests that the 
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improvements be located within the building envelope.  His email dated April 9, 
2016, is below:
From: Brett Barnett <brettbar1@yahoo.com> 
Subject: Re: Deviation Request for Improvements Outside the Building Envelope at 1458 Beard 
Creek Trail / F2 L16 
Date: April 9, 2016 at 12:09:51 PM MDT 
To: Allison Kent <allison@mpgvail.com> 
Reply-To: Brett Barnett <brettbar1@yahoo.com> 
  
Hey Allison, 
  
     At this point, given the size of the project, and the height compared to where my residence is located, I 
feel the building envelope is the only code in place that has in any way protected the privacy and the 
location of my home.  I am so much lower than them, the deck looks right down into my bedroom and 
bathroom because they are right on the building envelope line as it is.  Also, as I remember the eave of the 
building is already in violation.  I don't need the hot tub or a sand pit closer to my house. 
  
     I am meeting with Mike and am not sure when the DRB meeting is, but I do NOT want the hot tub 
moved, nor do I want a sand pit dug outside the building envelope.  I am surprised they would consider 
that as well.  They are obviously not golfers, or they would know that a solidly hit drive, pulled and hooked 
by a good golfer will land directly on the hot tub and the sand pit where their kids will be playing.  That 20 
or so feet, is significant from that perspective as well.  I have walked that property and find balls there 
often. 
  
     For safety, they should want both the sand pit and the hot tub as far East on the property as possible. 
  
     Thank you for including me in the discussion.  If anything changes after I walk the property with Mike I 
will let you know.  As of now this is what I want the DRB to know about how I feel. 
  
Thank you 
  
G. Brett Barnett f 501-376-0890 c 501-351-1565


D. Staff Recommendation
1. Staff recommends tabling of the Landscape Modification and Deviation Request 

for the M. Young Residence to allow the applicant to revise the plans to meet the 
following:
a. The applicant shall maintain a minimum of 6 ft. of separation from any 

encroachments to the property line.  This includes the fire pit and the 
sodded lawn area.  This 6 ft. shall be used to add landscaping and native 
vegetation to screen the proposed encroachments.

b. The applicant shall move the hot tub to within the building envelope or with 
only minimal encroachment as previously approved.  

2. Should the DRB choose to approve the Deviation Request, in addition to the 
conditions above, staff recommends that all previous conditions of the final 
approval remain.  

E. DRB Deliberation
DRB members Ric Fields, Michael Current, Sharon Dennis, and Jeff Townsend were 
present.  Steve McKeever was absent.  
Mike Young, contractor was present, representing the new owners.  
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Mike stated the project has sold.  The owners have small children and are looking at 
what serves their needs.  Mike would like to get them some outdoor living space.  He 
noted that there’s very little opportunity to allow for outdoor space.  Mike indicated that 
the fairway is 115 ft. away, there are significant trees between the cart path.  The would 
be willing to add trees on the golf course property.  
Brett Barnet, neighbor to the west, was available on the phone.  Brett stated that he was 
always concerned that house was too big for the lot.  Now that the house is so big, it is 
necessary to go outside the building envelope to get things on it.  Brett would like there 
to be consistency about improvements.  He would prefer that improvements remain 
within the building envelope.  The hot tub is 3 ft. from the cart path, this is not the CVC 
style.  
Ric Fields asked for Brett to clarify what his objections are for the DRB’s understanding.  
Brett said the improvements are way too close to his house and impacts his house.  He 
stated that it does not comply with the findings for a deviation.  
Ric was concerned that the screening of the hot tub was not appropriate.  Being within 2 
or 3 ft of the property line leaves no room for screening with landscape.  He requested 
that the hot tub goes back to the location previously and is screened with stone all the 
way around.  The fire pit is an entirely different beast than last time - it was a very small 
encroachment previously.  There are opportunities to bring these improvements back 
inside the envelope.
Michael Current said that the minor deviation process was supposed to be for minor 
encroachments outside the building envelope.  A minor deviation like before would be 
fine.  The deviation process should not have major outdoor living spaces like shown.  
Mike talked about the family moving in.  He does not feel like the hot tub is a major 
improvement.  
Michael says that he believes it sets dangerous precedent about the level of deviation.  
Sharon stated that her comments are not about the new owners.  She said that the hot 
tub needs to be back within the envelope.  The hot tub should be back in the previous 
location.  This is a large lot, there is a lot of area to play in.  It is the DRB’s job to protect 
both new and existing neighbors.  
Jeff Townsend talked about how property lines and building envelopes are often 
designed with thought to neighboring homes and to maintain adequate distances from 
neighboring homes.  Jeff clarified that he understood the issue with homeowners request 
and their concerns.  Jeff stated that he supported the design that was previously 
approved.  The level of encroachment was much more appropriate in the previous 
design, as it did not overly impact the neighbors.
Mike said he could pull the hot tub back and would try to figure out an alternative design.  
Ric also noted that the sod was too close and that there needed to be some amount of 
screening.  
Staff stated that they would work with the applicant to explore alternatives and bring it 
back to the DRB and the neighbors.  
The DRB motioned to table the item to the May meeting, to give the applicant the 
opportunity to revise the plans.
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Motion:  Ric Fields
Second:  Sharon Dennis
Vote:  4-0
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FINAL REVIEW - May 27, 2015
Project Review

 A. Architecture Comments
1. The proposed house meets the 35 ft. limitation, and is shown at a maximum height 

of 34.67 ft.  
2. The proposed house meets the 35% stone requirement.
3. Changes have been made to the roof form over the garage, which was a concern of 

the DRB at the Sketch Plan Review.  The entire roof form has come down and a 
shed dormer was added.  

4. Other changes include:  addition of some areas of vertical siding; rafter tails at the 
gable ends; horizontal rails.  These were all items identified by the DRB at the 
Sketch Plan Review.  

5. Staff believes that the architecture generally complies with the Design Guidelines 
but the site planning may have excessive encroachment beyond what was reviewed 
at Sketch Plan.  

B. Site Plan and Landscape Plan Comments
1. At Sketch Plan Review, the DRB included a condition that “The applicant shall 

submit a site, grading, and drainage plan designed and stamped by a Colorado 
licensed professional engineer for with the submittal for final plan review.” However, 
the applicant did not provide a stamped plan for final plan review.   Staff 
recommended this condition out of concern that the driveway accessing the property 
may impact the stability of the roadway platform for Beard Creek Trail.   It appears 
that the roadway was constructed with substantial fill adjacent to this site and the 
grades are extremely steep in this fill area.  Staff again recommends that the site, 
grading, and drainage plan be designed and stamped by a Colorado licensed 
professional engineer for Technical Plan review or that the application be tabled until 
the June meeting so that the DRB has the benefit of this information.

2. The site plan indicates retaining walls up to 6 ft. in height.  Any walls over 4 ft. need 
to be stamped by a licensed professional engineer and submitted prior to Technical   
Plan review.  

3. Following the Sketch Plan Review, the house has been pushed further to the south, 
increasing the deviations that were reviewed and approved by the DRB at the 
Sketch Plan Review.  The DRB had suggested pushing the home north at Sketch 
Plan Review.  In addition to the previously identified encroachments, now large 
areas of the second story deck (within 8.5 ft. of the southern property line) and a 
large roof overhang (within 7 ft. of the eastern property line adjacent to Doug Fields 
property) encroach beyond the building envelope.  The previous encroachments 
reviewed by the DRB at sketch include the following (dimensions have been updated 
to reflect the shift in building location):

a. The third garage bay encroaches beyond the building envelope by 
approximately 8 ft. and is within 8 ft. of the front property line.  The roof 
overhang of this garage is within 10 ft. of the front property line.
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b. Roof overhang on the two-car garage encroaches beyond the building 
envelope by approximately 1.5 ft. on the north-east building envelope line.

c. Roof overhang on the house on the west elevation encroaches beyond the 
building envelope by approximately 2 ft. on the western building envelope 
line.  

d. Stairs to the deck, an at-grade patio, the hot tub, and at-grade walkway/stairs 
and associated boulders and landscaping encroach beyond the building 
envelope on the southern and southeastern building envelope lines.  

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 encroachments 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 recommends approval of the deviation for the garage.  However, the as 
designed, various improvements now encroach beyond the building envelope on the 
west, south, east, and north building envelope lines.  These encroachments appear 
to be excessive and unnecessary and the result of trying to locate a home that is too 
large in the envelope.  Neighbors on both the west and east have expressed 
concern regarding the requested deviations.  Staff does not believe that he applicant 
has demonstrated any of the required findings for the requested deviation but in 
particular criteria b and c shown above.  The encroachments we are concerned 
about did not exist at Sketch Plan Review and are the result of pushing the home 
further to the south.

C. Public Comment
Public notice to adjacent properties was provided on May 7, 2015.  As of the date of this 
memo (May 21, 2015) the following comments have been received:
1. The adjacent property owner to the east on Lot 17 (Doug Fields) expressed concern 

with the location of the home in relation to his property and the small amount of 
landscaping proposed along the common property line.     

2. The adjacent property owner to the west on Lot 15 (Brett Barnett) expressed 
concern regarding the cart/storage door and requested significant landscaping to 
screen. 
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3. The adjacent property owner at 62 Elk Run / F3 L8 (Debby Shields) is generally 
supportive but expressed a concern about the landscaping at the front of the house.  

D. Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends either tabling this application until June 24 to resolve the 
encroachment issues or approval of the Final Review and deviation 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 submit a site, grading, and drainage plan designed and stamped 
by a Colorado licensed professional engineer for with the submittal for Technical 
Plan Review.

3. The applicant shall submit a PE stamped retaining wall design for all walls over 4 ft.
4. The applicant shall submit a revised site and landscape plan with 

improvements within the building envelope with the exception of the garage.

E. DRB Deliberation

Michael Current, Steve McKeever, and Ric Fields were present at the meeting.  Sharon Dennis 
was absent.  
Ron Preston, Architect and Mike Young, Owner/Builder attended the meeting.
Michael stated that the changes to the garage were an improvement.
Steve requested something more interesting be done to the garage doors, like windows or 
additional detailing.
Ric said that a couple of evergreen trees above the retaining wall would screen the garage.
Michael said that while the house appeared to be designed to sensitively to view corridors, the 
encroachments beyond the building envelope are excessive on the east side.  Options induce 
shrinking the deck, removing the stair and the roof overhang.  The applicant needs to look at 
compromising.
Ric said that the encroachments on the east side are an issue.  There are opportunities to fix it 
- the house could shift slightly, eliminate the overhang and stairs, etc.
Steve said that the neighbor concerns are a concern for him.  The encroachments on the east 
should be minimized and maybe there is a small amount of encroachment that is acceptable - 
like 18 inches.
Mike and Ron indicated they would eliminate the stair, pull back the roof, and add windows to 
meet their concerns.  

Motion to approve with conditions.
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Motion:  Ric
Second: Steve
Vote:  3-0 (Sharon Dennis was absent)

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 submit a PE stamped retaining wall design for all walls over 4 ft. 
at Technical Review Submittal.  

3. The applicant shall provide additional detailing on the garage doors, such as adding 
windows or architectural detail for staff review and approval.  Should staff not find 
the changes acceptable they shall be referred back to the DRB and subject to a 
review fee.  This shall be submitted with the Technical Review Submittal.  

4. The applicant shall add a minimum of two evergreen trees above the retaining wall 
at the driveway to screen the garage doors.  This revision shall be submitted with the 
Technical Review Submittal.

5. Because the stamped site plan was provided at the meeting, staff will review the 
revised site plan prior to Technical Review Submittal.  Any comments or concerns 
will be addressed by the applicant or may be referred back to the DRB at the staff’s 
discretion.

6. The roof and stairs overhanging the eastern building envelope shall be pulled back.  
The stairs will either be removed or located entirely within the building envelope.  
The roof overhang shall be a maximum of 18 inches beyond the building envelope.  
The plans shall be revised to reflect this condition at Technical Review Submittal and 
may be referred back to the DRB at the staff’s discretion and subject to an additional 
review fee.
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Sketch Plan Review - March 25, 2015
Project Review

 A. Architecture Comments
1. The applicant shall provide a roof plan in accordance with the requirement of the 

Design Guidelines.  Section 6.2.2 requires the following submittal for the sketch plan 
review of a roof plan: 

5. Roof Plan – indicating proposed roof pitch, overhang lengths, flue locations, roofing 
materials and elevations of major ridge lines and all eave lines (Scale: same as floor 
plans). These plans shall be prepared by a licensed architect.

Until additional information is provided, staff cannot review the plans to verify that 
they comply with the maximum height requirement of 35 ft. 

2. There are no divided light windows indicated on the plans.  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 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.   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:
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• 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.

B. Site Plan and Landscape Plan Comments
1. Staff is concerned that the any driveway accessing the property may impact the 

stability of the roadway platform for Beard Creek Trail.  It appears that the roadway 
was constructed with substantial fill adjacent to this site and the grades are 
extremely steep in this fill area.  Staff recommends that the site, grading, and 
drainage plan be designed and stamped by a Colorado licensed professional 
engineer for final plan review.

2. The site plan indicates retaining walls up to 8 ft. in height.  Retaining walls shall not 
exceed 6 ft. in height per the design guidelines.  These walls shall be revised prior to 
final review.  Any walls over 3 ft. need to be stamped by a licensed professional 
engineer and submitted prior to final review.  

3. Staff is concerned that the turnaround will not function to allow for a 3-point turn.  
The addition of a 2-3 ft. of pavement will improve the functionality.  

4. The site plan and the landscape plan are not coordinated.  The landscape plan 
shows significant improvements, including stairs, boulders, hot tub, and patio, along 
the eastern and southern property lines that are not indicated on the site plan.  The 
site plan indicates grading and drainage in this area and therefore they are in 
conflict.  These plans shall be coordinated prior to final submittal.  
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5. The applicant is proposing a deviation from the Design Guidelines to allow for 
improvements outside the building envelope, including the following:

a. The third garage bay encroaches beyond the building envelope by 
approximately 10 ft. and is within 10 ft. of the front property line.  The roof 
overhang of this garage is within 8 ft. of the front property line.

b. Roof overhang on the two-car garage encroaches beyond the building 
envelope by approximately 3 ft. on the north-east building envelope line.

c. Roof overhang on the house on the west elevation encroaches beyond the 
building envelope by approximately 1.5 ft. on the western building envelope 
line.  

d. Stairs to the deck, an at-grade patio, the hot tub, and at-grade walkway/stairs 
and associated boulders and landscaping encroach beyond the building 
envelope on the southern and eastern building envelope line.  

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 recommends approval of the deviation for the roof overhangs and the garage 
with the following condition:  
• Should the DRB approve the deviation, approval of the deviation will not be final 

until April 6, 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 plan review.

Staff has concerns with the extent of the encroachments along the southern and 
eastern building envelope lines, primarily with the hot tub, which is within 5 ft. of the 
adjacent property to the east.  There is very little area to allow for any significant 
screening of the hot tub and it places these improvements in close proximity to the 
neighboring home to the east.  Staff believes that this does not comply with the 
standards listed above.  Staff would recommend that the hot tub be located 
minimum of 10 ft. from the property line and that significant landscaping (trees) be 
provided for screening and that proper drainage is provided.
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C. Public Comment
Public notice to adjacent properties was provided on March 5, 2015.  As of the date of 
this memo (March 19, 2015) the following comments have been received:
1. The adjacent property owner to the east on Lot 17 (Doug Fields) expressed concern 

with the location of the home in relation to his property and the small amount of 
landscaping proposed along the common property line.     

D. Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the Sketch Plan Review and deviation 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 submit a roof plan in accordance with the requirements of the 
Design Guidelines with the submittal for Final Plan Review.

3. The applicant shall submit a site, grading, and drainage plan designed and stamped 
by a Colorado licensed professional engineer for with the submittal for final plan 
review.

4. The applicant shall submit a revised site plan indicating walls no taller than 6 ft. with 
the submittal for final plan review.

5. The applicant shall submit a site plan and landscape plan which shall be fully 
coordinated for with the submittal for final plan review.

6. The applicant shall submit a revised site and landscape plan with improvements 
along the eastern property line no closer than 10 ft. to the shared property line with 
Lot 17.  In addition, substantial landscape screening shall be provided to screen the 
hot tub from the adjacent property. 

E. DRB Deliberation

Ted Leach, Michael Current, Sharon Dennis, and Ric Fields were present at the meeting.  
Steve McKeever was absent.  
Ron Preston, Architect and Mike Young, Owner/Builder attended the meeting.
Brett Barnett, neighbor on Lot 15 attended the meeting.
Ron explained the driveway design.
Mike Young wanted to measure height differently so that the home could be taller.
Allison stated that the PUD and the Design Guidelines define how height is measured and we 
cannot vary from that.
Dominic noted that the applicant could shrink the house or move it back.
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Mike asked the DRB if he could fill the hole to the west of the house, it could help to eliminate 
a boulder wall.
Brett indicated he was more concerned about landscaping that area and liked the idea of filling 
that area.
Ric said that it was difficult to provide comments from the 8.5 x 11 landscape plan that was 
provided.  He said that the west elevation of the house needed to be addressed with additional 
trees.
Ron ran through the architecture.
Michael asked if they could add rafter tails at the eaves.  He was ok with the lack of divided 
light windows as there was a clear hierarchy of windows and they were sized appropriately.
Ted asked the architect to look at the roof over the garage.  Snow will be problematic.  Ted 
asked if a shed roof would be more appropriate and work with the other shed element at the 
entrance.  The middle shed looked out of place, and adding a similar element over the garage 
would be beneficial.  The stone on the 3rd garage bay should go all the way up, like shown on 
the model.  Ted suggested they look at the way the stone dies on the stairway.  Ted stated that 
everything is vertical siding, it would be good if some elements could be in a different material 
to provide more character.  
Mike indicated that they will change the garage roof to a shed and that they will add trees at 
the cart door to screen it from the neighbor.
The applicant was give direction to modify the roof of the garage element to a shed at either 
3:12 or 4:12, look into modifying some of the vertical siding in areas where its use is prevalent, 
and to address stone on all elevations.  It was suggested that horizontal railing elements might 
also help to address some of the concerns with the amount of vertical siding.

Motion to approve with the conditions listed above and the comments provided by the DRB.

Motion:  Michael
Second: Ted
Vote:  4-0 (Steve McKeever was absent)
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