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Staff Memorandum 

Project Description
• Applicant is requesting revisions to a Final Review and Deviation from the Design 

Guidelines for roof overhang outside the building envelope for a previously approved home.
• Applicant received final DRB approval (February 25, 2015) and two extensions to final 

approval, which expire February 25, 2018.  The applicant is requesting some revisions from 
the originally approved plans.  This DRB review would also have the effect of extending 
approvals to January 24, 2019, with the possibility for staff to approve two additional years.  

• The architect has summarized the changes to the approved plans as follows:
• Removed the upper level area over the garage and lowered the garage roof down
• Took out the stair in the mud room area to the upper level and rework that area
• Replaced the cart garage door below the garage with a bigger window for the bonus 

space
• Lowered the roof pitch over the kitchen dining area to make living room more prominent
• Added a possible hot tub and fire pit location to the site plans
• Changed the small dormers to a shed type to match other roof forms

• The residence is approximately 6,666 sq. ft. with a 928 sq. ft. 3-car garage.  
• There are 3 enclosed parking spaces, with additional parking area on the driveway.
• The Wildfire Hazard Rating is MODERATE.

REVISIONS AND FINAL REVIEW - January 24, 2018
Project Review

Owner: Masler LLC (Sean and Rebecca Masler)
Address: 1334 Beard Creek Drive
Legal Address: F2 L20
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: January 24, 2018
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A.  Architecture Comments
1. Staff believes the changes to the elevations are generally an improvement to the 

overall aesthetics of the home.  The most visible change is to the front entry, 
changing it from a mostly stone element to more glass.  Staff believes this has given 
more prominence to the entry.

2. The change to the garage is also viewed as a favorable change.  The mass of the 
garage element is minimized, making the whole structure appear to be lower than 
the previous version.  Staff believes this to be an improvement to the overall plan.

3. Staff believes that the changes are in keeping with the overall intent of the Design 
Guidelines.

B. Site Plan and Landscape Plan Comments
1. Staff believes the changes to the site plan are generally in compliance with the 

Design Guidelines. The home was shifted to the north to the extent possible to 
remain within the building envelope.  

2. Staff recommends that the entirety of the new fire pit patio be moved to within the 
building envelope.  There is adequate space there to allow for it to be moved within 
the envelope without any significant effect to the usability of the fire pit.  

3. At the previous review, there were concerns noted by the DRB about the amount of 
sod outside the building envelope.  Staff continues to recommend that the sod be 
reduced to a minimum of 10 ft. from the property line (its closest distance is 
approximately 7.3 ft. as proposed).  This creates an opportunity for additional buffer 
of native vegetation from the golf course property as recommended by the Design 
Guidelines.  

4. There continue to be minor encroachments of roof overhang beyond the building 
envelope.   With this review, the approval of these encroachments is extended.  The 
only new area of encroachment is the fire pit patio, which is shown as sand-set 
stone.  Staff has recommended that the patio be pulled back into the building 
envelop.  It currently extends 4 ft. beyond the envelope to both the south and east.  
Should the DRB choose to approve the encroachment, it must make the following 
findings:

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).

C. Public Comment
Public notice to adjacent properties was provided on January 9, 2018.  As of the date of 
this memo (January 17, 2018), no additional comments have been received.  
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D. Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of Revisions and Final Review for the Masler 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. With the submittal for Technical Review, the applicant shall provide a landscape plan 
indicating the following changes:

1. The sodded area along the south property line shall be modified to allow a 
minimum of 10 ft. from the property line, and indicate additional native 
vegetation in the area adjacent to the golf course.

2. The patio associated with the fire pit shall be located entirely within the 
building envelope.  

3. With the submittal for Technical Review, the applicant shall submit a detail for the 
deck rails.  The plans currently indicate “metal guard rail per owner and code.”  
These may be referred back to the DRB at staff’s discretion if there is concern that 
they do not meet the Design Guidelines.

4. The following statement from the Drainage Report shall be added to the site plan 
with a Technical Review submittal:  “The vegetated ditches are to be 1-2’ depth, 3:1 
side slopes, and 2% minimum slope, which will split the drainage around the 
proposed house and garage. The drainage away from the house and garage should 
be 10% for the first 10’ and directed towards these drainage ditches. All disturbed 
areas shall be re-vegetated and erosion control measures shall be installed and 
maintained until stabilization is achieved according to the landscape plan and CVC 
DRB regulations.”

5. For Technical Review, the applicant shall indicate proposed utility locations and any 
necessary screening.
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FINAL REVIEW - February 25, 2015
Project Review

 A. Architecture Comments
2. Generally, the proposed residence complies with the Design Guidelines.
3. Roof pitches are proposed at 8:12 and 6:12, with small areas of 3:12.  Roof 

materials include DaVinci synthetic shakes on all primary roof forms, and corrugated 
metal roofing on secondary roof forms.  Staff believes that this complies with the 
Design Guidelines.

4. Since the previous review, the applicant has modified the windows to eliminate all 
divided light windows.  The DRB allowed such a treatment on the Mike Young 
Residence (also on this agenda) despite the direction given in the Design 
Guidelines which is in the purview of the DRB.  The Design Guidelines state the 
following:

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.

5. Since the previous review, the applicant has modified the exterior materials.  Now 
only stone and vertical siding are shown, whereas at sketch review the home 
included horizontal siding and shingles in addition to vertical siding and stone.  The 
Design Guidelines state the following:

3.5.2 SIDING
Design Considerations
• Western red cedar or redwood may be used as wood siding material. Other siding materials 

in the context of the Cordillera Valley Club design style may be approved, at the discretion of 
the DRB.

• All siding and fascias shall be stained with transparent or semi-transparent stains in the 
natural color ranges. Darker colors are preferred, in shades of browns, tans, grays, and 
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green. Colors with undertones of orange or red should be avoided. When existing homes are 
required to be re-stained, it is preferred that transparent or semi-transparent stains are used 
to maintain some of the natural color and texture of the wood. However, when not possible to 
properly cover the previous stain on existing homes, solid color stains may be approved at 
the discretion of the DRB or DRB Administrator.

• Siding may be ship lap, tongue and groove or board and batt and should be six inches (6”) to 
twelve inches (12”) in width, and not less than two inches (2”) thick. One inch (1”) members 
are prohibited.

• Cedar shingles may be used as an accent element on dormer or gable ends.

6. With the submittal for Technical Review, the applicant shall submit lighting cut 
sheets for all exterior light fixtures.  These may be referred back to the DRB at 
staff’s discretion if there is concern that they do not meet the Design Guidelines.

7. The plans do not indicate any roof penetrations beyond the chimneys.  If any are 
necessary, the applicant shall indicate them on the plans for Technical Review.  
These may be referred back to the DRB at the staff’s discretion if there is concern 
that they do not meet the Design Guidelines.

8. With the submittal for Technical Review, the applicant shall submit a detail for the 
deck rails.  The plans currently indicate “metal guard rail per owner and code.”  
These may be referred back to the DRB at staff’s discretion if there is concern that 
they do not meet the Design Guidelines.

9. The material for the beams is not indicated on the plans.  According to the Design 
Guidelines, glu-beams are prohibited.  With submittal for Technical Review, the 
applicant shall submit a detail indicating the proposed beam material.  These may 
be referred back to the DRB at staff’s discretion if there is concern that they do not 
meet the Design Guidelines.

B. Site Plan and Landscape Plan Comments
1. The applicant is proposing a deviation from the Design Guidelines to allow for roof 

overhang outside of the building envelope.  This overhang is located on the west 
elevation and is a 4 ft. by 12 ft. area of roof overhang.  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

Page �  of �5 13



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 previously recommended of the deviation and the DRB approved the deviation 
at the Sketch Review with the following condition:  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 plan review.
The adjacent property owner, Sharon Dennis, located at 1372 Beard Creek Trail / F2 
L19 did express concerns regarding the design of the structure and impact to her 
property within the 30 day notice requirement.  Ms. Dennis has met with both the 
owner and the architect to discuss her concerns.  Her email communication is 
included as an attachment to this memo.  To briefly summarize, her request is that 
the applicant move the residence 5 ft. to the north to minimize impact to her 
property.  If this change is approved, she would not object to the overhang outside 
the building envelope adjacent to her property.  The applicant has not moved the 
home per the neighbor’s request.

2. There is significant area of sod located outside the building envelope and along the 
southern edge of the property. As was discussed as the Sketch Plan Review and 
agreed to by the applicant and the DRB, this area should be revised to integrate 
more native landscape in this area and that the sod area be reduced. The Design 
Guidelines state that there shall be three distinctive areas of a homesite:  the 
building envelope zone, the native landscape zone, and the transitional zone.  Sod 
and manicure lawns are supposed to be within the building envelope zone.  In this 
case, the sodded lawn area extends beyond the building envelope line, leaving little 
area for the transitional zone and the native landscape zone.  Please refer to 
Section 4, Landscape Design.

3. For Technical Review, the applicant shall indicate proposed utility (like gas meters) 
locations and any necessary screening.

C. Public Comment
Public notice to adjacent properties was provided on January 8, 2015 and February 9, 
2015.  As of the date of this memo, the following comments have been received:
1. The property owner at 1310 Beard Creek Trail / F2 L21 stated concerns about the 

landscaping, the east elevation and the drainage from the property.  The emails have 
been attached for reference.    

2. The property owner at 1372 Beard Creek Trail / F2 L19 stated concerns regarding 
landscaping, drainage, and a request to move the building back approximately 4 ft.  
The emails have been attached for reference.  

D. Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the Final Review and Deviation for the Masler 
Residence, subject to the following conditions:
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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. With the submittal for Technical Review, the applicant shall submit a detail for the 
deck rails.  The plans currently indicate “metal guard rail per owner and code.”  
These may be referred back to the DRB at staff’s discretion if there is concern that 
they do not meet the Design Guidelines.

3. Any recommendations (if any) from the Drainage Report shall be incorporated into 
the site and landscape plans with a Technical Review submittal since as of the 
writing of this report a drainage report has not been submitted.

4. The plans do not indicate any roof penetrations beyond the chimneys.  If any are 
necessary, the applicant shall indicate them on the plans for Technical Review.  

5. The material for the beams is not indicated on the plans.  According to the Design 
Guidelines, glu-beams are prohibited.  With a submittal for Technical Review, the 
applicant shall submit a detail indicating the proposed beam material.  These may be 
referred back to the DRB at staff’s discretion if there is concern that they do not meet 
the Design Guidelines.

6. The sodded area in the rear yard shall be reduced to within the building envelope to 
allow for additional area for native vegetation.

7. For Technical Review, the applicant shall indicate proposed utility locations and any 
necessary screening.

E. DRB Deliberation
DRB members Michael Current and Ric Fields attended the meeting.  Steve McKeever 
attended the meeting via phone.
Ron Preston - Architect, Mike Young - contractor, Sean and Rebecca Masler - owners, 
attended the meeting.  Sharon Dennis and Jim Comerford - adjacent property owners 
also attended the meeting.
Ron presented the changes to the plans from the previous review.  Indicated they 
changed the material of vertical siding everywhere as well as eliminating divided light 
windows.  
Ron provided a plan that showed the house moving 4 ft. to meet Sharon’s concerns.
Sharon and Jim asked about tree species.
Sean talked about drainage issues from Elk Horn Dr. 
Dominic ran through the recommendations from the drainage report.  Recommended 
that they add the conclusion paragraph to the site plan minus the requirement for a PE 
stamp.
Sharon explained the drainage issue they’ve had.
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Ric stated that they need to show the grading correctly on both the site plan and the 
landscape plan.  Site plan shows 4:1 but landscape plan shows 2:1.  The applicant 
indicated it should be 2:1.  Ric said the stairway on the east isn’t shown on the landscape 
plan.  Landscape plan shows sod adjacent to building.  
Sean said that they would stop the sod at the width of the stairs (no sod to the building 
walls).
Ric said that the deck columns are directly centered on the lower level doors/windows 
and are 3 ft. off the door.  Would be better if those could be shifted, as a suggestion to 
the applicant to get better views. 
Ric suggested landscaping should be added in small clusters at the corners of the 
building.
The applicants disagreed with adding or moving the landscaping to the building corners.  
DRB agreed.  
Ric said that if you could shift some trees around, move them up in front of the garages.  
Ric said the plan shows sod along the driveways and wondered if that was really the 
intent.
Sean said it won’t be sod and will update the plan to indicate planting beds.
Ric said the landscape plan needs to show the 15 ft. wildfire zone.  

Motion:  Michael Current
2nd:  Steve McKeever
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. With the submittal for Technical Review, the applicant shall submit a detail for the deck 
rails.  The plans currently indicate “metal guard rail per owner and code.”  These may be 
referred back to the DRB at staff’s discretion if there is concern that they do not meet the 
Design Guidelines.

3. The following statement from the Drainage Report shall be added to the site plan with a 
Technical Review submittal:  “The vegetated ditches are to be 1-2’ depth, 3:1 side slopes, 
and 2% minimum slope, which will split the drainage around the proposed house and 
garage. The drainage away from the house and garage should be 10% for the first 10’ and 
directed towards these drainage ditches. All disturbed areas shall be re-vegetated and 
erosion control measures shall be installed and maintained until stabilization is achieved 
according to the landscape plan and CVC DRB regulations.”

4. The plans do not indicate any roof penetrations beyond the chimneys.  If any are 
necessary, the applicant shall indicate them on the plans for Technical Review.  
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5. The material for the beams is not indicated on the plans.  According to the Design 
Guidelines, glu-beams are prohibited.  With a submittal for Technical Review, the applicant 
shall submit a detail indicating the proposed beam material.  These may be referred back to 
the DRB at staff’s discretion if there is concern that they do not meet the Design 
Guidelines.

6. For Technical Review, the applicant shall indicate proposed utility locations and any 
necessary screening.

7. For Technical Review, the applicant shall update the landscape plan to reflect the changes 
to the sod along the building and the driveway.

8. For Technical Review the applicant shall correct the grading on the site plan to match the 
landscape plan, which shows accurately shows the grading at 2:1.  

9. For Technical Review, the material indicated on the plans shall meet the following 
requirement:  “Siding may be ship lap, tongue and groove or board and batt and should be 
six inches (6”) to twelve inches (12”) in width, and not less than two inches (2”) thick. One 
inch (1”) members are prohibited.”  Applicant should consult the design guidelines for all 
material dimensional requirements.

10.For Technical Review, the applicant shall submit a revised site plan indicating the shift in 
the building by approximately 4 ft.  All plans shall be revised to indicate the changes.  
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SKETCH REVIEW - January 28, 2015
Project Review

 A. Architecture Comments
1. Generally, the proposed residence complies with the Design Guidelines.
2. Roof pitches are proposed at 8:12 and 6:12, with small areas of 3:12.  Roof 

materials include DaVinci synthetic shakes on all primary roof forms, and corrugated 
metal roofing on secondary roof forms.  Staff believes that this complies with the 
Design Guidelines.

3. 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.  

4. The applicant has indicated horizontal siding, vertical siding, and stone as the 
exterior wall materials.  Wood does not 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. 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. 

6. The east elevation of the home is complicated due to the canting of the building.  
The roof intersections at this location may need additional consideration.  The 
massing model (required at final) may help in resolving this issue.

7. The proposed home is designed to the maximum height limit of 35 ft.  The garage 
element is the only portion of the home designed to 3-stories.  The garage has 
storage at the lowest level and unfinished space at the upper level.  Staff 
recommends that the massing of this garage element and stairway connector be 
revised or lowered to break down the scale of this 3-story element.  The Design 
Guidelines state the following with regard massing and to the number of stories:

B. Site Plan and Landscape Plan Comments
1. Prior to Final Review, the applicant shall provide a drainage study, prepared by a 

Licensed Professional Engineer.  
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2. The turnaround may need to shift slightly to the south (closer to the home) to allow 
for adequate turning radius with the current driveway alignment.  For final plan 
review, please show the turning radii associated with each parking space and the 
turnaround.

3. On the Landscape Plan, please indicate quantities of each tree species.  Staff 
recommends a substantial increase in the number of trees (approximately double 
what is proposed) and recommends the addition of trees to the east, west, and 
south elevations to help buffer the home from the neighbors and soften the 
appearance of the home from the golf course.  The home as proposed has 
significant bulk and mass, due to its size, which needs to be softened with the 
addition of significant landscape materials.  Additionally, staff recommends 
increasing the size of the trees proposed so that there is substantial vegetation upon 
planting.  Staff recommends eliminating the proposed cottonwood tree since 
cottonwoods have been problematic throughout the neighborhood due to the 
invasive root systems of these trees.  

4. There is significant area of sod located outside the building envelope and along the 
southern edge of the property, adjacent to the golf course.  Staff recommends that 
this area be revised to integrate more native landscape in this area and that the sod 
area be reduced.  The Design Guidelines state the following with regard to 
landscaping at the golf course edge (pg. 29):

5. The applicant is proposing a deviation from the Design Guidelines to allow for roof 
overhang outside of the building envelope.  This is located on the west elevation 
and is a 4 ft. by 12 ft. area of roof overhang.  The Design Guidelines allow the DRB 
to approve non-habitable space outside of the building envelope.  The Design 
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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.  

6. For final plan review, the applicant shall indicate the address marker location and 
provide a detail.

7. For final plan review, the applicant shall indicate proposed utility locations and 
screening.

8. For final plan review, the applicant shall indicate the limits of disturbance and 
proposed erosion control methods.  The limits of disturbance should include all 
grading, landscaping, and utility cuts.

9. For final plan review, the applicant shall provide a drainage study, prepared by a 
Licensed Professional Engineer.

C. Public Comment
Public notice to adjacent properties was provided on January 8, 2014.  As of the date of 
this memo, the following comments have been received:
1. The property owner at 1310 Beard Creek / F2 L21 stated concerns about the 

landscaping, the east elevation and the drainage from the property.  The emails have 
been attached for reference.    

D. Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the Sketch Review and Deviation for the Masler 
Residence, subject to the following conditions:

1. 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 
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comments are received prior to that date, the deviation may be revisited by the DRB 
at final plan review.

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

E. DRB Deliberation
David Adkins, Ted Leach, Michael Current, Ric Fields were present.  Steve McKeever was 
absent.  
Sean Masler, Ron Preston, Mike Young were present representing the application.    
Jim Comerford, adjacent property owner, was present.
Ron presented the plans.  He then showed plans with some slight changes from what was 
submitted to address staff’s concerns.  
Ron stated that he would add aspens.
Ric stated his concern that the sodded area at the rear of the house is on relatively steep 
slopes.  It should be pulled back.  The landscape plan is difficult to read as some of the 
shading is similar.  All existing trees should be indicated on the plan.
Jim Comerford indicated he was concerned about the height of the garage.  He thought it 
looked like a lot of construction on a small lot.  It is overscaled for the house.  It looks like a 
house that is designed for a flat lot and it should step more with the grades.  There are a lot of 
different materials.  He requested that it be staked for final.
Michael stated that the way materials are shown should be looked at on the plans.  
The DRB generally indicated that the 3 story mass needs to be looked at.  
It is recommended that the applicant meet with the adjacent property owner prior to the next 
review.
Motion to approve.

Motion: David Adkins
Second: Ted Leach
Vote: 4-0 (Steve McKeever absent)
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 plan review.

The applicant shall address the comments provided in this staff 
memorandum and all DRB comments from the hearing.
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